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 was called as a2 witness by counsel for the Defendant and,

general about this and the next witness, if the similar
situation pertains, and I assume what you are saying for Mr.
Runft, and you are also saying as to Mr. McKenna the same
similar kinds of applications apply?

MR, LEWIN: VYes.

TiE COURT: Obviously, cross-examination, as you knowl,
has some elesticity to it, just as has becn exercised on both
sider of the table here,

MR, LEWIi.: I understand.

THE COURT: Counsel for the government hes heard you.

MR. LEWIN: Fine.

{End of bench conference)
whereupon,

JOHN L. RUNF?

having been duly sworn by the Deputy Clerk, was examined and
testified as follows:
THE COURL: Good afternoon,
DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR, LEWIN:
Q. Mr. Runft, could you plezse state and spell your full
name?
' My neme is John L. Runft, R=~U=-N=F=T,
e Mr. Runft, where do you resice?

Al boist'. Idaho.
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Q. How long have you lived there?

A. I have lived there approximately 30 years.

Q. What is your occupstion?

A. I am a lawyer.

Q. How long have you been a lawyer?

A, I have been a lawyer since 1965. That is 20-some odd
years now, almost.

2 Could you just describe for the Court and jury your
education from college?

A. Yes, I attended the College of ldaho, it is a private]
colleye locatud in Csldwell, Idaho, and from there to the
University of Chicage Law S5chool, where I acquired my doctor of
jurisprudence.

Q. In waat year did you receive your Jb from the
Yniversity of Chicago Law School?

A Yes. I graduated from the University of Chicago in
19465,

Q. What Efirm are you with at present?

A. I am with the firm of Runft, Leroy, Stecher, Coffin &
O'Riordan.

Q. Have you beren in partnership with others in past
years?

A. Certainly. As a young lawyer starting out, I was
enployed as an associate in 2 firm in Boise by the name of

MofFfat, Thomas, Barret & Blanton and latcr became a member of
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the- firm of Eberle & Berlin where I became a partner before I
started my own law firm.

Q. From then on, you have been the principal partner in
a law firm, which has had other partners?

A That is correct, since 1974, July 1, 1974, to be
specific.

Q. - Could you 'just describe for the Court and jury what
bars you are a member of?

A I am a member of the ldaeho Bazr, through the Idaho
Suprema Court, a member of the District Court of Idaho, the
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, tht Court of Clazims, United
States Court of Claims, the Court of Appeals for the Federal
Circuit and also a member of the Bar of the United States
Suprene Court.

Q. 1s there any work that you Jo as a specialty or any
area that you do more work in than others?

A Personally, I heve been involved in considerable
zmount of administretive law, litigation regarding
acministrative law, frequently with constitutional aspects.
our firm, and 1, do a lot of work in the 2reas of business,
commercial law, freguently with the government agencies, and
quite a bit of natural resources law,

Q. How many ettorneys are there in your firm right now?

A. We have nine.

Q. By >daho standards, that iu a good sized firm?
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A, Thet is a mediun sized firm, ves.

Ue Are you a member of any bar asscciations or
organizations?

A.  Yes. I am a member of the IAsno Ber Association, thel
Amcrican Bar Association and the Anerican Judicature Society.

Ja Hive you publishel in any lejal journals?

A, Yes, After I had been a member of the Idaho Bar for
several years, I published an article in the Idaho Law Review
and I have published severul pamphlets dealing with certain
arexs of administrative law,

e rr. Hunft, among your clients, is Congressman George
Hansen one of them?

A. He is,

Q. How long have you had Congressmsn Hansen as a client?

A Since August of 1974.

Qe What kinds of motters has he consulted you about?

A Congressman Hansen has ==

MR. WEINGARTEN: Excuse me. May we approach the
bench.

(Benel, conference)

MR. WCINGARTEW: I hate to do this, but that question|
{s what matters dic he consult this lawyer on. This man
represented him in his criminel case here in the District of
Columbia. I mean if he is going to ask those guestiens, I

should be able to respond,

34-569 0 ~ 84 -~ 67
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MKk, LEWIN: Okay. I will pnrase the question
differently. ’

THE COURT: Has he been cautioned not to discuss that
matter?

MR. LEWIN: I am sure he knows that., I will ask him
that --

THE COUnT: I think we better bring him up here and
address that to kim once again. 1 would hope with the rest of
your witnessecs that that is a matter you should take care of.
I am trying to protect it.fot you %ﬁﬁ for the trial,

MAR. LEWIN: I know that.

THE COURT: But I have to say, in reference to your
eriginal request as to how you are exposing Mr. Runft, {f you
ask him what kinds of matters he has consulted with Mr. Hansen
on, that 6pens the world.

MR. LEWIN: This ls » background question, which I
just want to get in the fact that he has discussed with him
versonal and financial and other matters.

THE COURT: 1If it starts to be specific, then when
they ask certain questions I have to allow it. So I am giving
you faic notice.

Mit. LEWIN: 1 will ask the guestion another way.

THE COURT: Yes, Mr. Runft, come up here for a
moment, please. We will save time and don't have to put the

jury in and out.
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Whatever questions are being addressed to you, I
understand you have not been advised that you are not, I repeat
not to discuss anything about Congressman ilansen's prior
conviction. The jury is unaware of it. So answer the
guestions, of course, truthful but that is one matter that you
cannot refer to. Mr. Lewin will make sure of thet with
subsequunt witnesses that those he is calling are fully aware
they are not to discuss Congressman Hansen's prior conviction.

So you are asked the question what you had consulted
him about. If that question is still going te be asked of you
after this recess, by all means answer to your heart's content,
except for that one matter.

THE WITNESS: I will,

TEE COURT: 1Is that understood?

TAB WITNESS: T will follow that admonition.

TIE COURT: All ;ight. Fine,

{End of bench conference)

BY ME. LEWIN:

Q. Mr..Runft, In representing Congressman Hansen, have
you represented him in connection with personal financial
matters?

Ao Yes, I have.

Q. Since, you say, 1974, that period of time, he has
called you on the telephone from Weshington to discuss matters

that relate to his personal finances?
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Tora—

A, Yes, he has. He has éalled me on personal matters,
campaign matters, all sorts of matters., -

Q. Directing your attention specifically, Mr. Runft, to
early or mid-1976, did Congressman Hansen discuss with you the
matter of his and his wifefs financial obligations as of that
time?

A.  In mid-1976, I can recall we had discussions about
their financial circumstances at that time. They were generzl
conversations to begin with, and I recall they were, of course,
addressing the specific issues to their accountant at that time
yes,

Q. Could you aescribe for the Court and jury
specifically what the circumstances were that were being
discussed with you and that you were being consulted about, as
of that time?

A. I believe it was in 1976 that Congressman Hansen
wanted to have me prepare & mesns by which the congressman
could, as I recall, solicit personal funds, separate fron
canpaign funds, if this would be a possibility under the
Federal Election Comnmittee requlations.

He asked mc to :oo0k into the matter, the question
being, at the time, whether such a solicitation could be
separasted from canmpaign solicitation. And so I spent some time
looking into the law in that reqard.

Q. Had you becone aware, at that time, about the
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financiel circumstences of Congressman and Mrs. Hansen?

A, Yes,

Q. Could you just describe for us what, to your
understanding, were their financial circumstances as of that
period of time?

A. The congressman and his wife had a-considerable
amount of debt at that time, which had been, to a large degree,
the result of some -~

Q. Without geoing into what the reasons were, just
describe for us wha£ the circumstances were as of that time.

A, Circumstences, yes, I understand. The circumstances
were that the Hansens did have a considersble amount of debt
and they desired to seek a way, within the law and properly,
with my advice and the advice of their accountant, a way in
which they could ameliorate the situation.

Q. The specific means that were being suggested were to
do what?

A. well, initially, the thought was to determine whether|
the congressman could solicit, privately, funds from potential
donors that would not be used for campeign purpeses, and we
approzched the Federal Election Committee on that basis,

Q. Was there, as of that time, a federal law which
restricted the means under which funds could be solicited for
campaign or political purposes?

A. Well, the Federal Election Committee was directec by
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N 112 3

a4 statute at that time, which was in force. That statute, I
don't recall exactly when it came into being, but it did follow
on the heels of the House Administration Committee, which had
formally exercised that jurisdiction.

The new law did set fortl the standards by which '
olfice heolders, such as congressmen, could raise money,
cdirected principally toward campaign money and political
exercise,

a. S0 just to meke that clear, the Federsl Llection
Commission was & federal agency which regulated how conyressmen
could collect funds for campaiyn purposes?

A, Correct.

Qe Ant for election purposcs?

Ae Riéht.

W. This porticular matter on which you were being
consulted was whather theré wes some way, consistent with that
federal election lew, under which solicitations could be made
to cover personal obligations, is that right?

A. That 1s correct, and whether there was a way that
could be devised whereby Congressmen Hansen could, within tha£
law, go forward and make tiese private soli.ltations, some way
he could raise noney.

0. So that people would be able to contribute to him and]
his wife personslly? ' '

Ao That is correct.
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Q. Did you, pursuvant to those discussions, attempt to
work out sone arrangement which would be consistent with
federal election law?

A. I did. 1 spent & considerable amount of time
analyzing the federal election law, and spent several trips to
tie Federesl Election Comnmission itself, wicre I met with a
gentleman nawmed David Stein, who was a lawyer there, and also
with a mr. Leitcnberqg, or it might have been Lietchfiecld. My
notes would tell me.

But in any event, I met with the attorneys for the
Fedcral Election Commission, analyzed the law, and eventually
devised a law which I submitted to George, He reviewed it,
This plan was prepared and submitted in writing to the Federal
Election Commission for an opinion.

I may add that the law of the Federal Election
Coumission, one of fkts duties war to issue opinions upon
reyuest by counsel for the congressman, so the congressman
could go to the Commission and ask for an opinion as to their
plan,

Qe Let m2 place before you, Mr. Runft, Defendent's
Exhibit 30 for identification, and ask you whether yuu
recoynize that document?

A. Yes, 1 do.

This document is dated February 1€th, 1977. It is a

copy of the letter which I assisted Congressman Hansen in
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drafting, which was addressed tc the Federal Election Committeﬂ
requesting an advisory opinion on the plan that I had devised,

Q. You drafted that letter essentially?

A. Yes,

e It was submitted to the Federal Election Commission
on benalf of Conjresswman Hansen, signed by him?

A. It was, under his signature, yes.

MR. LEWIN: 1 offer Defendant's Exhibit 30 in
evidence.

. ‘ME. WEINGARTEN: Hasn't the Court ruled on it alreadyp

THE COURT: 1 believe I have, but I ﬁhink it is very
important 1 See counsel at the bench. You can sit there for a
moment, if you wish, sir.

(dench conference)

THE COURT: One of my continuing difficulties,
gentlemen, is, of course, I don't have a copy of this document
at the time it is being offered into evidence. I will have to
rely upon counsel.

There isn’t a single word mentioned in this one or
any of the forthcoming documents, that refers to quilt, to
innocence, to conviction, to trial or to anything that
surrounds that m;tter? There is no wey I can foresee that it
does or doesn't in light of seeing the document but it is
really up to counsel to scrutinize it. I would say the sane

for the government's side,
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‘matters, that they would be admissible.

o~
;‘
P

‘We with did rule earlier as te thosc exchangs of

letters to cnd from Congressman Hansen dealing with tnese

mR. LEWIN: Let me give you a copy.

T COUHI: Again, I am going to rely upon counsel
oflering it, because if there is something in there you will
have to live witn it, Mr. Lewin, just like with tha witnesses,

MR, LEWIN: I understand.,

THE CLOURY: In the future.

MR. LEwIJd: Right.

THE COURT: Do I take it there is nothing in here
concerning the matter?

MR. LEVWIN: No.

THE COURT: I don't want to keep celling you up here
eoch time for tnis matter.

Just for your information again, as to the group of |
correspondence to and from Congressman Hansen, Mrs. Hensen, if
sae is present to so testify, concerning his way that he
concedes of these funds and how he con apply these funds, i
have ruleu he cun bring that into evidence. 1 teke it we have
a continuing objuction from the governmint, Wwe don't have any
objection by the government to responses but objection to the
congressman's lettars. But we will note yhe objections as they
are appropriate at the time.

ilite WEINGAHTEN: Fine.
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:‘\'Z‘U‘

{En of bench conference)

MH. LEWix: We offer Defendent's Exhibit 30.

Ty COURI: It is in evidence.

{wnereupon, Defendant's Exhibit
" Ho. 30 was rvceived into evidence).

BY WMR. LEWIN;

D we have made copies of that just for publication te
the jury. I don't think it is necessary for the jury to rea
the wnole letter but gince it is in evidence, while Mr. Runft
is testifying about it, I would like to have the copies
available ta the jury to lcok at the letter.

THE COURT: The jury can have a copy to look at for =2
monent, but obviously 1 want their concgntration to be on the
witness' testimony. Thef will have the original of tie
document thet is pleced in evidénce back in the jury room at
the tine of their deliberations.

S50 all 1 ask you, lidies and gentlemen, to take a
quick, flipping look, so to speak, at the docum=nt that is now
being perused, glven to you for your perusal. But then I ask
you to put it down. It will be collected by the marshal &nd
the testimony will be ongoing. T don't want your attention to
be diverted from the testinony.

we will wait a moment while they toke a quick look at
it, Mr. Lewin. Then thoy will be collected and we will go on

with the testimony. Just a2 very qulck look, please, lecies and
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gentlemen,

All rignt. They hive been collected, We are ready
to go on with the testimony.

BY MR, LEWIN:

Da The letter states, Mr. Runft, does it not, that the
request is being made, that second scentence of the first
paregraph, “So it is submitted that federal office holders
should be afforded the means to supplement their income
Provided by their federal salory if it can be done in a manner
that will not influence or effect their nomination or election
to federal office."

Wes that the purpose of submitting this letter to thel
Federal Election Commission?

A. Yes, it was, The plan was designed to that purpose,
All contributions were to be solicited outside of the district.
That is unger the provision herein.

Q. Why don't you summarize, since the jury ha# had a
very brief opportunity to glance at the letter, why don't you
sunmarize for us what it is, this plan you had come to, really
provided for.

A. . 'Well, it wes designed to provide a meansc whereby
Congressman Hansen could sccept gifts from well-wishers. Thesel
3ifts would have to be unconditionzl, and to aveid any
implication at all of vt ¢ getting, the idea was to have these

solicitations to be dc : outside the district. They would not
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be done in the Congressional district.

I went througli the Act itself and tried to meet every
single criteria. As youlall saw, it is a rather lengthy set of
provisions here, whereby I attempted to meet any of the
possible objections to this kind of a plan.

bor exemple, all the disbursements from gifts were to
be paid out solely for the costs of the effort, that is to say,
any money that would come in would be patd for the costs,

There wouldn't be any money mixed with crmpaign money. There
ar¢ many, many provisions nhere. But the purpose here was to
achieve or recelve unconditional gifts for purely a personal,

non~political purpose.

Qe An¢ the objective, looking at the bottom of the first

page of Exhibit 3¢, you éay. *That if federal ocffice holders
are held to a standard of ‘personal gifts customarily received
prior to candicecy,' and are to be severely limited in their
receipt of honorariums anﬁ other extra federal income, they
have little prospect of evsry.overcomlng extraordinary personcl
expenses or losses while pursuing their cereers as federal
office holders, unless they were wealthy prior to candicacy."

MR. WEIKGARTEN: Is there a question?

M. LEWIN: The document is in evidence., I think if
I could publish part of the document.

THE COURT: The thing is, what 1s the question?

Mk. LEWIN: I am asking him whether that wac the
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objective, or indeed whether -- 1 don’;_know if I have to ask
the quustion., May I just read toat to the jury? That is part
of the letter.

Tdk COURT: Not thz whole letter,

Mi. LEWIN: My purpose in originally distributing was]
to hope tiirt the jury could read that. But instecd coula 1
just read it.

*There must be Sene provision by which federal office
holders of modest means can overcome the burden of
txtraordinary personzl expunses and losses while continuing to
serve the constituency which élected them,"

was that the objective you were trying to achieve?

A, It was indeed. The concept here wes, you take a
congressman of modest means, who is not wealthy, and if *he is
subjected to extraordinary expenses, something perhaps beyond
his control, how can he make up for 1t§ He can't go out and go
into business. He does notr have the unlimited authority under
the Act to collect a vast amount of honorariums Erom speeches.
As a candicate, as an office holder, he is severely limited and
is limited only to the income of his salary.

What we were attempting to do here, within the law,
was to find a means by which these losses could be recouped.

Q. Therc was to be a maximum in terms of the permissible
contribution?

Ao $100,




11
12
i3
14
15
16

17

19
20
21
22
23
24

25

1068

v
L=
L ]
L 3

e No contribution of more than $100 coulé be accepted?

A, It was felt, agein as I say, the small contribution
of $10U or less, solicitation outsidc the Congressional
district, all these steps were taken to try to devise a means
whereby thie congressman could do this properly and within the
law.

2. Any contributor would be asked to sign a statement
which would indicate that he is Qaking this donation for
pursonal use and not to be given to influence &ny nomination or
€lection or as a campaign contributien?

A. That is yuite so, and the form is set forth in the
letter, which we presented to the Commission.

Q. Te your knowledge, thnat letter, Defendant's Exhibit
3v, ;as submitted to the Federsl Election Commission?

A. Yes, it was.

Qe To your knowledge, was there a response ultimately
teleived from the Federal Election Commission?

A. YeS. A response came in March of 1977, approximestely
a8 month later.

G Let me place before you what has been marked as
Defendanv's Exhibit 32 for identification. what is Defendant's
Exhibit 32 for identificstion?

. Exhibilt 32 is a copv of the opinion from the Federal
Clection Commission that wus solicited in Exhibit 3. That is

to sey, the plan that we submitted was responded to by the
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Federal Election Commission in an opinion, and this opinion is
Exhibit 32.
Mita LEWIN: We offer Defendant's Exhibit 32 into
evidonce,
Mhe WEINCARTEN: No objection.
THE COURT: It is in evidence.
(Whereugon, Defendont's Exhibit
No. 32 was received into evidence).
BY MR. LEWIh:

Ce That is e four-page letter, is that right?

A.. It is a four-paje letter. I had said that it was in
March. and it is indeed dated March 30, 1u77.

Q. Does it set out, in separate paragraphs, the various
conditions that you had specified in the letter that was
submitted to the Federal Election Commission?

As .Yes, 1t does. This letter describes, again, the
canditions under which the personal funds would be solicited in
the plan that we subwitted., It repeats them verbatim for
several pages here.

(V8 Directing your attention to page 3, the parsgrapn
towards the bottow of the page, beginning with the word “"based"
have you found that page?

A I have indeed.

Qe After the enumeration of the various conditions you

had specified in your letter, could you just read for the Court
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ER LAY

and jury whit that parasqrzph says on page 27

Ao All right.

"Based on your representations as to how the personal
fund~raising would be conducted, and the conditions under whicq
gifts would be solicited and accepted, the Act and proposes
regulutions would not upply. Accordingly, there is no
obligation to submit to the Commission any letters, cards,
affilavits or reports related to the desscribed! plan for
personzl fund solicitation.*

Q. Now, could you tell the Court and jury what, in
substance, the Commission was saying in.response in its letter
of March 30th, 1$777?

A. Well, in substance, the Federal Election Commission,
after reviewing the plan, concluded that the plan not being a
campr ign=type plan, was not within the Act; that is, it was
ocutside of the act ani not subject to the provisions of the Act),
which limit &nd control cempuign solicitations and
contributions.

Qe In other words, it was not prohibitaed by the federal
election low?

A That is correct.

Q. S0 that so far as the feceral election law is
concerned?

A It diin’t apply.

Qe It did not épply an? it was entirely permissible
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under the feceral election luw to conduct a2 campaiyn according
to the standards that you had set out to collect contributions
for personzl expensss that the Hansens had incurred, or
obligations that they had to repay?

A, If done in accordance with the plan that we had
outline.,

Je £s outlined?

A, Yes.

e Mow, Mr. Runft, dic¢ that conslude thc matter insofar
as the pernissibility of such a selicitation wos concerned?

A, Mo, it did pot.

Q. Why not?

A, Because in considering the propriety of any plaﬁ of
this nature, for a congressman, one not only has to consider
the federal election law but alss the rules and regulations of
the House of Representztives, the body in which he serves, for
those bodies have rules of standards and ethics which must be
lcokeld to.

. In the course of consideration of the plen by the
Federal Election Commission then, had Congressman Hansen, as
well, mace application or formal subw.ission to the appropriate
house comnmittee? -

A, Yes, he did.

€. Let me place before you, before you continue any

further, what has been marked as Defendant's Exhibit 31 for

34-562 0 - 84 - 68




[

w N

9

.10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

1e

20

21

22

- 23

24

1072

identification.
MR. WLINGARTEN: Could we heve a copy?
MR. LEWTil: Yes,
BY MR, LEwWIM:

Q. I interrupted you. You said yes?

A. ¥Yus, he did. You banded me Exhibit No. 31, which 1
recognize &5 being the copy of a letter dated March 14, 1977,
to Richaruson Preyer, a member of Congress aned the chairman of
the Select Committee on Bthics., This letter was signed by Mr.
Hansen, Congressman Hansen.

e Wes ‘that letter submitted pursuant to discussions
with you?

A Yes. As & motter of fuct, 1 reviewed this letter, 1
believe by phone, before it was submitted., .Yes, I did.

Mh., LE.IN: We offer Lefendant's Exhibit 31 in
evidence.

THE CuURT: Subject to 'the ecarlier discussion at
bench?

MR, WEINGARIEN: May we approach the bench?

PR COURT: All right. Will you step down, please.

(Beunch conference)

MR, WEINGARTEN: It is not my style to try and
sandbe; Mr. Lewin by letting something :in and coming back and
trying to get the conviction in. I think that if the first

peraaraph iz &llowed in ané the paragraplh on the Second page is
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2llowed in it is grossly unfeir te leave that on the record and
disallow the jovernment to prove that part of the quote unquote|,
®"political harassment" and "dirty tricxs", included him
pleading guilty to compaign violations in this courthouse, so
we object to this document.

MR. LEwIN: Your honor, there were an enormous number
of matters totally apart from this one thing that were done
with regard to Congressman hansen during that period of time,
If Mr. Weingarten is suggesting that this language is being
used to cover or describe that onec incident, that is simply not
true. As Mr. Weingarten knows, there were zllegations.

There was a civil suit that Congressman Hansen was
involved with in tcrms of theft of his credit records. That
cost an enormous amount. There were allegations that were
being made by the Federal Election Commission because
Congressman Wayne Hayes had moved them to do that. Congressmen
Hayes' name has come up in Mr. Weingarten's interrogation of
Mr. Hunt, ané that is precisely accurate, that Congressman
llayes had generated an enormous amount of activity and churnec
up an enormous amount of activity against Corngressman Hansen.

The fact that Congressman Hansen was saying i that
period of time therc were all these matters that have put me §
debt, it scems to me is tructhful, appropriate and proper and lj
not &t 211 improper or unfair in scying that that was the

reason for the debt.
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THE COURY: Are you saying then that there are nany
other matters, not just one.‘but many other matters in addition
to the conviction, which stimulated the phrases that he had a
consiéerable amount of legel, professionzl and other non-campai
expunses?

Mit. LEWIN: Yes.

THE COURT: Stimuloting further the expression that
he had large expenses “pushed on me person:zlly by political
harassment and dirty tricks that had not previously been® --

MR. LEWIN: Absolutely.

MR, WEINGARTEN: 1t is the weyne Hayes' allegation
that brought this matter to the attention of the Department of
Justice. That triggered the Department of Justice's
investigyntion and that investigation culminated in a guilty
plea by the conjressman,

MR, LEwWIN: I am sorry, Your Honor. Wwayne Hayes
tried, in various ways, to make various kinds of allegations.
Nearly all the allegations ended up being dismissed.

"here was one thing, and I have given the
documentation to Your honor, regarding that conviction.
Besides, there was the Wayne Hayes' allegaticns and following
Wayne Huyes and, indeed, as a result of other activity back in
idaho, as 1 say, there was a lawsuit involved concerning theft
of crodit, disclosure of his tax records, theft of his credit

record, all sorts of things, far, far beyond this one matter.

N
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Indeed, in terms of expenses, I submit that the
expenszs relating to that criminal matter were very small
compared with those related to the other forms of harassment
that were involved, precisely because, as the records that we
have shown Your Honor indicate, when that matter came up, the
congressman had retained an attorney here. He said, “Okay, we
7111 work out 2 disposition." They worked out a disposition
and it was only after there vas a misunderstanding by Judge
Hert as to what the allegation was that another attorney came
in and promptly, within another week, that whole matter was
cleared up.

THt COURT: You mean the prison term that he received
was vacated?

mH. LEWIN: Right, within a week.

THE COURT: He received some statement to the extent
thet, well, I thought you were a villein but you were really
stupid. The newspaper has reported that.

MR, LEWIN: The point is that that took up very
little time and very little in the way of attorncy's costs,

THE COURT: All right. fThe bottom line is that you
are saying that this group of letters this correspondence, the
first of this type, which is your No. 31 refers to many others,
and in fact the majority of matters other than the conviction?

MR, LEWIN: Yes,

THE COURT: Which created the legal professional
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back there in the jury room. Let's take a recess until 3:30.

L4

exgenses that you are now trving to have recuse? by
solicitations from personal éont:ibutions.

MR. LEWIN: VYes, that is correct.

THE COURT: All right. There may be other
comaunications that are closer to it. Certainly the o;e we
talked about earlier, that refers to innocence and such, is
going te have to be stricken. Either we strike the whole thiny
or we will have to remove that part of it.

MR, LEWIN: Yes. I don't know what Mr. Weingarten
thinks but I am not intending to read what he views to be the
inflammatory portions of this letter. The only thing'on this
letter I would like to read would be the second and thipd
paragraphs, which don't refer to those, which simply say, ®"Look
this is ;hat I am trying to do. I am somebody of modest means.
I don't have an outside force. I am trying to do some method
which will not 1nterfa£e.‘

THE COURT: Obviously you conduct your
cross-examination as you wish, Mr. Lewin. Sometime it is going|
to go so far, and I don't want tp have to open the door. &So I
guess I am saying in the wernacular, don't push it. Let's keep
it contained. Fair is fair.

(End of bench conference)

THE COURT: Since we had recessed at the bench for a

moment, we might as well recess now because there is something
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{Access)

{Bench conference)

MR. WEINGARTEN: It occurred to us at the break that
evidence is coming in through this witness, and I guess
subseguent witnesses, that there was this enormous debt created
by political dirty tricks, et cetera, et cetera. ‘ithat is the
evidence of the defense. We have received no defense discovery|
supporting this alleged debt, save this property;ﬁettlement.
which mzkes a bald allegation that there was $372,000 in debt,
separated to Connie Hansen, with absolutely no supporting
information whatever.

I think at this time, particularly since the Court is|
at least justifying 2 ruling thst the conviction can't come in
because there are other expenses that were generated at this
time, at this time I think we should at least have discovery
supporting the existence of this debt or a specific proffer
from defense counsel that such a debt existed, I recall that
when we considered the Pentagon evidence, the Court properly
required government to make a specific proffer as to what we
were going to prove so the Court could make a determination
based upon our good faith proffer.

THE COURT: All right.

MR. LEWIN: What.can I ==

THE COUKRT: Can you 'give us any detail; éince

appsrently there was no discovery, here and now, concerniny

#*
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this guarter of a million dollar obligation, 300,0002

ToSE—

MR. WEINGARTEN: 3372.000.

THE COURY: Al) right, something like that. What
other problems did he have thet generated substential sums of
debt? Can this witness téétify as to those other matters,
being very careful, of course, that he doesn't touch the
convictien?

ME., LEWIN: The truth is, I think he does know about
various -- I don't think it is necessarily useful in terms of
this csse, presenting it before the jury. If Mr. Weingarten
wants to go into what the other politicsl dirty tricks were, hej
could go into it, I supﬁose, with this witness or could go inte
it with other witnesses who will testify, but I will represent
to Your Honor that from my famillarity with this case, from my
discussions with the various witnesses, there is just no
question about the fact that there were administrative
proceedings of various kinds, allegations thet were made hefore
the Federal Election Commission which were washed out, which
turned out to be unsubstantiated.

Indeed, if Your Honor wants I have documents
contemporaneous with that April, 1977, thing where the Federal
Election Commission says there was no probliem as to allegations|
that were made to the Federal Election Commission. There is a
lawsuit in.which this witness represented Congressman Hansen

against Mr. Morgan.
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THE CUURT: I don':.chte about that. My question to
you, Mr. Lewin, 2nd I think you are answering it but we are
coming to it in reams of poper =~ I just wanted@ to keep it down
to a focus -- are there any incidents that you could relate
like A, B, C, D, these are some of the wmatters upon which you
ere relying on to say a substantial portion or a majority of
his expenses were not conviction associated expensesé

MR. WEINGARTEN: Pefhaps I dldn't make my position
clear.

MR, LEWIN: I don't understand what Mr. Weingarten
says. |

MR, NEINGARTEN; Maybe I can restate it.

MR, LEWIN: Let me say this: ®It was so much a
matter of public notice, and Mr. h:;ngarten, there is no reason
why he should read the Idaho press back in 1976 and 1977, but
everybody in Idaho knew that tpne Hansens had enormous financial
obligations. And, as I say, if you look .to the criminal matter
the criminal matter was oné which invelved & very limited
amount of time. There was no trial.

THE COURT: When was it?

MR, LEWIN: The criminal matter was in 1975, February
of 1975. It was a very limited period of time. There was no
trial. He hired a local counsel here. He said, "Okay we will
plead. No problem.™ He plead and totally unexpectly Judge

Hart said, “Okay, you are going to jail."
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IO

I think Judge Hart scid, "I didn't understand what
the charge was."

in terms of expense, that is a very, very minimal
expense. I have checked it again with the conyressman over the
recess. Thause people were in great debt and that is where it
stooc.

mR, WAEINGARTEN: Maybe I wasn't clear enoujh. What
we are looking for is evidence that he was in great debt, debts
supported by documents that are unrelated to the prosecution of
1975. 1 think we are entitled to that, if tnere is going to.
be avidence that there was such & debt.

We have received no discovery on that score, except
this one solitary figure on this property settlement agreement,
that there is going to be evidence offered to support the
axistence of that debt, We would like some back up
documentation of it.

THE COURT: 1Is there going to bt any evidence offered
other than the conclusionary statement, through the witnesses,
that they were $300,000, $400,000 in debt?

MR. LEwIN: That is right.

+ddi COURT: There is no documentation?

MR. LEwIN: There is no documentation, because this
is a debt, Your Honor, that builds up by Fhe fact that you are
paying expenses, you have a family of five people. All these

things add up. You have a home in Icéezho, a home here. Sure,
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if Mr. weingarten wants to, he can ask the witnesses, he can
ask if the congressman takes the stand, he can ask Mr. Honmen
how did you generate that debt?

But certainly if there testimony is, and I submit it
is supported by ample documentation, "he were fn great debt,"”
indeed it would be crazy for people to go to these extremes to
try and collect funds if they were not in great debt. I don't
know what he wants and I don't believe -- let me say one other
thing: It is not the burden of 2 defendant in a criminal case.

THE COURT: You are asking, Mr. Weingsrten, if Mr.
Lewin is going to produce any evidence in this regard of the
debt. You want, of course, to see that because you have had n
discovery in that regard. If he is going to make the statemenj
only through the witnesses, of course, that it is $300,000 or
$400,000, in a sum of money without any allocation as to how
that resulted, and we are being told that there is no
documentation?

MR. LEWIN: Right.

THE COURT: I guess you can make of it what you want
to so far as the examination is concerned that they were being
asked for money wituout any documentation behind it.

MR. LEWIN: That is right.

THE COURT: If he says there is no documentation, he
cen't provide it to you.

MR. LEWIN: I can't provide any documentation. I am
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telling you, there were great deuts, and they are listed in
there, in terms of personal foans. There were grest debts that
were owing 'and consequently, the Hansens had to find some way
to -meet them. That is the way it is.

Again, as I say, if Mr. Weingarten wants to aryue to
the jury, there is no basis for showing these peaple were in
debt, they really had a lot of money, they had it in Swiss bank
accounts, let him arguec it. If he says Swiss bank accounts, of
course, I will scream and I think it is inadmissible, there is
no basis for it, but if he wants to argue to the jury, look
th:y have made up this debt, fine, let him argue the debt was
made up,. that these people were really in fine circumstances
and this is all a smokescreen, if that is and I say argument.

MR. WEINGARTEN: I know Mr. Lewin's reputation is a
completely ethical honorable man, and if it ia.his
understanding that he is offering this evidence and it is his
understanding that such a debt existed and he is so
representing,. then we get past that first threshold. If there
is no discovery, we get .past the second threshold and 1 guess
we are on our own on cross-—examination.

THE COURT: That is what he is telling us. I really
understood Mr. Lewin to say there is no documentation, he is
not going to be offering any, he doesn't have any and you will
have to make what you can out of cross-examination,

MR. LEWIN: Right, and the separation agreement
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itself recites it. It was wriQten in 1977, and this witness
will so testify. If you want to inquire of the witness inguire]
of the witness.

THE COURT: I think by documentation I may be wrong,
but I gather 4 you meant other than the Property settlement,
you wanted something tangible, IOU "X" numbcr of dollars?

MR. LEWIN: No, I don't have an IOU,

T COURT: Or whatever you might represent, tangible]
evidence oﬁer and above what the parties declared were their
obligations?

MR. LEWIN: Yes.

THE COURT: 1If there isn't aﬁy. I can't order any,
right? Right.

(End of bench conference}

THE COURT: Bring the jury in.

(Jury present at 3:50)

THE COURT: Shall we continue.

BY MK. LEWIN:

Q. I believe before the recess, wr. Runft, we had been
discussing Defendant's Exhibit 31, which was a latter of March
14, to Congressman Preyer, who was th. chairman of the House
Select Committee on Ethics. I believe it was admitted in
avidence, was it not?

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. LEWIN: Thank you.
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AWRTY

- BY MR, LEWIN:

2. How, that letter, you said, Mr. Runft, was sent at &
time when the Federzl Election Commission reguest was pending,
is that right, before it was decided?

A, That is correct. The tining of ﬁhis. we had already
subnitted the reguest for 2n opinion to the Federal Election
Commission, and before the opinion came down, we sent this
letter to the Select Committee on Ethics of the House of
Representztives, for the reasons I described, that there are
two entities who hed juriscdiction over these matters, the House
of Representatives on one hand and the Federal Election
Commission on the other, under the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 197i1.

2 tNow, I place before you Defendant's Exhibit 32 for
identification and ask you whether that was a letter that was
sent after the Feceral Election Commission decision to
Congressman Preyer?

A Yes, it was. This letter is dated April S, 1977,
addressed to the chairman of th: Select Committee on Ethics,
that is to the House of Representatives, snd this letter was
sent by Congressman Hansen after the Federal Ei.ction
Commission had ruled or given its opinion.

Q. Were you involved as well and consulted with regard
to the submission of that letter?.

A. Yes, I was. 1 had a number of telephone
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conversations with Congressman H#nsen fegarding the letter, and
as with these other letters, several drafts, and we finally
arrived at a final text.
MR. LEWIN: I offer Defendent’s Exhibit 34 in
evidence,
THE COURT: It is in evidence.
{(Whereupon, Defendant's Exhibit
No. 34 was received into evidence).
BY MR. LEWIM:

Qe So let me just read the March l4th, 1577, letter,
which is Exhibit 31. Would you just read the second and third
paragraths of that to the jury?

A.  "Being one of modest means, and not having any
significant outsigde source of income, in addition to my
Congressional salary, which is used to support a large family
and maintain my personal situation, bbth in washington and
Idabo, it is most difficult to find the means to recoup from
Sucit extra personal expenses which have been incurred. I
therefore have openly intended to find a method which would not
interfere with my service to my constituents on a full time
basis and not be & conflict of interest for the position I
hold."

Q. Skipping down to the next to the last paragraph, it
starts off, "My attorney has been actively involved in this

matter in preparation of the letter and in preliminary
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LU L

@iscussions with appropriate officials of the FEC," is that
reference the reference to yau when he speaks of "my attorney"?

A It is.

T The last paraqraph of that letter says, “"Thank you
.for your interest and assistonce in this matter. I would
appreciate receiving an early reply and welcome your comments
end suggestions.®

Is that a reyuest that the House Ethics Committee
reply with regard te that same plan?

A. Yes. The entire letter is a request for an opinion
regarding this approach we were taking. The entire area of law
a2t this vime was in a stete of quick evoiutlon and we wanted to
proceed very carefully., <The Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 had been amended twice. Part of it had been declared
unconstitutional, I believe. I believe the Supreme Court case
was Buckley versus Vallejo.

It has been seven years, but I recall it waes a guite
complicated and quickly evolving area of the law. We wanted to
make sure that both with the House of Representatives and the
Federal Election Commission we were doing the correct thing.

Q. There was no answer received before the Federal
Election Commission issued its ruling, was thcre?

Al There wuas not.

J. Looking at Exhibit 34, which was this letter that was]

sent after the Federal Election Commission ruling, would you
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rca to the jury the last two parajraphs on the front page?
THE COURT: May I have a copy of it, please?
MR, LEWIN: I am sorry, Your Honor.
T COURT: Thank you.
T WITNESS: The last two paragraphs?
BY MR. LEWIi:
de Yes.
he "1 suggest that the known and acceptesd structure for
soliciting the politicszl funding for elections can alsec be
properly used for riising personal funds as described in my
proposal. By this, I mean the personzl or mail solicitation
would be conducted either personally or, in the alternative, by
2 committee composed of several persons, not a part of my
Congressional office staff or campaign organization. 1In
conjunction with the ll-point plan cleared with the FECY —-
e That is the plan the FEC approved on March 30, 19777
A. Corrert.
2. That was the ll-point plan, the 11 conditions you hed
degcribed in the letter to the FLC, is that right?
A Tnat is correct.
Q. Caould you continue reading.
A. "In conjunction with this ll-point plan cleared with
the FEC, such a comnittee would operate entirely independent of
me in every respect. For example, it would necessarily have to

obtain its own seed money and organizational direction and

34~569 0 - 84 ~ 69
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control. The only relationship 1 would have with the committee
would be that I would not acéept funds from the committee
unless it could clearly demonstrate that all points of the PEC
proposal and the under-$100 limitation were adhered to. No
funds would be accepted personally from members of the
committee or close relatives of those memhers.”

‘ Q. All right. Could you read on the szcond pege, the
second, third and fourth paragraph?

THE COURT: Mr. Lewin. The letters are in evidence,
I would certainly allow you to read some of this. But we arc
réading almost the entire letter and we have just defeated the
purpose in trying to move along expeditiously for this
sequestered jury. It is in evidence.

MR, LEWIN: I understand.

BY MR, LEWIN:

Q. Could you read then just the third znd fourth
paragraphs then? I will cut that down.

THE COURT: Let's cut it down sharply in the future.
Yes.

THE WITNESS: ™Any person has a right to basic
financial survival. The question is hbw can it be properly
done in a sensitive position. I believe the direct way is
preferable because it is the simplest and most accountable.
News accounts have been frequent regarding the complications to

the circumstances of public office holders when a spouse or
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|

othcr close -family member pursues their own course.

And yet, that family has & right to financial
survival and should not ha.peﬁalized if .one of them is publicly
involved. iy wife asks me what would hecome of her and the
children if I were to die suddenly with large debts we have
incurred from the ugly aspects of politics. what can I tell
her? what would you tell your spouse?"

0. That letter also requested the committee to provicde aj
response regarding the proposal that had been submitted to the
FEC, to the Federzl Election Commission?

A. Yes, that request for response is contained in the
last paragraph., .

Q. Did you, following those letters, learn from the
congressmzn. or otherwise, what the House Ethics Committee haé
decided on that gquestion?

A. welﬁ, as I recall, and again this has been some time,
1 recall that there was a news reléase. I believe, or a news
report, in one of the local Idaho papers, to the effect that
the House Ethics Committee had or would not be favorably
considering this plen. |

Q. The microphone may be, I noticed at times -~

THE CCURT: Would you tap it, plecase. It seems on.

BY MR. LEWIN:

Q. Please speak into it. -Sometimes your voice drops offf.

A. Is this better?
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- N Yes. You were saying that there was 2 news report
that the house committee had:not approved that proposal for
solicitation of private funds?

A. Yes, that is my best recollection. Again, it has
been seven years, but I recall that a news report, I believe ;t
was an 1daho news report, secmed to indicate some reporter had
talked to somebody, a representative of the House Ethics
Committee, or something like that, that a decision would be
coming down shortly that would be unfavorable.

Q. Mr. Runft, you've mentioned news reports, these
various matters, the letters to the Federal Election
Commission, the lettcr to Congressman Preyer, these other
things. Were they motters of public record?

A. Yes.

Q. were they reported in the newspapers in Idaho?

A. Extensively.

Q. I place before you, Mr. Runft, Defendant's Exhibit 35

. A

I ask you whether you can describe what that document is?

A. Yes. This document, Exhihit 35, is the advisory
opinion that Congressman Hansen had solicited with his two
letters, that is, solicited of the House Ethics Committee,
This advisory opinion is aesignated,-'&dvisory Opinion No. 11,
issued by the committee on May 1llth, 1977". It is from the
Select Committee on Ethics of the U.S. House of Representativesr

Mii. LEWIN: We offer Defendant's Exhibit 35 into
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evidence.
THE COURT: It is in evidence.
{Whereupon, Defendant's Exhibit
* -+ No. 35 was received .into-evidence).
BY MHR. LEWIN:

2. That opinion states, in the end of the se«cond
porajrapn, does it not, that the Select Committue concluded
that neither a member nor his spouse could directly solicit
funds for personal usz by & fund-raising technique such as a
misSs mailing?

And it said in its summery opinion on page 2, “A

‘menmber .is prohibited from accepting tiie proceeds from a

fund-raising event for his unrestricted personal use." Is that
correct?

A, That is correct,

Q. 8o that the House Ethics Committee did not permit the|
use of the procedure which the Federal Election Commission had
said was not covered by federal election law?

A, That is correct.

Q. br. Runft, &s counsel for Congressman Hansen, were
you, during this period of time, considering, as well, other
alternatives that might be used if this method was not approved
by the House bthics Committee? -

A Yes, I was. Ths object here was to find a legal and

proper way of proceeding forward to assist the Hansens with
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ALk 1

tlieir debt problems in a fashion that was open and within the
bouncs of the law. One of the slternative measures that we
thought ahout, which would be a measure, you might call it the
final measure, as a means of doing this, was to consider the
proposition of & separate property agreement under ldaho law.

Now, this particuler device, or this particular
Girection, is somewhat unique to Idaho and approximately eight
other states. ‘they are called "conmmunity property
jurisdictions®. Those jurisdictions include California,
Louisiana, Ifaho, Nevada and states out mostly in the west,
where marriage, the incident of marriege, creates community
property, that is, joint ownership of property. .

We were considering if these proposals did not pass
both éhe FEC and the Housc of Representatives, to consider the
possibility of the Hansens separating their economic interests
under the community éroparty. Again, we wanted to proceed in
an open and public fashion, make sure that everything was abover
board and with full notice.

Q. Let's just maybe reduce that, as best we can, to 2an
understanlable format so that people who are not lawyers like
us, can undeistand it.

Under Idaho law, what is the effect of the law on Ehm
proparty of people who get married?

A. Under Idaho law, when people get married, from the

time of the marriage forward, they both have an interest in all
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property which they ecrn from thaet point on. That does rot
fnclude separate gifts., There are a nunber of distinctions. I
suppose you don't want to go into that.

But essentially, one of the incidents of marriage, &
part of merriage is, under Idaho law, or community property law
that both spouses jointly own, although jointly is not quite
the right word, but they both have an egual equity Interest in
all property tney obtain during their marriage.

2. Anything earned by a husbend during merriage bulongs,
in part, to his wife, whether or not she has in fact worked for
it, and anything earned by a wife, durlng marriage, belongs to
the husband?

A. Under comnunity property law, &all earnings are
community property, whether earned by either spbuse.

Qe Under Ideho law, are there means for undoing that
consequence of the 'laws pertaining to marriage in Idahe?

A, - There are. Under Chapter ¢ of Title 32 of the Idaho
code which governs the community property law of Idaho, there
are provisions that allow & couple to enter into 2 property
settlenent agreement. This is freguently done in the course of
second marriages, pernaps, where a widow or widower will marry
for a second time and they wish to keep their property separate
this type of thing. It is used for many, many purposes,

Under this provision, when yotu separate the property,

this separation has the result as though there were no marriagJ
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at all with regard to property, if you enter into such an
agreement. '

Q. Did you consider and discuss with Congressman and
Mrs. Hanson the possibility of entering into an agreement which
would have the effect of undoing the conseguences of Idwho's
comnmunity property law?

A. 1 did. The Hansens are residents of the State of
Iaaho. and therefore they are subject to the community property
law of Idzho. From the very beginning, when we considered
toyether, Mr. & Mrs. Hansen, these problems and how they could
best meet them, one of these alternatives, of course, was to
enter into a property settlement agreenent,

In fact, I recall I had discussed this by telephons
with Representative Charles Wiggins, in March of 1977, during
the time that these appllcétions were going on, discussed with
him the aspects of a possible community property law, praperty
settlement ag;eement. This was always in the background, and
yes, we did discuss it at length.

0. Directiny your attention specifically to the month of
June, 1977, could you describe for us what you did in that
month concq:ning this matter ¢. a separate property arrangement

A. Following the Advisory Opinion No. 11, which was
!ssued in May, May 1l1lth, 1977, by the House of Representatives,
we == and by "we"™ I mean the Hansens and myself -- turned our

attention then to the last resort, the idea of the community
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property.separation.

At that point, 1 was requested by both Fr. & Mrs.
Hansen to prepare a property settlement agreement for them to
review,

Q. Let me place bvfore you what has been ﬁarked as
Defendant's Exhibit 74 for identification. Let me ask you
whether you can identify that document? . .

A. I certainly can. This is a copy of my billing
statement to the Hansens for my legal services.

Q. It is headed "Itemization of Account®. Is it the
second pcge of a bill for that yezr, for that month?

A, Yes. At that time all of our billings were, as they
again are now, detalled to the tenth of an hour for the
services rendered, dated, the initial of the attorney providing
those services and the description of those services set forth.

Q. At the time in 1977, was it the practice of your law
firm to provide itemizations in addition to the total amount of
the bill?

A. Yes, it was then and it is now and only for a2 short -
veriod of time in between did w2z not do it as an economy move.

o Would that rerlect the summary of the things that yoJ
did on behalf of Congressman Hansen during that period of time
shown or the statement?

A, Yes, it wouléd.

Q. Just to clarify, you did, did you not, keep your
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accounts for Congressman hansen separate with regard to matteté
that were porsonal, thosz that were cempaign matters and other
matters, you provided separate bills, di? you not, for each of
thoss?
A, we did, yes.
Q. This is a page relating to his personal matters, is
that right?
Ae I believe it is, y=os.
MK. LEWIN: Wec offer Exhibit 74 in evidence.
Mit. WEINGARTEN: Nc¢ objection.
THE COURT: It is in evidence.

(whereupon, Defendant's Exhibit

No. 74 was received into evidence).

PHE COURT: Do I take it that the number before the
dot represents one hour and if there would be any number after
the dot that would be a tenth of an hour or more?

THE WITNESS: That is correct, Your Honor.

THE COUAT: Thank you.

BY MR. LEWIN:

0. Now, would you, €f the top of your head, be &ble t
recall details of this kind without looking 2t a document?

Ae It would be a 1ittle difficult, as it is, as I hav
said several times, it has been seven years and this is & ve
dotailed account of precisely the services rendered.

Q. Looking under June 2, 1977, there is 2n entry the
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that says, "June 2, 1977, JLR.™ Who is JLR?

A. John Leroy Runft.

Q. That is you?

A. Yes. |

Q. The initials of the attorney appear on that after thel
date?

A. It does.,

Je Can you tell us what that shows you did with regard
to Congressman Hansen on the matter of the Property settlement
agreement? \

A. These descriptions, although detailed in the sense of

billing, of course, are 2 relatively.short summary of the
services provided. But looking at this, I recall that at about
that time we discussed, or I @iscussed with the Hansens, the

elenients of a property settlement agreement, the regquirements

' for a property settlement agreement and 211 the related matte)

including ‘the needed accounting, things of this nature.

Q. Had there been a decision by then that you would gc
ahead with the property settlement agreement?

9 Yes, following the advise-y opinion from the Selec
Committee on Ethies,

Q. I place before you what I have marked as Defendan
Exhibit 36 for identification.

h. Yes, I recognize Exhibit 35 as a letter dated Jur

3rd, 1977, signed by Mrs. George Hansen, Connie Hansen,
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directed to the chairman of the Select Committee on Ethics of
the House of Representatives; This'létter was sent and dated
on the 3rd of June, and I believe I had occasion to discuss
with both Mr. & Mrs. Hansen the contents of this letter on June
2nd, as indicated in my notes here. |

I will say one more thing, that 4y notes on ay
billing, my summary here, reflect a telephone conference with
George Hansen. When I spoke of these matters, I frequently
spoke with both Mr. & Mrs. Hansen.

Q. So that you don't recall today whether that
conversation hed Mrs. Hansen ac well on the extension or not,
but it may have?

he It may havc. I have a present recollection that that
1 spoke to both George and Mrs. Hansen from time to time

regarcing the prospects of a property settlement agreement, the

natﬁre of it, the consequences of it, what they would have to
do to get one done, and all related matters. I sSpoke to them
sometimes together on the phone. Frequently, I spoke with
George alone on the phone. But when: I came to Washington on
several trips, I inevitably spoke to both of them abonut tkis,
during this time pariod.

Q. was a decision reached by June 2 of 1977, that the
chairman of the House Committee on Ethics would be advised by
Mrs. Hansen, as well as by the congressman, that they would b

proceeding with 2 separate property agreement at this time?
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A, Yes. As I have previously testified, I had analyzed

the Rules of Ethics of the House of Representatives and the

‘various Ethics' opinions that had been issued up to that time.

As I say, this was a fast moving area of the law and Congress

was changing .quite a few of their opinions at this time

regarding what the congressmen had to do.

I felt that the only proper way to proceed would be
if both Mr., & Mr5. Hansen wrote letters to the chairman of the
Ethics Committee, advising‘him of ‘their-plan to enter Into «
property settlement agreement whereby Mrs. Hansen's economic
life would be fundamentally sepasrated as to her tontrol of it
from Mr. Hansen.

MR, LEWIN:* Your Honor, might we approach the bench
for a moment?

THE COURT: Yes. Would you step down, please,

(tench conference)

MR. LEWIN: Your Honor, 'in view of the discussions
that we previously had at the bench, we have not hid an
opportunity to take steps with regard to the particular copies
that we ire using. But.we wouid propose, 1 certainly would not
read them, we would propose that we will redact the first four
paragriphs of page 2 of this letter in terms of submissions to
the jury, before I offer it into evidence., We will only
introduce the first page, excluding those paragraphs. I would

also redact, if there'is any gquestion, :I am not interested in
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raisinj any question about tnis, I would redact the last
paragraph of the first page as well,

THE COURT: The last parograph of the first page?

MK, LEWIN: Yes.

THE COUKT: About concentrated politiczl smear
camp.2ign?

MR. LEWIN: Right. We will redact that and the first
four paragraphs of page 2.

THE COURT: 1 take it counsel have copies of this?

MR. WEINGARTENH: Yeos,

TdE COURT: They have been among the papers that you
received earlier on.

Mi. WEINGARTEN: Yes, we have coples.

THE COURT: We have, of course, the words "politicall

incurred”.

MR, LEwIN: Agein, I submit that that is truthful,
that there have been a substantial portion of those debts thst
have been politically incurred. The debts were politically
incurred. 1 am cutting out anything =--

THE COURT: I guess technically speaking, that is
true.

MR. WEINGARTEN: We don't to objezc to this document
The Court has made these specified rules concerning the
application of this docunment, and if we think we can do

anything with it later and we think it is questlonable, we wi
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take it to the bench,

THE COURT: All right. But you will have to keep
these documents in such a manner, because ay clerk cannot just
make & cross there.

MR. LEWIN: We will put that in with Your Honor in an
amended copy first thing in the morning, but I won't distributef
it and publish it to the jury.

TdE COURT: A retyped copy?

MR. LEWIN: No, we will have a Xcroxed copy and white]
that out.

THE COURT: The first four paragraphs on page 2 and
the last paragraph on page 1, that will be redacted?

MR. LEWIN: Yes.

(End of bench conference)

BY MR. LEWIN: With the-qualifications stated at the
bench, Your Honor, we.offer Defendant's Exhibit 36 in evicdence.

THE COURT: . It .is in evidence.

(Whereupon, Defendant's Exhibit
.+-No. 356 was:received into evidence)

BY MR. LEWIN:

Qe That letter, Mr. Runft, does state Mrs. Hansen's
intention, let me just read towards the bottom of page 36, "I aF
a citizen:of Icaho, which is a community property state, and
therefore I stand liable for half of this politically caused

indebtedness. Furthermore, if my husband should die, it is all
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my responsibility,"

Then on the second'paqe. Mrs. Hansen goes on to say,
"Faced with this burdensome personal indebtedness, I have, as a
matter of love for my husband and children, ané financial
preservation of our familv, insisted upon a financial
stttlement between my husband and myself legally and properly
dividing our property. In part, the property settlement
provides that ﬁy husband assume such debts as those of the
fanily, the home, the caors, charge cerds and such, and that I
assume & substantial portion of those debts politically
incurred.”

was that the substanc; essentially of the arrangement
that you had proposed to the Hansens that they undertake with
regard to this property?

Ne Yes, tnat is it, and substantially it was an
equitable arrangement betwcen debt and assets.

0. Now, returning again to Exhibit 74, which you have
before you, could you tell us what else you did in June of 1977
with regsrd to the matter of this propurty settlement agreemcnt

I am sorry, befora you get to that, let me place
before you Defendant's Exhibit 37 for identification. Could
you tell us what Defendant's Exhibit 37 for identification is?

A. Yes. This is a copy of a letter from Richardson
Preyer, who is the chairman of the House Select Committec on

Ethics. deted June 8th, 1977, addressed to Connie Hansen, Mrs.
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George Honsen, in response te her letter of June 3réd, 1577.

Q. So that was a response to the letter we just
previously had been discussing, that had been reviewed by you
prior to the time it was sent?

A. Yes.

MR. LEWIN: we offer Defendant's Exhibit 37 in
evidencec. -
THE COURT: No objection? It is in evidence.
(Wl.ereupon, Defendant's Exhibit
No. 37 was received into evidence).
BY MR. LEWIN:

Qe That is a letter addressed to Mrs. George Hansen -at

her home address in Arlington, Virginia, ®"Dear Mrs. Hansen --
THE COURT: Arc you going to read the whole letter?
MR. LEWIN: Just the first two paragraphs.
BY MR. LEWIN:

. "Thank you for your lctter of June 3, advising me of
your intention to proceed with a personal fund-ralsing effort
to retire certain debts you have assumed. I hope you will
understand that the content of the advisory opinions addressing
issues referred to us by your husband were in no way meant to
infringe on your civil rights, nor on your eguality as a weman.
Neither were those opinions aimed in any personal way against
your husband or your family.*™

A. That is what the letter states.

34-569 0 - 84 - 70
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e Then the next two paragrophs relate to the matter of
public criticism of some members' actions, which were included
in the letter of June 3, is that right? There were statements
made in the letter of Junz 3 that there were other membgrs who
have used =--

As . It is & stat.ment about other members of the House of
Representatives who had apparently inappropriately used
campaign contributions and it doesn't apply to this matter at
all.

2. Was there any other response, to your knowledge, from
Congressman Preyer, chairman of the House Committee on Ethics,
to Mrs. Hensen's letter of June 37

A. By the committee you say?

e By the committee, or by Congressman Preyer?

A, I am not aware of any immediately during this
timeframe., I cannot recall any momentarily., 1 do know that
you say:a response, I engaged in a dialoq, a telephone ceall.

Q. 1 am not referriny to any telephone calls., I am just
asking you whether there wes any letter, to your knowledge?

A. No, I don't believe there was. This letter, which
was autdressed to ficS. Hansen, was, as I recall it, the only
response to her letter, And based on that response, partially
based on that response, we went forward then with our plans to
fully execute the property settlement agreement as she had

outlined in her letter. It hadn't been done at this time yet.
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* Q. Fine. Now returning to Exhibit 74, could you tell us|
what other things you did in June of 1977 relating to the
Property settlement agreement?

A, There were a number of further telephone
conversations with the Hansens regarding the property
settlement agreement.

Also, 1 was in contact with Mr. Steve Swonson, who
was the Hansen's accountant at that time, in order to work with
him in providing the Proposed separation of assets for the
property settlement agreement.

Q. Did you have further conversations with Congressman
Hansen and Mrs. Hansen with regard to this?

A; Yes, and finally as thc last entry here shows on
Exhibit 74, on'June 24, we prepared and sent to the Hansens e
rough draft of the property settlement agreement and reviewed
it with the Hansens., I believe, it doesn't say here for sure,
but I believe I was in washington, D.C, at that time. I was
sitting down with them, with the tough draft and the property
settlement agreement, and going over the proposes agreement in
detail with them.

I recall advising them both to read it carefully, to
each seek further legal advice as to its consequences, because
they both would be involved in it, and basically discussing
with them the purpose of the agreement, and essentially, my

advice to them was that the campalgn laws were not meant to be

-
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& trap. What you do is based on reason and common sense. If
you go forward with the plan; you- iet the committee and the
people know what you are dealing with, what you are doing.

I had revicwed the law in effect at the time, and it
was my opinion that a property settlement agreement would allow
Mrs. Hansen to go forward on her own to retire this
indebtedness, on her own separately, even though they would
still be married but they would have separated their property.

The other side of that coin of my advice was to, as
she hed done, to let the Ethics Committee know, so there would
be notice fully of what the Hansens were doing.

Q. To let them know there was a property settlement
ayreemnent?

A. Certainly. And if the Ethics Committee desired to
comment on it or ask any gquestions, or to issue another opinion
it would be advised and could do so.

Q. tow, you say you told them that they should consider
possibly seeking other legal advice as to what are the lasting
consequunces of a property settlement agreement? Why is it
material .in any way if you enter into a property settlement
agreemnent? What does i. do?

A, I had mentioned earlier in my testimony this was a
matter of last resort because the conseyuences of property
settlement agreement under Idaho law are meaningful and

extensive.
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As a result of separating your property, two members
of a marriage no longer have the benefits of marriage as far as
their property is concerned. They no longer can inherit
automatically as a husbend can from a wife or a wife from a
husband. The matters like pensions and things like that
probably would not be inheritcd by the other spouse. The
separation is such as though they weren't even married from an
economic sense. In other words, thecy are married. They live
together as man and wife but there are no economic
relationships as would normally follow the consequences of
marriage.

Q. when you say no economic relationships, you mean
there is no automatic economic relationslip that grows out of .
the fact of the marriage?

A. That is correct. There is nothing incident to the
marriage. They can have joint accounts. They can do what any
two people living together can do as far as having joint
accounts or things of that pature.

Q. Does the property settlement agreement prevent them
from having joint accounts in any way?

Al No.

Ue Does it prevent the wife from using the husband's
property or the husband from using the wiﬁe's property?

b, Yo more so than it would two unmarried people living

together. But what it does do, it terminates the aspects of
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property derived from marriage, such as the right to inherit,
the comnunity property rights, the automatic one half equity
interest in all income of the other spouse, things of this
nature, which, of course, are very, vory important in
substantive matters,

Qe If one party of the marriage decicded that he or she
wished to do so, they could prevent thu other party to the
merriege from having access to his or her own property, is that
right?

A. Absolutely. It is like any other unmarried person;

Q. But iIf one party to the marriage decided that it was
all ‘right with him or her that the other party should’use
whotever property the first pariy obtains, that is alse
permiséihle, is it not?

fre That is. By doing so, after you have rcnounced
community property as applying to your marriage, you do not
thereby create subsequent community property. You are done
witn thut. .

THE COURT: I am sorry. 1 didn't understand that
last part. Wwould you tell us again,.after you renounce it, you
mean you have a right to renounce it?

THE WITNES3: Yes., Wwhen you enter into & property '
settlement agreement and separate your property, subsequent
joint accounts or accounts of this nature Jo-not.recreate

community property.
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BY MR. LEWIN:

e In other words, a joint account is simgly a joint
account as if it was between two unmarrie’ people?

A, That is correct.

Q. 1f you and I had a joint account, we could have a
joint account, even though we are not married?

A, That is right.

¥« And anything that would be put into that joint
account would not become subject to a community property law,
even if this were a community property state?

A Thet is correct.

Q. So that with respect to Conaressman Hansen and Mrs.
hHansen, if they signed this agreement, that would be the effect
of the agreement?

A, That is right. Those types of agreements are
provided under the Idaho code, 1 believe they are technically |
calied marital settlement agreements.

Qe I place before you, Mr. Runft, what hes been marked
as Defendant's Exhibit 40 for identification. I ask you
whether you can describe for the Court and jury what
Detendﬁnt's‘axhiblt a0 is?

M. defendent's Exbibit 40 {s entitled, "Memorandum of
Property Settlement Agreement.” Exhibit #0 is a copy of the
property settlement agreement, consisting of nine pages, ana it

was executed on September 30, 1977.
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Q. With regard to such a memorezndum, does it include an
enumeration of the property that is being divided?

e Yes, it does.

Q. Did you in fact, in preparing this property
settlement agreement, divide the property that the Hansens had
ownec as of the middle of 197772

A, Yes. We had to seclect an accounting date at which

time all the property had been revicwed and assessed. I don't

mean that legally assessed, but I mean a time at winich it had
been reviewed. That time was June 21. As of that date, that
is a reference date in the agreement, even though it was
executed actually on September 30, 1977.

Q. So you enumerated in that document the property that
the ilansens owned and the liabilities they owad, the properties
they possessed end the liabilities they owed, is that correct?

A. That is correct.

Ve There was a specific dollar amount with regard to
esch of those items in the agreement, is that correcté

A. That is correct.

2+ When one drafts up an agreement of this kind, there
is a lot of private informaetion then that goes inte it, is
there not?

A, That is so.

e In fact, was that a concern at the time that the

agreement was being drafted, that it would contain a lot of




iU

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1111

-
FiiT

private information concerning the Hansens® finances, their ownl
financial possessions?

A. That is correct. The extensive indebtedness of the
Hansens was a private matter, the nature of thnat indebtedness
was a private metter, and they preferred to retain thst privacy
to the extent they could, and I did what I coulc to assist then)
in that regari.

The agreement does set forthk, at some considerable
length, the assets of the Heénsens, and provides for the
division between tlhiem of these assets, and then it also sets
forth, in certain categoties; the indebtedness of the Hansens'
and 2 number of particular items of indehitedness are very
specific. |

2 It includes things such as items iIn specific amournts,
ampunts of money in specific checking and savings accounts, for
example?

A. 1t does, yes.

[+ J8 It includes details as to the value of the
automobiles they own?

A. It does.

Qe It includes details &s to the life insurance poltcteﬂ
that were held?

Al It does.

Q. It includes the values and addresses of real property

that they possessed?

*
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ha Thit is correcte.
Q. it includes an cnumeration, with dollars and cents,
down to specific cents, of lozns that were owing to particular
financisl institutions, does it not?

A. That is correct.

2. It also includes a total for personal loans, does it
not?

Ae Yes, it duves,

2. A total figure. And thot was as of Jume 21, 19777

A. Correct.

Q. - With regord to the private information that apperrs
in-ttiat agreement’, what nas been your consistent practice or

rule since the time this cagreement was drafted and signead?

A. Thi Hinsens requested that this .informztion be kept

L private and pleced in my posscsslion, the original of this

dozument, witt the “instruction that I keep it private. 1
considered it to be.a matter of the attorney-client privilege.
Q. You have not disclosed it to anybody except in
preparation for this case, is that correct?

A, That is correct.
Q. Except to the tensens, 1 suppose?
A, And their accountant.
e And their accountant?
A Yes.,

Q. - Did .you bring to court today, because Mr. Weingarten
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had asked me that you have it in court, the original of that
Property settlement agreement?

A, At your request, and at Mr. Hensen's and Mrs. Hansen'ss
permission, I brought here the original, which is the same as
the copy.

Q. It is there in that envelope?

A, It is in this envelope.

Q. Thank you.

Now, Exhibit 40 is a memorandum executed on the 3CUth
cay of September. I think you were telling us before, Qith
reference to Exhibit 74, thet at the end of June there was a
rough draft of a property settlement agreement that had been
sent to the Harnsens?

A. That is correct.

Q2. Could you just tell us what happened between the end
of June and the 30th day of September?

A. well, essentially, the rough draft was left with the
lansens to consider and to discuss between themselves and to
verhaps discuss with other counsel,

Q. Did you ever [ind out whether thecy did discuss it
with otiier counsel?

A, I am not sure. I know that at times they have talked
to an attorney named Archie Service, for matters that I have
referres him to. He is another Idaho lawyer. 1 don't know

that. [ wanted them to feel perfectly at ease and totally
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private to do this, because I was in the position of advising
boeth of them, and¢ I made sure to ask them to, each of them
separately, to sees their own separate acvice as to the
consequenccs of entering into such an & :emcnt, particularly
the conseyuences on their marriage and their community properﬁ}

Qe Then what happened in September?

A, Well, in September, there were phone calls back and
forth between the Hansens end myself from June until Septenber,
and there¢ was some more work done, as I best recall, on the
accounting, that.is, the figures that were developed as of June
2lst had tobe resiewed and the debt and asset allocation
properly arranged., That was the province mostly of their
accountant and them, and that was finally done.

Then I arrived in Washington at the end of Septenﬁer.
I arrived, by the way, with the final draft of the memorandum
of property Settlement -agreement. It was then finally reviewed
in light of the accounting, and was executed, in my presence,
and I acknowledged the signatures on September 3U, 1977.

2 Now, the document is on the legal paper of Runft &
Lonyeteiy?

M. Yes.

Q. Weés that the firm you were then the senior partner of

A. Yes, ‘That firm is now Runft and Leroy, et cetera.

It was then Runft and Lonyvteig,.

Q. The last page shows that 2 notary public, yourself, &
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notery public for the State of Idaho, attested to the
signatures of M. & Mrs. Hansen, is that correct?

A Yes. At that time, en September 30, 1977, they
eXrcuted the property settlemsnt agre‘ment and the real
property deeds that are referrad to herein.

v.  The signatures that appear on peje 8, the signaturés
of Conyressman Hansen and nfs; Hansen, were done in your
presancoe?

A. That is correct.

MK. LEWIN: we offer Defend»nt's Exhibit 40 in
evidence, | )
MR, WEINGARTEN: o objeetion;
THE COURY: It is in evidence, without objection.
(Whereupon, Defendant's Exhibit
No. 240 was received into evidence}.
BY MR, LEWIN: |

Q. were there nther-aacuments that were prepared
contemporaneously te carry out some legal requirements with
respest to that property settlement agreement?

A Yes, there were éeveral real property deeds.

Qs I put beforc you Defendant's Exhibit 75, Exhibit 76
and Exhibit 77 and ask you what those are?

#A.  These three¢ documents, gxhibits 75, 76 and 77, are
quit~claim deeds whervby George Hansen quit-claimed to his wifg

Connie Hanser his interest in the real property represented in-
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each ontc of these three deeds, pursuant to the terms of, the
property settlement ayreement.

Q. A guit-clain means he signed over all rights and
interests?

A. Quit-claim is a deed where you quit-claim any right,
title, interest to that property, to the person you are deading
to. So he deeded his ownership in these three piegps of real
property to his wife,

2. ‘Thet was signed on september 30th, 19777

A, At tae sume time they executed the property
settlement agreement, they executed these dueds, yes.

MR. LEWIN: We offer Defendant's Exhibits 75, 76 and
77 in evidence.
MR. WEINGARTEN: No objection.
THE COURT: May I se2e a copy of them, or the
originals, whatever is being offered?
MR. LEWIN: VYes.
{(Whereupon, Dzfendunt's Exhibit
Nos. 75=77 were received into evidence).
The CCURT: Does Id¢ho require a straw, another
person, to convey this type of property between husband and
wife?
THE WITNESS: No. Real property in Idaho does not
rejguire & straw person. It regards only the same requirements

for any issuvance or any transfer of real property which is a
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notarized instrument.
BY MR, LEWIN:

e Were those deeds recorded, Mr. Runft?

A, I don't belicve they were.

2. Where were they? Where have thoy been kept?

A. Part of the time they were kept in my”office with thel
original property settlement agreemunt and part of the time in
Conygressman Hansen's office.

Q. But in terms of Idsho law, Jdo tnose guit-claim deeds
effect the transfer of property &s between the two parties?

A Yes, they do. Tne law of Idaho reyuires that deeds
be acknowledgel and that to be perfected s against third party
interests, that is, ageinst other people, they must be recorAed|
But as to the parties themselves, as between the twc parties
executing the deed, they are effective without recordation. In
1982, there was an Idaho Supreme Court case cirectly on point
confirming that proposition.

e That cucision confirmed the fact thai that dced would
be effective betwecen Congressman and Mrs. Hansen?

A Yes.

e Now, foirlowing both the drafting, the agreement and
the signina of the final property settlemaent ajgreemcnt, were
there, to your knowledge, solicitations made by Mrs. Hansen
pursuant to the original proposal?

A Not necessarily pursuant to the original proposal,
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which, of course; you recall was the proposal whereby

J Congressman. Honsen. woul? make that solicitation, but in

accordance with her letter to .Conyressman Preyer earlier that
year. She did go forth and solicit funds to reduce the
personal debt which hatd been assumed by her.

Q. That was done by mailings to th: public?

e Yas.

Q. Direct mzilings, mass mailings?

A, It is my understanding it was limited to that only.

Q. That was done outside of the state of Iiaho?

A, It is my understanding.that is correct.

Q. And it soliciteld contributions from individuals to
defray this personal obligation that Mrs. Hansen had?

A. That Mrs. Hansen had assumed as a result of the
property settlement agreement.

Q. Now, directing your attention specifically to
Defendant's Exhibit 40, and page 6 of that Defendant's Exbibit
40, paragraph 5, that agreement stated, in pParagraph 5, “From
the community debts, the wife shall assume as her sole and
separate debts from which the husband shall be free of any
liability or obligation tue following items: Subparagraph A,
loan from the First National Bank, Dallas, Texas, in the sum of
$50,000; and subparagraph E, personal loans in the sum of
§372,750," is that right?

A. That is what it states, yes.
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Q. wWas it your understandiny that the solicitation that
was subsequently made by Mrs. Hansen was to defray or to enable|
her to pay those personal loans, which, pursuant to this
property settlament agreement, were being assumed by her?

Al That is correct.

Q. By tne way, was there anything in terms of the
property settlement ajteement that prevente:d Mr. & Mrs. Hansen
from filing joint tax returns?

A. Not &t all., In fact, I believe it refers to that
possibility. Again, as husband and wife, they can do that.

Q. And the property settlement agreement specifically
referred to that?

A. Itewr 16, I believe, refers to the filing of joint
income tax filings.

Q. Tax refunds from any joint income tax filings by
these parties?

A. That is correct.

Qe "5hall be divided between these parties as separate
proceeds in proportion t. each party's prospective reported
gross income,” agein, that is the rights they would hsve as
between each other, is that right, between themselves?

A. That is correct. Tho tax law refers to people,
regardless of the marital laws. The tax law applies to people
in community property stctes. 1t applies to people in

non~comiunity states and is independent that type of

34-569 0 - 84 - 71
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jurisdiction.

* e Perajraph 14 of the agreement states, "It is further
agrecd that any ané all property acyuired from and after the
effective date of this agreement shall be the sole and separote|
property of the one so acquiring the same, and each of the
parties hereto does hereby waive any all right in or to sucn
future acquisitions 2nd does hereby grant to the other.all such
further grant of the property as the sole and separete property
as the one so acyuiring the same," that is a long legales-
sentence.

Can you explain to us what that means?

A. The paragraph cmbodies the rejection of the community
ptoperty right and simply says that each party is now separate
economically.

e but does it require each party to keep only his or
her own property?

A. No, no mere taan it would require any person to do sof.

Q. in other words, I could give you something if I
wanted?

A That is correct.

Qe You could qive me something if you wanted?

A. That is correct.

Qe Now, Mr. Runft, did you have occasion, following the
suparation of property agreement, to consider the effect of

that agreement on the existing provisions of the House Etnics
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Committee concerning the reporting a2nd Einancial disclosure
requirements under the House cules?

A. Yes, I did, and this would be, 1 believe, in the
spring, late spring, early summer, of 1278.

Q. Let me show you what I have marked as Defendant's
Exhibit 73 for .identification., Would you please tell us what
befendant's Exhibit 73 for identification is?

A. Exhibit 73 is a copy of my law firm's billing to the
Hansens deted June 1, 1978, for services rendered in May of
1978, again the same format as described before.

Qe It specifies the particular services that you
performed in during the month of May of 1978, in summary form?
A. Yes. It describes my telepghone conferences with
George Hansen and with Jim McKenna, who, although at that time
not on George Hansen's staff, as a staff lawyer, was assisting
George herv in Washington, and the discussions centered around

Q. Before you tell us that, with regard to the document,
it says up in the upper right hand corner under the date it
says, “Re: Personal," was that the bill for personal services
at that time?

A. Yes, it was.

MR, LEwIN: We offer Exhibit 73 into evidence.
MR. WEINGARTEN: May we approach the bench?
THE COURT: VYes.

(Bench conference)
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mK. WEINGARTEN: Are you suggesting he doesn't
remember this?

Mk, LEWIN: I am suggesting that this enables him --
no, I om suggesting —— I think this is a contemporaneous office|
record which is admissible in evidence. It is not an aid to

recollection. It is adnissible to reflect his bill at the time

It is like any inveoice or statement. Of course it is
admissible. If you want me to ask him the business record
guestions, I will ask him those.
Mk. WEINGARTEN: I can't read some of this, Wait a
second. All right. We have no objection.
THE COURT: Without objection? It is in evidence
without objection.
(End of bench conference)
(Whereupon, Defendant's Exhibit
No. 73 was received into evidence).
BY MR, LEWIN:

Q. The first entry on there for that month, I think it
is May 2, 1972, says, after your initial telephone conference
with George, re financial report to house, and re disclosures.
And then May 8, 1978, says telephone conference with George an:
Jim McKenna, re complaint about no report of Connie's debt in
report by Congressman to ethics Committee; telephone conference|
witn George and Jim, re above; telephone cﬁntarence with Georgel,

re response to Ethics Committee and further strategy.”
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. Could you tell us wiat that refers to?

A. Yes. Pursuant to the plan, the prop:erty settlement
agreement plan and the plan detziled earlier, Congressman
Hansen hed filed his 1973 report, I believe at that time the
reporting date was kay 1 that yéar. His reporting date seemed
to shift each year because the law every year was different.
When he reported his debts and finances, he did not include
Connie Hansen's debt, again, pursuant to the Plan which the
Committee had been advised of.

As I understand it and as I recall, there were some
complainis or notice of tbis was mace in the press and, again,
the press contacted the Etliics Committee about this, Basically
Ry advice to Congressman Hansen was to get in contact with the
Ethics Committee again and make sure that everything is known
amnd above board..

18 hWhen you say everything is known, what do you mean
about that?

A. Of course, they knew about thst. bBut again, to
continue that communication with the Committee, and again
advise them what the plan was, what the Hansens were doing and
why, and so that the Committee would be fully advised,

Q. What was your opinien, Mr. Runft, concerning whether
the debts that had bexn assigned to Mrs. Hansen under the
property settlement agreement had to be reperted to ithe House

Ethics Committee on its form as debts of Congressman Hansen?
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A, At this particular tfme, as I recall, the prevailing
or the importent House Ethics Rule was Rule No. 44 and we were
dealin, with House Ethics Opinion Ne. 12, as I recall. This
was before the Ethics in Government act of 1¢7¢.

THE COURT: Sir, the question was what was your
opinicn,

THE WITWESS: I 20 trying to place myself in
perspective, Your Honer. fThere was guite a bit of shifting,

My opinion was that under those perticular canﬁibionsr
thet the fact that Mrs. Hansen pursued her own separate 1i£é
ant paid her own scparate debis was ﬁot an item that needed to
be reported by Congressman tlansen on his report required under
the Ethics Rules,

Furthermore, and always along with this advice to Mr.
Hansen, my opinion, secondly, was the Committee had the
sutnority and the cuty to review these reports, with knowledge,
ond advise Congressman Hansen if he was wrong in any way. Mr.
Hansen, in my opinion, had a right to rely on this.

BY MK. LEWIN:

g. To your knowledge, did the Committee know therc was a
property settlement agreement in effect?

A, ¥es. As 2 matter of fact, I believe following this,
fn the next month, in June, June of 1978, 1 believe it was, I’
called a Mr. Terry. .

Q. Just in terms of --
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A, The answer is vyes,

Q. Let me place before you what h-s been marked as
Defendant's Exhibit No. 39 for identificstion. I ask you, Mr.
Runft, wnether you recognize that document?

Al 1 do.

Q. what is tn=t document?

A. This document is a letter dated May 1llth, 197g,
aldressed to Richardson Preyer, the chairman of the Select
Conmictee on Ethics, from Mrs. Connie Hansen, a letter which I
personally oversaw the drafting of.

Qe Was that following or as a result of the
conversations that are shown Lere on May 2 and May 8th, 197872

A. This was part of the further strategy referred to
here, yes. There was a letter, again, to the Committee to be
sent, not only by Mr. Hansen but by Mrs. Hansen, to advise the
Committee of the property settlement ”2greement and to advise
the Committee precisely what they were doing.

Q. That letter was written with your advice and you
revicwed the content of it?

A. It was. The purpose of this letter was not only ta
advisc but to provide a statement by trs. Hansen regarding
certain of the substantive provisions, certain of the main
provisiuns cf the rules that applied. She stated, for example,
in the letter, that she was not =-

Qs Before you read from the Jetter, we will offer

I
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Exhibit 39 into evidence.

MR. WEINGARTEN: Under the same conditions, Your
Honor.

Tht. CUURT: BSame conditions, it is in evidence.

{whereupon, Defendant's Exhkibit
No, 3¢ was received into evidence).

BY MR, LEWIN:

Qe Now, you were going to tell us what the letter said.

‘THE COURT: You are not going to read the whole
letter. You can tell us why in your own words.

THE WITNESS: 1 am goirg to summarize.

Essentially, not only di¢d we want the Committee to be
provided with a statement from Mrs. Hansen herself, as well as
the Congressman, but to have her state that she was not ungder
"constructive control®™, and I put thet in guotes because that
is one of the criteric¢ that was importent in the Ethics QOpinion
No. 12 that was at issue at that time.

So she made that statement and reaffirmed that they,
thie Hansens, had entered into a property settlement agreement
separating their economic affeirs.

#H. LEWIN: Your Honor, we would like to publish this|
letter to the'jury. There have been so many things that have
been published and read to the jury. I :pinx the easiest way
is to give the jury a minute to read it. 1t is a very short

letter. Mey I hand it out so the jury can take a minute and
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read it?

THE COURT: All right. It will take more than a
minute obviously.

MR, LEWId: 1Two minutes, whatcver it takes.

TILE COURT: We cer't do it with all the exhibits.
Occasionally, yes.

Lrdies and gentlemen, again I ask that you guickly
scan wihat is on this psge. I would tell you the cocument is in
evidence and you will have time to read it at your lezsure when
the case is deliveruvd to you for your deliberation.

As soon as you Have completes your reading, ladies
and gentlemen, 1f you would hend your copies down through the
row to the marshal.

Ladivs and gentlemen, we can now go on with our
testimony.

BY Mk, LEWIN:

C. Now, following that event in May of 197€, later that
yeer you have mentioned the Ethics in Government Act of 1927&
was enacted. Do you recall that?

A. Yes, I do.

2. Do you recall that after the enactment of the Ethics
in Government Art of 1978, you were asked by Congressman Hansen
what his obligations would bc with regard. to liabilities or
asscts of Mrs. Hansen under the new law?

A. That is correct,
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o You were asked to give your legal opinion on that
subject:

e Th«t is correct.

eJ8 Were you asked for that prior to the submission of
the first Ethics in Government Act form that was required to be
submitted und:ir the new law?

ha Yes. The new form, under the 1976 Ethics in
Sovernment Act, was required to be filed on Mey I5th, 1972, So
the date haid changed.

Je 19782

A I an sorry, 1%7%, May 15th, 1578.

Q. 1 am asking you, it was enacted in 1975.

A The first report was 1979, that is right, The Act is)
1572 Ethics in Government Act, Toae first report was to b
filed on may 15th, 1979. There we go.

Q. What specifically were you asked?

Al Congressman Hansen aske? me, actually both Mr. and
Mrs. tiansen asked me, under the new Act, was thera a reasonable
interpretation available under that act that would allow
Congresswman lansen to continue not to report Mrs. Hansen's
income¢ unuer that Act.

I reviewed the Act. 1 reviewed some of the

legislative history, statements by Chairman Preyer as to the
purpose of the act, the intent of the Act. [ reviewed the

provisions of the Act.
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* Jde before you get to that, Mr. Runft, let me ask you, dg
you keep a diary on or near your desk in which you note
appointments and other things?

h. Yes, I o, the typicsl lawyer's monthly appointment
boox, each book is for each year.

Q. Wwhat 1 hold in ny hand and what I will wmark as
Defenlant's Exhibit 78, is that the form of diary for the year
19797

h. For 1979, yus.

G. You brouyht that with you oh your trip here to
Washington this time?

A. Correct,

Qe I direct your attention specifically to the month of
hay of 1%7L. Do you see any entry in there regarding this
matter of the reguest made to you by Congressman Hansen?

A. Yes. Frequently, throughout the book, in addition to
appointments and notes to myself, I will jot down things I have|
to do. I have listed on Saturday, May 5th, work on several
matters. One of the matters listed is to research the 1878
Ethics in Government Act and to advise the Hansens.

Qe Bir, I pioce before you Defendant's Exhibit 41 for
identification. 1Is that a photocopy of those pag=s?

A. That is a photocopy of the foldout month of May, IQ%S»
on which the notation I have testified to occurs, yes.

Qs what did you say, yes, it was a photocopy of those
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pages and you said yes, and Qnu went on to say something? 1
was speaking to Mr. Weingarten, you hawve my apaiolzics.

A, 1 said ie uﬁé a photacopy of the eantire month of Hay,
it is a photocopy of thot, yes.

Q. Did you in fact, as you recall, on that weekend,
around May S5, 1179, ressarch the Ethics in Government Act?

Aa ¥es, I did. I recall going to the library, the law
library in Boise, and spending considerable tine reseerching on
that point, reading the Act, looking at the legislative history
and considering it, |

Q. Did you come to any conclusioh tegarding whether or
not Congressman Hansen was required, by the Ethics in
Government Act, to report debts of his wife, of Connie Hansen' sf,
on his Bthics in Government Act form after he had signed the
separation of property agreement?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. What conclusionh did you arrive at?

A, My conclusion, of my opinion, consists of two parts,
First, I beliuved or I concluded that in light of the property
settlement agreement, which separated the property interests of
the parties, that a reasonable interpretation of the Act,
particularly Section 702(d) (2) would allow the Congressman not
to file information concerning his wife's income.

The second part of my opinion was that this was a new

Act, -just psssed. It had not been interpreted yet, and that
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the provisions of Section 705 of the Act required that the
desigrates¢ committee, which wes the Select Committee on
0fficial Conduct of the House of Representatives, was required
to review these reports sné to set up a procedure whereby the
Conmittee would determine whether the reports were correct,
whether they were complete and whether they were in proper form
and advise the Congressman if th-y were not.

%o on thét basis, ii my decision or my interpretation
as a possible remedy, was wrong, if the Committee were advised
of what was being done, the Committes then had a duty to advise|
Congressman Hansen that this is not the right way to go.

So on that two-part advice, one, I think it can be
done as a reasonable interpretation of that Act, in light of
what the Conyressman and his wife have done with their property
and secondly, based on the duties »f the Committee on notice,
and, of course, the Committee was on notice that the
congressman and his wife had filed the property settlement
agreement and what it was all about, thet the Committee then
ned the obligation, under the statute, to advise the
Conjressmén if£ there was any problem, and he had, as a
congressinan, onder that statute, a rignt to rely on that,

2. Did you give that advice and that conclusion to
Congressmen Hansen at or &bout the time that you did that
research in ‘May of 19742

A. 1 did.

|

-
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e That was prior to May 1l5th, 12797

A. That is correct.

Q. To your knowledge, did Congressman iansen accept that
alvice?

A, Yus, he did.

2a To your knowledge, wes that same advice followed in
succeeding yeors?

A. To my knowledye, it was, yes.

Q. Were there discussions on the general subjoct of the
Ethics in Government Act between yourself and Conjgressman
llansen, and to mention sonmeone else who wes mentioned, Mr,
McRenna?

Ne Yes, there were. MWMr. McKenna had, in the interim,
come on the George ilonsen staff. Mr. McKenne is also a lawyer.
He had become a member of Beorgé*s staff, and in succeeding
months, and actually, in different years, we have discussed
these motters from time to time; again, based on the Committee'l
knowing what the Congressman's situvation was and his right to
rely on the Committee's 4duty to repor? any conclusions it would
rcach different than the Conjressmen's.

Q. Now, in terms of the scparation of property
agreements, is it customary to vpdate them from time to time?

A, ¥Yas. Really, it doesn't change the nature of the
agreement, but freguently, it is customary, ac parties who are

still married but who have separated their property interests,
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it is customiry from time to time to re-establish what is his
and what is hers, because sometimes it comes along So every
once in awhile you come together and do that. That is quite
custonary.

Q. Was it your anticipstion that ot some point, Some
years after tie signing of the separation of property agrecmznt
you woulcd draft an update?

Ae Yes. We discussed it on ¢ number of occasions and
were actually planning to do so in the early part of 1901, I
think, we talked sbout it.

Q. What an update of that Rind would do is {t would
agoin list the property values at that time?

A Correct, and what had been acquired by the
Conyressman and his wife, and more or less identify the
property.

Qe And agein divide assets and liabilities so that there
would be an approximately equal distribution, is that it?

Ao They may or may not be eqgual, counsel, becaust¢ one
parity or the other may acquire more income than the other, But
the purposc is merely to identify the projerty interests at
that time. It does not serve to effectually change the nature
of the agretnent.

D Was tihat done? Wwas an update aptually done?

A. No., We talked about it, and thinys were put off for

awhiles We were, as I recall, thinking about doing it in ecarly
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1981, seriously, becausz I was pressing my clients saying, “Thip
has to be done,® and thién some other events transpired which
put that off.

% Directing your attention to early 1381, and
specifically to April of 1981 are the events you are referring
te the events of the blackmail letter?

A ¥=s, those events are the cnes I am talking about.

Q. Could you tell us, tell the Court and jury, what the
first was that you heard about this blackmail letter?

A. Yes. On Fricay, April 3rd, 1981, I got a csll from
George Hansen and Jim McKenna, stating that they had been
advised by counsel for Mr. Bunker Hunt that Mr. Hunt had
received what appesrec to be a klackmail letter that involved
allegations regarding Mr. Hansen and seemed to imply that there
were certain plans for foreign expeditions or semething. It
was quike unclear at that time. The conversation basically
went to the point of what shovld be done.

The Conqressman's expressed intention was to
immediately take it to the Justice Department, if there was
anything to it. One worry, of course, is that the whole thingy
could be a strange hoax or sometning just plazin silly. These
things happen in public life quite a bit, but if it was real,
the Congrz:ssman’s expressed_intentidn Eo me, &nd in my opinion,
was to take it to the Justice Department.

Q. By the time he called you, an appointment had alreody
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beei: mAc¢ with the Justice Department, had it not?

he I believe so, I am not really cleur on that. Yes,
it hcd, because w: telked about going there and hhen could I
get into toun,

Ve bDid you in fect go to washington that weekend?

A Yes, I left Sundzy, arrived there Sunday evening and
met with the Congressmen and Jim McKenna Sunday evening, and we
tolked about it. he were anticipating a dr. Ivan Irwin, who
was Mr. Hunt's lawyer, to be coming inte town the next day.

‘PHC CUURT: That was the gentlemen you saw outside
who testified today earlier?

A. Thet is him.

C. That was the first time you met hiwm?

A Thet is correct.

Qe Ho¢ you Scen him since thiat date until today?

A. I ¢id not know the man and that is the first time I
tieve seen him since that day.

Je Di¢ you in fact go to the Justice Department that day,
on ~pril 6tn?

A. Yes, on, I believe it was Monday April 6th, 1981, thé
Congressman, Jim McKenna, Mr. Irwin and I, went to the Justice
Departnent in the morning and met with kudolph Giuliani, who I
believe at the time was the head of the criminal division of
the Justice Department, and with Mr. Giuliani at our meeting

was & Mr, Carusc, and Mr. Hansen and 2ll of us related thc

34-569 O - 84 -~ 72
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events and showed the letter ﬁo the Justice Department.

Q. Dié Congressman Hansen discuss the matter of this
silver commodities transaction?

A. Yes.

de Had that been discussed with you prior te that date?

A. only briefly, very, very briefly. 1 kneiw very little
about it.

Q. were you involved in 811 of Congressman H%nsen's
financial or Mrs. Bansen's financial affairs, or not?

A. No, no.

Q. o they would call on you when they needed legal
assistance or sdvice on matters pertaining to the law?

A, I was avare of the indebtedness regarding Mr. Hunt's
loan, because it eppeared in the property settlement agreement.
The silver transaction, as I have learned subscquent to that
time, of course, was a Separate transaction. I am npot sure it
was reflectes anywhere in the property settlement agreement.

Q. It was after the property settlement agreement?

A. Yes, it was after the agreement but I say I don't
think it was reflected in there.

Q. uUnder the terms of the property settlement agreement,
that silver commodities transaction, the proccecds of that were
procecds which Mrs., Hansen, if she chose, could say, "I will
have, for myself, & lorn," is that correct?

A hbsolutely.
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Q.  Prior to the signing of the property settlument
agreement, Mrs. Hansen could not do so, is that correct?

4. That is correct, sir.

N.  In other words, without the property settlement
agreement, Congressman Hansen would have a2 right to have hslf
of that proceed, whether she Qanted it or not? .

A, He would have an equal equity interest in it, yes.

Q. And once that agreement was signed, she could say,
"Take your hands off of that, that is all mine,” if she so
Cliose?

A. As I understand the nature of that transaction, ves.

Qe But if she chose not to do so, she could permit him
te use it, in whole or in part?

A. Thqt is correct.

Q. Now, first let me ask you, dic Congressman Hansen
answer all the guestions that werz put to him during the course
of that meeting, about the silver transaction?

A. Yes.

Q.  When you returned to the office, what happened then?

he When we returned, we returned with the anticipation
that the FSI would be right over to the Congressman's office tol
carry this matter further. The Congressnan was particularly
concerned with regard to the implication in the letter that
there might be some foreign involvement. It sounded like

foreign expedition or something. And he wanted to make sure he
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had done his part in getting this matter in the right hands.
Juite a bit of time passed that afternoon and there
was finelly a phone call that came == I was not on the line but
1 heard the Congressmun's end of the conversation -- and 1
believe it was from the FBI. 1 believe it was an agent of the
F8l, the indication was that the FBI would be getting in
contact soon. The Congressman was guite agitated by this,
feeling it was a deley, and he felt the matter needed immediate
asttention and strongly urged that they get somcbody over ther2
right away.
So right at tue end of the afternocon, a little before

5:00, two EBI agents did come over, a Mr. Hoy, a Tom Hoy, and aj
Mr. Tim Trailor, two FBI agents, and spoke with us all, and in
particul-r spoke with Mr. Ivan Irwin, who was departing, I
believe, later on thuat day.

Q. Did they return the next day and do Some more
interviews?

A, The next day, on the 7th of April, they returned and
interviewed Mrs. Hansen and Mr. Hansen.

Qe And yourself?

A. I was there and we spoke. 1 guess you would call it
an interview.

Q. But you didn't have any information?

A. I h2d no information. I mean, we spoke and I @id sit

in on Mrs. Hansen's interview, and I believe I sat in on Mr.

L
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Hansen's interview, as I recall. I might not have., I was
there part-time.

0. With regard to thne call that Congressman Hansen made
to the FEI, when they did not arrive, did ne appear angry about
tne fact that they were not taking this seriously?

A Not really angry, but he was upset that the matter
which could be involving some sort of foreign expedition, the
way that letter was written, and it could be, off our snores or
something, he wunted to mzke sure that the message got to the
right peogle quickly. He was upset.

J« Did he tell them to get the agents over there right
away that afternoon?

A He made quite a point of that, yes.

Q. He wanted the FBI agents there to Interview and find
out what the fects were?

he  Yes, and to get on with the matter, yes.

Mii. LEWIN: One moment, plecase,
BY MR, LEWIN:

e Let me ask you one more question on the sepagate
property agreewment, Mr. Runft. Is there any obligation under
ldaho lav. that that ajreement be recorded, made a matter of
public record, in any way?

A. Under Chapter 9 of Title 32, the requirements for a
merriay? settlement agreement are that it be in writing, that

it b2 signed and that the signatures be acknowledged, as you do
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with real property.

There is a provision, 32-917, I believe, that states
that an agreemeant of this nature must be recorded in order to ve
the effect of real property. The next section, 32-218 provide:[
however, that if it is not recorded that it would be the same
as not recording real property, because obviously not .all propefty
settlement agreements necessarily contain real proﬁerty.

J. So if it is not recorded, it is still under the
decision thet you discussed before, effective as between the
parties?

A Absolutely, yes.

MR. LEwIN: Thank you.

THE COURT: Does that complete the direct examinationp

tiR. LEWIN: Yes, Your ‘Honcr.

THE COURT: We are going to take a recess at this
time. It will be apyroximately a ten minute recess, lediecs and
gentlemen of the jury. Probably it will br our last recess
before we recess.finally at about 7:00 tonight. So ple:se make|
the most of it. This will give us 5 chance to make the .
reporters change shifts, as J see thcy want to do.

nr. Runft, agein the admonition, you are in the midst
of your testimony and wc will continue that there will be no
discussion petween you and anyone else during this time.
Refresh yourself, of coursec.

.

{Recess at 5:20) ‘
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. AFTER RECESS:
(WHEREUPON, AT 5:20 P. M., THE JURY ENTERS.)
WHEREUPON,
JOHN RUNFT
RESUMED THE STAND AND TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS:
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, WE ARE
READY TO RESUME THE PROCEEDINGS. YOU MAY ALL HAVE A SEAT
EXCEPT, OF COURSE, FOR MR. WEINGARTEN, WHO IS AT THE LECTURN.
BY ALL MEANS, WHENEVER YOU ARE READY.
CROSS~-EXAMINATION
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

2. GOOD AFTERNOON, MY NAME IS REED WEINGARTEN, AND WE
HAVE NOT MET, HAVE WE, SIR?

A. NO.

Q. DO YOU RECALL THOUGH THAT I TELEPHONED YOU A FEW WEEKS
AGO, SIR, AND REQUESTED AN OPPORTUNITY TO CHAT WITH YOU &BOUT
THIS PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT?

A. NO, I RECALL THAT THERE WAS A PHONE CALL DURING THE
NOON HOUR AT QUR LAW FIRM FROM YOU, AND THE SECRETARY REMARKED
THAT YOU WOULD CALL BACK AND THERE NEVER WAS A CALL BACK.

Q. "I SEE. THEF WAS NOT A MESSAGE THAT I REQUESTED AN
OPPORTUNITY TO TALK TO YOU?

A. THE MESSAGE WAS-- FIRST OF ALL, THE CALL CAME DURING

OUR NOON HOUR AND WE HAVE A SECRETARY ON DUTY, 1 WAS NOT THERE,

AND THE MESSAGE WAS THAT THERE WOULD BE A CALL BACK, AND THERE

*
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NEVER WAS ANY OTHER CALL OR ATTEMPT TO CALL BACK ON YOUR PART
THAT I KNOW OF.

Q. MR. RUNFT, YOU SAY THE PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT
WAS EFFECTIVE IN JUNE 1977, IS THAT CORRECT?

A. NO, I DON'T THINK I SAID THAT. I BELIEVE THAT THE
HANSENS VERBALLY AGREED OR MADE THEIR AGREEMENT IN JUNE AS TO
WHAT THE PROPERTY DIVISION WOULD BE, THOSE FIGURES THEY WERE
GOING TO USE. BUT THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE AGREEMENT IS —-
PARDON ME, SEPTEMBER 30, 1977, AS IT STATES IN THE AGREEMENT,

Q. WELL. GEORGE HANSEN HAD REPRESENTED TO SOMEONE, IN
PARTICULAR, NELSON BUNKER HUNT, IN APRIL 1977, THAT THERE HAD
BEEN A PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT. DO YOU KNOW WHAT HE
COULD HAVE BEEN TALKING ABOUT, SIR?

A. I COULD ONLY ASSUME. I COULD ONLY PRESUME.

Q. WELL, WOULD IT HAVE BEEN THE PROPERTY SEPARATION
AGREEMENT THAT YOU HAD EXECUTED FOR THE PARTIES?

A. I WOULD PRESUME THAT HE WOULD BE SPEAKING OF THE
INTENT OF THE PARTIES, AND THE WORK THEY WERE DOING IN GOING
FORWARD WITH THE SEPARATION AGREEMENT,

Q. WELL, IF HE HAD REPRESENTED TO NELSON BUNKER HUNT THAT
IN FACT THEY HAD SEPARATED THE R ACCOUNTS AS OF APRIL 1977,
WOULD THAT HAVE BEEN AN ACCURATE STATEMENT, SIR?

A. THEY WERE IN THE PROCESS OF DOING SO.

Q. WHAT IS THE ANSWER TO MY QUESTION, SIR? HAD THEY IN

FACT SEPARATED THEIR ACCOUNTS BY THEN, APRIL 19772
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A.  THE AGREEMENT WAS EFFECTIVE ON SEPTEMBER 30, 1977. 80
IT WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN IN EFFECT, NO.

Q0  WOULD YOU TURN TO PARAGRAPH 8 OF THE SEPARATION
AGREEMENT. WHAT DOES IT READ, SIR?

A.  PARAGRAPH 8. “THE PARTIES ACKNOWLEDGE THAT FUNDS
RECEIVED BY THE WIFE AS A RESULT OF A PERSONAL SOLICITATION
COMMENCING IN MAY AND JUNE, 1977, ARE GIFTS TO THE WIFE, AND
ARE THEREFORE SEPARATE PROPERTY. "

Q  WAS MRS. HANSEN SOLICITING PROPERTY PRIOR TO THE DATE
OF THE SEPARATION AGREEMENT SIR?

A. 1 DO NOT BELIEVE SO, I DON'T KNOW.

Q.  WHY DID YOU PUT MAY, 1977, IN THE AGREEMENT?

A. IF, INDEED, THERE WAS ANYTHING BEING SOLICITED DURING
THAT PERIOD OR ANY GIFTS RECEIVED THAT WAS TO COVER THAT
PARTICULAR SITUATION. suaseoﬁenva. TO ANSWER YOUR QUESTION,
COUNSEL, SUBSEQUENTLY, I WAS ADVISED THERE WAS NONE.

Q  WELL, IF CONNIE HANSEN AND GEORGE HANSEN WERE
son:cxr:nc:sonzzs FROM NELSON BUNKER HUNT IN APRIL, 1977, WOULD
YOU HAVE KNOWN ABOUT THAT, SIR?

A. I DON'T KNOW THAT THEY DID.

THE COURT NO, THE QUESTION W. 3: WOULD YOU HAVE
KNOWN ABOUT IT?

THE WITNESS: I DON'T KNOW. I DOUBT IT

BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q. WELL, HOW CAN YOU REPRESENT, SIR, THAT YOU KiOW NO
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GIFTS WERE SOLICITED AS OF MAY AND JUNE OF 19772
A. I SAY THAT IT IS5 MY IMPRESSION, COUNSEL.
Q. AND YOUR IMPRESSION MAY BE WRONG. 1S THAT RIGHT OR
WRONG?
A. POSSIBLY.
Q. AND IF THE JURY HAS HEARD EVIDENCE THAT IN FACT NELSON
BUNKER HUNT WAS SOLICITED --
MR. LEWIN: YOUR HONOR, THE JURY HAS NOT HEARD SUCH
EVIDENCE. '
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, MR, LEWIN, UP TO THE BENCH. UP
TO THE BENCH, COME TO THE BENCH. MR. LEWIN.
AT THE BENCH:
MR. LEWIN: YOUR HONOR, WELL, I WAS GOING TO BE QUIET.
BUT HE HAS SAID IN THERE SIX TIMES THAT MR. HUNT SAID, VERY
CLEARLY IN RESPONSE TO MY QUESTIONS AND CROSS-EXAMINATION, THAT
HE DIDN'T KNOW EXACTLY WHEN CONGRESSMAN HANSEN TALKED TO HIM
ABOUT THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT. IT MAY HAVE BEEN SUBSTANTIALLY
AFTER THAT ORIGINAL DISCUSSION IT WAS UNCLEAR ABOUT WHEN THAT
WAS. ONE MINUTE I CAN REFER YOUR HONOR TO THE TRANSCRIPT.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. WILL YOU?
MR. LEWIN: VYES, I WILL.
PAGE 122 OF THE TRAMSCRIPT, YOUR HONOR.
THE COURT: 122, WELL, YOU PROBABLY HAVE IT BEFORE I
FIND MINE. WHICH LINE ARE YOU POINTING Td? WE CAN ALL READ 1IT.

MR. LEWIN: I AM POINTING TO WHERE I ASKED MR. HUNT
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ABOUT THE SEQUENCE. I SA;D. LINE i2. *FOR EXAMPLE, THE
CONVERSATION THAT YOU READ TO THE JURY FROM THIS TRANSCRIPT
ABOUT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN SAYING THAT HIS WIFE AND HE HAD
DIVIDED THEIR ESTATE,.MAYBE HAD SEPARATE ACCOUNTS AND THINGS OF
THAT KIND, COULD THAT HAVE BEEN SAID AT SEPARATE TIMES AFTER
THE INITIAL CONVERSATIONS REGARDING HIS FINANCIAL DIFFICULTIES?

* IT COULD VERY WELL. .I JUST DON'T HAVE ANY SPECIFIC.
RECOLLECTION OF WHEN I WAS TOLD THAT, "

1 ASK THAT THE JURY BE TOLD.

THE COURT. COULD HE NOT -- COULD HE NQT HAVE SAID
THAT AT ANOTHER TIME?

MR. LEWIN: HE SAID IT IN A QUESTION~ANSWER SESSION
THAT WAS ENTIRELY EX PARTE WiTH MR. COLE AND MR. WEINGARTEN
TﬁAT HE DID NOT TESTIFY ON DIRECT EXAMINATION. MR, WEINGARTEN
HAD HIM READ FROM THAT TRANSCRIPT, AND MR. WEINGARTEN SAID DID
YOU SAY THAT, HE SAID ¥YES I SAID IT. .SO_I ASKED HIM ON CROSS
COULD.THIS HAVE BEEN SAID LATER. 50 HE SAID YES IT COULD HAVE.

THE COURT: S0, HE REALLY HAS ANSWERED A COUPLE WAYS?

MR. LEWIN. NO. HE ANSWERED THAT RE CQULD NOT RECALL

WHEN THAT HAPPENED. AND I THINK THAT THE JURY SHOULD BE

INSTRUCTED THAT WHAT MR. WEINGARTEN SAID WAS FALSE.

THE COURT: IF I HAVE THIS READ TO THE JURY, I ALSO
WILL HAVE TO HAVE THE STATEMENT THAT HBE IS REFERRING TO READ TO
THE JURY WHERE HE IN EFFECT SAID I SAID THAT.

MR. WEINGARTEN: HE SAID MORE THAN THAT, HE SAID
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REPRESENTATIONS ABOUT THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WERE
MADE BEFORE THE SOYAEAN TRANSACTION. APRIL, 1977, WAS THE
SOYBEAN TRANSACTION. THAT IS WHAT TRIGGERED EVERYTHING.

THE COURT MR. WEINGARTEN, I THINK THE WHOLE THING
WILL BE ALLEVIATED IF YOU REPHRASE YOUR QUESTION. IF MR. LEWIN
WANTS TO COME BACK ON REDIRECT AND WANTS TO READ THIS, YOu, OF
COURSE, YOU CAN BRING YOUR PART OQUT BY THE F B I.

MR. LEWIN: I ASK THAT MR. WEINGARTEN'S STATEMENT BE
TOLD TO THE JURY THAT IT IS FALSE.

THE COURT: NO, WE WILL NOT DO THAT.

I HAVE SAID THAT YOU CAN TAKE THIS ATTITUDE, AND MR.
WEINGARTEN CAN TAKE THE OTHER ONE.

IN OPEN COURT:

THE COURT: NOW, DO WE HAVE A QUESTION?

BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q. YES, JUST TO WRAP UP THIS PIECE OF INFORMATION. TO
YOUR KNOWLEDGE, WERE THE HANSENS, OR WAS MRS, HANSEN SOLICITING
FUNDS IN MAY 197772

A. TO MY KNOWLEDGE, NO.

NOW, I WANT TO ADD, I WASN'T AWARE, WHEN I DRAFTED THE
PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, THAT THERE HAD BEEN A LOAN, THAT
IS IN THE AGREEMENT ELSEWHERE, AND SHOULD THAT BE CONSTRUED TO
BE A SOLICITATION. FINE, BUT OTHER THAN THAT, NO.
Q. ALL RIGHT. SO, YOU PUT IN MAY ANb JUNE 1977, MONTHS

PRIOR TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS AGREEMENT, FOR SAFETY
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REASPNS, OR CAUTIONARY REASONS?

A. YES.

Q. NOW, IS IT FAIR TO SAY, SIR, THAT IN 1977, THE ETHICS
COMMITTEE OF UNITED STATES HOUSE OF THE REPRESENTATIVES,
CLEARLY SAID NO TQ CONGRESSMAN HANSEN'S REQUEST TO SOLICIT
FUNDS TO PAY FOR HIS DEBTS? IS THAT A FAIR STATEMENT?

A, THAT 1S CORRECT.

Q. NOW, HOW MANY OPINIONS DID THE ETHICS COMMITTEE ISSUE
THAT BEAR UrON THIS SUBJECT THAT YOU KNOW ABOUT?

A. WELL, THERE WERE A NUMBER OF OPINIONS, DEALING WITH
CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS. I NEVER, I HAVE NOT COUNTED THEM
RECENTLY. I COULDN'T GIVE YOU A TOTAL.

Q. HOW MANY REQUESTS DID CONGRESSMAN HANSEN MAKE?

A. TO THE COMMITTEE?

Q. WAS THERE MORE THAN OME?

A. HE MADE ONE REQUEST TO MY KNOWLEDGE.

MR. WEINGARTEN: COULD I HAVE DEFENSE EXHIBIT NUMBER
ONE, WHICH 15 THE ETHICS MANUAL PLEASE.

THE WITNESS ON THAT PARTICULAR SUBJECT.

MR. WEINGARTEN: YOUR HONOR, THIS IS THE ETHICS MANUAL
THAT IS IN EVIDENCE.

BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q. I ASK YOU TO TURN TO ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER 4, PAGE
159, SIR.

MR. LEWIN: DOES GOVERNMENT COUNSEL HAVE ANOTHER COPY




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1148

1108
OF THAT BOOK? I AM AFRAID WE PUT OUR ONLY ONE IN EVIDENCE.
MR. WEINGARTEN: I AM SORRY. THAT IS THE ONLY ONE HERE,
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q. HAVE YOU FOUND IT, MR. RUNFT?

A. I HAVE.

Q. WHAT IS THE SUBJECT UNDER " ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER
FOUR, " WHAT IS THE QUESTION?

A. " ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER FOUR" UNDER THE HOUSE
RULES -- *“SUBJECT. UNDER HOUSE RULES, MAY A MEMBER OF THE
HOUSE OR THE SPOUSE OF A MEMBER SOLICIT CASH GIFTS OF LESS THAN
$100 FOR PERSONAL USE THROUGH A DIRECT MASS MAILING?"

Q. WAS THAT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN'S QUESTION, SIR?

A. ‘T DON'T RECOGNIZE IT IS A BEING “ ADVISORY OPINICON
NUMBER FOUR. " I DON'T RECALL THAT NGMENCLATURE AT ALL.

Q. * REASON FOR ISSUANCE," WHAT IS THAT?

A. " A MEMBER OF THE HOUSE HAS REQUESTED AN ADVISORY
OPINION AS TO WHETHER HIS PROPOSAL TO SOLICIT GIFTS OF LESS
THAN $100 WOULD BE IN VIOLATION OF RULE 53. "

Q. ALL RIGHT. IN YOUR CONSULTATIONS AND IN YOUR
REPRESENTATION OF CONGRESSMAN HANSEN, DID YOU COME ACROSS THIS
ADVISORY OPINION, SIR?

A. I DON'T RECALL. AS I SAID BEFORE, COUNSEL,IT HAS BEEN
A NUMBER OF YEARS. I DON'T RECALL, FRANKLY, WHICH PARTICULAR

OPINIONS I REVIEWED, WHEN I REVIEWED THEM. I DON'T EVEN KNOW

WHEN THIS PARTICULAR ETHICS O?IQION WAS ISSUED.
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1 DO RECALL AT THE TIME, 7 YEARS AGO, THAT I SPENT A
LOT OF TIME GOING OVER ALL OF THIS ADVISING MY CLIENT.
Q. PERHAPS IF YOU READ THE LAST TWO PARAGRAPHS ALOUD, SIR,
IT MIGHT RING A BELL OR TWO?
A. WILL YOU REFER ME TO PAGE 161 NOW?
Q. YES, THE LAST TWO PARAGRAPHS OF THE BACKGROUND SECTION?
A. IS THAT ON PAGE 160 AT THE BOTTOM?
Q. MY BOOK IS A LITTLE DIFFERENT, SO MAYBE {'LL SHOW YOU?
MR. LEWIN: BY THE WAY, YOUR HONOR, DO I UNDERSTAND
THAT MR. WEINGARTEN IS MOVING TO PUT THE WHOLE BOOK INTO
EVIDENCE?
MR. WEINGARTEN: THE WHOLE BOOK IS IN EVIDENCE.
MR. LEWIN: NO, THAT WAS ONLY THE FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE
SECTION. BUT HE OBJECTED TO THE REST OF THE BOOK AND,
CONSEQUENTLY, I ADVISED THE COURT WE WERE ONLY PUTTING THE
FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE SECTION.
THE COURT I THOUGHT THE BOOK WAS IN EVIDENCE BECAUSE
WE HAD A DISCUSSION THAT THERE SHOULD BE A COPY OF THE
FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE SECTION. I BELIEVE THE BOOK IS IN
EVIDENCE IN ENTIRETY.
MR. LEWIN: WE HAVE NO OBJECTION TO THE ENTIRE BOOK.
THE COURT: JOE, THE ENTIRE BOOK IS IN EVIDENCE?
IT SAYS," FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE SECTION. "
YOU ARE RIGHT MR. LEWIN. THAT IS APPARENTLY WHAT CAME

IN AT THAT TIME. MY CLERK HAS, ™ ONE RED PAPERBACK BOOK,
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ENTITLED, ETHICS MANUAL, FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE SECTION. "
MR. LEWIN: SO, IS MR. WEINGARTEN IS MOVING TO PUT THE
WHOLE BOOK IN EVIDENCE?
MR. WEINGARTEN: WE ARE SO MOVING.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. YOU ARE SO MOVING AND THERE IS
NO OBJECTION. AND IT IS IN.
(WHEREUPON, DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT NO. 1 WAS
RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE IN ITS ENTIRETY,UPON
MOTION OF THE GOVERNMENT.)
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q. MR. RUNFT, WILL YOU READ THOSE LAST TWO PARAGRAPHS,
SIR?

A. DO YOU WISH ME TO READ THEM INTQ THE RECORD?

Q. YES?

A. "A MAJOR THRUST OF THE PROVISIONS CONTAINED IN THE NEW
HOUSE RULE-- "

Q. EXCUSE ME. THE LAST TWO PARAGRAPHS. START WITH THE
PARAGRAPH FOLLOWING THAT. " THE FINAL QUESTION."

A. “THE FINAL QUESTION CONCERNS THE PROPRIETY OF A SPOUSE
RAISING FUNDS THROUGH MASS MAIL SOLICITATION FOR THE BENEFIT OF
THE MEMBER. WHILE THE SELECT COMMITTEE RECOGNIZES THE BASIC
INDEPENDENCE OF THE SPOUSE., THE SPOUSE UNDER THESE
CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD BE ACTING ESSENTIALLY ON BEHALF OF THE
MEMBER. THUS, THE MEMBER WOULD BE CONDUC%ING INDIRECTLY THE

VERY ACTIVITIES HE WOULD BE PROHIBITED FROM ENGAGING IN
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DIRECTLY.
"CONSEQUENTLY, THE MASS MAIL SOLICITATION OF FUNDS BY

A SPOUSE FOR A MEMBER'S USE ALSO APPEARS TO VIOLATE THE'SPIRIT'
OF HOUSE RULES.".

Q. THANK YOU, SIR.

S0, IT IS FAIR TO SAY THAT THERE ARE AT LEAST ™0

ETHICS COMMITTEE RULES DIRECTLY ON POINT THAT SAYS TO
CONGRESSMAN HANSEN: NO, YOU CAN'T SOLICIT FUNDS. AND EVEN
CONNIE HANSEN: NO, YOU CAN'T SOLICIT FUNDS ON BEHALF THE
CONGRESSMAN HANSEN. IS THAT A FAIR STATEMENT?

A, I DON'T KNOW WHEN THIS OPINION WAS ISSUED, COUNSEL.

Q. YOU HAVE NO AWARENESS OF THAT OPINION, SIR?

A. 1 MIGHT HAVE 7 YEARS AGO. I DON'T HAVE A PRESENT
RECOLLECTION NOW.

Q. IS THAT ON POINT AS YOU READ IT NOW, SIR? CAN YOU
RELATE IT BACK THEN?

A. WELL, I HAVEN'T READ THE WHOLE OPINION. IF YOU WISH
ME TO, I WILL.

Q TAKE YOUR TIME, THEN, SIR.

A. C. K. HAVING REFRESHED MY MEMORY, COUNSEL, I BELIEVE I
WAS /7 'ARE OF THIS ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER FOUR, AND THE REASON
I BELIEVE I WAS AWARE OF IT IS THAT I DIRECT YOUR ATTENTION TO
EXHIBIT 35, WHICH IS ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER ELEVEN WHICH WE
REFERRED TO EARLIER, AND THAT DOES REFER Ta ADVISORY OPINION

NUMBER FOUR. AND ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER 11 STATES THAT WITH

34-569 0 - 84 - 73
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REGARD TO MR. HANSEN'S REQUEST, THAT AN ADDITIONAL QUESTION HAD
BBBF ASKED WHICH CONCERNS THE ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS FOR A
MEMBER'S UNRESTRICTED PERSONAL USE THAT ARE RAISED BY A GROUP
INDEPENDENT OF THE MEMBER, HIS SPOUSE, STAFF, OR CAMPAIGN
COMMITTEE.

AND I WOULD SUBMIT THAT THE QUESTION MR. HANSEN POSED
TO THE COMMITTEE AND WHICH WAS ANSWERED IN ADVISORY OPINION
NUMBER 11 WAS DIFFERENT SIGNIFICANTLY SO THAN THAT COVERED BY
ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER FOUR.

Q. WELL FOUR, OF COURSE, SAYS NEITHER A WIFE NOR A
HUSBAND CAN GO OUT AND SOLICIT FUNDS FOR THE BENEFIT OF A
HUSBAND IF THE HUSBAND JUST HAPPENS TO BE A CONGRESSMAN, ISN'T
THAT TRUE?

A. WELL, IT SAYS THAT WITHOUT THE ADDITIONAL QUESTION
THAT IS POSEp 1IN NUMBER 11, YES.

Q. AND THE ADDITIONAL QUESTION IN NUMBER 11 IS THAT AN
ORGANIZATION COULD BE USED? WHAT IS THE BOTTOM LINE DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN 11 AND FOUR? WHAT WAS CONGRESSMAN HANSEN ADDING BY
ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER 117

A. I BELIEVE THAT THE PRINCIPAL DISTINCTION IS SET FORTH
IN EXHIBIT NUMIER 24 WHICH IS THE LETTER OF APRIL FIVE, BY
CONGRESSMAN HANSEN TO THE CHAIRMAN WHICH STATES IN THE
PARAGRAPH AT THE BOTTOM OF THE PAGE, AS FOLLOWS,

"IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE 11 POINT PLAN CLEARED WITH

THE FEC-- ® THAT IS THE ONE THE FEC APPROVED OR SAID THERE WAS
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NO JURISDICTION FOR IT. "SAID COMMITTEE WOULD OPERATE ENTIRELY
INDEPENDENT OF ME IN EVERY RESPECT. " AND THERE WCULD APPEAR
TO BE WHAT THE ETHICS COMMITTEE IS TALKING ABOUT HERE, 1IN
ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER 11, WHEN IT SAYS, " AN ADDITIONAL
QUESTION HAS BEEN ASKED WHICH CONCERNS THE ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS
FOR MEMBERS' UNRESTRICTED PERSONAL USE THAT ARE RAISED BY
ANYONE INDEPENDENT OF THE MEMBER, HIS SPOUSE, STAFF OR CAMPAIGN
COMMITTEE."

Q. AND THE ANSWER THERE IS5 NO?

A. YES, THAT IS CORRECT.

Q. AND 'JUST CLEARING UP FEC-- FEDERAL ELECTIONS
COMMISSION'S DECISION =~ THE FEC NEVER AUTHORIZED ANY PLAN BY
CONGRESSMAN HANSEN, DID IT?

A. THAT IS CORRECT.

2. I+ SIMPLY SAID ¥YOU ARE REPRESENTING TO US ELECTIONS
AREN'T INVOLVED; WE HAVE NO JURISDICTION OVER HERE BUT YOU
BETTER CHECK WITH THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. THAT IS IN
ESSENCE WHAT THE FEC SAID, IS IT NOT?

A. THAT IS ITS DECISION, YES.

Q. 1S IT FAIR TO SAY, SIR, THAT THE WHOLE PURPOSE OF THE
PROPERTY SEPARATION AGF -EMENT WAS TO GET AROUND THE TWO RULINGS
OF THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE?

A. NO, THE PURPOSE WAS TO ASSIgT THE HANSENS IN OVERCOMING
A SEVERE PROBLEM, A PERSONAL PROBLEM, AND ED DO IT IN A MANNER

WITHIN THE LAW, THAT WOULD BE KNOWN TO THE ETHICS COMMITTEE,
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WHICH IT IS, AND NOT OBJECTIONABLE TO THEM.

Q. MR. RUNFT, THE 95TH CONGRESS CAME DOWN WITH TWO
OPINIONS SAYING NO TO CONGRESSMAN HANSEN IN HIS EFFORTS TO
SOLICIT FUNDS IN A VARIETY OF WAYS. IS IT NOT TRUE, SIR, THAT
THOSE -=-

MR. LEWIN: YOUR HONOR, I OBJECT TQ THOS: ASSERTIONS.
AGAIN, MR. WEINGARTEN IS MAKING ASSERTIONS THAT ARE CONTRARY TO
FACT.

THE COURT: COUNSEL, DO YOU WANT TO COME TO THE BENCH?

MR. LEWIN: NO, YOUR HONOR.

MR. WEINGARTEN: I DON'T LIKE COUNSEL MAKING STATEMENTS
IN THE WELL.

THE COURT: COUNSEL, LET'S ASK IT AS A MATTER OF
QUESTION. ALL RIGHT? MR. WEINGARTEN, WILL YOU ASK A QUESTION
OF THE WITNESS?

BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q. AS A MATTER OF FACT, SIR, THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT WAS NEVER CONTEMPLATED UNTIL THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES SAID NO, YOU CAN'T SOLICIT FUNDS, CONGRESSMAN
HANSEN AND NO, YOUR WIFE CAN'T DO IT ON YOUR BEHALF?

A. AS I TESTIFIED, IN MARC ., IT WAS, MARCH OF 1977, 1
ACTUALLY DISCUSSED THE POSSIBILIT* OF A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT AS A LEGITIMATE MEANS OF ASSISTING THE HANSENS WITH
CHARLES WIGGINS, WHO AT THAT TIME WAS THE‘RANKING MINORITY

MEMBER ON THE ETHICS COMMITTEE --.
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Q. WAS THAT --

A. IF I MAY FINISH? THAT PARTICULAR DISCUSSION, WITH
REPRESENTATIVE WIGGINS, WAS PRIOR TO THE ADVISORY OPINION
NUMBER 11, WHICH WAS THE ONLY OPINION I KNOW OF DIRECTLY ANSWER]
MR. HANSEN'S REQUEST.

0. ARE YO SAYING FOUR DOESN'T DIRECTLY ANSWER WHAT
CONGRESSMAN HANSEN WANTED TO DO, SIR?

A. 1 AM SAYING WHAT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN SPOKE TO WAS A
PLAN WHICH wAS SET FORTH IN THE APPLICATION WHICH WAS ANSWERED
BY OPINION NUMBER 11.

Q  YOU ARE NOT SUGGESTING TO THE JURY, SIR, THAT ADVISORY
OPINION NUMBER FOUR HAS NO RELEVANCE TO WHAT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN
WAS TRYING TO DO, ARE YOU, SIR?

A. 1'M SAYING THAT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN WAS AWARE THROUGH
ME OF ADVISORY OPINION NUMBER FOUR AND OF THE PLAN PRESENTED TO
WHICH ADVISORY QPINION NUMBER 11 ANSWERS, CONSIDERS NUMBER FOUR
AND POINTS OUT THAT THIS IS AN ADDITIONAL DISTINCTION,
ADDITIONAL QUESTION, WHICH HAD BEEN PUT BEFORE THE COMMITTEE.

Q.  ARE YOU SUGGESTING, SIR, THAT YOU CONSIDER THE
PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT INDEPENDENT OF THE HOUSE SAYING
NO TO CONGRESSMAN HANSEN?

A. I DON'T KNOW WHAT YOU MEAN.

Q. IS IT NOT A FACT, SIR, THAT THE WHOLE PURPOSE OF THE
PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT WAS TO GET AROUND THESE RULINGS?

A, THE WHOLE PURPQSE OF THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

NG
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WAS TO DEVISE A LEGAL AND PROPER WAY WHICH COULD BE PRESENTED
TO THE COMMITTEE BY WHICH THE HANSENS COULD RELIEVE THEMSELVES
OF THIS PARTICULAR PROBLEM.

Q. WAS THIS PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT PRESENTED TO
THE COMMITTEE, SIR? .

A. HOW DO YOU MEAN, PRESENTED TO THEM IN FACT? NO, 1
TESTIFIED THAT I HELD IT AS A MATTER OF PRIVATE PROPERTY, BUT
THE COMMITTEE IS AWARE OF IT. '

Q. LET'S TALK ABOUT THE EFFECT OF THE AGREEMENT. AND, OF
COURSE, IT HAS NEVER BEEN FILED IN A PUBLIC COURTHOUSE, HAS ‘IT?

A. WO,

Q. AND OF COURSE, YOU ARE AN EXPERT IN IDAHO LAW, AND I
AM NOT. AND I AM NOT GOING TO QUARREL WITH YOU ON THAT SUBJECT,
BUT THERE IS A STATUTE THAT SAYS PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS
MUST BE RECORDED, IS THERE NOT?

A.  THAT IS NOT THE WHOLE STATUTE. IF YOU WISH TO DISCUSS
THE STATUTE, I WOULD LIKE TQ HAVE A COPY OF IT.

MR. WEINGARTEN: MARK THIS AS THE NEXT GOVERNMENT
EXHIBIT. )
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.
THE DEPUTY CLERK: GOVERNMENT EXHIBIT 64 ARKED FOR
IDENTIFICATION.
(WHEREUPON, THE DOCUMENT REFERRED TO ABOVE
WAS MARKED GOVERNMENT'S EXHIBIT 64 FOR

IDENTIFICATION.)
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BY MR. WEINGARTEN.

Q. MR. RUNFT, I HAND YOU WHAT HAS BEEN MARKED GOVERNMENT
EXHIBIT 64 AND ASK YOU, SIR, IF YOU CAN IDENTIFY IT?

A. THIS APPEARS TO BE SECTIONS OF THE IDAHO CODE, STATUTE,
OR TITLE 32, CHAPTER 9.

2. ALL RIGHT. AND YOU TESTIFIED IN YOUR DIRECT
EXAMINATION THAT THERE WAS A PROVISION, I THINK YOU SAID 917
THAT RELATES TO THE FORMALITIES REQUIRED OF MARRIAGE
SETTLEMENTS, IS THAT NOT TRUE, SIR?

A. I SEEM TO BE ONE NUMBER OFF, HERE. I AM NOT AWARE
THAT THIS IS AN UPDATED COPY OF THE STATUTE, BUT I RECOGNIZE
WHAT APPEARS TO BE THE LANGUAGE OF THESE SECTIONS.

Q. HAS THE CODE BEEN ALTERED IN THE LAST YEAR OR S0?

A. THERE WAS A, I BELIEVE THERE WAS AN AMENDMENT OF
SECTION 32-916. I AM NOT SURE.

BUT, IN ANY EVENT, WHETHER OR NOT I WAS OFF A SECTION,
THE POINT HERE IS THAT 32-917 SETS FORTH THE FORMALITIES
REQUIRED OF VARIOUS SETTLEMENTS, AND AS I TESTIFIED, ALL
CONTRACTS FOR MARRIAGE SETTLEMENTS MUST BE IN WRITING, EXECUTED,
ACKNOWLEDGED OR PROVED IN LIKE MANNER AS CONVEYANCES OF LAND
ARE REQUIREﬁ TO BE EXECUTED AND ACKNOWLEDGED OR PROVEN.

SECTION 33-918. MARRIAGE SETTLEMENTS RECORD. PROVIDES
THAT WHEN SUCH CONTRACT IS ACKNOWLEDGED OR PROVED, IT MUST BE
RECORPED IN THE OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF EVERY COUNTY IN WHICH

THE REAL ESTATE MUST BE SITUATED,AS GRANTED OR EFFECTED BY SUCH
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CONTRACT.
AND IT IS THEN SECTION 32-919 THAT PROVIDES EFFECTIVE
RECORD. THE RECORDING OR NONRECORDING OF SUCH A CONTRACT HAS A
LIKE EFFECT AS THE RECORDING OR NONRECORDING OF A CONVEYANCE OF
REAL PROPERTY.
MR. WEINGARTEN: MAY WE MOVE INTO EVIDENCE GOVERNMENT
EXHIBIT 54?
THE CCURT: ANY OBJECTION?
MR. LEWIN: NO OBJECTION.
THE COURT: IT IS NOW IN EVIDENCE.
{(WHEREUPON, GOVERNMENT'S EXHIBIT 54 WAS
RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCEL.)
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q. YOU TESTIFIED IN YOUR DIRECT EXAMINATION, I THINK,
THAT IF YOU DO NOT FILE A REAL ESTATE DEED, IT IS INEFFECTIVE
AS TO THIRD PARTIES, IS THAT CORRECT?

A. SOMETIMES. 1IT DEPENDS. IT STANDS AS A NONPERFECTED
TRANSFER OF REAL PROPERTY.

Q. AND A BONA FIDE PURCHASER OR A PARTY OUT THERE WITH A
GOOD CLAIM TO PROPERTY HAS A BETTER RIGHT THAN THE PERSON WHO
HASN'T FILED IT, IS THAT RIGHT?

A THAT IS CORRECT.

Q. AND, OF COURSE, THE PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT NOT
BEING FILED, YOU WOULD BE IN PRECISELY THE SAME SITUATION?

A. THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT THAT IS NOT FILED
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WOULD BE A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT -- THERE ARE
PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTSWHICH HAVE NO REAL PROPERTY, AND
THERE ARE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS THAT HAVE REAL
PROPERTY. THE QUESTION IS WHETHER OR NOT YOU WANT TO RECORD IT.
YOU COULD CHODSE TO DO THAT OR NOT CHOOSE TC DO IT.

Q. WELL, IF YOU WANT TO HAVE IT EFFECTIVE FOR THE REST OF
THE WORLD, YOU WOULD RECORD IT?

A. NOT NECESSARILY. 1IF YOU HAD A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT WITHOUT REAL PROPERTY, THERE IS NO REQUIREMENT.

Q. WAS THERE REAL PROPERTY IN THIS PROPERTY SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT?

A. THERE IS REAL PROPERTY REFERRED TO AND ALSO A DEED TO
BE EXECUTED IN THIS CASE.

Q. WHAT ELSE WERE YOU GOING 'TO SAY?

A. THAT IS 1IT.

Q. THIS PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT ALLEGES TO TRANSFER
CERTAIN LOANS FROM CONGRESSMAN HANSEN TO MRS. HANSEN, IS THAT
CORRECT, SIR?

A, REPEAT THAT AGAIN PLEASE.

Q. ARE LOANS TRANSFERRED OR ALLEGED TO BE TRANSFERRED BY
THIS PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT FROM CONNIE HANSEN TO GEORGE
HANSEN AND OTHER LOANS FROM GEORGE HANSEN TO CONNIE HANSEN?

A. THERE ARE DEBTS TRANSFERRED, YES.

Q. AND IF CONGRESSMAN HANSEN HAD A dEBT WITH SOMEONE, AND

IN YOUR OFFICE TRANSFERRED THAT DEBT TO HIS WIFE, WHERE WOULD
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THE LENDER BE, SIR. LEGALLY? WOULD HE LOSE HIS RIGHT TO
COLLECT THAT DEBT FROM GEORGE HANSEN?

A. NC. THE LENDER IN ANY PROPERTY SETTLEMENT OR ANYTHING
LIKE THIS, A PREVIOUS LENDER WHETHER IT IS RECORDED OR
UNRECORDED ALWAYS HAS THE RIGHT TO PROCEED AGAINST THE TWO
PARTIES INVOLVED. THAT IS NOT THE PURPOSE OF THE SEPARATE
PROPERTY AGREEMENT, OF COURSE, IN ANY WAY, SHAPE OR FORM TO
PREVENT A PREVIOUS LENDER FROM COLLECTING ON THE DEBT.

Q. IF CONGRESSMAN HANSEN TOOK MORTGAGES, PURSUANT TO THIS
AGREEMENT THAT ORIGINALLY HAD CONNIE HANSEN'S NAME ON IT,

WOULD CONNIE HANSEN BE RELEASED FROM THAT DEBT?

A. I STATED TO YOU, NO DEBT =-- THE EFFECT OF A PROPERTY
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AS TO NO DEBT RELIEVES THE OBLIGATION TO
THE CREDITORS? NO, SIR. THAT IS NOT THE PURPOSE OF IT. NEVER
HAS BEEN.

Q. AS TO CREDITORS, THIS PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT
AFFECTS NOTHING?

A. AS TO CREDITORS, THE CREDITORS STILL HAVE A RIGHT TO
COLLECT THE DEBT FROM BOTH PARTIES. THAT HAS BEEN THE LAW AND
IT IS THE LAW.

Q. HOW ABOUT MY QUESTION. AS TO CREDITORS, THIS PROPERTY
SEPARATION AGREEMENT MEANS NOTHING?

A. WELL, I DON'T KNOW THAT YOU CAN SAY IT MEANS NOTHING.
THEY CAN PROCEED AGAINST BOTH PARTIES, YEé.

Q. THEY CAN PROCEED AGAINST THE PARTY THAT ORIGINALLY-~
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A, GO AHEAD.
Q. THEY CAN PROCEED AGAINST Ti#E PARTY WHO ORIGINALLY HAD
THE DEBT?
A, I THINK IT MEANS IN THIS CASE QUITE A BIT.
THE COURT: SIR, WOULD YOU ANSWER THE QUESTION, PLEASE?
CAN THEY PROCEED AGAINST THE PARTY WHO ORIGINALLY HAD THE DEBT?
THE WITNESS: VYES, I SAID THAT, YOUR RBONOR, SEVERAL
TIMES. THE PURPOSE OF A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT IS NOT
TO STOP CREDITOKS. AND NEVER HAS BEEN. THEY CAN PROCEED
AGAINST THE PARTIES. BECAUSE THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
IS EXECUTED AFTER THE DEBTS HAVE BEEN ACQUIRED. THAT IS CLEAR.
MR. LEWIN: MR. WEINGARTEN INTERRUPTED THE WITNESS
BEFORE HE COULD EXPLAIN HOW IT AFFECTED CREDITORS.
THE COURT: GO AHEAD.
THE WITNESS: I WAS JUST GOING TO SAY THAT BY AND
LARGE, I THINK MOST OF THESE CREDITORS WERE APPRECIATIVE AND
UNDERSTOOD THIS ASSIGNMENT AND RESPECTED THIS AéSIGNNENT OF THE
DEBT TC ONE PARTY OR THE OTHER.
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:
2. HOW DO YOU KNOW THAT?
A. I BELIEVE THAT TC BE THE CASE.
Q. DO YOU KNOW RICHARD GARVIN, A BANKER IN IDAHO?
A. I HAVE HEARD OF HIM.
Q. DO YOU KNOW WHETHER OR.NOT HE RES;ECTBD THIS PROPERTY

SEPARATION AGREEMENT, SIR?
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A. I HAVE NO IDEA.

Q. BUT YOU ARE WILLING TO TESTIFY THAT YOU THINK THAT
CREDITORS, CREDITORS PURSUANT TO THIS DOCUMENT RESPECTED THE
PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT? WE HAD SUCH A CREDITOR IN COURT,
MR. RUNFT.

A. I BELIEVE MOST OF THESE PEOPLE WHC WERE CREDITORS OF
THE HANSENS, LIKED THE HANSENS, AND WOULD RESPECT THEIR WISHES,
AND 1 BELIEVE THEM TO BE FRIENDS, AND WCULD BE REASONABLY
FRIENDLY ABOUT IT, AND WOULD RESPECT THEIR WISHES. THAT IS ALL
I AM SAYING.

0. JUST SO WE ARE PERFECTLY CRYSTAL CLEAR ON THIS ITEM.
THIS DOCUMENT PURPORTS TO GIVE MORTGAGES OF A PARTICULAR PIECE
OF REAL ESTATE TO CONGRESSMAN HANSEN, AND THE REAL ESTATE TO
MRS. HANSEN?

A THAT 1S CbRRBCT.

Q. MR; HANSEN WOULD TAKE THE MORTGAGES, MRS. HANSEN WOULD
TAKE THE REAL ESTATE?

A. THAT IS PART OF THE SETTLEMENT, YES. PART OF THE
TRANSFER.

Q. AND IF MR. HANSEN FORFEITED ON HIS MORTGAGE, COULD THE
BANK THEN COME IN AND TAKE THE HOUSE, EVEN THOUGH IT WAS IN
CONNIE HANSEN'S NAME PURSUANT TO THIS DOCUMENT?

A COUNSEL, I HAVE STATED AND I'LL STATE IT AGAIN, YES,
THAT GOES TO ALL DEBTS UNDER THE hGREEMEN%. THE AGREEMENT IS

NOT FOR THE PURPOSE OF AVOIDING ANY PREEXITTING DEBTS.
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Q. LET'S LIMIT OUR QUESTION TO THE WORLD QUTSIDE THE
HANSENS. IS5 IT NOT A FAIR STATEMENT, SIR, THAT THIS DOCUMENT
IS MEANINGLESS AS TO THE THIRD WORLD? NOT THE THIRD WORLD, BUT
AS TO THE WORLD OUTSIDE THE HANSENS?

A. YOU MEAN PREEXISTING CREDITORS?

Q. ANYBODY AFFECTED BY THIS DOCUMENT? WHO CQULD BE
AFFECTED BY THIS DOCUMENT OUTSIDE THE HANSENS' FAMILY WHO COULD
BE AFFECTED IN ANY WAY AT ALL?

Al THE PEOPLE DEALING WITH THE HANSENS AFTER THE
AGREEMENT, SHOULD THE HANSENS ADVISE THEM OF THE AGREEMENT,
COULD BE AFFECTED BY IT.

Q. AND IF THE HANSENS DIDN'T ADVISE A BANKER OF THE
EXISTENCE OF THIS DOCUMENT, WOULD THAT BANKER BE IN ANY WAY
AFFECTED BY THE EXISTENCE OF THIS AGREEMENT?

A. I BELIEVE A BANKER OR A CREDITOR WOULD HAVE TO BE
ADVISED, YES.

Q. IF MRS. HANSEN WENT DOWN TO DALLAS AND DEALT WITH A
DALLAS BANKER AND NEVER REPRESENTED TO THAT BANKER THAT THERE
WAS A PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT, WOULD THAT BANKER BE
OBLIGED OR WOQULD HE BE AFFECTED IN ANY WAY BY THIS AGREEMENT?

A. IF THAT HAPPENED, NO.

Q . AND PARTICULARLY SINCE SHE HADN'T FILED THAT AGREEMENT?
WOULD IT BE ANY DIFFERENT IF SHE HAD FILED IT?

A. NOT NECESSARILY.

Q. AS BETWEEN THE HANSENS YOU SAY THERE IS -~




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1164

1124

A. LET ME ANSWER THAT QUESTION YOU JUST POCSED. THE
FILING UNDER IDAHO LAW OF A MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, I
DON'T BELIEVE HAS THE EFFECT OF RECORD SUCH AS --

Q. SUCH AS REAL ESTATE?

A, SUCill AS REAL ESTATE, IN ALL CASES. IT MIGHT. THERE
1S SOME DOUBT ON THAT.

Q. NOW, YOU TESTIFIED IN DIRECT EXAMINATION THAT AS
BETWEEN THEM THERE 1S SOME EFFECT THAT THIS AGREEMENT CAUSES?

A. NOT SOME EFFECT. IT IS EFFECTIVE.

Q. AND IT HAS TO DO WITH THE INHERITANCE OF PROPERTY?

A. WELL, NOT JUST THE INHERITANCE OF THE PROPERTY. AS
BETWEEN THEM, IT IS A COMPLETE SEPARATION AND IT AFFECTS ALL
ASPECTS OF PROPERTY AS BETWEEN THEM.

Q. YOU ARE REPRESENTING THAT THIS IS A SOLEMN AGREEMENT
T0 SEPARATE PROPERTY BETWEEN THE HANSENS?

A. I AM.

Q. DO YOU KNOW, DID THE HANSENS FILE A WILL FOLLOWING
THIS PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT?

A, DID THEY FILE A WILL? NO. THEY DID NOT FILE A WILL
NOR DID THEY EXECUTE A WILL.

Q. ARE YO THEIR LAWYER AS FAR AS THEIR WILL IS CONCERNED?

A. YES, WE TALKED ABOUT THAT.

Q. AND DO THEY INHERIT PROPERTY FROM EACH OTHER SHOULD
ONE PREDECEASE THE OTHER?

A. NO, IN THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, THAT
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PARTJCULAR RIGHT IS EXPRESSLY GIVEN UP. I REFER YOU TO
PARAGRAPH 15. " EACH PARTY HERETO DOES HEREBY WAIVE ANY AND
ALL RIGHT TO INHERIT THE ESTATE OF THE OTHER, " AND SO ON.

Q. UNLESS UNDER A WILL EXECUTED SUBSEQUENT TO THE
EFFECTIVE DATE HEREOF?

A. YES, THAT'S CORRECT.

Qe TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE IS THERE A SUBSEQUENT WILL? »

A. THERE IS NO WILL.

Q. THAT YOU KNOW OF?

A. I AM SURE THERE IS NO WILL.

Q. NOW, IN SOLEMN SEPARATION OF PROPERTY. LET'S MOVE, AND
SEE WHAT THE EFFECT OF TH1S AGREEMENT HAS BEEN.

FIRST OF ALL, OF CCURSE, YOU HAVE BEEN ASKED ABOUT
TAXES. DO YOU KNOW SIR, WHETHER OR NOT THE CONGRESSMAN AND HIS
WIFE FILED JOINTLY?

A. I BELIEVE THEY HAVE.

Q. AND, OF COURSE, THEY FILED JOINTLY, BECAUSE IT IS TO
THEIR ECONOMIC ADVANTAGE TO DO SO LIKE EVERYBODY ELSE? IS5 THAT
A FAIR S'TATEMENT, DD YOU KNOW THAT?

A. I SUSPECT IT 1S TRUE.

Q. DO YW KNOW ANY' 'JING ABOUT THE HANSENS' ACCOQUNTS?

A. VERY LITTLE.

Q. TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, HOW MANY BANK ACCOUNTS HAVE THE
HANSENS HAD SINCE 19877.

A. I HAVE NO IDEA.
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Q. DO YOU KNOW OF ANY?

A. I DON'T KNOW THEM BY NUMBER. I KNOW SOME BANKS WHERE
THEY HAVE HAD ACCOUNTS. FIRST SECURITY BANK OF IDAHO, FOR
EXAMPLE. I BELIEVE IDAHC BANK AND TRUST. I AM NOT SURE.

THESE ARE BANKS IN IDAHG.

2. ARE THESE JOINT ACCOUNTS, SIR?

A. I DON'T KNOW.

0 YOU DON'T KNOW THAT?

A. I DON'T KNOW THAT. ARE YOU SAYING NOW? WELL, I DON'T
REALLY KNOW. NO. .

Q. HOW ABOUT, HAVE ANY BANK ACCOUNTS CHANGED FROM JOINT
TO SEPARATE, AS A RESULT OF THIS AGREEMENT?

A. I DON'T KNOW THE ANSWER TO THAT.

Q. WOULD YOU BE SURPRISED IF THE ANSWER WERE NO?

A. I DON'T KNOW WHETHER I WOULD BE SURPRISED OR NOT. I
hAVE TESTIFIED THAT I DON'T KNOW THE FINANCIAL ‘AFFAIRS OF THE
HANSENS.

2. YOU TESTIFIED WHAT?

A. THAT I DON'T FOLLOW THE IMMEDIATE FINANCIAL AFFAIRS OF
THE HANSENS.

Q. WELL, CERTAINLY, YOU KNO' A GREAT DEAL ABOUT THE
FINANCIAL AFFAIRS OF THE HANSENS?

A. NO, NOT AS TO WHICH BANK ACCOUNTS THEY HAVE
SPECIFICALLY AND WﬁAT THE NUMBERS ARE, AND WHICH BANKS THEY

ARE, NO. THROUGH THE YEARS, NO.
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Q. THEY HAVE SEVERAL ACCOUNTS, DDN'% THEY, SIR?

A. YES, I UNDERSTAND THEY DO.

0. AND YOU KNOW THEY ARE ALL JOINT?

A. I DON'T KNOW THAT.

2. AND THE ACCOUNTS DID NOT CHANGE THAT AS A RESULT OF
THAT?

A. YOU ARE TELLING ME:THAT; T DON'T KNOW.

Q. YOU DO NOT KNOW THAT?

A. NO.

Q. DO YOU KNOW WHETHER OR NOT THE HANSENS PUQCHASED HOMES
SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS AGREEMENT?

A. I BELIEVE THAT THEY SOLD THEIR OLD HOME IN NORTH
VIRGINIA, AND I THINK THEY WERE IN A CONDOMINIUM FOR A SHORT
TIME AND NOW THEY ARE IN THAT PRESENT HOME. I %M NOT SURE
ABOUT THAT BUT I BELIEVE.THAT TO BE THE CASE,

2. ALL RIGHT. THE CONDOMINIUM, DID YOU HAVE ANYTHING TOQ
DO WITH IT AS A LAWYER?

A. NO.

Q. DO YOU KNOW WHOSE NAME THAT CONDOMINIUM WAS BOUGHT IN?

A. NO, THAT WAS BACK HERE, COUNSEL, AND I BELIEVE THEIR
AFFAIRS BACK HERE WERE HANDLE BY OTHER COUN EL.

Q. THEY BOUGHJIT ANOTHER HOME IN ARLINGTON, DID THEY NOT,
THE HOME THEY LIVE IN NOW?

A. WELL, THEY BOUﬁHT IT. VYES.

Q. AND THEY BOUGHT IT AFTER THIS SEPARATION AGREEMENT?

34~569 0 - 84 -~ 74
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A. YES.
ﬁ. AND IN WHOSE NAME IS TITLE IN THAT ONE, SIR?
A. I DON'T KNOW THE ANSWER.
Q. YOU HAD NOTHING TO DO WITH THAT?
A. I DID NOT HANDLE THAT TRANSACTION, NO.
Q. AND DO THEY HAVE A HOME IN IDAHO?
A, 1 BELIEVE THEY DO, IN POCATELLO, I AM NOT SURE ABOUT

THAT.

Q. DID YOU HAVE ANYTHING TO DO WITH ANY TRANSACTION RELATING °

THAT HOME, SIR?

A. NO.

Q. AND I SUPPOSE BY YOUR ANSWER YOU DON'T KNOW WHOSE NAME
THAT HOUSE IS IN?

A. YOU ARE CORRECT.

Q. NOW, PARAGRAPH 14 OF THE SEPARATION AGREEMENT SAYS IT
IS PURTHER AGREED THAT ANY AND ALL PROPERTY ACQUIRED FROM AND
AFTER THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS AGREEMENT, SHALL BE THE SOLE
AND SEPARATE PROPERTY OF THE ONE SO ACQUIRING THE SAME. SIR,
IF I REPRESENT TO YOU THAT THOSE 3 HOMES THAT WE HAVE TALKED
ABOUT WERE PURCHASED AFTER THE PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT,
IN BOTH NAMES, WOULD THAT VIOLATE NUMBER 14 IN YOUR GREEMENT?

A. NO, IT WOULD NOT.

Q. AND IT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THIS SOLEMN SEPARATION
OF PROPERTY THAT IS REPRESENTED BY YOUR DdCUMENT?

A. THE SOLEMN SEPARATION OF THE PROPERTY IS TO DISPENSE
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WITH THE MARITAL RIGHTS, AND WHAT FOLLOWS. TWO PEOPLE WHETHER
THEY ARE MARRIED OR NOT, CAN JOINTLY PURCHASE A HOUSE.
THEY CAN JOINT VENTURE ANY PARTICULAR FINANCIAL
PROJECT THEY WISH. WHAT IS THE SOLEMNITY OF TJOS AGREEMENT IS
INTACT, BECAUSE IT WAS A VERY SERIOUS STEP THAT THE HANSENS
TOOK. YOU KEEP SAYING SOLEMN; IT WAS SOLEMN.

Q.  WELL, SIR, IF, IN FACT, EVERY TRANSACTION THAT
FOLLOWED THIS SEPARATION AGREEMENT WAS A JOINT TRANSACTION,
WOULD IT NOT LEND WEIGHT TO THE CONCLUSION THAT THIS DOCUMENT
REPRESENTS ONLY AN EFFORT TO GET AROUND THE HOUSE RULES?

A.  NOT AT ALL.

Q.  HOW ABOUT CARS, SIR, DO YOU KNOW ANYTHING ABOUT THE
HANSENS' CARS?

A. AT THE PRESENT TIME?

Q. AT ANY TIME?

A.  WELL, I RECALL REVIEWING WHICH CARS THEY HAD AT THE
TIME THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WAS SIGNED. YOU WILL
FIND THAT ON PAGE FOUR OF THE AGREEMENT. THERE ARE FOUR CARS
LISTED THERE.

Q.  AND WHO GETS THE CARS, SIR?

A.  AND I BELIEVE THOSE ARE AWARDED TO MRS, HANSEN.

Q. AND TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, WAS TITLE TRANSFERRED TO MRS.
HANSEN, SIR?

A. I DON'T KNOW.

Q. YOU DON'T KNOW?
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A. NO.

Q. YOU WERE NEVER INTERESTED IN FOLLOWING THROUGH TO FIND
OUT WHETHER OR NOT TITLE WAS TRANSFERRED TO MRS. HANSEN?

A. I AM NOT SURE THAT THE TITLE, IF YOU MEAN THE TITLE
DOCUMENTS WERE CHANGED?

Q. YES, OWNERSHIP, SIR. OWNERSHIP TRANSFERRED, FROM
JOINT OWNERSHIP TO MRS. HANSEN, PURSUANT TO THIS AGREEMENT?

A. THE OWNERSHIP WAS NOT IN JOINT OWNERSHIP TO BEGIN WITH,

* IT WAS IN COMMUNITY PROPERTY OWNERSIHIP, AND IT COULD BE. LET

ME FINISH. IT COULD BE THAT THE TITLES ALREADY PERHAPS WERE IN
MR. OR MRS. HANSENS' NAME. I DON'T KNOW, AND IF THAT WAS THE
CASE, THE TITLES THEN WERE ALL RIGHT.

Q. ALL RIGHT. IF MR. HANSEN USED THE CARS THAT HAD BEEN
TRANSFERRED TO HIS WIFE AS COLLATERAL FOR PERSONAL LOANS TO HIM,
WOULD THAT BE CONSISTENT WITH THIS AGREEMENT, SIR?

A. AGAIN, THE PARTIES HAVE SEPARATED THEIR RIGHTS DERIVED
FROM THEIR MARITAL STATUS. WHAT THEY DO WITH THEIR ASSETS
BEYOND THAT IS THE SAME AS ANY TWO PEOPLE WHO ARE NOT MARRIED.
THEY CAN DO WHAT THEY WANT TO DO. BUT THEY HAVE -- GO AHEAD.

Q MR. RUNFT, NUMBER 17 HAS TO DO WITH LIABILITIES, DOES
IT NOT? DOES PARAGRAPH 17 NOT INCLUDE THE REPRESENTATION THAT--
EXCUSE ME -- SECOND LINE FROM THE BOTTOM, ". . . EACH AGREES
THAT HE OR SHE WILL NOT INCUR ANY LIABILITY ON BEHALF OF THE
OTHER.. . " DOES IT SO STATE, SIR? |

A, THAT 1S PART OF THE SENTENCE. ". . . RECOGNIZING THAT
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THE PROPERTY HEREIN AWARDED TO THE OTHER IS THE SOLE AND
SEPARATE PROPERTY OF THE PARTY TO WHOM SO AWARDED." I BELIEVE
IT DOES STATE THAT.

THE PURPOSE THERE IS THAT EACH, THAT EACH SPOUSE HAS
NO MORE RIGHT TO GO OUT UNILATERALLY WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE
OTHER SPOUSE AND INCUR LIABILITY ON BEHALF OF THE OTHER ANY
MORE THAN I WOULD ON BEHALF OF ¥YOU WITHOUT YOUR CONSENT.

Q. MR. RUNFT, ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY LIABILITY THAT HAVE
BEEN INCURRED BY THE HANSENS SUBSEQUENT TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE
OF THIS AGREEMENT?

A. YOU MEAN BY BOTH OF THE HANSENS?

2. YES.

B. AGAIN, I HAVE NOT SEEN THE DOCUMENTS. I BELIEVE THEY
HAD INCURRED, HAVE ACQUIRED SOME PROPERTY.

Q. AND THEY HAVE INCURRED SOME LOANS AND LIABILITIES?

A. I BELIEVE THAT TO BE THE CASE.

Q. AND WHAT ROLE HAVE YOU PLAYED IN THAT, SIR?

A. I PLAYED NO ROLE IN THAT.

Q. HAVE YOU EVER PREPARED A FINANCIAL STATEMENT FOR THEM?

A. I WAS INVOLVED WITH THEIR ACCOUNTANT IN PREPARING THE
FINANCIAL STATEMENT BASED ON THE FINANCIAL INFORMATION IN JUNE,
JUNE 21, I BELIEVE, OF 1977.

Q. WOULD IT BE THIS FINANCIAL STATEMENT, I MEAN THE
NUMBERS REPRESENTED IN HERE, OR WOULD IT BE A PRIVATE FINANCIAL

STATEMENT THAT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN MIGHT TAKE TO A BANK?
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A. IT WOULD BE THE FINANCIAL STATEMENT UNDERLYING THE
DOCUMENT YOU HAVE THERE.

Q. HAVE YOU EVER SEEN A PERSONAL FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF
THE CONGRESSMAN?

A. I BELIEVE I HAVE, .

Q. AND IN WHAT REGARD, WHAT CONTEXT?

A. THROUGH THE YEARS, IN REPRESENTING HIM, I AM SURE I
HAVE FROM TIMZ TO TIME.

MR. WEINGARTEN: GOVERNMENT'S 65.
THE DEPUTY CLERK: GOVBRNMENT EXHIBIT 65 MARKED FOR -
IDENTIFICATION.
(WHEREUPON, THE DOCUMENT REFERRED TO ABOVE
WAS MARKED FOR ILSNTIFICATION GQVERNMENT'S
EXHIBIT NO.&5.) |
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q. MR. RUNFT, I HAND YOU GOVERNMENT'S EXHISBIT G5, IS THIS
MR. HA&SEN'S FINANCIAL STATEMENT, SIR?

A. WELL, OFFHAND, I DON'T RECALL THIS AT ALL. THE
WRITING ON IT IS RATHER BOLD, AND I DON'T RECALL. IT IS NOT
TYPEWRITTEN, AND I DON'T HAVE A PRESENT RECOLLECTION OF EVER
SEEING IT.

Q. WELL, WHAT WAS THE FORM OF THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
THAT YOU HAVE SEEN? '

A. I STATED GENERALLY THAT I PR?BABL& HAVE SEEN SOME

-

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS, COUNSEL. I DON'T REALLY HAVE A PRESENT
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RECOLLECTION OF SEEING ONE.

. WELL, IN THOSE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS?

A A SPECIFIC ONE.

Q. IN THOSE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS, ARE THEY GEORGE HANSEN
OR GEORGE AND CONNIE HANSEN, THE ONES YOU HAVE SEEN?

A, WELL, THE ONES 1 GUESS I RECALL, WERE FOR MDST PART
RELATED TO THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, AND PRIOR TO THAT
TIME, AND THOSE WERE JOINT FINANCIAL STATEMENTS, AND I RIGHT
NOW IN MY MIND, I FRANKLY CAN'T SEPARATE THAT OUT. IT HAS BEEN
NUMBER OF YEARS. YOU WILL HAVE TO ASK MR. HANSEN THAT QUESTION.

Q. 0. K.. THANK YOU.

NOW, SIR, WE ARE TALKING ABOUT LIABILITIES. ARE Yyou
AWARE OF ANY LIABILITIES THAT HAVE BEEN INCURRED BY BOTH CONNIE
AND GEORGE HANSEN JOINTLY SINCE THIS PROPERTY SEPARATION
AGREEMENT?

A. ALTHOUGH I DID NOT HANDLE THE TRANSACTION, I BELIEVE,
AND I COULD BE WRONG ON THIS -- YOU SAY aM I AWARE, AND
AWARENESS MEANS WHETHER I KNOW IT SPECIFICALLY OR NOT -- AND
POSSIBLY THE PRESENT HOUSE THEY HAVE HERE I NORTHERN VIRGINIA,
MIGHT BE JOINTLY OWNED BY THEM, POSSIBLY. I HAVE NOT SEEN THE
DOCUMENTS ON_THAT.

Q. ISN'T IT TRUE THAT THEY ARE JOINTLY OWNED AND THERE
ARE SOME MORTGAGES ATTACHED TO THAT PURCHASE?

A. IT COULD BE, YOU HAVE TO ASK MR. HANSEN THAT.

Q. AND ARE THOSE MORTGAGES JOINT?

-
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A, I HAVEN'T THEM SEEN THEM.

0. AND YOU DON'T KNOW ANYTHING ABOUT MORTGAGE LOANS,
LIABILITIES, THAT HAVE BEEN INCURRED BY THE HANSENS SUBSEQUENT
TO THIS DOCUMENT?

A, NOT IN DETAIL. I AM AWARE OF THINGS OF A GENERAL

NATURE AS I HAVE TESTIFIED TO BUT I HAVE NOT HANDLED THOSE

"MATTER BACK HERE IN VIRGINIA.

Q. GENERALLY SPEAKING, IS IT NOT TRUE, SIR, THAT THERE
HAVE BEEN MANY LIABILITIES INCURRED SINCE THIS DOCUMENT WAS
EFFECTIVE, AND THOSE LIABILITIES ARE JOINT?

A, THERE HAVE BEEN SOME JOINT LIABILITIES. 1 BELIEVE
THERE HAVE BEEN SOME JOINT LIABILITIES ACQUIRED. AGAIN, I DID
NOT SUPERVISE THE LIAIBILITIES, OR THE DOCUMENTS RELATED TO
THEM.

0. ALL RIGHT. THE QUITCLAIM DEED. DO YOU HAVE THOSE,
SIR?

A, I HAVE 3 QUITCLAIM DEEDS.

Q. WOULD YOU EXPLAIN THE PROPERTY ON THREE QUITCLAIM
DEEDS?.

MR. LEWIN: THE CLERK ADVISED ﬁs AT THE RECESS THE
RECORD DIDN'T SHOW THAT THESE ARE IN EVIDENCE. I HAD OFFERED
THEM.

THE COURT: I AM QUITE SURE YOU OFFERED THEM AND THERE
IS NO OBJECTION. |

MR, LEWIN: BUT THE CLERK ADVISED ME.
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THE COURT: WE WILL CERTAINLY RECTIFY THAT. THANK YOU,
MR. LEWIN,
(WHEREUPON, DEFENDANT'S EXHIBITS 75, 76,
AND 77 WERE RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE.)
THE WITNESS: I HAVE BEFORE ME 75, 76, AND 77.
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

2.  WHAT PROPERTY WAS DESCRIBED THEREON?

A.  IN EXHIBIT 75, A PROPERTY LOCATED IN ARLINGTON,
VIRGINIA, IS DESCRIBED. ON EXHIBIT 76 --

Q. DO YOU KNOW, SIR, IS THAT THE HOUSE THAT THE HANSENS
USED TO LIVE IN THAT WAS SOLD IN' 79. IS THAT WHAT YOU HAVE IN
YOUR HAND THERE?

A.  THIS IS THE HOUSE THEY LIVED IN AT THE TIME THE
PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WAS EXECUTED. I DID NOT KNOW IT
WAS SOLD IN' 79 OR ANYTHING ELSE asbur IT. I BELIEVE IT WAS
SOLD, BUT I DON'T KNOW WHAT YEAR.

Q. 0. K.. EXHIBIT 767

A.  EXHIBIT 76 IS A REAL PROPERTY LOCATED -- I AM SORRY.
I HAVE MISSTATEED MYSELF. EXHIBIT 75. WHAT I DID WAS READ
MRS. HANSEN'S ADDRESS ON IT. EXHIBIT 75 REFERS TO REAL
PROPERTY LOCATED IN BANNOCK COUNTY, IDAHO, LOCATED ON MAIN
STREET IN POCATELLO, IDAHO, AND THAT IS WHAT WE REFERRED TO AS
THE KOPY KAT PROPERTY. IT IS A BUSINESS PROPERTY THAT THE
HANSENS OWN. THAT IS EXHIBIT 75. ’

Q. THAT 1S A COPYING BUSINESS THEY HAVE IN POCATELLO?
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IT IS A COPYING AND RETAIL OUTLET, A SMALL BUSINESS

THEY HAVE THERE. ANb THAT PARTICULAR PROPERTY I DO KNOW ABOUT

THE TRANSACTION ON THAT MATTER.

Q.

WELL, JUST SO WE GET ALL 3. IS IT FAIR TO SAY ONE 15

A PIECE OF PROPERTY IN ARKANSAS AND ONE 1S THEIR OLD HOME IN

ARLINGTON?

A.

EXHIBIT 75 IS THE PROPERTY IN POCATELLO, IDAHU, AND

EXHIBIT 76 IS THE ARKANSAS PROPERTY, AND EXHIBIT 77 IS THE

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA, PROPERTY WHICH WAS THEIR RESIDENCE AT THE

TIME THE AGREEMENT WAS SIGNED.

Q.

.

AND TELL THE JURY, AGAIN, WHAT QUITCLAIM MEANS?

WELL, A QUITCLAIM DEED IS A DEED TRANSFERRING, AND

QUITCLAIMING. THAT MEANS RELEASING ALL CLAIMS. TRANSFEERING

ALL RIGHT, TITLE AND INTEREST OVER TO ANOTHIER PARTY.

.

AND IF CONGRESSMAN HANSEN WAS PUTTING THAT PROPERTY ON

A FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENTIAS.HEPRESENTED AS HIS PROPERTY

TO GET
HE WAS
A.

0.

LOANS, WOULD THAT BE CONSISTENT WITH A QUITCLAIM DEED IF
DOING IT AFTER SEPTEMBER 19772
IT WOULD IF MRS. HANSEN ALLOWED RHIM TO DD IT.

IF THE ARLINGTON HOUSE WAS SOLD, IN 1979, AND HE USED

THE PROCEEDS TO P-¢ OFF A PERSONAL LOAM OF HIS, WOULD THAT BE

CONSISTENT WITH THE QUITCLAIM DEEﬁ, SIR?

A.
TO DO,

0.

I GUESS, AGAIN, IT DEPENDS ON WHAT THE PARTIES WANTED
SIR.

S0 THE QUITCLAIM DEED CAN BE TOTALLY IGNORED?
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A. NO. WHAT YOU DO WITH THE PROCEEDS OF A SALE IS
DIFFERENT THAN WHAT YOU DO WITH THE TRANSFER OF THE ASSET.
THAT IS CLEAR. |

Q. DO YOU KNOW WHETHER OR NOT TITLE WAS EVER TRANSFERRED,
SIR, ON THOSE PROPERTIES? TITLE FOR THE WORLD TO SEE?

A. TITLE WAS TRANSFERRED. I DON'T BELIEVE THAT THE DEEDS
WERE RECORDED BUT UNDER THE LAW, TITLE I5 TRANSFERRED UPON
EXECUTION OF AND DELIVERY OF THE DEED.

Q. IF WE SAW THE TITLE OF THAT ARLINGTON PROPERTY,
FOLLOWING YOUR QUITCLAIM DEED -- AND GEORGE HANSEN'S NAME WAS
ON THAT TITLE, WOULD YOU BE SURPRISED, SIR?

Q. IF WE SAwW A TITLE? YOU MEAN TITLE REPORT?

0. YES.

A. IF THE QUITCLAIM DEED WERE NOT RECORDED AT RECCRD, 1
ASGSUME THAT TITLE REPORT WOULD SHOW THE OWNER, WHOEVER IT WAS
PRIOR TO THE EXECUTION OF THE QUITCLAIM DEED, YES.

| Q. YOU KNOW, SIR, THAT THAT ARLINGTON HOUSE WAS
EVENTUALLY SOLD AND THE HANSENS MOVED INTO ANOTHER HOUSE, DID
THEY NOT?

A. I BELIEVE THAT TO BE TRUE, YES.

Q. WERE YOU INVOLVED "N THAT SALE, SIR?

A. I HAVE STATED BEFORE AND I'LL STATE AGAIN I WAS NOT
INVOLVED IN THAT SALE.

e 50, YQU HAVE NEVER SEEN THE DOCUMENTS?

A. NO.
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Q. NOW, THIS PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT PURPORTS TO
GIVE CERTAIN LOANS TO GEORGE HANSEN, AND CERTAIN LOANS TO MRS.
HANSEN, IS THAT CORRECT?

A. IT TRANSFERS CERTAIN DEBTS. YES.

2. AND IT SEEMS THAT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN GETS ALL THE
MORTGAGES, ALL THE LOANS FROM BANKS, ALL THE LOANS FROM CARS.
ALL CHARGES FROM CREDIT CARDS, THE LAWYERS® FEES,

ARE THOSE FEES TO YOU, SIR?

A. I DON'T KNOW.

Q. I SHOW YQU -

A, I DON'T KNOW WHAT YOU ARE REFERRING TO.

Q. I SHOW YOU DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 73, IS THIS FIRM, RUNFT
& LONGETEIG, YOUR FIRM?

A. YES.

J. AND WHAT ARE THE ATTORNEYS' FEES INDICATED ON THERE?

A, $4,187.41.

Q. WAS THAT PAID TO YOUR LAW FIRM?

A. I BELIEVE THAT WAS TO OUR LAW FIRM, YES.

2 ARE THERE ANY OTHER LAWYERS' FEES IN THIS ENTIRE
DOCUMENT?

A. I SAID I BELIEVE THE LAWYE' S' FEES WERE TO OUR FIRM.
IT IS POSSIBLE THAT SOME MAY BE OWED TO ANOTHER FIRM. I WOULD
HAVE TO GO OVER THE DOCUMENTS.

THE COURT: HOLD IT A MOMENT, WHILE WE CHANGE

REPORTERS.
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THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q NOW, MR. RURFT, IN THIS ENTIRE DOCUMENT, ARE THERE
ANY OTHER LAWYER'S FEES REPRESENTED OTHER THAN THE $4,999
THAT WE SEE ON PAGE 52

A I'M NOT SURE. THE REASON 1°'M NOT SURE IS THAT
I WOULD HAVE TO GO BACK AND LOOK AT THE UNDERLYING ACCOUNTING
AS TO WHETHER SOME OF THE DEBTS OWED WERE ATTORNEY'S FEES,
AND 1 DON'T HAVE THOSE MATERIALS HERE. 1 DON'T RECALL THEM
OUT OF HAND.

Q ALL RIGHT. LET'S GET RIGHT TO THAT POINT. IS IT
EAIR TO SAY THAT IF YOU ADDED UP ALL THE LIABILITIES THAT
ARE REPRESENTED TO BE OWED BY CONGRESSMAN HANSEN -- HOW MUCH
WOULD 1T BE? DO YOU KNOW, SIR?

A NOT OFFHAND, NO.

Q WOULD 1T BE ABOUT THE SAME AS THAT FIGURE REPRE~
SENTED IN 5-B, $372,750, THAT IS REPRESENTED TO BE THE
PERSONAL LOANS TO CONNIE HANSEN?

A YOUR QUESTION AGAIN WAS IF WHAT?

Q ARE THE NUMBERS THE SAME? ARE THEY APPROXIMATELY
THE SAME?

A THE SETTLEMENT WAS -- IN ORDER T( BE EQUITABLE,
THE SETTLEMENT WAS TO GIVE A LIKE EQUITY POSITION TO EACH
PARTY SO THAT EACH PARTY WOULD COME OUT WITH, BASED ON THE

ACCOUNTING, THE SAME ASSET AND DEBT RATIO. NOW, THE NUMBERS
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MAY NOT BE EXACTLY THE SAME, BECAUSE ONE PARTY -- 1 BELIEVE
ONE PARTY RECEIVED MORE ASSETS AND MORE DEBTS AND THE OTHER
PARTY RECEIVED LESS ASSETS AND LESS DEBTS. THE MAIN THING
WAS THAT THE EQUITY RATIO WAS THE SAME.

Q WHAT IS THE ANSWER TO THIS: ALL THE DEBTS OWED
BY CONGRESSMAN HANSEN ARE LISTED WITH PRECISION IN THIS
DOCUMENT. ONLY TWO DEBTS ARE LISTED FOR CONMIE HANSEN: ONE,
$50,000 TO THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF DALLAS, AND TWO, PERSONA
LOANS IN THE SUM OF $372,750.

WHAT WAS YOUR PURPOSE THERE, SIR?

A I DON'T HAVE THE FIGURES FROM THE ACCOUNTING BEFORE
ME. BUT AT THE TIME, THE OBJECT WAS TO ARRIVE AT AN EQUITABLE
SETTLEMENT BETWEEN BOTH PARTIES, WHEREBY EACH PARTY WOULD
COME OUT THE SAME.

Q WHY DIDN'T YOU LIST THE DEBTS QF CONNIE HANSEN IN
PARAGRAPH NO. 5 THE WAY YOU LISTED THE DEBTS OF GEORGE HANSEN
IN PARAGRAPH NO. 472

A THEY WERE LISTED IN THE ACCOUNTING, AND THIS WAS
A TOTAL REACHED.

Q WELL, HOW COME THEY ARE NOT LISTED IN THIS DOCUMENT |
S5iR?

A IT WAS MUCH SIMPLER TO PUT A SINGLE FIGURE }N.

Q WELL, WHY WASN'T IT MUCH SIMPLER TO PUT IN A SINGLE
FIGURE FOR GEORGE HANSEN?

A THE DEBTS WERE -- GEORGE, SOME OF THEM CONCERNED
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MORTGAGES AND REQUIRED SPECIF1C REFERENCE.

Q MAYBE 1 CAN SIMPLIFY THIS, MR. RUNFT. WHAT MAKES
UP, WHAT CONSTITUTES, WHAT ARE THE DEBTS THAT AMOUNT TO
$372,750?

A PERSONAL LOANS.

Q TO WHOM?

A COUNSEL, I WOULD HMAVE TO GO BACK AND LOOK AT THE
UNDERLYING DOCUMENTS. I DON'T HAVE THEM HERE.

Q DID YOU BRING THOSE Du.  °, SIR?

A 1 DID NOT.

Q WERE THOSE DOCUMENTS PROVIDED TO DEFENSE COUNSEL?

A NO, THEY WERE NOT.

Q WELL, NAME ONE PERSON, SIR. AND I PRESUME THAT
MRS. HANSEN MUST PAY INTEREST ON THESE DEBTS, AND THAT
INTEREST WOULD BE FOUND ON HER TAX RETURN. NAME ONE PERSON,
MR. RUNFT.

A 1 WOULD HAVE TC 60 BACK AND LOOK AT THE LIST,
COUNSEL.

Q YOU CAN'T REMEMBER, RIGHT?

A COUNSEL, IT HAS BEEN SEVEN YEARS AGO. THEY WERE
FRIENDS OF THE HANSENS, THEY WERE PEOPLY --

Q DID YOU EVER SEE A PIECE OF PAPER THAT REFLECTED
SUCH A DEBT, MR. RUNFT?
A 1 SAW THE LIST. COUNSEL, 1 SAID I SAW THE ACCOUNT-

ING, 1 SAW 1T SEVEN YEARS AGC WHEN I PREPARED THIS DOCUMENT.
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1 DO NOT HAVE A PRESENT RECOLLECTION OF THE AMOUNTS, THE PEOPLE

INVOLVED.

Q AND ISN'T IT INTERESTING THAT THE ONLY LOAN LISTED
UNDER CONNIE HANSEN 15 THE $50,000 DEBT TO DALLAS NATIONAL
BANK? THAT ONE'S LISTED. THAT ONE'S LISTED WITH SPECIFICITY,
IS IT NOT, MR. RUNFT?

A IT 15.

Q BUT NOTHING ELSE 1S5. AND WE ARE TO RELY ON YOUR
WORD FHAT THOSE DEBTS EXIST.

MR, RUNFT, YOU TESTIFIED THAT YOU PROVIDED SOME
LEGAL OPINIONS AS TO THE EFFECT OF THE ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT
ACT; IS THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q AND OF CQURSE, THE ACT PASSED IN 1978, IS THAT
CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q AND PRIOR TO THAT, DISCLOSURE WAS REQUIRED OF
CONGRESSMEN, BUT NOT BY LEGISLATIVE ACT, BUT BY RULE. IS
THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q AND THE FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS CHANGED
SUBSTANTIALLY WHEN THIS ACT WAS PASSED; IS THAT CORRECT?

A THEY CHANGED, YES. '

Q AND THE ACT NAS.ACCOMPANIED BY A BUNCH OF FANFARE,

A BUNCH OF PUBLICITY, A BUNCH OF DISCUSSION. IT WAS AN
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IMPORTANT THING FOR CONGRESS, WAS IT NOT, SIR?
~ A 1 BELIEVE IT'S IMPORTANT, LIKE ALL ACTS ARE, YES.

Q AND THIS ACT WAS CALLED THE ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT
ACT, WAS IT NOT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q AND IT WAS A RESULT OF THE FUROR AROUSED DURING
THE WATERGATE EPISODE; 1S THAT NOT CORRECT?

A I BELIEVE THAT TO BE THE CAUSE QF IT, YES.

Q AND THE PURPOSE OF THE ACT WAS TO PRESERVE AND
PROMOTE PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN THE INTEGRITY OF FEDERAL OFF1=-
CIALS THROUGH FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE. 15 THAT NOT ONE OF THE
PURPOSES QF THE ACT, SIR?

A THAT IS ONE OF THE PURPOSES.

Q NOW, OF COURSE, THERE WAS FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE
REQUIRED UNDER THE OLD LAW, WAS THERE NOT?

A THAT'S CORRECT, TO0O.

Q AND  YOUL HAVE REFERREL TO AN OPINION, AN ETHICS

OPINION IN THE OLD RULE, OR AN ADVISORY OPINION THAT REFLECTED

THE REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE OLD RULE, DID YOU NOT?
A YES.
Q b4, IN THAT DEFENSE EXHIBIT?
A NO, THAT'S RULE 44, ADVISORY OPINION 12, I BELIEVE.
Q 0.K. SORRY.
DO YOU HAVE THE ETHICS -- DO YOU HAVE THE BOOK?

A THE RED BOOK?

34-569 0 - 84 - 75
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Q YES, SIR, WHY DON'T WE FIND ADVISORY OPINION

NO. 12. HAVE YOU FOUND IT, SIR?
A DO YOU HAVE A PAGE NUMBER?

Q MY B0OK'S DIFFERENT.

A MWELL, I'M GETTING THERE. JUST A MINUTE.

0.K. ADVISORY OPINION NO. 12. YES, 1 HAVE IT.

Q  ALL RIGHT. AND TOWARDS THE END OF THAT OPINION,
THERE ARE SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR SPOUSE DISCLOSURE, ARE THERE]
NOT?

A YES.

Q WHY DON'T YOU READ THEM TO THE JURY?

A "SPOUSE DISCLOSURE. RULE 44 REQUIRES DISCLOSURE
OF SPOUSE INTERESTS IF THEY ARE UNDER THE CONSTRUCTIVE CONTROL
OF THE REPthins INDIVIDUAL.  THIS REQUIREMENT HAS EXISTED
UNDER HOUSE RULE 4% SINCE ITS ORIGINAL ADOPTION IN 1968. AS
DEFINED BY THZ COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT,

THE FINANCIAL INTERESTS OF A SPOUSE ARE REGARDED AS CONSTRUCH
TIVELY CONTROLLED IF ENHANCEMENT OF THOSE INTERESTS WOULD
SUBSTANTIALLY BENEFIT THE PERSON REPORTING. NORMALLY, IN

THE ABSENCE OF SPECIFIC PROPERTY DIVISION AGREEMENTS, TRUSTS

CONTROLLED.™
Q ALL RIGHT. JUST STOP RIGHT THERE, SIR.
"IF ENHANCEMENT OF THOSE INTERESTS WOULD SUBSTAN-

TIALLY BENEFIT THE PERSON REPORTING.™ YOU JUST READ THOSE
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WORDS, DID YQU NOT?

A YES.

Q SO EVEN BEFORE THE ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT, EVEN
BEFORE THE CHANGE IN 1978, IF PROPERTY IN A SPOUSE'S NAME
SUBSTANTIALLY BENEFITED THE CONGRESSMAN, HE HAD TO REPORT
IT. 1S THAT NOT TRUE?

A EXCEPT, IT SAYS, IN THE ABSENCE OF A SPECIFIC
PROPERTY DIVISION AGREEMENT, TRUSTS AND SO ON.

Q ALL RIGHT. THE OPINION GOES ON AND SAYS -~ AND
THIS, OF COURSE, 1S BEFORE THE ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT -~ AND
CONTINUES AND GIVES MORE CGUNSEL TO A CONGRESSMAN AS TO WHAT
HE HAS TO REQUIRE.

WHY DON'T YOU CONTINUE READING, SIR?

A WHERE 2

Q WHERE YOU STOPPED.

A "IN VIEW OF THE MORE DETAILED INFORMATION NOW
REQUIRED TO BE DISCLOSED, THE SELECT COMMITTEE BELIEVES THAT
CLARIFICATION OF SPOUSE DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS IS NECESSARY.
ACCORDINGLY, THE FINANCIAL INTERESTS OF A SPOUSE SHOULD BE
REPORTED AS FOLLOWS: (1) SOURCE, BUT NOT AMOUNT, OF SPOUSE
INCOME EXCEEDINE $1,000; (2) GIFTS OR REIMBURSEMENTS TO THE
SPOUSE UNLESS RECEIVED INDEPENDENT OF THE RELATIONSHIP TO
THE REPORTING INDIVIDUAL; 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
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ECONOMIC BENEFIT FROM SUCH INTERESTS, AND (B) SUCH INTERESTS
WERE NOT OBTAINED IN ANY WAY FROM THE ASSETS OR ACTIVITIES
OF THE REPORTING INDIVIDUAL. THE ASSETS AND LIABILITIES OF
THE SPOUSE" --

Q THAT'S -~ 0.K., FINISH, FINISH. SORRY. EXCUSE
ME. FINISH, PLEASE.

A “THE ASSETS AND LIABILITIES OF A SPOUSE MUsST BE
REPORTED IN THE SAME MANNER AS THOSE OF THE REPORTING
INDIVIDUAL, HOWEVER, THE PERSQON REPORTING NEED NOT IDENTIFY
SUCH ITEMS AS THOSE OF THE SPOUSE. THE FINANCIAL INTERESTS
OF A SPOUSE LIVING SEPARATE AND APART FROM THE REPORTING
INDIVIDUAL NEED NOT BE DISCLOSED."

Q DOES THAT CLARIF!CﬂTiON NOT MAKE IT CRYSTAL CLEAR
THAT EVEN BEFORE THE ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT, A CONGRESSMAN
WAS REQUIRED TO DISCLOSE ASSETS INHIS WIFE'S NAME IF:

(A) HE BENEFITED BY THEM, OR (B) HE PARTICIPATED 1IN THEIR
ACQUISITION?

A NG, 1T DGES NOT.

Q AND WHY DO YOU SAY THAT, SIR?

A I SAY THAT BECAUSE, AS IT STATES ABOVE, THE
EXPRESS EXCEPTION MADE HERE 1S IN THE PRESENCE OF A PROPERTY
DIVISION AGREEMENT, WHICH WOULD REFER, I THINK, TO A'FROPERTY
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT. AND YOU MUST REALJZE --

Q A PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT IN WHICH NOTHING

IS SEPARATED.
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A COUNSEL, YOU'VE INTERRUPTED ME.

THE COURT: PLEASE FINISH YOUR STATEMENT.

THE WITNESS: THE APPROACH THAT THE HANSENS MADE
TG THE COMMITTEE REGARDING THIS PARTICULAR OPINION, AS 1
SAID IN MY TESTIMONY, WAS TWO-FOLD. AND BOTH PART3 OF THAT
ARE VERY IMPORTANT. ONE IS THAT THEY TOOK THE POSITION THAT
THEY ARE GOING TO ENTER INTO -- THEY WERE PLANNING TO ENTER
INTG A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, AND THAT IS SPECIFICALL
REFERRED TO HERE, (A). AND (B), AND 'EQUALLY IMPORTANT, BOTH
NOW -- BOTH UNDER THESE PARTICULAR PROVISIONS MERE AND UNDER
THE ACT, 1S THE FACT THAT THE HANSENS TOLD THE COMMITTEE WHAT
THEY WERE DOING. AND THE COMMITTEE, BEING SO ADVISED, HAS THE
DUTY THEN TO COME BACK AND REFER TO THE HANSENS.

BY MR. WEINGARTEM:

Q ARE YOU SUGGESTING THAT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN HAS BEEN
TOTALLY STRAIGHTFORWARD AND ABOVE-BOARD WITH THE ETHICS
COMMITTEE?

A I DO.

Q WE'LL GET TO THAT, SIR.

A IN WRLITING.

Q WE'LL GET TO THAT.

GOVERNMENT EXHIBIT 3. WHY DON'T I PUT 1T HERE.
MR. RUNFT, I ASK YOU TO TAKE A LOOK --
THE COURT: I DON'T KnuW IF THE JURY CAN SEE THAT.

FROM WHERE YOU ARE LOCATED, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, YOU HAVE

-
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A LITTLE PROBLEM SEEING IT? RIGHT.

CAN YOU ALL SEE IT BETTER NOW? CAN THE WITNESS
SEE IT? WITH CRANING THE NECK A LITTLE, YES.

THE WITNESS: [ CAN, YOUR HONOR, YES.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. CAN COUNSEL SEE IT?

MR. LEWIN: YES. .

THE COURT: FINE.

BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q NOW, OF COURSE, YOU MAVE ACKNOWLEDGED, SIR, THAT
AN ACT CALLED THE ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT WAS PASSED IN
1978; 1S THAT CORRECT?

A YES.

Q AND YOU TESTIFIED THAT YOU STUDIED THAT ACT
METICULOUSLY SO THAT YOU COULD APPROPRIATELY COUNSEL
CONGRESSMAN AND MRS. MANSEN ON THE{R REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

A YES, 1 DID.

Q AND OF COURSE, YOU UNDERSTAND FROM THE ACT THAT
LOANS MORE THAN $10,000 THAT ARE NOT HOUSE MORTGAGES MUST
BE REPORTED, GENERALLY SPEAKING.

A YOU'VE MADE A STATEMENT.

Q YOU UNDERSTAND THAT TO BE THE CASE.

A YES. ‘

Q AND YOU UNDERSTAND THE COMMODITIES TRANSACTIONS
MUST BE REPORTED, GENERALLY SPEAKING. 1§ THAT CORRECT?

M YES. " [
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Q AND OF COURSE, THERE'S A SPECIFIC RULE FOR THE

CORRECT ?

A COUNSEL, IF WE ARE GOING TO DIS5CUSS THE ACT, T sSuG-

Q DON'T YOU HAVE ONE ‘UP THERE?
A WHAT PROVISIONS ARE YOU --
MR. LEWIN: I DON'T KNOW IF THE ACT IS IN THAT
BOOK. WE DID PUT A COPY OF THE ACT IN EVIDENCE.
MR. WEINGARTEN: MAYBE 1T'S OUR EXHIBIT, RIGHT IN
THE BEGINNING.

MR. LEWIN: WE HAVE A COPY HMERE. CAN WE GIVE THIS

MR. WEINGARTEN: SURE.
THE WITNESS: THANK YOU.

NOW, COUNSEL, YOU MAVE REFERRED TO SPECIFIC

PROVISIONS?
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

YES. WHAT 1S THE RULE FOR SPQUSES?

=)

>

WHICH RULE?

Q THE RULE FOR WHAT SPOUSES --

A PERHAPS YOU COULL POINT OUT WHAT YOU ARE RE?ERRING
TO IN THE ACT.

Q WHY DON'T YOU TURM -- WELL, | DON'T KNOW [F YOUR

PAGES ARE RIGHT.




10
"
2
13
14
15
18
17
18

19

21

23

2

12

SECTIONS.

1190

1150
A I CAN REFER TO SECTIONS, IF YOU WISH. U.S.C.

Q HOW ABOUT 102 --
A 1022
Q (D) --
MR. LEWIN: I THINK THE COPY THE WITNESS HAS IS
OF 2 U.5.C., 50 --
THE WITNESS: 1'M REFERRING TO THE U. S. CODE.
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:
Q  ALL RIGHT. THAT PART, (D).
MR. RUNFT, WHY DON'T YOU TAKE A LOOK FIRST AT WHAT
YOU ARE READING AND THEN COMPARE IT WITH THE STANDARDS FOR
EXEMPTION THAT ARE ON GOVERNMENT EXHIBIT 3 THAT HAS ALREADY
BEEN MOVED INTO EVIDENCE.
A WHAT DO YOU WANT ME TO READ, COUNSEL?
Q THE REQUIREMENTS FOR EXEMPTION FOR SPOUSES. WHEN
CAN A CONGRESSMAN NOT REPORT HIS SPOUSE'S PROPERTY?
A SECTION 702(D)(2) ~-
Q AND WHY DON'T YOU CHECK IT AGAINST THE STANDARD
FOR EXEMPTION ON THE BOARD.
WHY DON'T WE ASK IT THIS WAY, MR. RUNFT -
A THESE ARE TOTALLY DIFFERf 'T SECTIONS. SECTION
702¢D)C2) SAYS, YNO REPORT SHALL BE REQUIRED WITH RESPECT
TO A SPOUSE LIVING SEPARATE AND PART FROM THE REPORTING

INDIVIDUAL,"™ AND 50 ON.
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Q MR. RUNFT, YOU TESTIFIED IN YOUR DIRECT EXAMINATION
THAT YOU KNOW THIS ACT, IS THAT NOT TRUE?

A I HAVE STUDIED THIS ACT. 1 GENERALLY --

Q IS IT NOT THE CASE THAT IF A CONGRESSMAN IS GOING
TO EXEMPT PROPERTY, WOT REPORT PROPERTY IN HIS WIFE'S. NAME,
HE HAS TO MEET THREE TESTS?

A UNLESS THE REPORT, SECTION ~- I BELIEVE AN EXCEPTION
TO WHAT YOU ARE SAYING 1S TO BE FOUND IN U, S. C. SECTION
702¢D>(2).

Q AND WHAT DOES THAT SAY?

A THAT SAYS, "NO REPORT SHALL BE REQUIRED WITH
RESPECT TO A SPOUSE LIVING SEPARATE AND APART FROM THE REPORT-
ING INDIVIDUAL WITH THE INTENTION OF TERMINATING THE MARRIAGE
OR PROVIDING FOR PERMANENT SEPARATION OR WITH RESPECT TO ANY
INCOME OR OBLIGATIONS OF AN INDIVIDUAL ARISING FROM THE
DISSOLUTION OF HIS MARRIAGE OR THE PERMANENT SEPARATION FROM
HIS SPOUSE." '

Q DOES THAT APPLY TO CONGRESSMAN HANSEN?

A 1 BELIEVE IT DOES, BECAUSE I BELIEVE THE PURPOSE
OF THIS LEGISLATION IS TO PROVIDE FOR WHATEVER WILL BE AN
ECONOMIC SEPARATION. AND THE =~

Q LET'S JUST GO THROUGH (2), WHAT YOU nRE REQUIRING
ON.

A AND THAT STANDS AS A SELF-SUFFICIENT PROVISION.

Q LET'S GO THROUGH THIS. "NO REPORT SHALL BE REQUIRED
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ITH RESPECT TO A SPOUSE LIVING SEPARATE AND ARART FROM THE
REPORTING INDIVIDUAL WITH THE INTENTION OF TERMINATING THE
ARRIAGE OR PROVIDING FOR PERMANENT SEPARATION,™
WAS CONGRESSMAN HANSEN LIVING SEPARATE AND APART
[[FROM HIS WIFE? '
A NOT LIVING, NO. 8UT THEY =--
Q DID HE HAVE THE INTENTION OF TERMINATING THE ‘MARRIAGE
JOR PROVIDING FOR PERMANENT SEPARATION?
A UNDER IDAHO LAW, THEY WERE MAKING A PERMANENT
SEPARATION OF THEIR PROPERTY INTERESTS, WHICH I BELIEVE 1S
THE INTENT OF THIS STATUTE.
Q THE INTENT OF THIS STATUTE WAS TO CONFORM WITH IDAHO
LAW?
A NO, NO, COUNSEL. THE INTENT OF THIS STATUTE IS
TO PREVENT THE MIXING OF THE ECONOMIC LIVES. HERE, THE
PERMANENT SEPARATION OF THE ECONOMIC LIFE OF THE HANSENS,
THAT 1S, THEIR RIGHT TO INHERIT, THE RIGHTS THAT ARE AFFORDED
fUNDER THE COMMUNITY PROPERTY LAW, HAVE BEEN SEPARATED. AND
THERE ARE OTHER PROVISIONS IN THIS ACT -- ausr'naove, FOR
EXAMPLE -- WHICH DO TALK TO SITUATIONS WHERE A WIFE'S INCOME,
EVEN THOUGH SHE IS MARRIED AND &or UNDER IDAHO TYPE LAW,
THAT 1S, COMMUNITY PROPERTY LAW -~ WHEREBY HER INCOME Ao
THE NATURE OF HER Paoresszdn 1S SOMEWHAT SEPARATE, SHE GETS
A CERTAIN BENEFIT, OR A CERTAIN DIFFERENT REPORTING REQUIREMENT]

IS REQUIRED.
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FOR EXAMPLE, IN SECTION 702(DIC1XCA), WITH RESPECT
TO EARNED INCOME, If A SPOUSE iS SELF-EMPLOYED OR IN BUSINESS
OR A PROFESSION, ONLY THE NATURE OF SUCH BUSINESS QR PROFES~
SION NEED BE REPORTED. NOT THE INCOME. AND 1 DERIVE FROM
THAT THE DIRECTION THAT IT IS NOT THE FACT THEY ARE MARRIED
THAT COUNTS HERE. 'IT IS THE ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIP THAT COUNTS|

Q IT'S THE ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIP THAT COUNTS. 1S
THAT CORRECT?

A AND THE PARTIES HERE HAVE SEPARATED THEIR ECONOMIC
RELATIONSHIP,

Q AND ALL -THEIR HOUSES ARE IN JOINT NAMES, ALL THEIR
LOANS ARE IN JOINT NAMES, ALL THEIR CARS ARE IN JOINT NAMES,
AND ALL THEIR LOANS ARE IN JOINT NAMES, AND THEY ‘HAVE
SEPARATED THEIR PROPERTY? 1S5 THAT YOUR TESTIMONY, MR. RUNFT?

A YOU'RE TESTIFYING, COUNSEL; I'M NOT.

Q MR. RUNFT, LET ME ASK YOU A QUESTION. IF IN FACT ==
LET'S ASSUME YOU ARE PROVIDING CONGRESSMAN HANSEN WITH LEGAL
ADVICE. IF, IN FACT, THE SILVER TRANSACTION TRIGGERED BY
NELSON BUNKER HUNT -~ IF CONGRESSMAN HANSEN KNEW ABOUT 1IT,
PARTICIPATED IN IT, AND BENEFITED IN IT, AND HE IS LIVING
WITH HIS WIFE WITH NO INTENTION OF SEPARATING, ARE YOU SAYING
TO THIS JURY THAT HE DIDN'T HAVE TO REPORT IT ON HIS F}NANC!AL
DISCLOSURE STATEMENT?

A I DON'T KNOW 1F THOSE ARE THE FACTS. YOU ARE GIVING

ME A HYPOTHETICAL RIGHT NOW?
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Q I'™ GIVING YOU A HYPOTHETICAL.

A A HYPOTHETICAL THAT MAY OR MAY NOT BE TRUE? 0.K.
WELL, I -~ PUT IT THIS WAY, COUNSEL:  THE DIRECTION YOU ARE
HEADING LEADS UP TO THE ABSURD RESULT THAT PEOPLE LIVING
TOGETHER, EVEN THOUGH THEY HAVE JOINT HOUSES, JOINT CARS --
THAT 15, LIVING TdGETHER WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF MARRIAGE,
HAVING JOINT CARS, JOINT HOUSES, AND SO ON, WOULD BE EXEMPT
FROM THIS ACT, WHEREAS PEOPLE WHO HAVE LEGALLY SEPARATED THEIR
ECONOMIC INTERESTS BUT REMAIN MARRIED STILL WOULD BE SUBJECT
TO THIS ACT. THAT JUST IS == I CAN'T BUY THAT. THAT'S
TOTALLY ABSURD,

Q MR. RUNFT, WHY DON'T YOU ANSWER MY QUESTION. LET'S
ASSUME, FOR THE SAKE OF ARGUMEN*, THAT YOU ARE PROVIDING LEGAL
ADVICE TO CONGRESSMAN HANSEN. AND LET'S TALK ABOUT A SILVER
TRANSACTION. LET'S ASSUME A SILVER COMMODITIES TRANSACTION
THAT NETTED AN $87,000 PROFIT. LET'S ASSUME THAT CONGRESSMAN
HANSEN KNEW ABOUT IT; LET'S SAY HE PARTICIPATED IN IT, AND
LET'S SAY HE SPENT THE MONEY. LET'S SAY THAT TRANSACTION
WAS IN HIS WIFE'S NAME, AND THEY WERE LIVING TOGETHER. UNDER
THE ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT OF 1978, SIR, WOULD HE HAVE HAD
TO REPORT THAT?

A WAS THERE A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT IQVOLVED
IN YOUR HYPOTHETICAL?

THE COURT: SIR, WOULD YOU ANSWER?

THE WITNESS: I DON'T KNOW.
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THE COURT: YOU DON'T KNOW.
. MR. WEINGARTEN: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS.
THE COURT: REDIRECT.
REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. LEWIN:

Q IF THERE WAS A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT IN
THAT CASE, MR. RUNFT, AND IN FACT THE SILVER TRANSACT IONS
HAD BEEN PURCHASED BY MRS. HANSEN, ISN'T IT A FACT THAT UNDER
THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT THOSE WOULD NOT BE REPQRT-
ABLE?

A THAT 1S MY INTERPRETATION. 1 BELIEVE IT TO BE COR-
RECT, FOR THE POLICY REASONS I'VE STATED.

Q AND THAT IS THE VIEW THAT YOU EXPRESSED TO THE
CONGRESSMAN.

A YES, IT IS.

Q AND YDU WERE ASKED BY MR. WEINGARTEN ABOUT THE PARA-
GRAPH THAT RELATES TO LIABILITIES, PARAGRAPH 17. ISN'T THAT
IN FACT ~-

A YOU ARE REFERRING TO THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREE-
MENT, COUNSEL?

Q YES, 1'M SORRY. THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT.
ISN'T THAT IN FACT A PARAGRAPH THAT SAYS -- STRIKE THAT.

ISN'T IT A FACT THAT IN A COMMUNITY PROPERTY STATE,
IF ONE PARTY UNDERTAKES A LIABILITY, THEN THAT LIABILITY Is

INCURRED ON BEHALF OF THE OTHER AUTOMATICALLY BY REASON OF
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COMMUNITY PROPERTY?
A BY REASON OF THE MARRIAGE AND THE EFFECT ON
COMMUNITY PROPERTY, YES.
Q SO DOESN'T REALLY PARAGRAPH 17 SAY THAT “iY, EACH
ONE OF THOSE PARTIES, "WILL NOT INCUR A LIABILITY FOR THE
OTHER"? [N OTHER WORDS, THAT'S NOT SAYING THAT I'M NOT GOING

TO INCUR ANY LIABILITY. 1T MEANS THAT I WON'T =- THE

LIABILITIES I INCUR WILL NOT AUTOMATICALLY BECOME THE

LIABILITIES OF THE OTHER PARTY AS PROVIDED UNDER COMMUNITY
PROPERTY.

A WELL, I BELIEVE IT GUES FURTHER THAN THAT. 1
BELIEVE THEY ARE SIMPLY AGREEING HERE THAT EACH WILL NOT
INCUR LIABILITY ON BEHALF OF THE OTHER, 1 PRESUME WITHOUT
THE CONSENT OF THE OTHER.

Q BUT IF THE OTHER CONSENTED, THEN THERE COULD BE
A JOINT LIABILITY.

A COUNSEL, I HAVE EXPLAINED THIS, AND THE ANSWER 1S
"YES" TO THAT. THE POINT IS, HERE, THESE PEOPLE HAVE ENTERED
INTO A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, AND IT HAS THE VERY
REAL AND SERIOUS IMPLICATION THAT I HAVE TESTIFIED TO. AND
THEY ARE PLACED ECONOMICALLY -- ECONOMICALLY SPEAKING, IN
THE SAME POSITION AS TWO PEOPLE SIMPLY LIVING TOGETHEF WITH=-
OUT THE BENEFIT OF MARRIAGE. AND 1 DON'T BELIEVE THAT THIS
ACT, THE 1978 ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT, WOULD REQUIRE TWO

UNMARRIED PEOPLE LIVING TOGETHER == WOULD REQUIRE THE
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CONGRESSPERSON TO REPORT HIS LIVE-IN -- HIS OR HER LIVE-IN'S
INCOME, EVEN THOUGH THOSE PEOFLE MIGHT OWN A CAR TOGETHER,
HAVE A JOINT OWNERSHIP IN AN INVESTMENT OR WHATEVER. YOU CAN
CARRY THESE EXAMPLES TQ SOME REAL EXTREMES, LIKE TWO MEN
LIVING TOGETHER OR TWC WOMEN LIVING TOGETHER, OR TWO PARTNERS
OR A MOTHER AND A SON.

THE POINT 1S, ECONOMIC LIFE OF THESE PEQPLE HAS
BEEN SEPARATED, AND THEY ARE LIKE UNMARRIED PEOPLE AS FAR
AS THEIR ECONOMIC LIFE 1S CONCERNED. AND THAT 1S REFLECTED --
THAT ECONOMIC CONCERH -~ THROUGHOUT THIS STATUTE, IN GREAT
DETAIL.

Q MR. WEINGARTEN ASKED YOU ABOUT THE PROVISION
RELATING 7O WILLS AND THE WAIVER OF RIGHTS IF THERE IS NOT
A WILL THAT SUBSEQUENTLY ENTERED INTO TO REESTABLISH IN SOME
WAY THE RIGHTS THAT WOULD BE HAD UNDER COMMUNITY PROPERTY
LAW; 1S THAT RIGHT?

A YES.

Q THAT'S PARAGRAPH 15,

A YES.

Q DID YOU AT THE TIME OF DRAFTING THIS PROPERTY
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT ALSC DRAFT WILLS WHICH YOU WERE PROPOS -
ING THAT CONGRESSMAN AND MRS. HANSEN COULD SIGN 1F THET
WISHED TO OVERRIDE THE EFFECTS OF THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT WITH REGARD TO THEIR ESTATES?

A 1 DID.
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MR. LEWIN: AND I WILL MARK FOR IDENTIFICATION AS
DEFENDANT'S EXHIBITS 79 AND B0 THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS, WHICH
I WILL PLACE BEFGRE YQU.
(DEFENDANT'S EXHIBITS 79 AND 80
MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION)
BY MR. LEWIN:

Q  ARE THOSE THE WILLS THAT YOU DRAFTED FOR THEM IN
THAT REGARD? |

A YES. 1 RECOGNIZE THEM.

Q  AND DID YOU GIVE IT TO THEM? DID YOU GIVE THOSE
DOCUMENTS TO THEM?

A YES. I BELIEVE THESE WERE POSSIBLE -- THEY WERE
NEVER EXECUTED, COUNSEL, AND 1 FRANKLY DO NOT RECALL WHETHER
THEY WERE EVER REALLY FINAL DRAFTS AGREED TO BY THEM OR NOT,
EXHIBIT 79 BEING A PROPOSED LAST WILL AND TESTAMENT OF
GEORGE HANSEN AND EXHIBIT 80 BEING A PROPOSED LAST WILL AND
TESTAMENT OF CONNIE HANSEN.

Q. IN FACT, THEY DID NOT CHOOSE TO EXERGISE THAT OPTION

LT

IS THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT. THEY DID NOT EXECUTE THESE WILLS.
NOR ANY WILLS, TOQ MY KNOWLEDGE,

Q SINCE THAT TIME.

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q SO THAT THE EFFECT OF THIS SEPARAT ION AGREEMENT

REALLY 1S5 TO DENY EACH OF THEM THE RIGHTS THAT THEY WOULD
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OTHERWISE HAVE UNDER COMMUNITY PROPERTY LAW IF EITHER OF THEM
SHOULD DIE.

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q  AND THAT WOULD BE THE CONSEQUENCE AS A RESULT OF
THE SIGNING OF THE SEPARATION OF PROPERTY AGREEMENT.

A THEY ARE NOT ABLE TO INHERIT FROM EACH OTHER OR
RECEIVE ANY AUTOMATIC BENEFIT AS A RESULT OF MARRIAGE. THEY
ARE ECONOMICALLY AS TWO UNMARRIED PEOPLE.

THE COURT: COUNSEL, CAN I HAVE YOU UP HERE AT THE
BENCH FOR A MOMENT?

(AT THE BENCH)

THE COURT: TIME ESTIMATE. IF IT IS GOING TO BE
ANYTHING BEYOND ANOTHER FIVE MINUTES OR SO, 1 AM GOING TO
BREAK. "

MR. LEWIN: I'LL BE LESS THAN FIVE MINUTES.

THE COURT: AND, OF COURSE, THERE MAY BE SOME ON
THE OTHER SIDE, SO 1 WANT TO KNOW ABOUT HOW LONG. 1T'S
7:00 0'CLOCK.

MR. LEWIN: ONE OR TWO MINUTES, THAT'S ALL.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. YOU WILL BE BRIEF AS FAR
AS YOU KNOW AT THIS MOMENT2 AS OF THIS MINUTE. ALL RIGHT.

(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE)
BY MR. LEWIN:
Q  MR. RUNFT, MR. WEINGARTEN ASKED YOU ABOUT THE

FIGURE THAT APPEARS UNDER PERSONAL LOAMS IN THE SUM OF

34-562 0 - 84 - 76
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$372,750 IN PARAGRAPH 5(B) OF THE SEPARATION AGREEMENT.

A HE ENDED WITH A STATEMENT, NOT A QUESTION, THAT
WE WOULD HAVE TO RELY ON MY FIGURE.

Q THAT FIGURE WAS A FIGURE THAT YOU CAME TO FROM
ACCQUNTING RECORDS AND OTHERS THAT WERE PRESENTED TO YOU?

A THIS FIGURE WAS VERY CTAREFULLY BROUGHT TOGEITHER
AFTER REFERRING -- CONFERRING WITH THE HANSENS' ACCOUNTANT
ON A NUMBER OF OCCASIONg, REVIEWING THE ACTUAL DEBT INSTRU-
MENTS. THIS WAS SEVEN YEARS AGO. 1 RECALL A LOT OF WORK
WENT INTO THAT, AND IT IS AN ACCURATE AND PROPER FIGURE.

Q [T IS NOT JUST SOMETHING THAT YOU MADE UP OUT OF
YOUR HEAD TO BALANCE NUMBERS.

A ABSOLUTELY NOT.

Q ALL RIGHT. AND FINALLY, ! WOULD ASK YOU, MR.
RUNFT, BOTTOM LINE: APART FROM ALL THE LEGAL ARGUMENTS --
DISCUSSIONS YOU HAVE BEEN HAVING WITH MR. WEINGARTEN IN TERMS
OF YOUR ADVICE TO THE CONGRESSMAN AS TO WHETHER HE WAS OBLIGED
TO PUT ON AN ETHICS IN GOVERNMENT ACT FORM, AFTER THE SIGNING
OF THIS 'PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT, ANY LIABILITIES THAT
MRS. HANSEN HAD INCURRED OR ANY PROCEEDS OR PROFITS OR INCOME
THAT MRS. HANSEN HAD HERSELF OBTAINED, WHAT WAS YOUR ADVICE
IN THAT REGARD? Wn> HE OBLIGED TO REPORT IT ON AN ETHICS
IN GOVERNMENT ACT FORM?

A NO, HE WAS NOT.

MR. LEWIN: THANK YOU.
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RECROSS EXAMINATION
- BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q HOW MANY YEARS DID YOU ADVISE CONGRESSMAN HANSEN?
JUST THE ONE? OR HAVE YOU ADVISED HIM EACH AND EVERY YEAR
UP UNTIL RIGHT NOW?

A OH, I'VE BEEN A CONSTANT ADVISER OF THE CONGRESSMAN
ON MANY MATTERS.

Q HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU TOLD HIM HE DIDN'T HAVE

TO REPORT A PARTICULAR TRANSACTION ON HIS FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE

STATEMENT?
A 1 DON'T KNOW. HE HAS INQUIRED OR HAS ASKED ME ABOUT
THE SPOUSAL DISCLOSURE.
Q  DID YOU GIVE HIM ANY ADVICE AS TG THE $50,000
DALLAS LOAN?
A WITH REGARD TO PUTTING IT ON A DISCLOSURE FORM?
Q  YEs.
A I DON'T RECALL.
Q  WHAT ABOUT THE --
A YOU ARE REFERRING NOW TO THE LOAN THAT IS IN THE
PROPERTY -- THAT IS REFERRED TO IN THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT 2
Q  YES.
A ©O.K. 1 DON'T RECALL.
Q  WHAT ABOUT THE $87,000 SILVER PROFIT?
A

I BELIEVE THAT THAT PARTICULAR MATTER WAS A DEBT OF
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MRS. HANSEN'S, AND --

Q PROFIT.

I PARDON ME, A PROF1T OF MRS. HANSEN'S, AND THAT WOULD
HAVE BEEN, 1 PRESUME, INCLUDED IN MY ADVICE TO HIM THAT IN
LIGHT OF THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND THE ADVICE
TO THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE AND THE HOUSE STANDARDS
COMMITTEE, THAT HE WOULD NOT HAVE TO, SO LONG AS THE COMMITTEE
WAS ADVISED.

Q DID HE TELL YOU THAT HE SPENT THAT MONEY?

A NO.

Q AND DO YOU HAVE A SINGLE PIECE OF PAPER FROM THE
HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE THAT REPRESENTS, AFTER THE ETHICS IN
GOVERNMENT ACT, THAT CONGRESSMAN HANSEN WAS NOT OBL1GED TO
REPORT CERTAIN TRANSACTIONS?

A I DO NOT HAVE A SINGLE PIECE OF PAPER, BUT THERE
IS OTHER ADVICE.

Q DID YOU GET AN ADVISORY QOPINION FROM THE HOUSE
ETHICS COMMITTEE PURSUANT TO RULE 702 CONCERNING CONGRESSMAN
HANSEN?

A 1 DO NOT HAVE THAT OPINIGN YET, NO.

Q IF A HUSBAND DIES INTESTATE IN IDAHC, WHERE DOQES
HIS PROPERTY GO?

THE COURT: YOU MIGHT EXPLAIN WHAT INTESTATE IS
FOR THE JURY.

MR. WEINGARTEN: ['M SORRY.
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BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q 1 MEAN IF, HEAVEN FORBID, SOMETHING HAPPENED TO
EITHER MR. OR MRS. HANSEN OR TO ANY HUSBAND AND WIFE WHEN
THERE 1S A PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT AND THERE IS NO
WILL, WHO GETS THEIR PROPERTY?

A THE PROPERTY WOULD GO OUT OR DEVOLVE ACCORDING
TO THE INTESTATE SUCCESSION LAW.

Q  AND WHAT IS THAT?

A THAT IS THE LAW WHICH DESCRIBES HOW AND WHERE
PROPERTY GOES WHEN SOMEBODY DIES WITHOUT A WILL.

Q  AND IF A HUSBAND DIES AND A WIFE IS ALIVE, WHERE
DOES THE PROPERTY GO? '

A THE PROPERTY, IF IT IS A COMMUNITY PROPERTY STATE,
THERE 1S A COMMUNITY PROPERTY PORTION THAT AUTOMATICALLY GOES
TO THE WIFE. APPROXIMATELY ONE-HALF OF THE ASSETS GO TO THE
WIFE AS A RESULT OF HER COMMUNITY PROPERTY PORTION. AND THE
BALANCE, THEN, 1S DIVIDED AMONG THE HEIRS.

Q  AND THIS 1S EVEN WITH THE PROPERTY SEPARATION
AGREEMENT ?

A NO.

Q  WHAT HAPPENS IF THERE IS A PROPERTY SEPARATION
AGREEMENT AND A WIFE DIES WITHOUT A WILL AND A +.JSBAND REMAINS
ALIVE?

A 0.K. IN THAT CASE, 1 BELIEVE THAT THE WIFE IS NOT

ENTITLED TO HER COMMUNITY SHARE OF HIS ESTATE. AND THE LAWS
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OF INTESTATE SUCCESSION WOULD APPLY, AND SHE WOULD SHARE ALSO
HER COMMUNITY HALF WITH THE CHILDREN OR OTHERS.
Q SO IF THERE IS A SEPARATION OF PROPERTY AGREEMENT
AND ONE SPOUSE DIES AND THERE IS NO WILL, THE PROPERTY THAT'S
LEFT IS SHARED BETWEEN THE REMAINING SPOUSE AND THE CHILDREN?
A EXCEPT THERE'S A DIFFERENCE, THOUGH, AND A VERY
SUBSTANTIAL DIFFERENCE, AND THAT 1S THAT IF THERE IS NOT A
SEPARATION AGREEMENT, THAT THE SURVIVING SPOUSE LITERALLY
GETS HALF THE PROPERTY TO BEGIN WITH, AND THEN THE BALANCE
IS DISTRIBUTED ACCORDING TO THE INTESTATE SUCCESSION LAWS.
Q AND THE INTESTATE SUCCESSION LAWS GIVES WHAT TO
WHOM?
A THERE IS A FORMULA COUNSEL, AND 1 --
Q NO, 1T'S TOO LATE, TOO LATE. FORGET IT. 1 WITHDRAW
THE QUESTION.
MR. WEINGARTEN: NO FURTHER QUESTIONS.
THE WITNESS: 0.K.
THE COURT: ANYTHING FURTHER?
MR. LEWIN: NO FURTHER QUESTIONS.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.
YOU ARE EXCUSED. 1 JUST ASK THAT YOU NOT DISCUSS
YOUR TESTIMONY WITH ANY OTHER POSSIBLE WITNESS IN THIS C..E
UNTIL THE MATTER IS CONCLUDED. GOOD DAY.
THE WITNESS: YOU BET, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: LADIES AND GENTLEMEN OF THE JURY, WE
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ARE GOING TO STAR?.TOMORROH MORNING, AND COUNSEL ~- ALL
COUNSEL -~ TOMORROW MORNING WE START AT 9:3¢. 9i30. AND
COUNSEL HAVE BEEN ADVISED EARLIER, AND 1 BELIEVE I TOLD THE
LADIES AND GENTLEMEN OF THE JURY, BUT THIS I'M NOT CERTAIN
ABOUT, SOME TIME AGO, THAT THERE WAS GOING TO BE A LENGTHY
LUNCHEON TOMORROW AND AN INTERRUPTION BETWEEN OUR SESSION
TOMORROW. BUT THE MARSHALS HAVE ALSO ADVISED ME THAT THEY
HAVE SOMETHING SPECIAL PLANNED FOR YOU. AND I SEE THAT You
HAVE BEEN APPRISED OF THAT; YOU ARE NODDING AT ME. AND HOPE-
FULLY, YOU WILL ENJOY THAT RESPITE. BUT DON'T COUNT ON THERE
BEING ANY OTHER LONG HIATUSES WHILE WE ARE STILL TOGETHER
IN THE CASE. SO ENJOY WHAT YOU HAVE TOMORROW.

BUT, THE FIRST THING FIRST, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN
OF THE JURY. WE SEE EACH OTHER AT 9:30 IN THE MORNING FOR
AS LONG AS WE CAN GO INTHE MORNING. WE WILL THEN BREAK. WE
WILL COME BACK IN THE AFTERNOON, AND ONCE AGAIN, TOMORROW
WE PLAN TO SIT UNTIL 7:00 O'CLOCK IN THE EVENING. SO, AGAIN,
WHATEVER IT TAKES TO FORTIFY YOURSELVES IN THAT KIND OF
RESOLVE AND THAT SITTING ATMOSPHERE, PLEASE DO SO. HAVE A
VERY GOOD EVENING. ENJOY YOUR MEAL; ENJOY WHAT COMES AFTER
IT, AND ENJOY YOUR SLEEP. WE WILL SEE YOU TOMORROW MORNING.

REMEMBER THE ADMONITION NOT TO DISCUSS THE qASE.

ALL RIGHT. HAVE A GOOD EVENING, SIMILARLY FOR ALL.

(WHEREUPON, AT 7:06 P.M., THE TRIAL WAS ADJOURNED,

TO RECONVENE AT 9:30 A.M., WEDNESDAY, MARCH 28, 1984)
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CERTIFICATE OF REPORYER

1 HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING 1S THE OFFICIAL

TRANSCRIPT OF THE PROCEEDINGS IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED MATTER,
AND THAT 1T IS COMPLETE AND ACCURATE, TO THE BEST OF MY

KNOWLEDGE AND ABILITY.

O b Al

ORDON A. SLODYSKO
FFICIAL COURT REPORTER
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF. COLUMBIA

................ X
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA :
vs. : CRIMINAL ACTION
: NO. 83-75
GEORGE VERNON HANSEN, :
: VOLUME NO. 8
DEFENDANT H
................ X

WASHINGTON, D. C.
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 28, 1984
THE ABOVE~ENTI TLED MATTER CONVENED FOR FURTHER
TRIAL BY JURY, BEFORE THE HONORABLE QOYCE HENS GREEN, UNITED
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE, AT APPROXIMATELY 9:3p A.M.
APPEARANCES ¢
FOR THE GOVERNMENT:

REID WEINGARTEN, ESQ.
JAMES COLE, ESQ.

FOR THE DEFENDANT:

NATHAN LEWIN, ESQ.
FRANK A. S. CAMPBELL, ESQ.
STEPHEN BRAGA, ESQ.

GORDON A. SLODYSKO
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER
L800-E U.S. COURTHOUSE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20001

(202) 371-1734 '
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PROCEEDINGS

C(JURY NOT PRESENT)

THE COURT: GOOD MORNING. ARE WE READY FOR THE
JURY?

MR. LEWIN: YES, YOUR HONOR. JuUST TWO SMALL
MINISTERTIAL ITEMS. ONE 1S WE WOULD LIKE TO SUBSTITUTE DEFEN-
DANT'S EXHIBIT 36 AS REDACTED, WITHOUT PARAGRAPHS - -

THE COURT: MINUS FOUR PARAGRAPHS?

MR. LEWIN: MINUS FOUR PARAGRAPHS.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

MR. LEWIN: IF I MIGHT TAKE A MINUTE QUTSIDE, YCUR.
HONOR, T'LL BE RIGHT BACK.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

ARE WE READY?

MR. LEWIN: THE OTHER SUBSTITUTION I WANTED TO
MAKE, YUUR HONOR, H&S A CLEAN COPY OF THE WHITE BOOK.

THE COURT: WITHOUT THE UNBDERLINING. -

MR, LEWIN: WITHOUT THE UNDERLINTING, YES.

THE COURT: AND THAT WAS EXHIBIT NUMBER -~ WELL,
UNE OF THE BOOKS ON THE IRS. ALL EIGHY. FINE.

MR. LEWIN: EXHIBIT 21.

MR, COLE: YOUR HONOR, AS TU THE SUBS?ITUTI?NS,
WITH OUR CONTINUING OBJECTION AS TO RELEVANCY.

THE COURT: BUT N0 OBJECTION TO THE SUBSTITUTION,

ITSELF, PER SE.
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MR. COLE: No,
THE COURT: YOUR OBJECTION 1S PRESERVED.
ALL RIGHT. SHALL WE BRING THE JURY IN.
COUNSEL ARE AWARE THAT WE ARE GOING TO THE NEIGHBOR-
HOOD OF ABOUT 11:00 TODAY, MAYBE A LITTLE BIT AFTER, AND THEN
BREAK AND BE BACK. IT'S HARD TO JUDGE WHEN | WILL BE BACK,
PARTICULARLY WITH THIS WEATHER, BUT 1T WILL BE CLOSER TO 3:00.
MR. LEWIN: 3:00. THANK YOU.
(THE JURY RETURNED TO THE COURTROOM)
THE COURT: GOOD MURNING, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN.
THE JULRY (EN MASSE); GOUD MOURNING.
THE COURT: DON'T WE ALL GET THE FEELING THAT WE'RE
ACTUALLY LIVING HERE IN THIS COURTRO&M?
THE JURY (EN MASSE): YES.
THE* COURT: YES. ALL RIGHT.
SHALL WE CONTINUE WITH THE TESTIMONY. MR. LEWIN,
WQULD YOU CALL YOUR NEXT WITNESS, PLEASE?
MR. LEWIN: THE DEFENSE CALLS CONNIE HANSEN.
CONSTANCE S. HANSEN
WAS CALLED AS A WITNESS AND, AFTER BEING FIRST DULY SWORN,
WAS EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS:
THE COURT: GOOD MORNING, MRS. HANSEN.

THE WITNESS: GOOD MORNING,
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DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. LEWIN:

Q@ MRS. HANSEN, WILL YOU PLEASE ADJUST THE MICROPHONE
JUST SO IT IS COMFURTABLE FOR YOU, BECAUSE YOU ARE GOING TO
HAVE TO SPEAK INTO IT SO THAT EVERYBODY CAN HEAR YOU. SOME-
TIMES, IF YOU FACE THE OTHER WAY, YOU CAN'T BE HEARD THROUGH
THE MICROPHONE. SO JUST ADJUST IT SO THAT IT'S COMFORTABLE
FOR YOU.

A IS THIS 0.K.?

Q  SOUNDS FINE TO ME.

A CAN YOU HEAR ME?

Q YES.

COULD YOU PLEASE STATE YOUR FULL NAME?

A CONSTANCE SUE CAMP HANSEN.

Q  AND ARE YOU THE WIFE OF CONGRESSMAN GEORGE HANSEN?

A YES, 1 AM.

Q MRS, HANSEN, COULD YOU PLEASE TELL THE COURT AND
JURY WHERE YOU WERE BORN AND RA1SED.

A I WAS BORN IN BROOUKLAND, ARKANSAS.

Q  AND WERE YOU RAISED THERE?

A 1 LIVED THERE. T WAS BORN THERE ON A FARM IN 1934.
T LIVED THERE UNTIL THE EARLY FORTIES, WHEN MY FATHER LEFT
FARMING AND WENT TO WORK FOR THE RATLROAD, AND WE MOVED TO
MISSOURI.

Q YOU SAY YOUR FATHER HAS_A FARMER?
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A HE WAS A SHARECROPPER.

Q AND HOW LARGE A FAMILY DID YUU HAVE?

A T WAS THE NINTH OF TEWN CHILDREN.

Q AND CQULD YOU JUST VERY BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR
CHILDHOUD AND EDUCATION.

A WELL, T WENT TO A ONE-ROOM COUNTRY SCHOOL TN ARKANSA
UNTIL WE MOVED TO THE SMALL TOWN IN SOUTHEASTERN MISSUUR],\
WHERE 1 FINISHED MY ELEMENTARY EDUCATION. WE MOVED TO ANOTHER
SMALL TOWN IN MISSOURI, HHERE.] ATTENDED HIGH SCHOOL FOR A
COUPLE OF.YEARS. WE LATER MOVED BACK TO MALDEN, MISSOURI,
WHERE 1 GRADUATED FRUM HIGH SCHOOL.

Q DID ANY OF YOUR BROTHERS{N!SISTERS-GRRbUATE FROM
HIGH SCHOOL?

A NO. I WAS THE ONLY ONE.

Q DID YOU GO ANY FURTHER, EDUCATION-WISE, THAN HIGH
SCHOOL?

A I GRADUATED FROM HiGH SCHOOL. BUT I =--

Q DID fOU GU BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL?

A NO, T DIDN'T.

Q NOW, COULD You TéLL THE COURT AND JURY WHEN AND
WHEEE YOU GOT MARRIED,

A I MARRIED MY HUSBAND IN MALDEN, MISSOURI, DECEMBER

19TH, 1952, AFTER A BRIEF COURTSHIP. HE WAS STATIONED THERE

IN THE MILITARY, TWHN THE U. S. AIR FORCE.

Q AND AFTER YOU GOT MARRfED, WHERE DID YOU LIVE?
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A WE MOQED FROM --.HE HAS‘TRANSFERRED FROM MALDEN
AIR BASE IN MISSOURI TO SAMSON AIR FORCE BASE IN NEW YORK,
AND WE WENT THERE ABOUT THE FIRST OF JANUARY, 1953, AND LIVED
THERE UNTIL HE CUMPLETED HIS TENURE OF SERVICE.

Q AND DURING THE PERIOD OF TIME THAT HE WAS IN NEW
YORK WITH THE MILITARY, WHAT DID YOu po?

A 1 WORKED AND HAD OUR FIRST CHILD.

Q HOW MANY CHILDREN DO YOU HAVE?

A FIVE.

Q AND WHAT ARE THEJR AGES TODAY?

A 24, 25, 28, 29, AND 30. AND TWO GRANDCHILDREN,

Q AND HOW DO THEY DISTRIBUTE‘IN TERMS OF SEX?

A I HAVE TWO DAUGHTERS AND THREE SONS.

Q NOW, FROM NEW YORK, MRS. HANSEN, WHERE DID YOU AND
YOUR FAMILY MOVE? .

A WE WENT BACK TO IDAHO, FIRST TO THE LITTLE TOWN
OF SODA SPRINGS, WHERE MY HUSBAND MANAGED A GRAIN ELEVATOR.
THIS WAS THE BUSINESS HE HAD BEEN IN WITH HIS FATHER BEFORE
HE WENT INTO THE SERVICE AND BEFORE HIS FATHER DIED. AND WE
COULD SEE THAT THERE WASN'T A LOT OF FUTURE IN T, AND HE
DECIDED TO GO BACK TO COLLEGE AND COMPLETE HIS EDUCATION.
AND HE HAD HAD A YEAR~AND-A-HALF'S COLLEGE BEFORE HE WENT
INTO THE MILITARY, AND SO WE HAD A FEW YEARS OF SCHOOL LEFT,
AND HE WORKED FULL~TIME AND. FINISHED HIS EDUCATION.

Q AND WHAT WERE YOU DUING DURING THAT PERIOD OF TIME?
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A 1 WAS STAYING HOME AND TAKING CARE OF THE CHILDREW.
Q  AFTER HE CUMPLETED HIS .EDUCATION, WHAT DID YOU DO
NEXT? WHAT DID YOU AND HE DO NEXT?
A WELL, HE FINISHED HIS EDUCATION IN REXBURG, WHICH
IS A SMALL TOWN IN IDAHO. HE GRADUATED FROM RICKS COLLEGE,
WHICH IS A SISTER SCHOOL OF BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY. AT
THAT TIME, IT WAS A FOUR-YEAR SCHOOL. AND HE HAD A TEACHING
POSITION IN POCATELLO. AND WE MOVED TO POCATELLO THAT SUMMER,
AWAITING THE ARRIVAL OF FALL, AND HE WAS GOING TO DO FURTHER
WORK AT IDAHO STATE COLLEGE.
Q  DID HE THEREAFTER TEACH SCHOOL?
A HE DID. HE TAUGHT FOR TWO YEARS.
Q  AND WAS HE SUPPLEMENTING HIS INCOME WITH OTHER JUBS
AT THE SAME TIME?
A YES, HE WAS. B
Q  AND THEREAFTER -- WHAT YEAR ARE WE UP TO BY NOW,
MRS. HANSEN?
A WELL, LET'S SEE. [ USUALLY JUDGE THE YEAR BY WHO
WAS BORN THAT YEAR.
I THINK '56 WAS THE YEAR HE FINISHED COLLEGE, SO
HE TAUGHT SCHODL '56 AND '57. HE WAS OUT PART OF THAT YEAR
WITH RHEUMATIC FEVER. HE DIDN'T TEACH THE LATTER PART OF
THE FIRST YEAR. AND HE TAUGHT THE NEXT YEAR. AND THEN HE
WENT WITH NEW YORX LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY.

Q S0 THEN HE STARTED WITH A LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY.
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A RIGHT.
Q UNTIL THEN, IN TERMS OF FINANCIAL WHEREWITHAL, WERE
YO MAKING A LOT OF MONEY -~ WAS HE MAKING A LOT OF MONEY IN
THESE VARIOUS JOBS?
A NO.
Q  WAS LIFE DIFFICULT IN TERMS OF SUSTENANCE OR MAKING
A LIVING AT THAT POINT?
A WELL, YOU KNOW, WHEN YOU'RE YOUNG AND MARRIED AND
HAVE YOUR GROWING FAMILY AND SO FORTH, I DON'T THINK YOU EXACTL
LOOK UPON THOSE THINGS AS DIFFICULTIES. YOU SORT OF LOOK
AT THEM AS CHALLENGES.
Q  THANK You.
THEN YOU SAY MR. HANSEN BEGAN AS A LIFE INSURANCE
SALESMAN?
A YES.
Q  AND DID YOU CONTINUE AS A HOUSEWIFE AND HOMEMAKER ?
A YES, 1 DID. ,AND AS THE CHILDREN STARTED TO GROW
AND T BECAME ABLE TO GET INVOLVED IN THEIR ACTIVITIES, 1 WAS
ACTIVE IN OUR CHURCH AND CYVIC URGANIZATIONS TO THE EXTENT
[ THAT 1 FOUND IT PO5SIBLE.
Q DID THERE COME A TIME WHEN YOUR HUSBAND WENT INTO
POLITICAL LIFE?
A YES.
Q COULD YOU TELL US WHAT YEAR THAT WAS?

A T THINK IT WAS 1961.

34-569 O - 84 = 77
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Q AND IN WHAT CAPACITY DID.HE GO INTO POLITICAL LIFE?

A WELL, WE MOVED INTO A LITTLE COMMUNITY WHICH WAS
SORT OF THE BEDROOM CITY OF POCATELLO. IT WAS A SUBURB OF
POCATELLO, WITH ONLY A STREET DIVIDING THE TWO CITIES.
POCATELLC WAS WHERE WE HAD LIVED WHEN WE FIRST MOVED THERE,
AND WE MOVED OUT INTO THE LITTLE CITY OF ALAMEDA, WHICH WAS .
MAYBE NINE, TEN THOUSAND PEOUPLE. AND THAT'S WHERE WE OWNED
OUR FIRST HUME. AND HE WAS ASKED BY NEIGHBUORS AND PEOPLE
IN THE COMMUNITY TO RUN FOR THE MAYOR OF THE LITTLE CITY.

Q AND DID HE RUN?

A YES, HE DID,

Q WAS HE ELECTED?

A YES, HE WAS. WE HAD A SORT OF A FAMILY DOOR-TO-
DOOR CAMPAIGN, AND HE WAS ELECTED. AND HE WAS THE YOUNGEST
MAYOR IN THE STATE. AND SOME PEUPLE EVEN CALLED HIM A
"MIRACLE MAYOR."

Q THEREAFTER, DID HE CONTINUE IN POLITICAL LIFE IN
ANY OTHER MUNICIPALITY?

A YES. HE SERVED AS MAYOR OF ALAMEDA. AND THERE
WAS AN EFFORT GUING TO COMBINE THE TWO CITIES. POCATELLO
WAS SECUND OR THIRD LARGEST CITY IN THE STATE AT THAT TIME
AND ALAMEDA WAS NINTH. AND THERE HAD BEEN AN EFFORT MAYBE
A YEAR BEFORE TO CUNSOLIDATE THE TWO CITIES, AND [T HAD BEEN
UNSUCCESSFUL. AND WITH MY HUSBAND'S EFFORTS, ALONG WITH A

LOT OF OTHER PEOPLE, THERE WAS ANOUTHER EFFURT PUT FORTH, . AND
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THE TWO CITIES DID MERGE THAT YEAR, 1 THINK ABOUT -- WITHIN
THE YEAR. AND WHEN THE TWO CITIES MERGED, THE LAW WAS THAT
YOU WOULD TAKE ON THE FORM OF GOVERNMENT OF THE LARGER OF
THE TWO CITIES. AND SO, THE CITY OF POCATELLO HAD NO MAYOR;
IT WAS A CITY MANAGER FORM OF GOVERNMENT, AND MY HUSBAND RAN
FOR OFFICE AGAIN --

Q IN POCATELLO?

A IN POCATELLD, AND WAS ELECTED TO THE CITY COUNCIL.

Q NOW, THOSE JUBS AS MAYOR AND THE CITY COUNCIL, DO
THEY PAY A LOT OF MONEY?

A OH, NO. IT WAS TOKEN SALARY, LIKE 100 OR 150 2
MONTH. | DON'T EVEN REMEMBER.

Q BUT IT HAD REG/LAR MEETINGQ, YOU HAD REGULAR DUTIES
TO ATTEND TO IN TERMS OF CITY MANAGEMENT; 15 THAT RIGHT?

A OH, YEAH. WELL, HE WASN'T CITY MANAGER. HE WAS
CITY COUNCIL.

Q A MEMBER OF THE CITY COUNCIL. BUT HE HAD TO
ATTEND REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS.

A YES.

Q AND WAS THERE A TIME THEREAFTER WHEN YOUR HUSBAND
RAN FOR A NATJONAL OFFICE?

A YES.

Q ' AND WHEN WAS THAT?

A WELL, HE MADE A BID FOR THE SENATE IN '62 IN A PRIMAR

AND HE WAS UNSUCCESSFUL. AND THEN HE RAN IN '64 FOR CONGRESS,
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AND HE WAS SUCCESSFuL.

Q HE WAS ELECTED TO CONGRESS IN 1964.

A YES.

Q AND THAT®S FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
IN TDAHO?

A THAT'S RIGHT.

Q THERE ARE JUST TWO CONGRESSMEN FRUM IDAHO; IS THAT
RIGHT?

A YES.

Q TWO CUNGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS. SO THERE'S TWO
SENATORS AND TWO CONGRESSMEN,

A YES.

Q S0.YOU MOVED TO THE DISTRI&T OF COLUMBIA 1IN 1965,
IS5 THAT RIGHT?

A WE MOVED TU ARLINGTUN, VIRGINIA.

Q I'M SORRY. THE AREA OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.

A YES.

Q AND YOUR HUSBAND REMAINED IN CONGRESS AT THAT POINT
FOR HOW LONG? FRUM 1965 UNTIL WHEN?

A HE WAS REELECTED IN '66. HE RAN FUOR THE SENATE
AGAIN IN "68 AND WAS UNSUCCESSFUL.

Q S0 HE HAD FOUR YEARS IN THE CONGRESS AT THAT POINT.

A THAT'S RIGHT,

Q AND DURING THOSE FQUR YEARS, WHILE HE SERVED IN

THE CONGRESS, WHAT WAS YOUR OCCUPATION?
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A I WAS A HOUSEWIFE AND A MOTHER.

Q AND FOLLOWING HIS UNSUCCESSFUL RACE FOR THE SENATE
IN 1968, DID YOU GO BACK TO IDAHU?

A NO. OUR CHILDREN WERE ALL ENROLLED IN SCHOOL HERE,
AND AS TN ALL POLITICAL SITUATIONS, YOU OFTEN HAVE A DIFFICULT
TIME DECIDING WHAT TO DO. BUT HE DID TAKE A JUB WITH THE
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, AND WE STAYED HERE.

Q SO YOU STAYED HERE FROM 1969 UNTIL WHEN?

A UNTIL ABOUT THE TIME SCHOUL STARTED IN '71.

Q AND DURING THAT PERIOD OF TIME, WHILE MR. HANSEN
WAS -- DO YoUu REME”BER HIS TITLE AT THE DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE?

A WELL, FIRST, HE WORKED IN ;- HE WAS A DEPUTY
UNDERSECRETARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS, AND THEN HE LATER
TRANSFERRED OVER TO ANUTHER AREA CALLED AGRICULTURAL STABILIZA
TION AND CONSERVATION SERVICE, AND 1 BELIEVE HE WAS -~ THE
TITLE WAS DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THAT.

Q DURING THAT PERIOD OF TIME, WHAT WAS YOUR OCCUPATION

A WELL, OUR CHILDREN WERE GETTING OLDER, AND 1 TOOK
A JOB PART-TIME WITH A CONGRESSMAN FROM UTAH. 1 FOUND THAT
IT WAS A CHALLENGE TO GET BACK INTO THE WORKING WORLD. AND
1 WORKED THERE FRUM THE WINTER OF '69 UNTIL THAT SUMMER, AND
THEN I TOUK OFF FOR THE SUMMER.

Q NOW, YOU SAY IN 1971 YOU RETURNED TO IDAHO?

A YES.




10

11

12

13

14

15

18

19

8 % 8 8 8 8

1220

1179

AND WHERE DID YOU TAKE UP RESIDENCE IN IDAHO?

o

h -]

BACK 1IN POCATELLD.

Q AND WHAT DID YOUR HUSBAND DO AT THAT TIME?

A HE REESTABLISHED HIS BUSINESS WITH NEW YORK LIFE
INSURANCE COMPANY.

Q@  AND HE SOLD INSURANCE IN IDAHO -- IN POCATELLO.

A YES.

Q  AND AT THAT TIME, WHAT DID YOU DO?

A WELL, GUT THE CHILDREN SITUATED; HAD TWO CHILDREN
IN UUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, A DAUGHTER WHO WAS A JUNIOR AND A SON
WHO WAS A SENTOR. AND WE ESTABLISHED A BUSINESS.

Q  YOU ESTABLISHED A BUSINESS.

A YES. - .

-q WHAT WAS THE BUSINESS?

A CALLED THE PUCATELLO COPYCAT. IT WAS A SMALL
PRINTING BUSINESS.

Q  POCATELLO COPYCAT, CO-P-Y=C-A~T.

A RIGHT.

Q  AND THAT'S SORT OF DUPLICATION, PHOTOCOPY OF -
DOCUMENTS?

A YES. AT THAT TIME THERE WERE NO OTHER QUICK PRINT-
ING BUSINESSES IN THE CITY, AND THAT SEEMED TO BE A PRETTY
GOOD BUSINESS TO START.

-Q  AND WHERE WAS THAT LOCATED?

L

A 420 NORTH MAIN. *
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Q AND WHERE WAS THAT LOCATED 1IN RELATION TO YOUR HUS~

BAND'S OFFICE -~ INSURANCE OFFICE?

A WELL, HE PUT HIS OFFICE UPSTAIRS., THE BUTLDING
WAS AN A~FRAME BUILDING, SURT.OF A GLASS BUILDING, AND WE
ARRANGED IT SO THAT HE COULD HAVE HIS OFFICE UPSTAIRS AND
I WOULD BE WORKING DOWNSTAIRS.

Q SO YOU ESSENTIALLY WORKED IN THE SAME BUILDING;
HE WAS UPSTAIRS WITH THE INSURANCE BUSINESS, AND YOU WERE
DOWNSTAIRS WITH THE COPYCAT BUSINESS.

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q AND WHAT DID YOU DO WITH REGARD TO .THAT COPYCAT
BUSINESS?

A WELL, T RAN IT. 1 RAN THE-UPERATION.

Q DID YOU HIRE ANYBODY?

A YES, T DID. I HIRED AND TRAINED ANO DID THE
PURCHASING OF THE PRODUCTS WE NEEDEb TO OPERATE IT. BOUGHT
THE PAPER, LbOKED FOR 1DEAS AND WAYS OF IMPROVING THE BUSINESS

Q DID THERE COME A TIME WHILE You WERE BACK 1IN
POCATELLO THAT YoOu, YOURSELF, GOT INVOLVED IN POLITICAL LIFE?

A YES. § WAS ACTIVE IN CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS, AND T
WAS ACTIVE IN MY CHURCH AS A RELIEF SOCIETY PRESIDENT. AND
I WAS ELECTED TO THE POCATELLO CITY COUNCIL IN 1973.

Q YOU, YOURSELF, WERE ELECTED TO THE POCATELLO CITY
COUNCTL.

A YES, 1 WAS.

3
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Q IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING THAT, HAD THERE BEEN A WOMAN
ON THE PDﬁATELLD CITY COUNCIL, ON THE IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING
CITY COUNCIL?

A THERE HAD BEEN TWO LADIES WHO HAD SERVED, OUH, TEN
OR FIFTEEN YEARS BEFORE, BUT THERE WERE NO WOMEN SERVING O
THE BOARD AT T&AT'TIME._-

Q  AND IN TERMS OF THE ELECTION FOR THE POCATELLO
CITY COUNCIL, COULD YOU TELL US WHERE YOU PLACED IN THE VOTE
FOR ELECTION TO THE PUCATELLO CITY COUNCTL?

A 1 CAME IN NUMBER ONE QUT OF A FIELD OF EIGHT OR
RINE. T WAS NUMBER ONE. AND THAT WAS RECEIVING A LOT OF
RECOGNTTION FROM THE MEDIA AND SO FORTH, BUT 1 DID NOT RUN
UN THE BASIS OF BEING A WOMAN, l

qQ AND FUR HOW LUNG A TERM WERE YUU ELECTED?

A I WAS ELECTED TO SERVE A FOUR-YEAR TERM.

Q  DID YOU IN FACT SERVE THAT FULL FOUR-YEAR TERM?

A NO, I DID NOT.

0 WHY NOT?

A weLL; 1 FELT THAT THE MOST IMPORTANT THING THAT I
COULD DU WOULD BE TO COME TO WASHINGTON WITH MY HUSBAND.

Q  AND WHAT HAPPENED IN THE FALL OF '74?

A IN THE FALL OF '74, AFTER MUCH DELIBERATION AS TO
WHAT waLD EXACTLY BE THE RIGHT THING TO DO -- WE WANTED TO
PUT OQUR FAMILY CONSIDERATIONS FIRST, AND WE DECIDED THAT THE

BEST THING TO DG WOULD BE FOR ME TU RESIGN THAT POSITION AND
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BRING THE CHILDREN AND COME BACK HERE WITH MY HUSBAND.
Q 0.K. [ GUESS THE UNSPUKEN THING WE HAVEN'T SAID:
YOUR HUSBAND RAN FOR CONGRESS IN '74,
A THAT'S RIGHT.
Q 0.K.

A AND HE WAS SUCCESSFUL.

Q AND HE WAS ELECTED TO CONGRESS. 50 THAT'S THE REASUN

THAT YOU RESIGNED FROM THE POCATELLO CITY COUNCIL,

A YES.

Q TO COME BACK TO WASHINGTON WITH YOUR HUSBAND, WHO
WAS THEN REELECTED 7O CONGRESS AT THAT POINT.

A YES.

Q 0.K. S0 YOUR HUSBAND WAS éLECTED TO CONGRESS TO
BEGIN SERVING IN JANUARY OF 1975; IS THAT RIGHT?

A THAT'S RiGHT.

Q AND YOU THEN RETURNED TU THE AREA OF THE DISTRILT
OF COLUMBIA.

A YES.

Q AND WHERE DID YOU RESIDE?

A WE MOVED BACK TO ARLINGTON.

Q NOW, AT THAT POINT, WHEN YOU RETQRNED TO THE
WASHINGTUN AREA IN 1975, MRS. HANSEN, 1 WILL ASK YOU WHAT
OCCUPATION YOU THEN HAD AS OF 1975.

A I WAS NOT GAINFULLY EMPLOYED.

Q WHAT DID YOU DO?
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A AFTER WE GOT MUVED IN AND GOT THE CHILDREN SETTLED
INTO SCHOOL, 1 STARTED VOLUNTEERING IN MY HUSBAND'S OFFICE.

Q YOU STARTED COMING IN TO WORK IN YOUR HUSBAND'S
OFFICE?

A YES. AFTER A COUPLE OF MONTHS.

'Q  AND HOW MUCH TIME DID YOU DEVOTE TO THATZ

A AS MUCH AS 1 COULD. USUALLY, OH, STX, SEVEN, EIGHT
HOURS A DAY AT THAT TIME, BECAUSE THE CHILDREN WERE -- 1|
STILL HAD TWO CHILDREN AT HOME IN SCHOOL.

Q DID THAT VOLUNTEERING OF SOME TIME DURING THE DAY
ULTIMATELY DEVELOP INTO MORE WORK AT YOUR HUSBAND'S OFFICE?

A IT CERTAINLY DID.

Q  AND WHAT ULTIMATELY HAPPENED?

A WELL, A COUPLE OF YEARS LATER, 1 TOOK OVER THE
RESPONSIBILITIES OF RUNNING THE OFFICE.

Q  AND WHAT ARE YOU DOING NOW?

A 1 AM SERVING IN AN UNPAID CAPACITY AS MY HUSBAND'S
ADMINTSTRATIVE ASSISTANT.

Q YOU ARE THE ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 1IN THE OFFICE
OF CONGRESSMAN GEORGE HANSEN; 1S THAT RIGHT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q  AND YOU RUN THE OFFICE. YOU ARE THE PERSON WHO
RUNS THAT OFFICE, IS THAT RIGHT?

A WELL, THEY ALL LET ME BELIEVE I DO.

Q ALL RIGHT. AND YOU SAY YOU DO THAT FOR NO PAY AT
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ALL? DO YOU GET ANY SALARY?
A NONE WHATSOEVER.
Q AND ARE YOU, IN FACT, LISTED AS THE ADMINISTRATIVE
ASSISTANT FOR THAT OFFICE?
A 1 THINK PERHAPS 1 AM.
Q WELL, LET ME SHOW YOU WHAT 1 WILL MARK AS DEFENDANT'S
EXHIBIT =--
THE COURT: JUST THE PAGE, 1 TAKE IT.
MR. LEWIN: YES. I HAVE COPIES OF THE PAGE, YOUR
HONOR, AND I WILL PROVIDE THAT.
THE DEPUTY CLERK: DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 85 MARkED
FOR IDENTIFICATION.
(DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT NO. 85 WAS
MARKED FOR 1DENTIFICATION)
BY MR. LEWIN:

Q I PLACE BEFORE YOU, MRS. HANSEN, WHAT HAS BEEN MARKE

.FUR IDENTIFICATION AS DEFENDANT'S ‘EXHIBIT 85 FOR IDENTIFICA-

TION. 1T IS THE CONGRESSIUNAL STAFF DIRECTURY FOR THE YEAR
1983. AND 1 SPECTFICALLY DIRECT YOUR ATTENTION TO PAGE 318.
THE SECOND INDIVIDUAL ON THE LEFT, SECOND CONGRESSMAN ON THE
LEFT ON THAT CONGRESSIONAL STAFF DIRECTORY 1S REPRESENTATIVE
GEORGE V. HANSEN; 1S THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q 1125 "LHOB", WHICH STANDS FOR --

A LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING.
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Q LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING. AND TELEPHONE

NUMBER (202) 225~5531; IS THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

MR. LEWIN: WE OFFER THE PAGE, YOUR HONOR, IN EVIDEN(QE.

MR. WEINGARTEN: NO OBJECTION.

THE COURT: IT IS IN EVIDENCE.
(DEFENDANT 'S EXHIBIT NO. 85
WAS RECEIVED IN EVIDENCE)

MR. LEWIN: MAY WE JUST HAVE THAT PUBLISHED TO THE

JURY, YOUR HONOR, TO TAKE A QUICK LOUK AT IT?

TIME

THEY

HOPE

HAND

SAYS

THAT

THE COURT: T WOULD SUGGEST, MR. LEWIN, TO SAVE
== IT 1S A PAGE; IT DOES HAVE THAT INFORMATION ON IT.
CERTAINLY WILL SEE I7 BACK IN THE JURY ROOM. T WOULD
WE CAN MOQE ON, ALL RIGHT?

BY MR. LEWIN:
Q THE FIRST NAME UNDER THAT, MRS. HANSEN, ON THE LEFT-
SIDE OF THE PAGE UNDER REPRESENTATIVE GEORGE V. HANSEN,
"HANSEN, CONNIE, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT." THAT'S YOu.
A THAT IS ME.
Q AND THAYT'S THE ONLY ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT IN
OFFICE?
A YES.
Q AND IT'S THE TOP-RANKING JOB IN THAT OFFICE.
A YES.

Q  AND HAVE YOU INQUIRED, PURSUANT TO MY REQUEST, TO




10

"

12

13

14

16

17

18

19

21

22

24

1227

1186
FIND QUT WHAT THAT JOB WOULD PAY IF IT WERE AN QUTS1DER WHO
OCCUPIED THAT JOB?

MR. WEINGARTEN: EXCUSE ME. MAY WE APPROACH THE
BENCH?

THE COURT: COUNSEL.

(AT THE BENCH)

MR. WEINGARTEN: MY UNDERSTANDING IS THAT A
CONGRESSMAN HAS ABSOLUTE DISCRETION TU PAY THE STAFF ANYTHING
HE WANTS TO, SO I DON'T THINK THE QUESTION 1S A FAIR ONE,

AND IT WOULD BE IRRELEVANT.

MR, LEWIN: IT SHOWS THAT —-- IN TERMS OF WHAT M®@sS,
HANSEN DOES, HER JOB, AS T UNDERSTAND IT, WOULD PAY FIFTY
TO FIFTY-EIGHT THOUSAND DOLLARS IF HE GAVE IT TO AN OUTSIDER.
SHE DUES 1T FOR NOTHING, 1IN TERMS OF INTENT, TRYING IN ANY
WAY TQ TRY TO CHEAT THE GUVERNMENT OR ANYTHING, IT SEEMS TO
ME 1T IS5 VERY RELEVANT.

THE COURT: OF COURSE, 1T OPENS UP THE EXAMINATION,
IF T ALLUW YOU TO DO IT, MR. LEWIN. IT DOES OPEN UP THE EXAMI
NATTON FOR THE GOVERNMENT AS TO THE FACT THAT HE WOULD HAVE
AN ABILITY TO PLACE AND PAY MI1S STAFF, IF HE WISHES.

MR, LEWIN: ABSOLUTELY.

* THE COURT: AND HE COULD HAVE MORE SECRETARIES AND
DO WHAT HE WANTS.
MR. WEINGARTEN: IT'S ILLEGAL TO PAY YOUR WIFE.

MR. LEWIN: HE CAN'T PAY MIS WIFE, I KNOW; OF COURSE
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THE COURT: YOU CAN BRING THAT QUT.

MR. LEWIN: ABSOLUTELY.

THE COURT: MR. LEWIN, WE HAVE HAD ALMOST A HALF-
HOUR OF HER BACKGROUND. IT IS VERY INTERESTING. 1 MUST SAY
THAT I AM INTERESTED IN IT, MR. LEWIN, BUT I WOULD LIKE US
TO GET TO THE POINT. I THINK WE ARE GETTING CLOSER TO IT
NOW. 1 HOPE SO.

MR. LEWIN: 1 THINK, YOUR HONOR, SINCE =--

THE COURT: [ HAVE ALLOWED YOU HALF AN HOUR OF
EXPLORING HER BACKGROUND, YOQU KNOW?

MR. LEWIN: ALL RIGHT.

(END OF BENCH CUNFERENCE)

BY MR. LEWIN: '

Q HAVE YOU INQUIRED TO FIND OUT WHAT THAT JOB WOULD
PAY IF AN OUTSIDER WERE TO OCCUPY IT -~ COULD PAY?

A | HAVE BEEN TOLD THAT IT PAYS =~ IT'S UP TO THE
CONGRESSMAN TO PAY HIS ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, WITHIN A
REALM OF uUP TO 550,000 A YEAR.

Q $50,000 A YEAR. AND YOU DU THAT FOR NOTHING.

A THAT'S CORRECT.

MR. LEWIN: T GUESS THE ONE THAT'S IN EVIDENCE,
YOUR HONOR, THEN, 1S THIS WOULD BE DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 85.
BY MR. LEWIN:
Q IN 1976 YOUR HUSBAND WAS REELECTED TO THE CONGRESS?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

.
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Q NOW, HAVING REACHED THAT STAGE, COULD YOU DESCRIBE
FOR THE COURT AND JURY, MRS. HANSEN, AS OF THE BEGINNING -
AS OF 1976, IN THE BEGINNING OF THE CONGRESSIONAL TERM OF
1977, WHAT THE FINANCIAL CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE HANSEN FAMILY
WERE AS OF THAT TIME.

A 1T WAS SERIOUS, VERY SERIOUS.

Q SERIOUS IN THE SENSE THAT YOU OWED MONEY?

A THAT'S CORRECT. CONSIDERABLE DEBTS HAD BEEN PILING
UP.

Q OVER THE PERIOD -- THE PRECEDING PERIOD? 1§ THAT
[RIGHT?

A YES. SINCE '74,

Q AND WERE, YOU WORRIED ABOUT THAT CONSIDERABLE DEBT?

A YES, I WAS.

Q COULD YOU TELL US, WAS THIS DEBT IN THE FORM OF
REAL ESTATE MORTGAGES? YOU KNOW, HOW WOULD YOU DESCR]BE WHO
THE MONEY WAS OWED TO, THE KINDS OF PEOPLE OR THE KINDS OF
INSTITUTIONS ?

A WELL, IT WAS PRIMARILY FRIENDS WHO HAD BEEN WILLING
TO ASSIST MY HUSBAND AND MYSELF, AND JUST HONEST, COMMON,
EVERYDAY PEOPLE.

Q AND YOU HAD PAID OBLIGATIONS TO OTHER PEOPLE IN
THE PAST WHICH HAD RESULTED IN THESE DEBTS?

A YES.

Q AS OF THAT PERIOD OF TIME, DID YOU CONSIDER ANY
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EFFURTS UNDER WHICH ~~- STRIKE THAT. BEFORE I GET TO THAT:
WERE THERE ANY OBVIOUS WAYS IN WHICH A CONGRESSMAN
UR A CONGRESSMAN'S WIFE COULD MAKE SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNTS OF
MONEY TO PAY SUCH DEBTS?

A NOT REALLY.

Q WERE THERE RESTRICTIOUNS?

A YES, THERE WERE LAWS THAT PROHIBITED A CONGRESSMAN
FROM HAVING OUTSIDE INCOME, AND THERE WERE RULINGS THAT WERE
OCCURRING THAT PROHIBITED A MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM GOING
OUT AND EARNING CERTAIN SUMS OF MONEY.

Q WERE YOU AWARE OF DISCUSSIONS OR PLANS OF EFFURTS
TO ATTEMPT TO SOLICIT FUNDS TO PAY THESE DEBTS?

A YES. ‘

Q WERE YOU AWARE IN 1977 OF AN APPLICATION THAT YOUR
HUSBAND HAD MADE TO THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION FOR A
PROPOSAL UNDER WHICH CONTRIBUTIONS CQULD BE SOLICITED TO PAY
PERSONAL EXPENSES?

A YES. MY HUSBAND WAS ANXTOUS TO COMPLY WITH THE
LAW, AND HE WROTE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION A LETTER,
ASKING TF HE COULD SOLICIT FUNDS TO PAY THESE DEBTS WHICH
|HAD BEEN INCURRED BY POLITICAL PRUBLEMS.

Q AND WAS THAT LETTER, TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, WRITTEN
AS A RESULT OF CONSULTATIONS WITH ANY ATTORNEY?

A OH, YES.

Q SPECIFICALLY, DO YOU KNOW AN ATTORNEY BY THE NAME
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OF JOHN RUNFT?

A YES, I DO. MR. RUNFT WAS MY HUSBAND'S ATTORNEY,
AND HE CONFERRED WITH HIM,

Q  HAD HE ALSO CONFERRED WITH YOU?

A YES. WE HAD DISCUSSED THIS.

Q  WITH REGARD TO THAT APPLICATION MADE TO THE FEDERAL
ELECTION COMMISSION, DID YOU BECUME AWARE OF WHAT THE RESULT
WAS?

A 1 DON'T RECALL EXACTLY THE CONTENTS OF THE LETTER,
BUT THE BOTTOM LINE WAS THAT IT'S 0.K. AS LONG AS CERTAIN
REQUIREMENTS ARE MET, AND AS LONG AS YOU COMPLY WITH THE LAW.

Q  WAS THERE ALSO A REQUIREMENT THAT THE HOUSE ETHICS
COMMITTEE APPROVE OF ANY SUCH SOLICITATION?

A THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE WERE CONSIDERING VARIOUS
THINGS AT THAT TIME, AND THEY CAME DOWN WITH A RULING AND
WROTE MY HUSBAND A LETTER TELLING HIM THAT HE COULD NOT SOLICIY
FUNDS TO PAY THESE DEBTS, THAT A COMMITTEE COULD NOT RATSE
FUNDS FOR HIM TO PA? THESE DEBTS, AND THAT H1S SPOUSE COULD
NOT RAISE FUNDS TO PAY THESE DEBTS.

Q  AND HOW DID YOU REACT TO THAT?

A MWELL, MY HUSBAND ALLOWED ME TO READ THE LETTER,
AND [ THOUGHT, "WELL, THIS IS VERY STRANGE, THAT THE HOUSE
ETHICS COMMITTEE WOULD TELL HIM THAT 1 CAN'T RAISE ANY, FUNDS
ON MY OWN. 1'M NOT A MEMBER OF CONGRESS. WHY SHOULD THEY

BE TELLING ME WHAT 1 CAN AND CAN'T DO FOR MY FAMILY?"

34-569 O - 84 ~ 78
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YOU FELT IT WAS A FAMILY PROBLEM?

L

A INDEED, I DID.

ﬁ WHY DID YOU FEEL 17 WAS A FAMILY PROBLEM?

A WELL, ANY DEBTS THAT MY HUSBAND OWED CERTAINLY WERE
MY DEBTS, TOU. AND IF HE SHOULD HAVE DROPPED DEAD, THEY WOULD
HAVE BEEN MY OBLIGATION.

Q DID YOU AROUND THAT PERIOD OF TIME HAVE ANY DISCUS-
SIONS WITH YOUR HUSBAND AND WITH MR. RUNFT ABUUT ANY
PROCEDURE WHICH COULD BE UTILIZED UNDER IDAHO LAW TO MAKE
YOU AN INDEPENDENT PERSON UNDER IDAHO LAW?

A YES, 1 DID.

Q AND COULD YOU JUST TELL US WHAT RESULTED FROM THUSE
DISCUSSIGNS.

A WELL, IT JUST APPEARED, AFTER TALKING TO MR. RUNFT,
THAT THE BEST WAY TO HANDLE THIS AND PERHAPS THE ONLY WAY -
TO HANDLE 1T WOULD BE FOR ME'H)BECOME AN INDEPENDENT PERSON,

TO HAVE A LEGAL SEPARATION OF PROPERTY, LIABILITIES, ASSETS
AND SO FORTH.

Q HE EXPLAINED TO YOU THAT IF YOU DIDN'T HAVE THAT,
THAT UNDER IDAHO LAW, YQU AND YOUR HUSBAND WERE SORT OF JOINTLY
RESPONSIBLE AND ENTITLED TO ANY PROPERTY DURING YOUR MARRIAGE?

A YES.

Q AND HE EXPLAINED TO YOU THAT IF YOU HAD SUCH A
SEPARATION AGREEMENT, THEN AT LEAST FOR LEGAL PURPOSES YOU

WERE SEPARATE AND YOUR HUSBAND WAS CONSIDERED SEPARATE?




10

n

12

13

14

16

16

19

8 2 8 8 0 n

1233

1192

THE COURT: MR. LEWIN, MAY I SEE YOU UP HERE, PLEASE,,

AND OTHER CUUNSEL.
(AT THE BENCH)

THE COURT: I NOTICED THERE WAS NO OBJECTION, AND
I KIND OF LET IT GO ON, BUT YOU ARE ASKING VERY LEADING
QUESTIONS, MR. LEWIN.

MR. LEWIN: ALL RIGHT.

THE COURT: THIS IS A FAIRLY CRITICAL WITNESS, 1
WOULD SUGGEST, AND IT MIGHT BE MORE APPROPRIATE 1F SHE COULD
TELL US IN HER OWN WORDS -~ AND SHE WAS PARTICIPATING IN THESE
ACTIVITIES, ACCORDING TO OTHER TESTIMONY THAT WE HAVE HEARD
== JUST WHAT HER POSITION OR UNDERSTANDING WAS.

MR. LEWIN: TI'LL ASK HER THAT, YOUR HONOR. 0.K.

THE COURT: FINE.

(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE)
" BY MR. LEWIN:

Q COULD YOU JUST TELL US, MRS. HANSEN, WHAT YOUR
UNDERSTANDING WAS OF THE EFFECT OF THIS SEPARATION OF PROPERTY
AGREEMENT THAT MR. RUNFT HAD SUGGESTED TO YOU?

A T UNDERSTOOD THAT IT WOULD GIVE ME THE PREROGATIVE
TO EARN, SOLICIT, TO BRING IN AN INCOME TO ASSIST IN TAKING
CARE OF THE DEBTS.

Q AND TT WOULD DO SO FOR WHAT REASON? [ MEAN WHAT
WOULD LEGALLY BE HAPPENING AS A RESULT OF THIS AGREEMENT>

A WELL, THERE WOULD BE SOME HANDICAPS AS WELL AS ASSETS.
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HANDICAPS AS A RESULT OF THE AGREEMENT?

» O

YES.

Q LIKE WHAT HANDICAPS WERE EXPLANIED TO YOU?

A OH, SUCH AS TNHERITANCE, PAYMENTS HAVING TO DO WITH
DEATH BENEFITS, AND 50 FORTH.

Q IN OTHER WORDS, THAT YOU WOULD NOT BE ELIGIBLE FOR
THOSE?

A RIGHT.

Q 1 SEE. BUT YOU SAY THAT THE BENEFIT WOULD BE THAT,
WHAT? THAT YOU WOULD BE ABLE TO SOLICIT SEPARATELY?

A YES.

Q 0.K. NOW, DID THAT SEPARATION OF PROPERTY AGREEMENT
REQUIRE THAT THERE BE AN ALLOCATION OF PROPERTY THAT YOU AND
YOUR HUSBAND HAD PREVIOUSLY OWNED TOGETHER?

A YES. MR. RUNFT WAS, 1 THINK, VERY CAREFUL AND VERY
CAUTIOUS IN DRAWING UP THESE PAPERS. AND T HAD ULTIMATE
CONFIDENCE IN HIM THAT HE WOULD DO IT IN A PROPER MANNER.

Q AND DID YOU RELY ON HIM AS THE AUTHORITY UNDER
1DAHO LAW TO TELL YOU WHAT THE CONSEQUENCES WOULD BE OF THAT
AGREEMENT?

A YES.

Q LET ME SHOW YOU WHAT IS IN EVIDENCE AS EXHIBIT 4O,
WHICH 1S HEADED, '“MEMORANDUM OF PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT"},
AND SPECIFICALLY DIRECT YOUR ATTENTION TO PAGE 8. AND 1 ASK

YOU WHETHER THAT'S YOUR SIGNATURE ON PAGE 8?2
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A YES, IT 1S.

Q  AND DO YOU RECALL SIGNING THAT PROPERTY SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT?

A YES.

Q THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 15 DATED THE
30TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1977. IS THAT APPROXIMATELY -- ['M
NOT ASKING YOU TO RECALL THE EXACT DATE. IS THAT APPROXIMATEL
TO YOUR UNDERSTANDING, THE TIME WHEN YOU SIGNED IT?

A YES.

Q AND WAS MR, RUNFT THERE?

A 1 BELIEVE 50.
Q AND YQUR HUSBAND SIGNED 1T, T0O?
A YES.

Q NOW, DID YOU AS A CONSEQUENCE OF HAVING AGREED THAT
YOU WOULD SEPARATE THE PROPERTY CONDUCT A SOLICITATION
CAMPAIGN?

A YES, 1 DID.

Q TO SOLICIT PRIVATE CONTRIBUTIONS?

A YES.

Q  AND HOW WAS THAT DUNE? I MEAN HOW DID YOU SOLICIT
THESE CONTRIBUTIONS?

A IT WAS DONE THROUGH THE MAIL.

Q JUST BY WHAT'S CALLED A DIRECT MATL --

A A DIRECT MATL SOLICITATION PROGRAM.

Q AND CAN YOU TELL US THE COMPANY THAT DID THIS,
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ACTUALLY IMPLEMENTED THIS DIRECT MAIL SOLICITATION?

A YES. 1T WAS MARTIN ADVERTISING.

Q AND THERE WAS A LETTER THAT WENT OUT, WAS IT SIGNED
BY YOU?

A YES.

Q AND 1T ASKED PEUPLE TO SEND IN FUNDS FOR THIS
PURPUSE?

A YES.

Q  WAS THAT DIRECT MAIL SOLICITATION SUCCESSFUL IN
RAISING SOME FUNDS?

A YES, 1T WAS. :

Q DO YOU KNOW APPROXIMATELY HOW MUCH?

A OH, SOMEWHERE IN THE NEIGHBORHUOD OF $100,000.

Q  AND THAT WAS -- THE DIRECT MAIL SOLICITATION WAS
LIMITED TO CONTRIBUTIONS UNDER $100. IS THAT CORRECT?

A YES.

Q AND THE CONTRIBUTORS SPECIFICALLY SIGNED THAT THEY
WERE GIVING IT FOR PERSUNAL PURPOSES, THEY UNDERSTOOD THAT
THEY WERE DOING?

A YES. THE LETTER PRETTY WELL DEFINED THAT.

Q  O.K. AND THE SOLICITATION OF THESE FUNDS CONTINUED
PAST INTO 1978, DIDN'T TT? I MEAN PAST 1977 AND INTO '78,
THE MAILING AND RECEIPT OF THESE COMTRIBUTIONS?

A YES. 1T CAME TRICKLING IN FOR A LITTLE WHILE.

Q NOW, LET ME GO FROM THE MATTER OF THIS PROPERTY
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REALLY TO SOMETHING THAT ﬁAPPENED PRICOR
TO THE PRUPERTY SETTLEHENT‘AGREEﬁENT. AND T'M SPECIFICALLY
REFERRING TO SOMETHING WHICH YOU KNOW YOU'VE BEEN ASKED ABOUT
BEFORE, AND THAT IS -- LET ME CALL IT THE SOYBEAN TRANSACTION,
JUST FOR SHORT. DO YOU RECALE AT SCME POINT HAVING MET AN
INDIVIDUAL NAMED NELSUON BUNKER HUNT?

A YES, 1 DO.

Q AND CAN YOU TELL US, MRS. HANSEN, WHAT YOUR PRESENT
RECOLLECTION iS5 AS TO WHEN YOU MET MR. HUNT.

A OH, 76 OR SO. IT HAS BEEN A LONG TIME.

Q AND UNDER WHAT CTRCUMSTANCES DID YOU MEET HIM?

h -7

AT A SUCTAL POLITICAL GATHERING.

Q AND DID YOU TALK TO HIM A& THAT TIME?

A YES. HE WAS AWARE OF THE POLITICAL SITUATION WITH
MY HUSBAND, WITH THE WAYNE HAYS TU-DO THAT HAD HAPPENED
EARLIER.

Q RIGHT. O0.K. WAYNE HAYS WAS A CONGRESSMAN WHO HAD
ATTACKED CONGRESSMAN HANSEN. IS THAT RIGHT?

A YES. .MR. HAYS WAS CHAIRMAN OF THE DEMOCRATIC
CAMPAIGN COMMITTEZE IN 1974, AND HE.HAS ALSO CHAIRMAN OF THE
HOUSE ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE.

Q  AND MR. HUNT AND YOU TALKED, TO THE BEST OF YOUR
RECOLLECTION, ABGUT MR. HAYS OR THAT KIND OF THING AT THE
TIME? .

A YES. WE TALKED ABOUT VARIOUS POLITICAL ISSUES.
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1 DON'T RECALL EVERYTHING WE DISCUSSED.

Q NOW, DID THERE COME A TIME IN 1977, MRS. HANSEN,
WHEN, TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION, YOU HEARD ON THE
TELEPHONE FROM MR. HUNT?

A 1 BELIEVE -- YES.

Q ARE YOU ABSGLUTELY SURE? 1 MEAN JUST GIVE US YOUR
BEST RECOLLECTION. 1IF YDU'RE NOT REALLY SURE, TELL US YOU'RE
NOT SURE.

A I REMEMBER HAVING A TELEPHONE CALL FROM HIM, AND
HE WAS AWARE THAT I WAS TRYING TO FIND WAYS TO TAKE CARE OF
THESE FAMILY DEBTS. AND HE HAD BEEN APPROACHED. | SUPPOUSE
HE GOT APPRUACHED BY A LOT OF POLITICAL PEOPLE. BUT, ANYWAY,
HE HAD GIVEN 1T SOME THOUGHT AND HAS’HILLING TO HELP,

Q AND HOW DID HE HELP? TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLEC-
TION, YOU SAY YOU THINK HE CALLED YQU, AND WHAT HAPPENED?

A HE TOLD ME PERHAPS THAT -~ WELL, SOMETHING TO THE
EFFECT THAT IF YOU GIVE A PERSON A FISH AND HE'LL EAT FOR
A DAY, BUT YOU TEACH HIM TO FISH AND HE'LL EAT FOR HIS LIFE --
FOR THE REST OF HIS LIFE. AND I THINK HE WAS TRYING TO HELP
ME TO GET INTO THE MARKET.

Q AND IN WHAT WAY? DID HE INTRODUCE YOU OR TELL YOU
TO CALL ANYBODY OR BE CALLED BY ANYBODY?  AGAIN, GIVE US.
YOUR BEST RECOLLECTION.

A HE TOLD ME -~ I CAN'T REMEMBER IF HE TOLD ME THAT

HE WOULD HAVE SOMEQONE CONTACT ME OR IF HE TOLD ME TO CONTACT
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A PERSON.

Q  AND WHO WAS THAT PERSON?

A 1T WAS A MAN BY THE NAME OF MR. NICHOLS IN CHICAGO.

Q  AND, IN FACT, NOW, AS YOU SiT HERE TODAY ON THE
WITNESS STAND, YUUR BEST RECOLLECTION, DO YOU RECALL SPEAKING
TO MR. NICHULS ON THE TELEPHONE?

A YES, 1 DO.

Q DU YOU RECALL HOW MANY TIMES YOU SPOKE TO MR. NICHDLF
ON THE TELEPHONE?

A SEVERAL.

Q  SEVERAL TIMES. YOU'RE SURE IT'S MORE THAN ONCE?

A YES.

Q  AND COULD YOU TELL US, TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOL~
LECTION, WHAT THE NATURE WAS OF THE CONVERSATIONS YOU HAD
WITH MR. NICHOLS?

A WELL, T WAS INVESTING IN THE SOYBEAN MARKET, AND
MR. NTCHOLS WAS AN EXPERT IN THIS FIELD. AND THE TELEPHONE
DISCUSSIONS WERE ABOUT WHAT WAS HAPPENING IN THE MARKET.

Q  NOW, YOU SAY YOU WERE INVESTING IN SOYBEANS. YOU
WERE INVESTING IN SOYBEANS BECAUSE MR. NICHOLS WAS SUGGESTNG
TO YOU TO INVEST IN SOYBEANS; IS THAT RIGHT?

A RIGHT.

Q  AND THAT WAS AT THE SUGGESTION OF MR. HUNT.

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q DID YOU KNOW ANYTHING ABOUT THE SOYBEAN MARKET PRIOR
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TO THAT TIME?

A NO.

Q  DID YOU KNOW ANYTHING ABOUT THE FUTURE COMMODITIES
MARKET PRIOR TO THAT TIME?

A NO. |

Q@ 0.K. BUT YOU RECALL HAVING HAD SEVERAL CONVERSATIONS
WITH MR. NICHOLS ABOUT THESE SOYBEAN TRANSACTIONS.

A vEs.

Q  AND DO YOU RECALL, WAS HE TELLING YOU WHAT WAS
HAPPENING WITH REGARD TO THESE VARIOUS TRANSACTjONS?

A YEs. |

Q  AND DID YOU AGREE THAT HE SHOULD GO AHEAD, OR DID
YOU DISAGREE, OR WHAT DiD YOU DO?

A WELL, NOT BEING KNOWLEDGEABLE, i WAS TRUSTING HIM
TO DU WHAT WAS BEST FOR ME.

Q  0.K. AND COULD YOU TELL US WHAT THE RESULT WAS
OF THESE VARTOUS TELEPHOME CONVERSATIONS THAT YOU HAD WITH
MR. NICHOLS.

A WELL, THE RESULTS WERE THAT 1 TOUK A CONSIDERABLE
LOSS.

Q DO YOU REMEMBER OFFHAND HOW MUCH?

A NO. 1 DON'T REMEMBER THE EXACT F1GURE.

Q  0.K. BUT AS A CONSEQUENCE OF ALL THIS, YOU WERE
TOLD THAT YOU OWED A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF MONEY.

A THAT 1S CORRECT.
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Q O.K. AND THEN WHAT DID YOU DO NEXT?

A WELL, T WONDERED, YOU KNOW, HOW 1 WOULD MEET THE
UBLIGATTION AND SO FORTH.

Q DID YOU GET A CALL FROM MR. HUNT?

A YES.

Q AND WHAT DID HE TELL YOU TO DO?

A HE SUGGESTED THAT 1 COME TO DALLAS AND HE WOULD
CO-SIGN A NUTE TO HELP TAKE CARE OF THIS.

Q ALL RIGHT. AND WHAT DID YOU DO?

A ! WENT TO DALLAS, WENT TO MR. HUNT'S OFFICE, AND
HE PUT ME IN TOUCH WITH MR. HENRY, AND 1 SIGNED A NOTE,
AND WENT FROM THERE TO CHICAGO AND WENT TO THE BROKERAGE
HOUSE AND -- '

Q WELL, JT'S AN IMPORTANT THING. YCU SAY YOU SIGNED
A NOTE. DID YOU GET SOMETHING WHEN YOU STGNED THE NOTE?

A OH, YES. T GOT A CHECK,

Q DO YOU REMEMBER HOW MUCH THE CHECK WAS FOR?

A I BELIEVE IT WAS $50,000.

Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, WHAT DID YOU DO NEXT? YOU WENT
FROM THERE ~- FROM DALLAS, WHERE DID YOU GO?

A I WENT TO -CHICAGO.

Q ALL RIGHT. WHY TO CHICAGL?

A WELL, THAT WAS WHERE THE BROKERAGE HOUSE WAS.

Q AND THAT'S WHERE YQOU OWED THE MONEY, WHATEVER AMOUNT,

OF MONEY IT WAS.
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A YES.

Q AND WHAT DID YOU DO IN CHICAGO?

A WELL, 1 WAS HOPING THAT 1 WOULD SEE MR. NICHOLS,
BUT 1 DIDN'T SEE HIM., I GOT THERE LATE IN THE AFTERNOON,
AND, TO THE BEST OF MY MEMORY, THE BRUKERAGE HOUSE WAS MERGING
WITH ANOTHER HOUSE THAT DAY. AND CHICAGO WAS A VERY BIG
PLACE FOR ME TO BE, AND T WAS A LITTLE OVERWHELMED BY IT ALL.
AND SOMEONE ELSE BESIDES MR. NICHOLS MET WITH ME.

Q AND WHAT DID YOU DO IN CHICAGO?

A I LEFT THEM A CHECK.

Q AND FROM THERE, WHERE DID YOU GO?

A CAME ON TO WASHINGTON.

Q O.K. WITH THE $50,000 CHECK.

A RIGHT.

Q AND WHAT DID YOU DO WITH THE $50,000 CHECK?

A THE CHECK WAS DEPOSITED.

Q DID YOU GIVE IT TO YOUR HUSBAND?

A I DON'T REMEMBER WHETHER I DID OR NOT. I SUPPUSE
1 MIGHT HAVE,

Q 0.K. NOW, DID YOU UNDERSTAND AS A RESULT OF THAT
TRANSACTION THAT YOU OWED $50,000 TO THE DALLAS NATIONAL BANK?

A YES.

Q AND, AS A MATTER OF FACT=--YOU HAVE THAT DOCUMENT
BEFORE YOU WHICH IS THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT. PAGE

b-A REFERS TU A LOAN FROM THE FIRST =~ THESE ARE THE PROPERTIE




10

L

13
1
15
i
17
18

19

23
24

25

THAT GO TO YOU, OR THE OBLIGATIONS. A LDAN FROM THE FIRST
NATTONAL BANK OF DALLAS, TEXAS, IN THE SUM OF $50,000. THAT

WAS THAT OUBLIGATION, WASN'T IT, AS A RESULT OF THAT NOTE?

A

Q

YOU ASSUMED EXCLUSIVE -~

TO THE FORM OF THESE QUESTIONS BASEb ON THE COURT'S PRIOR

RULING,

A

Q

THAT OBLIGATION BEING IN THERE UNDER THE LIST OF YOUR L1ABILI-

TIES?
A

Q

A

Q

INTEREST PAYMENTS?

A

Q

THAT'S CORRECT.

AND AS A RESULT OF THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT),

MR. WEINGARTEN: EXCUSE ME. 1'M GOING TO OBJECT

MR. LEWIN: o.K.
THE COURT: NONLéAbING, MR. LEWIN, PLEASE.
MR. LEWIN: ALL RIGHT.

BY MR, LEWIN:

THAT WAS THAT NBLIGATION.

THAT'S RIGHT.

O.K. AND WHAT DID YOU UNDERSTAND AS A RESULT OF

THAT IT WAS MY RESPONSIBLITY TO PAY IT,
AND YOU HAD SIGNED THE NOTE, ANYWAY.
YES -

DID YOU RECEIVE NOTICES FROM THE BANK ASKING FOR

YES -

TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION, DID YOU MAKE ANY

1243

1202
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INTEREST PAYMENTS?

A YES.

Q WERE THERE NOTES THAT ARRIVED AT A TIME WHEN YOU
WERE UNABLE FINANCIALLY TO MAKE INTEREST PAYMENTS?

A YES.

Q DO YOU KNOW AT SOUME POINT WHETHER A CALL WAS MADE
BACK TO THE BANK REGARDING SOME OF THOSE REQUESTS FOR PAYMENT?

A YES. 1'M CERTAIN THAT THAT HAPPENED.

Q AND DO YOU KNOW WHO MADE THE CALL BACK TO THE BANK
TO RESPOND ON YOUR BEHALF?

A -1 BELIEVE MY HUSBAND DID.

Q DID YOU ASK HIM TO DO THAT?

A I THINK T DID. .

Q NOW, JUST GOING BACK TO THE AGREEMENT I[TSELF, AT
ABOUT THE TIME OF THE AGREEMENT, IN JUNE OF 1977, WHEN YOU
WERE TALKING ABOUT THE AGREEMENT, THERE WAS A LETTER THAT'S
IN EVIDENCE -- WHAT NUMBER IS IT, PLEASE? 36. EXHIBIT 36
IN EVIDENCE 1S A COPY OF A LETTER FROM WHICH ARE OMITTED
CERTAIN THINGS THAT ARE TRRELEVANT TO THIS CASE. BUT IF YOU
WILL JUST LOUK AT THE EXHIBIT 36, DO YOU RECOGNIZE THAT
LETTER, 36 IN EVIDENCE?

A YES. 1 RECOGNIZE IT.

Q AND 18 THAT YOUR SIGNATURE AT THE END OF THAT
LETTER?

A YES, IT 1S,




10
1
12
13
14
15
16
7
8

19

8 % 8 8

1245

. 1204

Q AND COULD YOU TELL US WHY THAT LETTER WAS WRITTEN
AND WHAT T 1S?

A WELL, IT WAS THE LETTER THAT I WROTE TO THE CHAIRMAN
OF THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE ADVISING HIM OF MY PLANS T
SOLICIT FUNDS AND RAISE MONEY TO HELP ERASE OUR FAMILY DEBTS.

Q AND IN WRITING THAT LETTER, DID YOU GET THE
ASSISTANCE OF MR, RUNFT ON THE TELEPHONE?

A YES, 1 DID.

Q BUT THAT LETTER EXPRESSED YOUR OPINIONS AND YOUR

A EXACTLY.

Q AND THE FOLLOWING YEAR == 1 WILL SHOW YOU WHAT HAS
BEEN MARKED AS DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT 3§ IN EVIDENCE. THE
FOLLOWING YEAR, IN MAY UF 1978, THERE WAS ANDTHER LETTER
SIGHED BY YOU TO CONGRESSMAN PREYER. THAT'S MAY OF 1978.
COULD YOU TELL THE COURT AND JURY WHAT THAT LETTER WAS ABOUT?

A IT WAS TO ADVISE THE CHAIRMAN THAT THE PROPERTY
SETTLEMENT THAT 1 HAD WRITTEN TO HIM ABOUT EARLIER WAS DULY
EXECUTED IN ACCURDANCE WITH IDAHU LAW.

Q AND DU YOU REMEMBER ANY ISSUE BEING RAISED IN HAY
OF 1978 ABOUT WHETHER YOUR LOANS -- STRIKE THAT. LET ME
GO BACK FOR A MOMENT.

THE FACT THAT YQU WERE RATSING FUNDS AND THAT YOU

HAD SENT THESE LETTERS WAS ALL A MATTER OF SUBSTANTIAL PUBLIC

ATTENTION BACK IN IDAHO, WASN'T IT?
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A YES. WE GOT A LOT OF, | WOULD SAY ADVERSE PRESS
AS A RESULT OF His. _

Q DOES THE NAME "TIN CUP CONNIE" MEAN ANYTHING TO
YOU?

A YES. THERE WAS AN ARTICLE BY COLUMNIST JACK ANDERSON
AND THOSE WERE THE HEADLINES. AND EVERYONE KNEW THAT GEORGE
AND 1 WERE A HAPPILY MARRIED COUPLE, AND THERE WERE HEADLINES
STATING THAT GEORGE AND CONNIE SPLIT, AND INDICATING THAT
WE WERE DOING SOMETHING OTHER THAN JUST HAVING A FINANCIAL
SETTLEMENT, A PROPERTY SETTLEMENT.

Q  WHAT DOES WTIN CUP CONNTE" MEAN?

A WELL, AFTER YOU'VE BEEN 1N POLITICS FOR A WHILE,
YOU LEARN TO SORT OF TAKE A LOT OF THIS. BUT [T WAS INDICAT-
ING THAT 1 WAS LOOKING FOR A HANDOUT .

Q WITH A TIN CUP.

A RIGHT.

Q AND THAT'S THE WAY IT WAS REPORTED IN THE PRESS.

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q  AND THEN DO YOU RECALL IN MAY OF 1978 THAT THERE
WAS A FUSS IN THE PRESS OVER THE FACT THAT YOUR OBLIGATIONS
AND ANY INCOME THAT YOU HAD WAS NOT REPORTED BY THE CONGRESSMA
ON A HOUSE ETHICS FORM THAT THEN HAD TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE?

A YES.

Q AND WAS THIS LETTER IN RELATION TO THAT FUSS TN THE
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PRESS?

A I BELIEVE SO.

Q 0.K. LET'S GO FROM THERE, MRS. HANSEN, TO JANUARY
OF 1979. THE CONGRESSMAN WAS REELECTED AGAIN IN 19782

A YES.

Q AND CAME BACK TO SERVE AGAIN IN -~ YOU WERE HERE
AND YOU LIVED HERE, AND THE TERM WAS BEGINNING IN 1979. IN
JANUARY OF 1979, WAS THERE ANOTHER TIME WHEN YOU HEARD FROM
MR. HUNT (N SOME WAY?

A YES, [ DID.

Q NOW, AGAIN, GIVE US YOUR BEST RECOLLECTION AS YOU
ARE SITTING THERE, JUST WHAT YOU REMEMBER. WHAT DO YOU RECALI
ABOUT THE EVENTS OF JANUARY 19797

A WELL, HE WAS AWARE THAT THE DEBT STILL HAD NOT BEEN
ERASED.

Q YOU STILL OWED THE MONEY UNDER THE ORIGINAL NOTE?

A YES.

Q 0.K.

A AND HE WAS KIND ENOUGH TO CALL ME AND SUGGEST THAT
I GET IN TOUCH WITH A MR, MING ==

Q MING?

A MING, UH-HUH, M-1-N-G. AND THAT PERHAPS MR. MING
COULD HELP ME IN ANOTHMER MARKET TRANSACTION.

Q ALL RIGHT. NOW, TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION,

DID YOU CALL MR. MING, OR DID MR. MING CALL YOU?

34-569 0 ~ 84 - 79
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A T DON'T REMEMBER.

Q U.K. DO YOU REMEMBER HAVING CONVERSATIONS WITH
MR. MING?

A YES, 1 DO.

Q 0.K. COULD YOU TELL US WHAT YOU REMEMBER ABOUT
THE CONVERSATIONS WITH MR, MING.

A WELL, MR. MING WAS VERY HELPFUL, AND I TOOK IT THAT
HE WAS A VERY KNUWLEDGEABLE PERSON. HE KEPT ME ADVISED AS
TO WHAT WAS HAPPENING IN THE MARKET. AND --

Q WHAT COMMODITY WERE YQU DEALING IN AT THIS TIME?

A IN THE STLVER MARKET.

Q 0.K. AND YOU SAY HE KEPT YOU ADVISED?

A YES, HE DID.

Q DO YOU DISTINCTLY REMEMBER THAT HE WOULD CALL YOU
REGULARLY ABOUT THAT?

A YES.

Q AND DID YOU IN THE CONVERSATIONS AGREE OR CONFIRM

WHAT IT IS HE WAS DOING ON YOUR BEHALF?

A WELL, 1 KEPT TELLING HIM, "YQU'RE THE DOCTOR, YOU'RE
THE EXPERT, AND I'M TRUSTING YOU TO DU WHAT'S BEST FUR ME.M

Q 0.K. AND DID YOU AUTHORIZE HIM TO SELL WHATEVER
CONTRACTS HE HAD BOUGHT?

A YES.

Q AND, TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, DID HE SELL WHATEVER SILVER

CONTRACTS HE HAD BOUGHT?
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A YES. TO THE BEST OF MY RECOLLECTION, 1 TOLD HIM
TO DO WHAT WOULD BRING THE MOST INCOME IN TO ME.

Q@  U.K. AND AT THAT DCCASION, DID THAT REALIZE A PROFI1
OR A LOSS?

A A PROFIT.

Q DO YOU RECALL APPROXIMATELY HOW MUCH THE PROFIT WAS

A 1T WAS SOMEWHERE IN THE NETGHBORHOOD OF $87,000.

Q  O.K. AND DD YOU RECALL THAT THERE WAS SOME NEED,
IN ORDER TO RECOVER THAT PROFIT, FOR AN ARRANGEMENT TO BE
MADE UNDER WHICH SOME MONEY WOULD GO TO MR. MING'S OFFICE —-
OR NOT TO MR. MING'S OFFICE; TO THE CLEARING HOUSE OFFICE,
1'M SORRY, BEFORE THE MONEY WOULD BE RELEASED?

A yEs. ‘

Q  YOU RECALL THAT THAT WAS NECESSARY? HE EXPLAINED
THAT TO You?

A YES.

Q DO YOU RECALL HOW THAT WAS ARRANGED?

A WELL, IT WAS ARRANGED THROUGH OUR ACCOUNTANT AND
A BANK IN POCATELLO.

Q  DID YOU PERSUNALLY MAKE THOSE ARRANGEMENTS?

A NO, I DIDN'T, MY HUSBAKD DID THAT.

Q  DID YOU ASK HIM TQ MAKE THOSE ARRANGEMENTS?

A YES. IT WAS SOMETHING THAT HAD TO BE DONE.

Q  IN THE COURSE OF THE CONVERSATIONS YOU HAD WITH

MR. MING, TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION, WAS THERE ANY TIME
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THAT YOUR HUSBAND SPOKE WITH MR. MING?

A I'M SURE THERE PROBABLY WERE TIMES WHEN THEY TALKED.

Q IN WHAT WAY? AND WHAT WOULD BE THE CIRCUMSTANCES
UNDER WHICH HE MIGHT HAVE SPOKEN TO MR. MING?

A WELL, LOTS OF TIMES THERE WILL BE OCCASIONS WHEN
I'M NOT FREE TO TALK ON THE PHONE OR MAYBE MY HUSBAND IS NOT
FREE TO TALK; MAYBE ALL THE LINES WiLL BE RINGING. AND I
DID WANT MY HUSBAND TO TALK TO THIS MAN.

Q BECAUSE?

A HE WAS DEALING IN SOMETHING THAT AFFECTED ME, AND

Q SO YOU JUST WANTED TO INTRODUCE THEM?

A I WANTED THEM TO BE AWARE OF THAT THE OTHER ONE
EXISTED.

Q  DID MR. MING SEEM LIKE A HELPFUL, KIND INDIVIDUAL
TO YOU?

1}

A HE DID, INDEED.

Q  AND YOU SAY IN TERMS OF THE PHONES RINGING. | GUESS
I HAVEN'T ASKED YOU SPECIFICALLY: WHAT DO YOU DO AS ADMINIS-
TRATIVE ASSISTANT IN THAT OFFICE?

A JUST ABOUT EVERYTHING. ANSWER THE TELEPHONES, MAKE
CERTAIN THAT THE MAIL IS ANSWERED, HELP PEOPLE WITH THEIR
SOCIAL SECURITY PRUBLEMS, VETERANS CASES.

Q  SET UP APPOINTMENTS?

A YES.,
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Q THERE HAS BEEN SOME CONVERSATION -- TESTIMONY IN
THI1S COURTROOM ABQUT THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, FOR EXAMPLE,
DOES THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY CALL THE OFFICE?

A WELL, THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY HAS CALLED THE OFFICE,
AS HAVE MANY OTHER OFFICIALS. BUT THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
HAS ~-- 1 GUESS IT'S SORT OF A PROCEDURE THAT THEY INVITE MEM-
BERS OF CUNGRESS TO CUME AND HAVE BREAKFAST OVER AT THE
PENTAGON WEEKLY, AND THERE'S NO WAY A CONGRESSMAN COULD POSSIBLY
ACCEPT ALL THESE INVITATIONS. AND MR. HANSEN HAS RECEIVED
NUMEROUS INVITATIONS FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY TO HAVE
BREAKFAST.

¢} AND HE DOESN'’T GO TU ALL THOSE BREAKFASTS,

A NO. HE DOUESN'T EAT BREARFAST.

Q O.K. 1IN TERMS OF MAKING APPOINTMENTS WITH PEOPLE
SUCH AS AT THE LEVEL OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, IS THAT
ROUTINE? I MEAN 1S THAT DONE FOR CONSTITUENTS ALL THE TIME?

A VERY. MR. -~ 1 MIGHT ADD THAT MR. HANSEN RECEIVES
FILES, OR DRAWERS FULL OF INVITATIONS EVERY YEAR THAT ARE
NOT ACCEPTED. THERE'S NO WAY YOU COULD EVER ACCEPT THEM ALL.

Q NOW, WITH REGARD TO THAT PROFIT ON THE SILVER TRANS-
ACTION OF $87,000, YOU UNDERSTOUD THAT WHATEVER ARRANGEMENT
WAS MADE WAS MADE AND THE FUNDS WERE DELIVERED; THE $87,000
WERE RELEASED. IS THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q AND WHAT DID YOU DO WITH THE $87,000 PROFIT YOU HAD
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A IT WAS DEPOSITED INA BANK IN POCATELLO.

Q  AND DO YOU KNOW WHO SPENT 17?2

A IT WAS TN A JOINT ACCOUNT, AND MY HUSBAND PAID
DEBTS WITH L(T.

Q  DID YOU AUTHORIZE HIM TO DO THAT? .

A YES.

Q  DID YuJ UNDERSTAND THAT AS A RESULT OF THE PROPERTY
SETTLEMENT ARRANGEMENT, YOU WERE FREE TO AUTHORIZE HIM TO
USE ANY PROPERTY THAT YOU HAD GOTTEN?

A YES. WE DIDN'T GET A DIVORCE, SO THE MONIES WERE
OURS :

Q  AND WERE YOU TOLD BY MR. RUNFT WHAT RIGHTS .YOU HAD
TO THE MONEY THAT LEGALLY WAS ONLY YOURS? '

/

A YEs.

Q  WERE YOU TOLD THAT YOU COULD GIVE 1T TO YOUR HUSBAND
IF YOU WANTED T0?

A YES,

MR. WEINGARTEN: EXCUSE ME. THE SAME --

THE COURT: MR. LEWIN, | HAVE ASKED YOU NOT TO
ASK LEADING QUESTIONS OF THE WITNESS. PLEASE LET HER TELL
US WHAT SHE KNOWS.

MR. LEWIN: U.K. BUT I'M JUST TRYING TO FOCUS ON
PARTICULAR THINGS, YOUR HONOR.

THE COURT: VYES. IT-1S IMPdRTANT THAT YOU ASK
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NONLEADING QUESTIONS.
BY MR. LEWIN:

Q BY THE WAY, WITH REGARD TU THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT,
YOU'VE FILED JOINT TAX RETURNS SINCE THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT, HAVE YOU NOT?

A YES.

Q DID MR. RUNFT TELL YOU YOU COULD DO THAT?

A YES. MR. RUNFT KEPT US ADVISED,

Q WITH REGARD TU THAT $87,000 PROFIT, WAS THAT REPORTED
ON YOUR TAX RETURN FOR THAT YEAR?

A YES.

Q NOW, LET ME TAKE YOU A LITTLE BIT FURTHER IN TlME,‘
MRS. HANSEN, TO APRIL OF 1981, SPECIFICALLY TO THE RECE[PT
OF WHAT HAS COME TO BE KNOWN AS THE BLACKMAIL LETTER. DO
YOU REMEMBER THAT?

A I CERTAINLY DO.

Q WHY DO YOU REMEMBER THAT?

A IT WAS JUST INCONCEIVABLE THAT SUCH A THING couLp
HAPPEN, |

Q WERE YOU FRIGHTENED AS A RESULT OF IT IN ANY WAY?

A I CERTAINLY WAS,

Q WHY ?

A WELL, IN THE FIRST PLACE, THE EXTORTION OR BLACKMAIL
LETTER INDICATED THAT THERE WOULD BE VIOLENCE. AND WE HAVE

‘BEEN OVER THE YEARS SUBJECTED TO A LOT OF THREATS. WE'VE BEEN
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BURGLARIZED AND HARASSED IN A LOT OF DIFFERENT WAYS. AND 1
THOUGHT, "WHAT 1S THIS?" I WAS SCARED.
Q DID YOU KNOW -~ WERE YOU PRESENT WHEN THERE WAS
A DISCUSSTION ABOUT WHAT SHOULD BE DONE ABOUT THE BLACKMAIL
LETTER?
A WELL, THERE WAS NO DOUBT IN MY MIND ABOUT WHAT SHOULD
BE DUNE ABOUT IT.
THE COURT: THE QUESTION WAS: WERE YOU PRESENT
WHEN THERE WAS A DISCUSSION ABOUT THAT?
THE WITNESS: OH. 1'M SORRY.
BY MR. LEWIN:

Q WERE YOU PRESENT WHEN THERE WAS ANY DISCUSSION ABOUT

A YES, T WAS PRESENT.

Q  DID YOU DISCUSS IT WITH YOUR HUSBAND?

A YES.

Q  AND WHAT WAS HIS IMMEDIATE REACTION TO 1T?

A THAT WE MUST IMMEDIATELY GET TH1S OVER TO THE FBI.

Q  DID HE GO TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL ABOUT THAT?

A YES, HE DID.

Q  DID HE CALL THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE?
A YES.

Q JUST WITH REGARD TO YOUR RECOLLECTION OF THAT DAY,
DO YOU REMEMBER THE VARIOUS ATTORNEYS COMING FROM OUT OF TOWN

AND MEETING IN THE OFFICE AND THEN GDING TU THE ATTORNEY GENERA

L?
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A YES. 1T WAS KIND OF A BYUSY TIME.
Q DO YOU REMEMBER WHAT HAPPENED ON THAT DAY? 1 MEAN
YOU DIDN'T GO TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL YOURSELF.
A NO, 1 DIDN'T.
TELL US WHAT HAPPENED WHEN THE ATTORNEYS CAME BACK.

FROM ~-

Q0 0 0

THE ATTORNEY GENERAL.

A I DON'T RECALL EVERYTHING THAT TOOK PLACE, BUT I
DO KNOW THEY CAME BACK AND THEY TOLD ME THAT THEY HAD, YOU
KNOW, TURNED THE LETTER OVER TO THE ATTURNEY GENERAL AND THAT
THEY WOULD, I SUPPOSE, TAKE ACTION.

Q DID THE FBI COME OVER TO THE OFFICE THAT AFTERNQON?

A YES. _

Q DID THEY COME TO THE OFFICE AGAIN THE NEXT DAY?

A 1 BELIEVE SO.

Q WHAT ABOUT YOURSELF? WERE YOU QUESTIONED ON THAT
DAY, OR THE NEXT DAY?

A I WAS.

Q WHAT HAPPENED? JUST DESCRIBE WHAT -—-

A WELL, AS I READ THE LETTER, 1 THOUGHT, "THIS IS
INCREDIBLE, THAT SOMEONE WOULD BE INTO OUR BUSINESS AND WOULD
BE THREATENING SUMEONE.™ AND THE FIRST THING THAT OCCURRED
TO ME WAS: 1S ANYONE LOOKING AFTER MY SAFETY AND WELEARE.
AND WHEN 1 WAS INTERVIEWED BY THE FBI, YOU KNOW,

T THOUGHT, WELL, HERE ARE THESE -- I HAD THE GREATEST RESPECT
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FOR THE FBI.
MR. WEINGARTEN: EXCUSE ME. MAY WE APPROACH THE
BENCH?
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.

(AT THE BENCHD

MR. WEINGARTEN: THIS IS WHOLLY IRRELEVANT. [ OBJE(

TO THIS EVIDENCE, UNLESS WE HAVE A PROFFER FROM MR. LEWIN.

MR. LEWIN: YOU KNOW, IF 1 ASK A QUESTION THAT'S
DIRECTED TO SOMETHING SPECIFIC, I'M TULD I'M LEADING; IF |
ASK THE WITNESS TO PLEASE DESCRIBE WHAT HAPPENED, MR.
WEINGARTEN SAYS HE DOESN'T LIKE THE ANSWER.

I AM ASKING HER WHAT HAPPENED THAT AFTERNOON, SO
THE WITNESS 1S TELLING US HER MENTAL REACTIONS IN TERMS OF
THE FBI, 1 SUPPOSE IN TERMS OF LEADING INTO WHAT HAPPENED.

MR, WEINGARTEN: HOW IS THAT RELEVANT?

MR. LEWIN: BECAUSE I THINK THE REACTIONS TO THE
BLACKMATL AND WHAT HAPPENED THAT AFTERNOON HAVE BEEN RULED
BY HER HONOR TO BE RELEVANT.

THE COURT: AS TO HIS INTENT.

MR. LEWIN: YES.

THE COURT: NOT, OF COURSE, AS TO MRS. HANSEN'S
INTENT.

MR. WEINGARTEN: THE FBI INTERVIEW IS TOTALLY
IRRELEVANT.

MR. LEWIN: ALL RIGHT. IF JT'S IRRELEVANT, 1 WILL

ACCEPT THAT, AND THEN MR. WEINGARTEN OUGHT NOT TQ BE ABLE




10
1"

12
13
"
16
16
17
18

19

21

23

24

1257

1216
TO INQUIRE WITH HER WITH REGARD TO ANY FBI INTERVIEWS CON-
DUCTED ON THAT DAY. | WILL AGREE. LET'S ACCEPT THAT.
MR. WEINGARTEN: EXCEPT TU IMPEACH HER.
MR. LEWIN: OH, IF YOU ARE GOING TO INQUIRE OF HER
ABOUT FBI INTERVIEWS --
_ THE COURT: KEEP YOUR VOICE DOWN. YOU HAVE A GOOD
COURTROOM VOICE, BUT IT DOES PROJECT.
MR. LEWIN: SHE WAS ASKED ABOUT THESE EVENTS BY
THE FBI. MR. WEINGARTEN SURELY KNOWS, AS HE IS STANDING
THERE AND HAS A LITTLE SMILE ON HIS FACE, THAT HE WAS GOING
TO INQUIRE TO HER AS TO THE STATEMENTS SHE MADE TO THE FBI
ON THAT DAY. AND I AM ENTITLED, I THINK, TO ASK HER ABOUT
THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THAT INTERVIEW.
THE COURT: IF YOU ARE GOING TO INQUIRE AS TO THE
INTERVIEW.
MR. WEINGARTEN: [ HAVE NO SUCH INTENTION, SO MR.
LEWIN WAS SEEING A LITTLE SMILE THAT WAS NONEXISTENT.
THE COURT: MR, LEWIN, IF HE DQES INQUIRE,
OBVIOUSLY YOU WILL HAVE A CHANCE TO COME BACK, SINCE HE SAYS
HE HAS NU SUCH INTENTIONS.
MR. LEWIN: ALL RIGHT. FINE.
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT, GENTLEMEN. BUT, MR. LEWIN,
YOU KNOW, WE'VE GOT 20 MORE MINUTES, 25 MURE MINUTES THIS
MORNING TO SI1T ON THIS, BUT 1 DO ASK -- 1 DON'T WANT TO KEEP

INTERRUPTING. IT IS OBVIOUSLY A MANNER OF MOVING ALONG A
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CASE, WHEN FOCUSING, AS YOU PUT IT, BUT SOMETIMES IT'S A LITTL
MORE THAN FOCUSING. SHE SAYS "FBI"™ AND YOU RIGHT AWAY SAY
"DID YOU GO TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL?"™ IF SHE DOESN'T KNOW,
SHE DOESN'T KNOW. BUT I THINK IT'S IMPORTANT THAT WE ALL
KNOW HOW MUCH SHE KNOWS INDIVIDUALLY, NOT WHAT HER ATTORNEY
1S TELLING HER.

SO, 1 REALLY DON'T WANT TO HAVE TO INTERRUPT YOU.
T THINK THAT 1§ UNSEEMLY, AND I TRY NOT TO. THERE HAVE BEEN
MANY TIMES I COULD HAVE. BUT, PLEASE, PLEASE, 1 CERTAINLY
AM ASKING THAT YOU DO IT IN A NONLEADING MANNER. 1 UNDERSTAND
ALSO THAT IS WHAT GOUD GOVERNMENT COUNSEL IS ASKING.

SO, T AGREE YOU HAVE TO HAVE A CHANCE TO LET HER
TELL US TN HER OWN WORDS SOME OF THESE MATTERS, PROVIDED 1T
IS RELEVANT.

MR, WEINGARTEN: WHEN WERE WE GOING TO BE BACK THIS

AFTERNOON? 2:30, DID YOU SAY, OR 3:00?

THE COURT: I'M GOING TO TELL THE JURY 3:00. 1
HOPE T'M BACK AT QUARTER OF OR TWENTY OF. BUT I AM SAYING
3:60 TO BE ON THE SAFE SIDE.

MR. WEINGARTEN: HOW LONG ARE YOU GOING TO BE?

MR. LEWIN: IT'LL BE FINISHED IN ABOUT TWO MINUTES.

THE COURT: OH, REALLY? ALL RIGHT. THEN YOU ARE
GOING TO START FOR A FEW MINUTES. ALL RIGHT. T THOUGHT

IT WAS GOING TO BE LUNGER,

(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE)

L2 s
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FOLLOWING

A

Q

A

Q

MRS. HANSEN. 1IN NDVEMBER OF 1981, DO YOU RECALL THAT YOU
TRAVELED WITH CONGRESSMAN HANSEN TO THE TipP OF VIRGINIA,

NORTHERN VIRGINIA, TU SEE A MR, MEADE?

A

Q

A

> O > O

> O

Q

CONGRESSMAN AND MR. MEADE SPOKE PRIVATELY?

A

IN THE LIVING ROOM AND VISITED, AND THEY SAT OFF IN THE DEN

AND VISITED,

Q

OF THE TRIP DOWN TO VIRGINIA?

1259
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BY MR. LEWIN:
IN ANY EVENT, YOU QERE INTERVIEWED BY THE FBI THAT
DAY?
YES.
DID THE FB1 DO ANYTHING:OTHER THAN INTERVIEW YQU?
THEY FINGERPRINTED ME.

ONE OTHER SUBJECT I WOULD LIKE TU ASK YOU ABOUT,

YES.

AND DO YOU RECALL WHAT DAY OF THE WEEK YOU TRAVELED?
1T WAS A SATURDAY, A BEAUTiFUL FALL AFTERNOON,

AND HOW MUCH TIME DID YoU SPEND THERE?

WE SPENT THE NEGHT..

SATURDAY MIGHT?

MM~HM. AND SUNDAY.

AND YOU MET MR. AND MRS, MEADE?

AND THEIR FAMILY,

AND DURING THAT MEETING, WAS THERE A TIME WHEN THE

YES, THEY DID. THEY SPOKE -- MRS, MEADE AND T SAT

AND WHAT, TU YOUR UNDERSTANDING, WAS THE PURPOSE
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A MR. HANSEN WANTED TO DISCUSS WITH MR, MEADE SOME
PROJECTS HE WAS WORKING ON.

Q WHYCH PROJECTS, SPECIFICALLY?

A WELL, THE BOOK HE WAS WRITING, AND THE ASSOCIATION
OF CUNCERNED TAXPAYERS PRUJECT.

Q THE ASSOCIATION FOR CONCERNED TAXPAYERS PROJECT.

A RIGHT.

Q AND THAT WAS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR GOING DOWN FUR
THAT VISIT DOWN IN VIRGINIA?Z

A YES.

MR. LEWIN: THANK YOU. [ HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS.
THE COURT: CROSS-EXAMINATION. LET'S BEGIN, EVEN

IF WE MAY OR MAY NOT COMPLETE IT THIé MORNING.

+ CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q MRS. HANSEN, GUOOD MORNING.

A HELLO.

Q MRS. HANSEN, YOU TESTIFIED THAT IN RESPONSE TO .
CERTAIN RULINGS OF THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE, YOU AND YOUR
HUSBAND ENTERED INTO A PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT. 1S
THAT CORRECT?

A YES.

Q IS IT A FAIR STATEMENT THAT THE ONLY PURPOSE FOR
THE PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT HAS-TU MEET OR GET AROUND

THOSE HOUSE RULINGS? 1S THAT A FAIR STATEMENT?
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A NO.

Q WELL, WHAT WAS THE PUEPOSE IF IT WAS NOT TO ALLOW
YOU TO RAISE FUNDS?

A WOULD YOU REPEAT YOUR QUESTION?

Q IS IT A FAIR STATEMENT THAT THE ONLY REASON
DEFENSE EXHIBIT 40 CAME INTO BEING WAS TO ALLOW YOU TO GO
OUT AND RAISE MONEY?

A WE HAD THE PROPERTY SETTLEMENT SO IT WOULD ALLOW
ME TO BE FREE TO SOLICIT FUNDS.

Q AND THAT CAME AFTER THE HOUSE TOLD YOU AND\TOLD
YOUR HUSBAND THAT YOU WERE NOT PERMITTED TO RAISE FUNDS ON
HIS BEHALF.

A J HADN'T ASKED THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE IF I COULD
RATSE FUNDS.

Q WELL, CERTAINLY CONGRESSMAN HANSEN HAD.

A THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE CAME UP WITH A RULING;
['M NOT CERTAIN UNDER WHAT AUSPICES.

Q WELL, THE RULING SAID, DID IT NOT, THAT NETTHER
A HUéBAND WHD WAS A CONGRESSMAN NOR THE CONGRESSMAN'S WIFE
Is ALLUNEB TO RAISE MONEY THROUGH A MASS MAILING FOR THE
HUSBAND?

A 1 DON'T THINK THEY SAID ANYTHING ABOUT A MASS
MATLING.

Q ALL RIGHT. WOULD IT HELP IF I SHOWED YOU THE RULING

A POSSIBLY.

]
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MR. WEINGARTEN: MAY I HAVE DEFENSE EXHIBIT NO. 1?2
MR. LEWIN: T THINK IT'S DEFENDANT'S EXHIBIT NO. 35,
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:
Q ADVISORY OPINITON NO. 4 ON PAGE 159, DEFENSE EXHIBIT
NO. 1. WILL YOU PLEASE READ TO THE JURY WHAT THE SUBJECT
OF THAT -~
MR. LEWIN: YOUR HONOR, MAY WE APPROACH THE BENCH?
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT.
CAT THE BENCH)
MR. LEWIN: MR. WEINGARTEN WELL KNOWS THAT IT IS

NOT ADVISORY OPINle NO. 4 WHICH WAS THE RESPONSE, BUT

"ADVISORY OPINION NO. 11, WHICH IS THE ADVISORY OPINION --

THE COURT: COULD 1 SEE NO; 4 AND 11, SO THAT 1
CAN == T KNOW QE HAVE TALKED ABOUT BOTH. WE HAVE ALSO TALKED
ABOUT 12.

MR. LEWIN: THAT'S THE ONE THAT WAS INTRODUCED 1IN
EVIDENCE.

THE COURT: WE ALSO HAD THIS BOOK.

MR. LEWIN: 1 UNDERSTAND. THIS REFERS TO ADVISORY
OPINION NO &4 WHICH HAD BEEN ISSUED PREVIOUSLY, BUT THE UNE
THAT REFERS TU THE CONGRESSMAN WAS ADVISORY OPINION NO. 11,
AND THAT 1S5 NOT A MASS MAILING. T IS A MISLEADING QUESTION,
AND 1 OBJECT TO IT.

THE COURT: "THE SELECT COMMITTEE STATED IN

ADVISORY OPINTON NO. 4 THAT MASS MAILING CONSTITUTED A
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FUND-RAISING EVENT FOR THE PURPOSE," SO AND S0, "AND CONCLUDED
NEITHER A MEMBER NOR HIS SPOUSE COULD DIRECTLY SOLICIT FUNDS
FOR PERSONAL USE BY A FUND-RATSING TECHNIQUE SUCH AS A MASS
MATLING." THAT ADVISORY OPINTON NO. 11 SAYS WHAT ADVISORY
OPINION NO. 4 SAYS.

MR. LEWIN: THAT'S RIGHT.

THE COURT: NOW, WHAT IS THE PROBLEM, THEN?

MR. LEWIN: THE PROBLEM 15 THAT MR. WETINGARTEN
ASKED MRS. HANSEN WHETHER IT WAS NOT TRUE THAT THE ANSWER
TO COUNGRESSMAN HANSEN'S LETTER SAID THAT THERE COULD NOT BE
A MASS MATLING. SHE SAID NO, SHE DIDN'T BELIEVE IT WAS. AND
HE APPROACHED HER AND SAID, "LOOK, LET ME SHOW YOU ADVISORY
OPINTON NO., &4," AS IF ADVISORY OPINIhN NO. 4 WAS THE ONE WHICH
WAS THE ANSWER TO THE CONGRESSMAN'S LETTER. ADVISORY OBINIUN
NO. 11, ADVISORY OPINION NO. 11 TALKS ABOUT FUND-RAISING
EVENTS SPONSORED BY AN INDEPEMDENT GROUP OR COMMITTEE FOR
THE UNRESTRICTED PERSONAL USE OF A MEMBER, AND NOT ABOUT A
MASS MATLING.

THE COURT: BUT DOES, IN ADVISORY OPINION NO, 11,
IN THE FIRST PARAGRAPH UNDER "BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION" SAY
WHAT T HAVE JUST READ FROM IT ABOUT ADVISORY OPINION NO. 4,

MR. LEWIN: IF MR, WEINGARTEN --

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. 1 UNDERSTAND THE POINT YoUu
ARE MAKING. NOW.

MR. WEINGARTEN: IF THE COURT WOULD JUST LOOK AT

34-569 0 ~ 84 ~ go

N ——
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ADVISORY OPINTON MO 4, I THINK IT WILL BE PATENTLY CLEAR THAT
IS PRECISELY HH;T THE HANSENS WANTED TO DO.

THE COURT: NUMBER 4. "SUBJECT: UNDER HOUSE RULES,
MAY A MEMBER OF THE HOUSE OR THE SPOUSE OF A MEMBER SOLICIT
CASH GIFTS OF LESS THAN $100 FOR PERSONAL USE THROUGH A DIRECT
MASS MAILING?"

MR. LEWIN: THAT'S RIGHT.

MR. WEINGARTEN: THAT 15 EXACTLY --

THE COURT: YOUR QUESTION WAS SPECIFiCALLY -- AND
1 THINK THE DIFFICULTY THAT MR. LEWIN 1S HAVING 1S THAT HE
1S AFRAID THERE IS AN IMPLICATION THAT THAT PARTICULAR RULING
AT THE TIME THAT IT WAS WRITTEN, NO, %4, WAS IN RESPONSE
TO AN TINQUIRY BY CONGRESSMAN HANSEN.' IS THAT YOUR PROBLEM?

MR. LEWIN: THAT'S EXACTLY RIGHT. THAT IS THE
QUESTION MR. WEINGARTEN ASKED.

MR. WEINGARTEN: [ THOUGHT 1 CLEARED THAT UP VERY
NICELY.

THE COURT: SINCE THAT IS THE ONLY PROBLEM, AS 1
UNDERSTAND 1T, SINCE THERE IS A 4 AND AN 11 --

MR. LEWIN: THERE'S A & AND 11, BUT TO SAY TO
MRS. HANSEN --

THE COURT: WE UNDERSTAND THE PROBLEM. AND I THINK
IT CAN BE REPHRASED AND AN ANSWER GOTTEN ONE WAY OR THE OTHER.

(END OF BENCH CONFERENCE)

THE COURT: MRS. HANSEN, IF YOU WILL COME BACK,
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I THINK [T CAN READILY BE CLARIFIED. THANK YOU.
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q MRS. HANSEN, JUST SO WE ARE CLEAR ON THIS, IN AN
EFFORT TO AUTHORIZE A FUND-RAISING EFFORT ON YOUR PART AND
ON THE CONGRESSMAN'S PART, CERTAIN EFFORTS WERE MADE, WERE
THEY NOT?

A YES.

Q ' YOU WENT TO THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION.

A MY HUSBAND WENT TO THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION.

Q ALL RIGHT. AND THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION ==
AND 1 JUST WANT TO SUMMARIZE FOR PURPOSES OF SAVING TIME -~
SAID "THIS IS NOT AN ELECTION MATTER; WE HAVE NO JURISDICTION
OVER THIS. SO AS FAR AS WE'RE CONQEENED, IT'S NOT OUR
BUSINESS." 1S THAT A FAIR STATEMENT?

A I DON'T REcALL THE LETTER.

Q  'YOU ALSO WENT TO THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE. 1S
THAT CORRECT?

A MY HUSBAND DID.

Q YOUR HUSBAND WENT TO THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE.
AND HE REQUESTED PERMISSTON FROM THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE
TO DO WHAT, MA'AM?

A TO FIND A WAY TO ERASE THE DEBT.

Q AND WHILE HE HAD MADE THAT REQUEST, A RULING CAME
DOWN BY THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE THAT NEITHER A HUSBAND

NOR A WIFE COULD RAISE FUNDS THROUGH A DIRECT MAILING. 1S
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THAT CORRECT?

A 1'M NOT FAMILTIAR WITH THAT.

Q DID YOU EVER HAVE AN OCCASION TO REVIEW THE RULINGS
OF THE HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE?

A 1 HAVE READ VARTOUS THINGS THAT HAVE COME FROM THE
HOUSE ETHICS COMMITTEE. THE REASON THAT THEIR RULING CAME
ABOUT IN THE FIRST PLACE WAS BECAUSE A CONGRESSMAN HAD TAKEN
$90,000 OF CAMPAIGN DEBTS TO PAY PAST ALIMONY, AND THERE HAD
BEEN A LOT OF CONTROVERSY OVER THAT.

Q WELL, DID THAT HAVE ANYTHING TO DO WITH THE MASS
MATLING THAT WE ARE TALKING ABOUT HERE?

A WELL, SEE, WHEN | WROTE THEM THE LETTER TELLING
THEM THAT | PLANNED TO GO OUT ON MY OWN AND RATSE MONEY, THAT
I FELT THAT IT WAS A VIOLATION OF MY CIVIL RIGHTS AND A
VIOLATION OF MY RIGHTS AS A WIFE AND A MOTHER, 1 RECETVED
A LETTER FROM MR. PREYER TELLING ME TO GO AHWEAD; THAT HE DID
NOT INTEND TO VIOLATE MY RIGHTS.

Q YOU RECEIVED A LETTER FROM MR. PREYER THAT SAID
"GO AHEAD", MRS, HANSEN?

A . YES.

Q WE'LL GET TO THAT IN A SECOND.

BEFORE YOU SENT THAT LETTER, THOUGH, THERE WERE
TWO RULINGS DIRECTLY ON POINT AS TO WHAT YOU WERE PROPUSING
TO DO, OR THE CONGRESSMAN HAS PROPOSING TO DO, WERE THERE

NOT?
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A 1'M NOT SURE HOW MANY RULINGS THERE WERE, BUT 1
WAS NOT SUBJECT 'TO THOSE RULINGS BECAUSE I WAS NOT A MEMBER
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Q MRS, HANSEN, WASN'T THERE A RULING, ADVISORY OPINTON
NQ. 4, THAT SAID -- AND PERHAPS 1 SHGULD READ 1T. "THE FINAL
QUESTTIUN CONCERNS THE PROPRIETY OF A SPUUSE RAISING FUNDS
THROUGH MASS MAIL SOLICITATION FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE MEMBER.
WHILE THE SELECT COMMITTEE RECOGNIZES THE BASIC INDEPENDENCE
OF THE SPOUSE, THE SPOUSE UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD
BE ACTING ESSENTIALLY ON BEHWALF OF THE MEMBER, THUS, THE
MEMBER WOULD BE CONDUCTING INDIRECTLY THE VERY ACTIVITIES
HE WOULD BE PROHIBITED FROM ENGAGING IN DIRECTLY. CONSE-
QUENTLY, THE MASS MATL SOLICITATION 6F FUNDS BY A SPOUSE FOR
A MEMBER'S USE ALSO APPEARS TO VIOLATE THE SPIRIT OF HOUSE
RULES."

NOW, THAT STOOD IN YOUR WAY, DID IT NOT, TO GOING

OUT AND RAISING MONEY?

A T WAS UNDER CLOSE CONTACT WITH OUR ATTORNEY, MR.
RUNFT, AND THOSE DEBTS WERE MY DEBTS, AS WELL.

Q WELL, MRS. HANSEN, WE'LL GET TO THAT. 1 WILL GIVE
YOU EVERY OPPORTUNITY TO TALK ABOUT THAT. BUT IS IT NOT TRUE
THAT PRIOR TO THE PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT THAT WAS
DRAFTED BY YOUR ATTORNEY, YOU HAD THE PROBLEM OF ADVISORY
OPINION NO. 4, WHICH SAID YOU COULDN'T AND NEITHER COULD YOUR

HUSBAND GO OUT AND SOLICIT MONEY?
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A MR. WEINGARTEN, 1 AM NOT FAMILIAR WITH ALL THESE
TECHNICAL LAWS. 1 AM NOT A LAWYER, AND THAT'S WHY I HAVE
HAD LEGAL COUNSEL.
Q ALL RIGHT. JUST SO WE CAN MOVE ON: 1S5 IT TRUE

OR NOT TRUE THAT THE SOLE PURPOSE OF DEFENSE EXHIBIT NO. 40 -

A YOU'RE PUTTING WORDS IN MY MOUTH. THAT'S NOT SO.
THE COURT: MA'AM, HE HASN'T FINISHED HIS QUESTION.
GIVE HIM A CHANCE TO FINISH HIS QUESTION, AND THEN YOU CAN
RESPOND, OF COURSE.
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q IS IT TRUE OR NOT TRUE THAT THE ONLY PURPOSE FOR
THE EXISTENCE OF DEFENSE EXHIBIT NO. 40 WAS TO GET AROUND
THE RULINGS CONTAINED IN THIS BOOK?

A NO, T WASN'T TRYING TO GET AROUND ANYTHING.

Q  NOW, THE PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT, DEFENSE
EXHIBIT 40, PURPORTS TO SEPARATE PROPERTY BETWEEN YOU AND
YOUR HUSBAND. 1S THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q  YOU GET, I THINK, THE REALTY, HE GETS MORTGAGES. IS
THAT SO DESIGNATED?

A THERE'S QUITE A COMBINATION OF ITEMS THERE.

»Q  WELL, CAN YOU SUMMARIZE WHAT IS CONTAINED THEREIN?

A OH, I SUPPOSE T COULD.

Q  WOULD YOU PLEASE DO THAT? JUST SUMMARIZE WHAT

CATEGORIES .OF PROPERTY WERE TO BE PLACED IN YOUR NAME AND
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WHAT CATEGURIES OF PROPERTY WERE YO BE PLACED IN YOUR HUSBAND'S

NAME .

A WHERE WOULD YOU LIKE FOR ME TG START?

Q WITH THE PROPERTY. LET'S TALK ABOUT THE REAL ESTATE
THAT YOU AND YOUR HUSBAND OWNED AT THAT TIME. HOW MUCH REAL
ESTATE 1S REPRESENTED ON THAT DOCUMENT?

A I'™M NOT SURE.

Q WELL, PERHAPS 1 CAN DIRECT YOUR ATTENTION TO PAGE
NO. 3 AND PAGE NO. 4. OR PERHAPS START AT PAGE 2.

DOES PARAGRAPH 3 NOT SAY: '"FROM THE COMMUNITY
PROPERTY OF THESE PARTIES, THE WIFE SHALL MAVE AS HER SOLE
AND SEPARATE PROPERTY, FREE AND CLEAR OF ANY RIGHT, TITLE
AND INTEREST.OF THE HUSBAND, THE FOLL&HING ITEMS," AND THEN
IT LISTS SOME REAL ﬁSTﬁTE. IT LISTS REAL ESTATE IN ARLINGTON,
VIRGINIA, VALUED $155,800; PROPERTY IN ARKANSAS VALUED AT
$27,000, AND PROPERTY IN IDAHO VALUED AT $125,000?

A WHICH PAGE ARE YOU ON?

Q i STARTED =-- PARAGRAPH 3 OF THE PROPERTY SEPARATION
AGREEMENT, ON PAGE 2, EXTENDING OVER TO PAGE 3.

A 0.K.

Q 1 GUESS THE QUESTION I5 THIS, MRS. HANSEN: THAT
DOCUMENT PURPORTS, EUES IT NOT, TO GIVE YOU SOLE RIGHT, TITLE
AND INTEREST OF THREE PIECES OF PROPERTY: PROPERTY IN
ARLINGTON, PROPERTY IN_ARKANSAS, AND PROPERTY IN IDAHO.

A YES.
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Q MRS. HANSEN, WAS TITLE TO THAT PROPERTY EVER TRANS~
FERRED TO YOUR NAME?

A NO. T DON'T THINK SO.

Q 1T REMAINED IN BOTH NAMES.

A RIGHT.

Q THE DOCUMENT PURPORTS TQ PLACE MORTGAGES IN THE
NAME OF GEORGE HANSEN SOLELY, OUTSIDE OF YOU, DOES IT NOT?

A I BELIEVE S0.
) Q WELL, LOOK AT PARAGRAPH 4., DOES IT NOT SAY: "“FROM
iTHE COMMUNITY DEBTS, THE HUSBAND SHALL ASSUME AS HIS SOLE
|

AND SEPARATE DEBTS, FROM WHICH THE WIFE SHALL BE FREE OF ANY
leAarLITY OR OBLIGATION, THE FOLLOWING ITEMS"™, AND IT LISTS
THE MORTGAGE ON YOUR PROPERTY 1IN ARLfNGTON FOR $105,000,
MORTGAGE IN ARKANSAS FOR OVER $3%,000, MORTGAGE IN IDAHO FOR
OVER $80,000.

A MR. RUNFT TOUK CARE OF THIS, AND -~

Q WELL, SURELY YOU WERE AWARE THAT THIS WAS GOING
ON.

A MWELL, ABSOLUTELY,II WAS AWARE.

Q ALL RIGHT. WERE THESE DEBTS, THESE MURTGAGES, EVER
TRANSFERRED FROM BOTH YOUR NAMES TO JUST YOUR HUSBAND'S NAME?

A WELL, SOME OF THE PROPERTY HAS BEEN SOLD SINCE THAT
TIME.

Q ALL RIGHT. FOLLOWING THE EXECUTION OF THIS DOCUMENT

WERE THE LIABILITIES THAT I JUST READ, THE MORTGAGES =- WERE
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THEY WERE TRANSFERRED FROM BOTH YOUR NAMES TO JUST YOUR HUS-
BAND'S NAME?

A NO, T DON'T THINK SO.

Q IF HE DEFAULTED ON THOSE MORTGAGES, WHAT EFFECT
WOULD THERE BE, BASED ON THIS DOCUMENT?

A WELL, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN MY RESPONSIBILITY.

Q DESPITE THIS PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT. IS
THAT CORRECT?

A I'™ NOT LEGALLY AWARE OF THE TECHNICALITIES OF WHAT
WOULD HAVE HAPPENED.

Q WELL, LET ME ASK YOU: THIS DOCUMENT PURPORTS T0O
SEPARATE REAL ESTATE. YOU GET TITLE TO A HOUSE, HE GETS THE
MORTAGES. THAT SEPARATION HAS NO LEGAL EFFECT WHATSOEVER;
ISN'T THAT CORRECT, MRS. HANSEN?

MR. LEWIN: 1S MR. WEINGARTEN ASKING THIS OF MRS.
HANSEN AS A LEGAL EXPERT?
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:
Q TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE.

THE COURT: TO HER KNOWLEDGE, OBVIQUSLY; NOT AS

MR. LEWIN: HE ASKED IT AS TO WHETHER --

THE COURT: NOT AS A LEGAL EXPERT. AS A PERSON
WHO SIGNED THIS DOCUMENT.

THE WITNESS: WOULD YOU REPHRASE YOUR LAST PORTION

OF THE QUESTION, PLEASE?
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MR. WEINGARTEN: SURE.
THE COURT: WOULD YOU ASK THE QUESTION AGAIN,
PLEASE.
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q WHEN YOU PURCHASED YOUR ARLINGTON HOUSE THAT IS
LISTED IN THIS DOCUMENT, I GUESS IT'S THE HOUSE AT 4700
38TH PLACE --

A WE NO LONGER OWN THAT HOUSE.

Q WELL, LET'S GO BACK TO WHEN YOU PURCHASED IT.

-1 GUESS YQU SAT DOWN WITH THE MORTAGEE -- OR AT THE

MORTGAGOR'S PLACE AND YOU SIGNED A NUTE, YOU AND YOUR HUSBAND;
IS THAT CORRECT?

A THAT'S CURRECT.

Q AND YOU BOTH TOOK TITLE TO THE HOUSE.

A MN-HM,

Q AND IF THERE HADN'T BEEN A PROPERTY SEPARATION

AGREEMENT, IF YOU DIBN'T PAY YOUR MORTGAGE, THE BANK, OBVIOUSHY,

.COuLD CbME IN AND TAKE YQUR HOUSE; 1S THAT CORRECT?

A YES.
Q NOW, AFTER THIS PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT, 1T

STATES THAT YOU OWN THE HOUSE AND CONGRESSMAN HANSEN ALONE

HAS RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE MORTGAGE. NOW, TF CONGRESSMAN

HANSEN DIDN'T PAY THE MORTGAGE, WHAT WOULD HAPPEN TO THAT
HOUSE, TO YOUR UNDERSTANDING?

A WELL, THE BANK WOULD HAVE HAD IT.

|
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SO, WHAT EFFECT DOES THIS DOCUMENT HAVE ON THE

LIABILITIES AND ASSETS OF THE HANSENS?

A

Q

LIKE 1 SAY, I AM NOT A LEGAL EXPERT.

U.K. MRS. HANSEN, DO YOU HMAVE BANK ACCOUNTS WITH

YOUR HUSBAND?

A

Q
A

Q

I DO, INDEED.
JOINT BANK ACCOUNTS?
YES.

DID YOU HAVE JOINT BANK ACCOUNTS BEFORE 1977, BEFORE

THIS PROPERTY SEPARATION AGREEMENT?

A
Q
A
Q
A

> O > O

o

A

Q

WE HAVE ALWAYS HAD JOINT BANK ACCOUNTS.
AND YOU CONTINUE TO HAVE JOINT BANK ACCOUNTS.
THAT'S CORRECT. '

HOW MANY JOINT BANK ACCOUNTS DO YOU HAVE?
I'M NOT SURE.

ROUGH FIGURE,

OH, TWO OR THREE.

JUST TWO OR THREE?

THAT'S ALL I WRITE CHECKS ON.

WELL, HOW ABOUT YOUR HUSBAND?

WE BOTH ARE INDEPENDENT PEOPLE.

WELL, WHAT ABOUT THE JOINT ACCOUNTS? HOW MANY

JOINT CHECKING ACCOUNTS DO YOU HAVE AS YOU SIT HERE ON THIS

WITNESS STAND?

A

I DON'T KNOW.
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Q MORE THAN FIVE?

A 1 DON'T KNOW.

Q MORE THAN TEN?

A I DON'T KNOW.

Q AND.YOU PAY TAXES TOUGETHER.
A THAT'S RIGHT.

Q AND, OBVIQUSLY, YOU PAY TAXES TOGETHER BECAUSE YOU
FIGURED OUT THAT IT'S TO YOUR BENEFIT TO PAY TAXES JOINTLY
AS OPPOSED TO SEPARATELY.

A MOST MARRIED PEOPLE DO.

THE COURT: I GUESS THE ANSWER 1S "YES", THEN.
THE WITNESS: YES,
BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q THAT'S ABSOLUTELY RIGHT.

AND THE SILVER TRANSACTION WAS REPORTED ON A JOINT
RETURN, ’ N

A THAT'S CORRECT.

Q AND THE SOYBEAN LOSS WAS REPORTED ON A JOINT RETURN

A YES; I SUPPOSE 50.

Q AND THE LOSS WAS SUBTRACTED FROM GAIN, S0 YOUR
TAX BILL WOULD BE A LITTLE LOMER.

A MR. WEINGARTEN, LIKE I SAY, I AM NOT -- I AM NOT
AN ACCOUNTANT, I AM NOT A LAWYER. AND THAT'S WHY WE HIRE
ACCOUNTANTS AND LAWYERS, TO MANDLE THESE THINGS FOR US.

Q MRS. HANSEN, HOW MANY CARS DU YOU HAVE?
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A TOO MANY,

THE COURT: N0, I'M SURRY, MATAM. HOW MANY CARS?

THE WITNESS: LET'S SEE.

MR. WEINGARTEN: ALL RIGHT, LET ME ASK YOU THIS -~

THE COURT: WELL, LET HER ANSWER THE QUESTION. YOu
ASKED HER A QUESTION; LET HER ANSWER THE QUESTION.

MR. WEINGARTEN: 0.K. SORRY, SORRY,.

THE WITNESS: WE HAVE CARS HERE AND WE HAVE CARS
IN 1DAHG.

THE COURT: TOTAL CARS.

THE WITNESS: LET'S SEE. WE HAVE THREE HORTZONS
AND TWO LE BARONS.

BY MR. WEINGARTEN:

Q AND WHOSE NAME 15 ON fﬁE TITLE OF ALL THOSE CARS,
MRS. HAéSEN?

A MINE AND MY HUSBAND'S, 1 THINK.

Q AQD IS IT FAIR TO SAY THAT AFTER 1877, EVERY CAR
THAT YOU PURCHASED HAS HAD BOTH NAMES ON THE TITLE?

A YES.

Q AND THTS DG JMENT, MEANING THE PROPERTY SEPARATION
AGREEMENT, PURPORTS TO GIVE YOU SOLE AND SEPARATE TITLE TO
THE CARS; IS THAT CORRECT?

A IF THAT'S WHAT THE DOCUMENT SAYS.

Q BUT IN FACT, THE CARS ARE IN BOTH NAMES. IS THAT

RIGHT?
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THE COURT: 1I'M SORRY, MA'AM. YOU'LL HAVE TO SAY
IT IN WORDS.

THE WITNESS: YES.

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. WE ARE GOING TO COME BACK
AFTER LUNCHEON, MR. WEINGARTEN. WE HAVE TO INTERRUPT AT THIS
TIME, AND MRS. HANSEN.

MRS. HANSEN, YOU ARE, OF COURSE, IN THE MIDST OF
YOUR TESTIMONY AND, THEREFORE, YOU CANNOT DISCUSS IT WITH
ANYOMNE DURING THIS !NTEéRUPTlON.

WE WILL BE BACK AT 3:00 O'CLOCK THIS AFTERNOON.

THE JURY HAS EARLIER BEEN ADVISED, AS HAVE COUNSEL AND MR.
HANSEN, THAT WE WOULD BE TAKING THIS LENGTHY INTERRUPTION
TODAY. THE JURY [ HOPE ENJOYS IT PARTICULARLY TODAY, MORE
PERHAPS THAN ON SOME OTHER OCCASIONS FOR YOUR LUNCHEON PERIOD}
WE WILL BE BACK AT 3:00 O'CLOCK TODAY. WE WILL BE SITTING
TILL 7:00 O'CLOCK TONIGHT. 50, AGAIN, DU WHATEVER IS5 NECES-
SARY TO ACCOMMODATE THOSE HOURS, IF YOU WILL, LADIES AND
GENTLEMEN.,

PLEASE REMEMBER TO NOT DISCUSS THE CASE AMONG
YOURSELVES OR WITH ANYONE ELSE. AND EVERYONE ELSE HAVE A
GOOD LUNCHEON. WE WILL SEE YOU BACK HERE AT 3:00 Q'CLOCK,
MRS. HANSEN.

(WHEREUPON, AT 11:05 A.M., THE TRIAL WAS RECESSED,

TO RECONVENE AT 3:00 P.M., THE SAME DAY.)
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“uE CHdRT: Cood efteurnson. o Efe plaesz. €3 hove

a2 presence ol our visivsr from ii2 intaresting sountry of
Jugin, &n® w2 will continus vith our testimony.

MCE. Hensen, if you will resume the stend, plsusec.
dou rinizin, of course, uncer s=th.

dveryhely reely for the jury?

4. LTI Yes, Your Honor.

Ane PEINTLURIDM: Yes, Your Eonor.

8 COJRYT: Bring the jury in,

(Jury present 2t 3:0u Pehia)
“aeErsdpen,

CCaID HAXN3EM
rizsancd th. steand ang, 2=ving bsen ereviously culy svorn oy thﬂ
Sepulty Tlerlt, wis examine? sng Eestified furtner 2s folliows:
CRUSS-ENiaTdes 10 (resumed)
p¥ ~R, “ETLIGRRDPIN:
+e Svod afternoon, mrs. Bapsen.

¥rg. Lansvn, 2t the lunzh break, I think we uers
t.oigiay thoul’ proparty thit you zad yeur husbzal mzy hive ovacsd
at one ;oing Or &ncther. There uss Som: telx zhour benx
“SIJUnLs. wrs. .uassn, do ¥ou not know how meny jeint ascouits

FyGu pressznily heve?

Za Do you have & 3oint account presently at thse I5:ho
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Lank 2nd Prust, lor cxample?

e Thuirs is :z possibility turt we couls heove.

e dow Foout the First Intsrstats 2ens of Iozho?

:‘J !‘E =

p fiow about e Frpst Security Bans of 1lalhe?

%a i cu ratty suars we <a. vz havs & house that w:
wuichzssd througn that LEnk.

W o2 eébaout ths Ifszshe Stars Bank?

e I 3 not surs=,

S acy ahout tas Bank of IS:-ho?

e I con't even kncv if there ic = Bank of I¢z-o.

TuE TOURT: .ore some of our jurors streining te ussr
~rs. dans=n? I £.2 you leaning ovir this wauy.
nrs. hansen, if you wouldn't mini, plezse, ma'ou,

chone.

ttle clgs2r nc the micro

[

nove = 1

LY “R. WEIYGARTEY:

e ‘"hz Eank of lommarc=?
te I Zon't RKnov.

Te Taers was sowme tsscimony .nat at present youd Znl your
susbzad jointly own Live automchiles?

e Vasz.

Te Do you recell, asve tnire bzea ocvhar zutowmobiias
purchessd since th: property separztion agroement?

lie Gewy we have, I am sure, bought same autoneobiles
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2 4 Y=z, .
. -

3 e fiir progerty ssttlemsht sjreencrt refl.osts some resl
4| estzte tnac yeu asl zt the tinme of tre proparty sepsratisn

&1 agrainznt, &ad 1 thing your testimony w3s, and csrtainly

T sorcese me If I as wrong, thet titl: has remsinsd in Soth neec ’

sl

71 even with th: propurity separstion agresmznt, in that nropariy?
g ‘e Yes, dut I think thst our attorney asnéle< th=t in

] secl ¢ meanes thrt there wes no problen.,
AE e ~ow, Since thu property saeparction ears ment, heve
=1 | you purchaszd houes?

12 P Yos, w2 heve, Ve

13 e 20 yod oan 2 heme in
1 e Yes, wall, we &ani =iy
1z e rould thzt be Ferirve
it Fie tes, Lazirwey Drive,

SJovernnent's
-
wdia

"o iCintificatd

e i
£2
25
o Y
25 e I

e

~EBIVGARTEN: I @

Zahibpit 55,
PdlY ZLORR:.  Jover
o

o RIINEIRSEN: Exo

(“therszunon, Government's Dxhihit Yo.

5 owes ne
wWEBIJGADNDIDN:

o=
TS

niad you wast has

§01C one 2nd nurCusSss another.

1ceho?

2 heni.

y Estates?

sk that

nmznt's

==
o Ve

use na,

rked

for

Peen markued

this be markesd

o
o
et

idant}

fication).

as Covernment's

34-56% 0 - 84 ~ 81




1280

ik )

L3

L)

[\

Exiibit 57, znd I offer ene to the Court zs well,

I vould asa yoé, ma'an, can You recognize thoss

de Is it foir to sty tuest what is regresente? by
Sovernmsnt's 33 is the deas o your Lome in Idabo, :nd 211 &he

Ferigeg=s or sll the trusts that hsve been received on thct

H. Tasre iz 2 lot of pzper hare, and I heoven't reas g1l

"

ke £ine print.,
2. As yéu 8it at the witness stznd, o you know .ow nony
.
trusts you have secursd with the Idshe home, na‘zm?
e No, not rexzlly.

-~

T Berhaps, i vou could go through that paper, 2a:s it
not r.presant .our Cifferent zortgsges tnattgave D2en received
with the lazho Lome usei as security?
Ae Yas,

BR. WEINSARTEY: We move inio svicence, Governmint's
Lxnibit 37, Your Honor.
THE CUURY:  withiout objection?
e LinId: ®igct I just look through it?
4% CLURs:  Of course. Sursly.
MRes LIGId: I have not besn given an opportunity tu

L2 thas? befor-.

1w
LA

Wo objicticn,
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Tyl Codui: It is in svingnes,
("herzupon, Sovernnesni's EBxhibit

do. A7 w2s received ih<o evifeanze).

2.  mWrs. dansen, the top iccumsnt, the warrznty dsad,
that veorsseats title to thet home, 20ss It rots

due Yeas,

e whe s numed &s the grantor? Tho is receiving that
progzerey”

Gecrge V. sr2 Connie &. Hansen, hushend znd uife.

"
»
.

T V2w, ths deeds of trust thst foellow, ané I helieve
thera ere four -- let me ask you firét, whzt cdate is thet
virranty 4zel? I believe it is right on tha bottom, above the
signztures of tue psovle thst were se2lling you the homé.

L3 I sek, 24 lugust, 1277,
e Wiire wes the proparty settlemz=nt agreemant decizion,
as of Aujust 24:h, 1877

A, I am not certéin. That has been & lony timz.

Qe If you would, is the first deed of trust catsl August

2545, 1877% I balisve it is th: focument right after the

Ve Thet is wnat the deted of trust says.,
. it is a mortgege, is it not, for $53,L00%
Av Right,

D That is nonzy you received from thne bink to pry for




1282

121

tha housz, obkvisusiy?

e Yos.

2. n@Se nTmE: i5 on thit 25 ths grantor?

e azorge W, Eanaan tnd Tonniz I, hansen.
we:  Husdand ond wife?

N dushand end wife,

=«  NrS. hzns:n, just ruaning through those Zocuments, iy
thers not snother dzed of trust right behind that first Je:s of
trust Sited vasrch. 15th, ié?s, for a.total of {2007

A, Which dccansnt'are you referring to?

e sae pest deud of trust that follows, ma's:a.

e I don't see thet dzte. Yes, I do.
Je what 1is a wmortguge for 39,200, and again you are
putting up the szpe hous:z 4s ccllatéral, end In vhose nzaz is
LLsT mortgyege?

e S2orge V. Hansen, Connie S, Wensen, husbane® snd vife

2. dow, that mortyzge would have been received eftor thy
properry separation ajreement wes in effect, would it not?

. That iz correct,. |

e Is it falr to soy that the next two mortgeagze ere $24
Jabted kugust l0th, LBYF, and £15,600, Gated Januzry 3th, 1ge2,
¢nc 2gein in both nam:s, Georgsz and Eonni: Hansen, husband z:d

wila

)

B, Thet is correzt. we hive besen hushan? ans wife

through 211 of this,
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ol You heve received your morigiges a3 ausbin? end ui

a. i'nét is correct.

e #¥S, dansen, Gi¢ you alsc purchiss a hors in
srliajgton, in Ozuober, 18707

e That is corruce.

e Woul”d tpzt be Belleview I'cruest, is thet how 1=z iz
refarr=a7

4. Yez,

e MEINIERTE: I wsould lius o have tyis maraed
Governnint's Exhibit 7.
DEPJTY CLERX: Governaent's Exhibit 57 markes For
ilepzification, '
{(vihareupon, 3overnment’s Bxhihit o.
7 was marked for identificatioer).
EY wle SLIdS4RYTENM:

o hra, Hansen, I give you Governmant's Dxhikit 37 to
leck at, oleasa. I would #sk you is tha* not ti,2 titla you
bouglhit of t 2 heme in 2672 and mortgages attacuaad thereto?

e s, tnit is so.

sine WERICGAKTEN: L. move into evidenzss Goverrnneit

Ll

mxbibit 57, Your lonor.
rois LELIN:  wWo objection on government ccuascl's
vuprtsentzcions that tnose documents are in faot what Ty

régresent.

The COURT: It is in evideage without objection.

m
2

3]




1284

1 {Ehsraupun; Covernn-r.t's Dxiihic

z 0. 37 was rezcived inco zvifange).
- oY .. WELIUGHL BN

P e Is it f:zir vo sey thzt CGovernnent Lnhkitie 37

5] reprosents wie title to the lLowme you Bouylit on 2oteber I, 107

T} end the mortgeges? Peorhapgs vou tould just looh throuwnli
- he 225, I just éin,

< . Is tnat # £uir statemant?

4 e ¥:s.
1: - Jozober 1, 1270, in 4105 nra- wof Tie houss

11| surshesel?

-
3

tan l:’?zﬂ.

for
L]

Ry

.

I am sorry, o.cuse mt. 137¢€,

il Foe Georye V. 3n¢ Connis 3. Hazasen, husbznd and wifa,
1e e Is it fair to sty t.ere was ¢ mertgsge of $114,u0L

I7] frewm the VeweB. sortgane Ccﬁpany?

L7 e Yz,
e e Agsin, the norcgigzes or I gusss the wmortjayors i

L2 Eas word, would be whowr?

il ' e ygsergs V. dsnsun ans Tonnie E, lznsen.

zi 2 “het mortjagz, of Course, wis written up vhen you
25| sdrcu-sen the hon=?

25 he Thet is zorrzet.

20 4« Zou atve user the houst for segurity for z sscomd

.

‘25 ) mortg-ge from th: s mortyage conpsny, is thet correst?
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e ot 1o torreost.

e Crat would ki feted Jonuery 12ta, 21671, und it would
Ba witn the SouE WMOTLUSEE SOR:ENYT

LR L.

T ay in, in whose nam: would the .asrctg ge bI?

‘e Jiorge V. Bans:n, Ca2nnic T. henszn, Lushind fad widsl

e Firelly, Wrs. uznsen, Aid ycu an® yaur c.ibani Loy 2

tovaladsSe in Arlipaton in “ovauwbzs, 15772
A v.a, #ng if 1 nmigat give you i little buc
inforaztisn on tict.
He Az
A It sounds likes w2 weile St;iipg in re#l es

we waren't. e were living et <Tuu 33t

1 Flace, W.
ad thue hlouss ves tao big fsr us to Feat, end it
comsiftcrable znmount of moncy to live there. Cur o

sroving ue #n? leeving bowme. Thz £211 of 1777, we

e

enilfrern sho vere leaving Lome.
ae put the houss on thr nmerket an: it 2i4

SRS we wera surglariwel in the procuss, viossd oul,
took tuz aouse off the merkst. We were one of t.a
WarL vir:iriZCé 2y the loza~box burgler. So we fac
vouls t.ogs t.2 nouse off th: na.sat.

in th2 mesntine, we held purchzsel = townl

taiaking thet we vould movi into it oeceuse our fem

srotty much lzft home, &nd unfortunptely we “idn't

nwgroand

tzie, wiica

n ¢ fouvr

n't 5211,
5 Tl VIR
SLOpEd = Wad

jca)t thit w

OUSsr
iiy hzd

it Ltue

i

B
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houss sS0ll ar we coulfn't wuve into N2 townkousz. So we 3ald

th2 touarnnosuse =t 2 loss.

1e

- 30 you 2re scying vou only ounzid th: towsnlizus:z for &
SLert osriod ¢f tine?
Fee & vsry sihort pzrioé of timsz,

e is it feir te say you purchesad it in Hovaider of

£, 1 tnink that is =2ssentizlly correct. v

e vhet would have boen two months zfter the effactive
dxte of the prop-rty sattlement agreemsnt, actualiy less than
thet, about six weeis?

rie I an not ecertain about theldates.

P if I represent to you the property Separetioa
ejruement wes siga2d September 3Gth, 1877, and You pureassed
this aome November 15th, 1¢77, tuat is about Six wesks, is it
noe?

Fre I vould svy yus.
VEPULY CLERK: Governwent's Bxhibit 6f matied for
ilentificiiian. | '
(wherzuvon, Sovernment's Bxhibis vo.
. 33 was marke? for identificstion).
BY mi. WulNGalTDds
e mrs: Bras2n, I hand you Govermaunt BExhibit 22 and asi

¥ou if you cin identify that, pleesse?

e Tuis is 211 very fire print for ny eyss,
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2. I apologiz. for tirt. Cen you néxe out wizther or
not your nea®@ is on 2ny of thouse Zacunents?
1. Tez, it is. )
T Dotz th=t not represent the title and the mortgsges to
tie tounouss thit you have just mention:zf?
He Wazt is riguz, G=2rge V. Héasen #ac Lonnis £. Hansen.
T Tuzre is 2 mortasge there for 578,00u from th: Niggs
witiansl Eenk?
Ne what is riqht.
2 The niaz2 on the moertgase is?
A Guorge V. fansesn and lonnie 5. iiznsen,
M.ie WOINSARTEN: Wi move the exhibit into evidence,
Your ionor.
#i%. LE"'IY: No objection.
THE COURL: It is in evidence, without okiection.
(Wlareupon, Governmant's exhibit
No. 53 was received into evidence).
8Y wif. LEINGARTE(:

e Mre. dsnsen, whot, in your z2conomic life, changes

5
e

A reault of the preperty s2psration agrzement?

e tell, Iit, in essence, geve me the &ability to hove an
cutside income, to sssist wy family.

e You ewrtainly coulsd heve worked before Septembér 30th
18772 I mean nothing prohibitad you from gainful cwployment

belore the property separation a3reement, thet is a feir
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ckapomoat, wesn't it?

e I wouls supgeos: it iz, Houewver, there cra Flucys
=rv. nasting circuastaaces.
e Is it a foir s=ezcacnt, ¥re. uenssn, tatt the ouly

:&in; that zhenged &5 & rasult of this zgresment is that you
w2t out ¢ solicites sonice?

e I went out and spli:itai moncy to ussist my femily
&5 co fssist wy nusbind.

.

de 1s thit the oniv thin: changed, thougua, &% & rzsulsl

A sell, it gave we the ebility to act as on Indspenizny
2ersoil.

e Y11, prior to Septenler 20th, 1077, ycu coul! a=ve
senz out ~nd been a lzuyer, & doctor or an Indian chief, soull

you noat?

[#1

A on, nz, I couldn't have becom. £ lawy:ir or én Indisa
ohicf. in the first place, I Gi‘in't heve the educetion.
e Oic sryw.aing in th: lzw, prohibit you from deing
enythin, prior to eptamber 30ta, 1377, sxcept roiss monly
thioud’, a direct meil solicitstion?

s I think we are getting into en arw: of, w¢r.

Leingaruin, of you tryiny to perbrps tell me whet I sheoul” hs?J

L0NE.
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val CSUAS:  The guestion is, me'aw, coull you hava
donc it:

T.2 LITVZEC: I couls awrve, prohibly.

BY mB. “LIAZRTEV:

pes ayba tais will siwplify teringse. 0i4 znytihing in
your ctononic life, in terns of payiny kills, raceiving mories,
payiay houscs, receaving lishilities, ©id enythinz in thos-
ragards €atng2® &S 2 result of the property sso.ration cgreanany
property settlemsat cg:ive me ths opportunity T
2sgist my lwushand, to 2ssist my family, to give me the
serojetivis to raisc funds ko help tako cire of debts.

2. srs. Kaznszn, I will try the question oncs norc.

fine LLWIN: Your Henor, I object to tiis repsated
badgering of ta: vitness. Me 1as asked tha witness ths2
guastion. ae h.s gotten the answirs. HKHe cen #sk it ell
cfternoon and he will hesp gatting tae szme anseers. Tavre
should be no reason he should be permitted to keegp asking th:
sarn. guestions.

THZ COURT: I ask kre. Lrnsen and I ack her egein
just te znsuer spacifically the question, and than, of course,
thire will b. 2nothear question. Then your ccunszl will hive enf
cpportunity to ask the gquestions.

Tip wITSBSS: There is clways the Zreedom of choice
&S Lo whet & wife would like to 3o in somes areas but &

Consressional wife is not aluwuys allowed thsue pirogativis.
U ¥y P <

[1%]
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SY R WDIMGARTIM:

Ze Cucezpt for tas raising of the menay, Jid your
S.y-co-3zy economic life cliange at «ll 25 & resul: of the
progerty seporition agriement?

A mr. Leingartan, I csn't reczll "on @y fay-te-dry 1ifg
chapgel seven, eigut, or nine yaars &4o.

T Mrs., H=nsen, have you and vour husband submitned
financizl stetements to benks?

B yy tusban? zn? I heve.

DEPUTY JLERX: 3overnmant Exhibits ILa, "iE, 50T,
%65, 542 marked for identification.
{Wharaupon, Government's Cxhibit dos.
3CA=59F were markad for identification).
mite LiwId:s would you tell me vaich is wiich?
3Y MR. “EINGARVEN:

2. L nand you, Mrs. Haasen, five piwuces of peper that
ore morhec Government Lbxnibits 592 through E 2nd ¢sk you if you
woulé toke & look st then, please., Mrs. hansen, i3 it fsir te
s&y that these eve &ll finzncial statzments that verw submitce]
eithior on Yeualf of your husheéné or beth of you o verious
Wanlis in Ivaho for the purposz of securing loens?

e Tu.t is correct.

Je Is thet a finangiel statement that wes prepares Ly
aithar one of you?

e wy hushoni prepared thes2 financiczl statements, oad
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tasy Sre Serzainly avt pestijious finencinl st:ireminis. Tasy
{re s$toeonenis thet pgrove thet my Lusbhénl hzd fo waslen.

e V2 %allogeT te tact in o second, fré. Lensen.

How meny financial st:itenznts are you on?
S I Ju't Know iE I em oon <ny of ther or roat.

Gite LLod's I don't se2 tae wvitn:ss' siznature on ony

c.i Ta

byt

s stiten-nits. 'wy I veir “ire zs te wuzthaY s.: kncus

enyeiing st 211 about thlse statsments?

S CoUnY:r Let's sce ebout it. Will counszl comy oy

Tus binch, plzése,
(bznco =onferanc:)

Tak Codnl: 2f cours®, beforz you voir Jir:, ki

-

cwin, we will s-e& vhether or not tne gevernazint is zklc to
9

out wicther she has any connection with these. I asven'c

L]
Ll

n:
A&« CuEnté, uatil this sccont, to start 1ookin; b thim. “no
4o2s s2an to be for both of tham, :t lzast 1lists oer nine. Tad
SLREYL 3cuh to b P rsonal , so thay sey, "G:iuorue V. h=nsqn,
SsErsonzl®,

ahe LdULr . Wasre ars tvwo that heve rrs. Honzen's

ndnd OP thea Dut there cre nore thst have jirs. Hinsen's

AN

sijricure en. I

{=F]

on': tuink it ig fzir to start interroy:ain
bel zhout dotumints --
Yad STURY: She apparently recognizs® tuam anl suif

tuat they r.preszant tast they Jen't nave &s much 2s eopl.

tnink they hive or soms=thing like thaot.
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wilh this, I Jor't Lisow whetuer she is Joinc to conten? sLe

Ah. LI« I think, Your Henor, shs rocogaize? thom
ia the 3ens: tac: she looke” =t tnk, Sh2 se2s Lzir Lasbapc's
Dliue O TazTe  tut I thinl tie guzation thst shoulc be ne-es io
whstaer =he a-d ss2a thiase Zezaments, sSac hes sutiorizes ez,

uie WBIJCHRYWC4:  Assets that eare represented on tas

sfocsriy s:psrzcion sgreiment to be ~re. Hzasen's ar

is gperieccely cpproprizts for ne to Quiz srs. nenssn chous :thﬁ.

Thl QOURT:  H: ceortrinly ccn ask ucr about is buciusy
sisiz ::8 siid frajuenzly thet ulatever is Gig, in effack, ic
Heis, LECEUSY LUy egreed ostwoen themselves to 4o thus an” S50
Lfiat is your theory. ©hat is Jlat she lLes saif al1) elonz.

I Son'i ¥no. how far the govirnmont is going fc 2o

oS metor seen these belfore. I Jop't know if shuz is going to
LiVy lier aeiory rofreshed &s Lo ths five orizrs, four oviers,
You Rioe, 2t & corbein gariof of tims, bat thnese don't Rove
Le her strtements o $s. sonz Juastions.

i ust don't snou wost the gusstions of the
Jovernnsat ¢t this moazat are ¢oiag to be. Lot tiw government
£sn thx vuescions. IF it is attemsted to be moved inte
evidence 2s her docunsaz, cl2zrly you Leve ¢ righiz, if you arc
ot sacisfivs with wh.tever tae governmernt hrs done, tc thezn

voir dire ¢

to shetlier indexd it is her cocumznt. 17 gzree J

dun't stz hizr signzture.
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e Luwids 1 tadne it is unizic an’ icproper

aie KEMSARTDN: I will ke hrppy to oashothet,

JHE CSURS:  Mr. Veingarten will asii thot Juesti:

will ge on witi soue exuminztion.

-

o

Lat of bench confercnce)
BY wne LELNZANIEE:

#rS. HENSin, have you cver s2an Lncss financicl

rmight leve.

+

Nive you zver seen finenciel statements line these”

Prcbaniy. I Jon't &now.

is it fair to soy that it is the sam2 fora of
stetzment, just upfated througn the years?

I gug.pose it is felir to s:y thit.

Yot iz owhet it s, disn't it?

I sup,-es. s0.

Tue first finensiul statensat is 4eted Biptoabir 1

The sevoa’ woul. %e Wov:imber CSth, 19707
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. Thi third Noveuber 1, 1234 the fouvrtl, Decsaber 1,

am

-t
s
ate
“

"

She AEDICHLRTSY: I am resding th
soniiticns cn, Your donor.

8Y ©R. UEINSARIEM:

e Ti2 1lost one woull be Jenuary 1,
TcoLrriec?
Gew Tsat is correct.

P2<0plz sabmitting the finzncial stztemesnt?
e Thz last what?
2. Tue last twe chronologically.

e That is correc:t.

&3s52ts o.ned, in some ianstsntes, by your hushan?, in sorm

nitences hy botii of you?

e Tiet is correct.

(=

- - =1
oI teq

vzeenser 12

=t least the lest two have your name as onc of the

T “Wizse finr-nclal stetements purport to represent

Lo Y0 yeur xnowledze, these financial scoteaonts were

submittsd te binks in -n sfiort to secure loins, is that

correste?

Ly i &0

=

Fn

supervicion o

certiin that this wss done throuih the c:ireful

our &ccountsnt, end with counsel, mr. Lunft,

r




Ko oAualt 2eytizipeter in thesz, is that wheit you erJ

i e 2

=) seying?

z vem I won't know, Lut I wopls imagine bhit 17 could puve
Z1 k2r2n conzuloai.

5 “ive AELISARTES: vz nove inte evidence at this point

- | Scvarnmint's Sulikits “on througs E.

-1
T

“he Lot IM: we odject. Thore is no inficztion thot

¥
5
2
@
£
P!
o
]
wm

§s Rrows anytiring, thit she ilenvifies o singls one

L Lo

of thas: Focunents. It is totally inspurogrizte to TEyY ant
1] move iato svilence 3 focument viich he is asking krs. sencss
Ll 2bout wien tu: best gie hes 5.1S is she looXed at the fio: of
121 ehe dozuazat -- '

1z THE UMV ¥y, Lewin, we hsec 2lwsys tanen 11l thesd

4| fizcussions 4t tus benel. That is ths firs+ thing.

- e LowId: tiell, &1l right,

i S3L CO0nT:  We will ‘o that again.,

17 {s2ncn conferesnce) - N

e T4E LT0aT: Bwen though her signztur= Jdoes not argocr

1L ] on thess jocunancs, :nfd sven though har paas 2.pears on only

< wwe 9f th: five Socunznts, coupled together with hr. iiznson's

xa

e | e, nonetnzless she nas said thet these wers tne statumsnts

L

== thet wire used Faor ebtzining lczns from th: Sénrs for those

7 [ worigegez, which earlier testimony hes indiszated nere in jSoint

S0 unter the circumstances, they cin be zdnigted in

24 ) evidence,

34-569 0 - 84 -~ g3
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0% Lucs suthierity to givz to them, how nuth wiiant
to give to them, will Cfegent upon the salue thst the jury suts
ason t;cm. both frow Mr. ‘reingesrt:in's exesinztioen -nd frem yaun
furtiuer excnination. bBbut thay zre in evidencs over your
oLjzction.

k. LEWIN:  With &1l due respoet, la2t m2 just sy,
Your idcnor, she hus said that tasse are the agplicutions frow
Lortgezes tuot :ire shown. Thit is =imply not truz. Sue hes

not se¢i? thret.

in

sil. WELSGMRTOw: dicn't say mortazges, I sgi

L]

Pnd CoOJha:  “eybe I 3:id mortgeges.
R, LoVIN: 3he AiZ not evan say thay were
c.plications For lec:ne tnat sh=z Knows abcul, Che siys on thelr

fec: they look as though they were submitted to the bans and

14

e is sure they were dome with czreful supsrvision but she ha#
not iszntifisd & eingle one of these docunants &¢ 2 documint
o'+ hzd zny parsonal fomilisrity with., I sabmit to put then
into evifente =rd to 154 this witness about them is unfrir.
THZ CoURT: 3Sne mey well say saz Gozsa't xnow zbout
thew wprcilficzlly but wiaet she Las_sai: in her carlier
testimony 33 sufficiznt to 3ot them in. They are in ovrr
akjection.
(En¢ of bench conf2rencc)

{“hereupon, Sovernment's Lxhibit

~ o e - -
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Nos. 584-588 wers reseived insn evidenceﬁ

BY sk, (EINZARTIV:

e »E%. Hanzzn, tarning your attention to aha, the
Septomber 15th, 1077 finzncial Statenent, thist would heve bez.
15 ¢.ys beiore tihe eZfastive drte of the Property segaraﬁion
Fyresmcnt, would it not?

A, That is zarrect,

e Tais financicl statement iz solzly in the aumz of
your husband, Gsorgs V. Haznsen, is it nots

A That is right.

2. wWhat coes the net worth indicate?

Ao 5245,009, is that the colnﬁn you are talking shour?

Q. Yes, matan.

S Ckay.

311

Q. Is it $248,5207
A, ™hst is sorrect.
T a0w is the real estzte listed on tha second gej: of

Enat fingncial statement? The title is in whos2 name in sesn

"

instsno.
. Belf and wife, s:1f ang wife, 521§ 2né wife, sclf an
wife with part in escrow, ond self and wifa,

Ve Mrs. #rasen, thz next finspciszl disclozure statenant,

g
Ao

S that is dete? November 9th, 187f, is it not?
e Thzt is correct.

da Wnet is tha azt worth indicated on thet statement?

.
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ciersa,

5
L]

list:?

5

o

tast wpoliticel cssats wné lizbilities are not inecluls’,

correct?

"
aw

1Y

th

eelf &’
Tu-.t is correct.

Lt iad
Vi

Hoveriber 11
. arnesn?
2301,0u0.
~g:zip, is all

wanet is cerrocot.

ans 0, ma'sia, Decamber 1, 1¢21, w«hat

er=, matem?

“c=
¢3e%,5L.

hc=in, is all tac reel estate jointly titled?

T4at is corract.

Is £11 listed &s

wou, in sach finspeizl statemant, it is

Tnere is €

whove tae net worth.

Tue total liabil

the resl estat

columi, Ner=2

estate listes? 1Is it esein ¢ll

unat is the nzt worth list=d

-
, 1274,

[
[y
[
n
"
T
(4]

ze jointly

is tihe net worth

g2)F zn? vife.

indizsried

is tiet

for tot:l lirbilities, riglt

jties would be what is subtrectad

~e rFon . e~
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from the totel on the left-hans ¢olumn to get th: not worthk,
wouls ip not?

e litqgat.,

i Zo in eich instance, cthe net wortl of the Zirpanciel
stztomzats thet you jeve been discussing repressnt assets minus
lizhiliviaz?

e Wight.

e Sn the bottom of eech of these stetemencs, there is
&N inﬁicatian that politiecal ass:ts ang lizhilities rr:z not
includid, is thet correct?

Foe That is correct.

Te Wit politicel assets and liabilities are refarre’ to

A, I beg your pardon?

o wWhat is that referring to?

e ract wss your gquestion?

Pe I believe in a2ack finencial statoment that we Jove
Lren 3iscusging, on the bottowm right ebove the signature, there
is zn incizetion that politicel assots and lizbilities zrz rot
iacluded.

i shit is correct.
Os Do you =znow whet thet refers to?

a, *311, it woulsd refer to thincgs thit aren't listed on
thass forns,

Je At woulu tiosse things be?
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Al o

LN

e

[}

=1

e

ot

[

Fe It woull bx tie Cebts end tihinps thet wore insurreld
25 7 result of the peliticel aobus.

e I tneat w7t i¢ referrel vo in thz property

Ay I woull imzoine.
Yo Do you krow for sure?

B 211, our sttorney woull strast te tn

v .
tr I A Zuro.

iy

we Mrs. danscn, Jid you meke refercnoe to Juit-clein
J227?  Is that up there?
< " I .m sorry?
Te £16 ws talk about, this wmorning, & quit-cizir druf o
he property of Foster's Third A2déition? Do you Kknow wihat
walie=zizin qeed is?

;; »GT exectly.

I have tiat Dilenlant's ;

H
ity

dR. RUINGARTEw: Cou?

fan L IMIEES:  nire weingarten, I thins I hi 3 mention-3

knowledgeable in low, resl =stats,

It
L]
"
P
(=2
1]
*e

-
r
pA
o
T
-
o
i
3
aQ
rr

gzzouatiag an® a lot I chase areas op? I heve left meny of
thsse decisions and asny of these forms to the judgnant of e
goad arcounti.at cnd stiorney.

€Y JRe "LINGARTIw:

.

e If you would be kind enouzh to lcok 2t Lefend=nt's
bBahibits 75, 7% ¢nd 77, would they not.be documents that wor:

pregerei by ar. Runft, that were prepared as cuit-claim dzeds
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PUTROrT o rezrasant & trinsfer of titlas of real sstesc

[
i
LY
T

Eron your hustani to you?
e Thet is riclt.
da One of thos: pleces of gcropsrty is the acas tret vou
ué;: te live in in arlington, I think at Xoster is what th;y
snll it, Tester's Tuirg A¢fizion?
e I = nov sure what it is czllzd.
de Tu:t is repf@sen:eé there’
ée It “oes have tha wrony zddress, howevsr.
e About tas yuit-clizim desd?
e Yes, it Z2oo0s.
De mr; naift filleZ ocut thet dotument, Cif 22 pot?

Ae well, it w:s probably 2 tvwo.

3. Now, tuz houss in Arlington is wher:z you use? to livef?

W Thet is corruct,

< Tnet Is & house that you So0ld to KIrry ani Xathsrins

JLPUYY CLIRX: Gevernment's EwxlLibit 7o mrrasd for
ilzatifizacion,
{+aurcuson, Govirmseant's Expibic Lo,
70 was parkzd for identificztion).
2Y difte RAIJZAERTEN:
. Yo Mrs. Hansen, I &3k you if you can ideptily

Sovernmznt's Exhibit 70. ﬂdw, tnat is tae transfar of title

-

t
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£rom you to ti2 zrhchame, is it pmozoT
e Y3,

de In thit property you 301d <ztobar 1, 1677, ie thas

fLir?

m

&L, YzE.

da Taat is the proparty thet sorresmencs to tuckh
Zuit-claim deed vherein you rzceives title from your hushané i

Zg;zenber, 19732

xe WUINGARTEN: I move into evidence Governuent's
Exaibit Tu.
Afca LTINSt o objectisn,
Tuf CYIRT: It is in evidence.
{vhzrzulon, Government's Exhibic
No. 70 was raceivzd in%e evidence),
-
BY wi, WEINSANTEs:
Q. “ho solsd that house to the Zschaws, 1irs. dens:on,
Farsvent to Uovernmenc's Exhibit 6?2
Al well, I ves the one who made the dacision to sell ti
’

acus. to the Zachens.

2. Low shou: legally? Llazt doss ths documsnt reflect,

A %211, the documwnt hL2s Zoth my husbend's aszm: on it

Te If the guit~clzim G2e2 transferred title to you in
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177, way w's your hushand tizl on the title in 1$7¢?

. t2ll, I think I nave mentionsd before, we n=ver,
Bicaus: wi Led & progperty settlement, we never hal ¢ Siverce.

o8 "ESs. HZznssn, what vas the Point of the quit-cliimn
fe2d? I neen, the guit-clzin daes PULEOrES to trzpsfzsr --

7. iTe Runtt wes instrumzatsl in handling this, anc it
#is iaportent, I jusss, that we #ig it. I am 1ot 3 real estuts
egsinte I Jon't have a&l? those ansvers.

Lo 30 is it fair to éey; you fon't have & Cluz as o
Wbt thie siynificense wouled be?

Ao ¥ot rsally,

de wow, in yeur tex recurn, in 1¢7s, you Lad to report
th2 sale of real estazte, Gid you not t, becsuse you =017 your
houg.?

-

e I wouli say tnat is egsantielly correct, -
aie YWEINGARTEN: I ;ould like to heve marier
Soverrnacnt's Exiikit 71, Jus: for iécnt:fxc‘:xon Purposes only.
DEPUTY CLERK: Governnent‘s Exhibit 71 markeg for
identificotion.
“harzupon, Government's Exhibit No.
71 was nerked for i‘entification),
BY mR. WIlwSARTEW:
2.. Mrs. Gensen, I wiil hand you what kas been merked ac
Government's Exhibit 71 and ask ¥ou, na'eam, if you cen ifentify

it? Pernips I can help you and ask you if it is the trx roturn
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'lﬁ"“
£ilsd by’ you &n. your huspznd in 18727

e 7t #zs both of odr sijritures, so I would #5S2ie taaf
it is ours.

2 Npe, :iznsen, is therz o schedule in Thet el roturn

tosarss thg

[g)
-
[ 1)

2. tould you find it, pleesc? I think i

As Yez, I hove lecczted it

e tow is that schzdule heald20?

I "Sele or Exchenge of Persensl neciience.”

e ves. WNrs. lLiznszn, are nands indiceted on the top of
tiat schedule?

Lo Yes, Geocae V. &nd Connie 8. iersen.

e 1s there a acte indicated for the sale of propsrty i

the nedt line?
b Yes, lU=-1-7C.

de That is tre Arlingtsn home that you sa2ld in Ucteher,

ovy, that is referread to in the quit=clain ceed, is it not?

Is 18, the Fifth gquastion Joun, would you rowd iv,

Ne I hoy. never buoen able to understeand an IRE form.

You will have to ask tht question agein.

2. 1E, it is tne fifth question down from your name &and
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1% oA

your nusiend's name.

A, saut is the juestion yocu are 23xiag?

2. Joes it reed, “If marrizd at the vine of salz, s:2s
the residence ownsd by," and then it gives you thre: cuoices,
‘you,.you: spousz or both oE.}au?" Do you ss¢ Llan, Mrs.
dxnsan?

I o, L Sc not.

de Perniaps I cin nelp you with it. De vou see it now?

“e 9%, y2s, it w2s owned by both of us. I se= what yau
are relerring to.

e Just S0 we are clear of tiis, the guestion re:ds,
lozs it not, “If married at the time of sale, wes resiSence
ownisl by, there are tirse boxes, it seys, "you, your spous: or
wotl of you?" ’ -

i. it was ovmeg by both cf us.

Je ¥nat eabout thet guit-clzim deed? which is a trus

«
"
m
(4]

fmEnt, the guit-claim dsed or your tay reéurn?
¥ I would say both are correct, Dae Qas prepzrad by sn
&ttorntg, Hr. Runft. The ot4ar was preparad by Mr. Calduell
#nd thoss men zre both reputable, accountable peopic.

Y. If the information, H;s. ilansen, is diemetrically
opposee, can they both be trué?. |
e I #m not an cttorney snd I can't answer thoss

questions, but I have ultimate confilence that Mr. Caldwell zns

wre Runft, are certainly not geing to co anything that weulc b4
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AT
1| nezariovs to ay hizelth.
e Je WIS adnsen, zic you sign the tiy rsturn?
by fin Yes, 1 Zig.
{ 2 <10 you 3o tarouga it befors it wis submitted to tae
51 Ias?
N ‘ae List2n, going throuzh & tey return can bosale

T eayboiy's ming.

& ae mrs. Hens:zn, there was & funfraiser that you

g | specrnzadel after the property sa2parction zgra2ement, is thst
1:: ) Exir»
13 “e 1hat is correct.
12 de I think you testified on direct exeéminztion thst

13| rbout 106,500 wes raisec?

HE | A, Thet is correct.

iz Ze Into what &ccount &id the monsy go?

s A. It went into =z Connie Heasen Fund, -

17 T “aure wss thet benk?

e fe In Arlington.

it e Ebouail hos much of the monev thzt wes reised wis

2t | e2plisd to the debt that we heve heard about?

al Qe all ef that money was applie” to dJebts, onc of thaf
20| won.y want Zor snything for me or any member of my fanmily

L35
wu

peraon:lly. lt cll went to pay debts. Tt didn'e put fo0< on

13

4] tue table or clottes on our backs, for no luguries.

)
[N

we Dia it cost eny money to raise that noney?
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LW A course it Gid, brceuse it was Jon: by dir:et seil,

2. 50 whst we2s the new, Jo you deEv: zay idza?

Ha 1 Jon't recsll the edact nunber.

P Hougzhly?

b It w25 in tas JI0L,0uC ares.

o *»3 that the gross raceipts cor ves tﬁzt thz net
fnount?

&, Tt wes the portion that I realized of my oun.

2. Bii you scy you applisi th: monies thet wers raissd
to the $372,0u9.

Me ThAt want to poy Sebts.

N inich Jebts, psrsonal Gebts?

A, The debts thet hsd been incurred over tne yzars
buceuse of ths politiczl debis 2nd so forth.

e 5> you hive Lefandant's Dxhibit 40, the property
Suparution screement before you? I am not surc yeu do. Is it
up Lasre?

fe I ¢tm not surz.

e meyba I can clesr some of those exhibits,

Refa:rin; to th: property scpursticn agreement, would
¥ou turn to tlue prge wayere yaur person:l Jdebts zre reprisentesd
I tain: it is pege 35, co you heve it now?

N ¥s:s, I ‘0.

Te 9, do=s it not sy, "thet from the comauniiy athis,

the wife shell zssume, as her sols &nd separate Gebts from
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woizh tie nushind s.021 bz Erse cof any lizbility or obligz=ien
the folloving itszas: B, porsonal louns in tho rmouat or in tho
sur ©f 4372,73v." Do you sez whir: it scys thet?
Ve ic you t;ply tne 310,087 tnat you reis.? to thos:z
cirsenal loans reprazsantei ta be £372,L907

e ‘e .3 other dsbts Lesicss these, &ad I can't teil
you zxictly at this precise ninuce Wh=re chat noney wss apz1iz3
sa L as pat tie waole paint of the fundriiser to r-ise
mon.-y for w:bts thet s been seraratas to you?

i Thet is righr, bat thers werz dskis prior te tnis.

3. fhore were lsbts thet werc included in tais S3TE,uL0
tnxt czme ebout hefore I raised the money.

T ot I guess £s of toe time of this zareemant, ths suj
totsl you tooh over wis y172,U0LU is wlhet you werz responsible

£o1 Lursucnt tu this agrecment, =nd thét is what you wore

raisisy moncy tc deirzy, is that Ezir?

e wo., wae the acnzy thst you receivsd puarsusnt to your
fune rriser épplied ogripst the $I72,000 Jebt?

e 1 woull say tast that would b2 essanticlly correct.

e 30 5272,9¢C in debts remeined?
e I con't have a1l of this in my hezd. I Jon't nnve ig

Ll
-
[~

in 2 position wiere i Can WM2ne 2 coament on theat.
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<+ S1¥ you piy ény intsrest on aay of th: person:) lo.ag

thet are rirres:nted 5y 5B

A, i @i certzin tlst interest wos jois.

Xe ould you txk:z ¢ look at the tax return thit is
Sefery you, irs. uassen, 1875, Thare is z sestisn in there, id
thers rot, for interest p.ymants that ¥2u can defuct from your
incon: so tart your tex bill wili be smeller, 2nd I Gireos yod
specificaliy to Schciuls 4 -nd 2.

T whist pege are you or?

Qe It would b2 right after the 1020. £ would be
Schelule 2 2nd E.

e Mr, weingarcen, the whole éu:pcSe oi nzving en
accountaat to repare these forms, in che firs:_plece, was 5.
tirt I didn't heve to b: responsibles for & tex form in total,
because I Jor't hava the ability to Zo that, 2n€ I doubdt if
thzre is anyone in this 1oom or very few people in this roos.
who would.

e 1 still asi you, if you woulé, to pl=ese lgoh &t
Schslule 4 anld 5, ple:ce,

e wact pLje are you en?

Ve it is visnt a2fter your 194G,

Sie heul3 you 1li%:z co coms and 850w mi Whet you Ira
rcforring tol

Te Do you have the Schadule A zad B8, mg'a2a? In =

Bcusdule 4 ond B, there is'a place for interest axpanse, whore
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you zéi lisr the =mount of interest yosu fay on losns so you z¥n

heve & da2luction from your iacome, =nd vour tawss wili be lowir,

is thst noi true, Mrs. Hensan?
e Taat is trus.

e How, @udt interzst is represenced in your 1279 iz

Y GnE toh:il?

i f0. I uoulé like you to »resk it Joun.

i ar= you referring to the $i5,73272

e Yas3, wow, pursusnt to the progperty separction

ayrsoment, your husbsnd was responsikle for ths mortgayes, s

b Ckay, creait and charge cards, {724,
e Pursuant to ths seperetion agreement, your uusbazald
wis fesponsikl: for that intersst, wes he not?
A I suppos: So.
2e Pleuse centinue.
A and verious bazpks and othiers, $lu,l2t.
e For the specific loans Srom banks, pursuuast to ths

sapsretion survemant, your husband wses respensible for that

interest, wzs he not?
he I would imaginz.

. »hit remgins, me'am?
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e Ls you #nt tuz total :ixyins:?

e Is zhere zaythirg 21s8? It seys "others", <oss ic

nec?

Ean snard are contributions,

de Escuse M2, me'em. Under the interant eXp2nse, .7tcr
verious Lonhe, it says "ochers, fr1cve

fes Tis,

2 i€ that the in%erest tnst you p:id or ycur person:l

loirs tict aed be:in reduced as 2 resule of the your funfraisar

-

Lo ;;ru,UuU?

te I rerlly Jon't know whet chis is. I con':c KRo.W Wik
thet Jult is.  This wes several years ago, in thu first place.
“nt I fon't arle It & hsbit to si: ani rea® an inzoms tex
E2Edrn.

?. Mre, hansen, is there inficatsa aaywhere in that tex
raturn interestc you m:zy nhave poid on the cebt thet is
represa2ntad to bz $272,000 on tre proparty ssgperetior :greﬁnent5

Al I can't answer ‘taut question.

e Did you p.y &ny interest onm thsat Jabt?

by I am suve that interest wes neiz,

e iy weE it not reported on your tex roturn, w-'am?

£ I #m sure that it wes taken care of properiy &n? that
iv was paigd,

e You nsglected to put it on your tox return wazn you

could have gotten the benefit?

34~569 O -~ 84 ~ 83
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witustewn by you znd pleces ir joint zocounts tust you share

Fra T ciédn't £ill! out this tay riturn. J
Je rrs. Hansen, you s&idé thet the non2y Lron the speecisl
aLoount wes used to do what?d

. Lhat speciel zcwount?

il

. whit ez the special funi, Connie hLansen specizl fand

e

in A;lingtcﬂ\\is tnat whersz tha roney vent taat you r§iSed?
A Thit is correct.
Ge Wos an§ of tho money teken out of tunat fund =nd
¢leced in & joint 2ccount that you #nd your husbsné shere?
A wthat coulé.hsva happened.
Ga How zoulf that have happenzd, ma'an?
e 2ll, my husband and I naver severes our total

relontionsaip. 2 have b2zn merried for Il years zné wes still

¢t &3 egents for each other.

(43

. Diin't you represznt, hrs, Xansen, t2 both ths hous:
of Représantstives and to tiae people that you were soliciting
thet thz monay would be carefully separated betwzeaa you sng
your hasben3?

e &nd chat was dons.

Ge Mrs. Hansen, weren't there occasions where monies

thet were deposited into the Connie Hanscn special Zand wore

»ith your Lusoand?

e Tuosc mories were alwiys haniled very csrefully.

Ve ‘what is the znswer to my Juestion, mrs. Hensen? erd
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thire occecsions wnen you withare. monies from the speccial fund
&nd cegosited them into joint 2ccounts that you shared wvwith
your tizsban??

A Tiat eoull be so.

2«  Would you lize to sce sows documsnts?

N I r=elly zm not zaxious to s=za zay docunzncs.

g CIUAT: ‘would it help refresh your nemery?

T «ITNEST: I probably woulid.

THE COUAT: If you don't mnow the answer, gpiecse Je
gzy, "I just Zdon't know."

T.Z WITN2ZSZS: Thais has been & long time. This ars
bzza six or sz=van yeers.

Tdu COURT: I uandsrstand that. Whatever is the
rasgonse that Is ~ppropriate response.

Tha WIPNESS: But not every penny of that money was
miszgzproprieted or misspent or used for enything other than
whzt it wcs solicited for.

B8Y NMR. “EINGARTSd:

o But it wus shiared between you and your husbani, wcs
it not, Mrs. Hansen?

Tie Tuct is correct, and T will tell you thz poople who
Jdontrisuted, mads those contributions, werz of & mind that thgy
snzv that thet wouls be used to take care of personal and
politicel debts.

2. xrs. Hansen, didn't you represent to both the liouse
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Bthizs Jormittae 2nd to ths people you were soliciting, :azt
you would cerefully kezp the monay separate frox Concressmsn
danses o there woulin’t be a grohlem with the House Ethics
Coumitre2?

fua “h3re was naver ¢ problem with the House Btlies
Ceomnittec. +Th2 Hous: Ethics Committee naver questioned it,

“ide LEWIN: Nay we approach the bench?

T4l S2UnT:  Yes,

(oznch conference),

wile LEAIN: Hr. Weingartsn has now szi in the
pristnse of the jury three times, "Didn't you tzll the Aouse
utiics Committee and the pearnle " et'cetera, et cetera, that
titis would be -

THE COURT: Are you referring to the letrer?

MR, WEIiGARTéuz I sure am.

MH. LEWIN: I would like to have a statzment where
epecificelly the thing he is referring to appeérs,\to thz dousg
gtaics Commictea.

MR. WEINGARTES: All his exnibits mzke that
represzatation that taey are going to carefully separste th:
property, and tuaet is the vhole point?

MR, LEwWIN: Where? ‘Ht. weingarten has thz habit of
m&Ring essertions in the presence of the jury contrary to factﬂ,
&f3 &z mzhes it part of his guestion. I have demonstrated

szvarél time¢ before that thay were false, and he continues to






