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THE MOST CORRUPT MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
“UNFINISHED BUSINESS”  

 
Earmarking for personal gain.  Skirting campaign finance laws.  Adultery and sexual harassment.  
CREW has spent the past five years shining a spotlight on the extensive violations of the public 
trust committed by members of Congress.  After publishing five “Most Corrupt Members of 
Congress” reports, it’s clear that the system for holding accountable those members of Congress 
who sacrifice the public interest for special interests is not working.  Whether members take 
bribes, violate gift rules, or flout campaign finance regulations, those charged with enforcement 
look the other way.  
 
Over the past five years, CREW has uncovered more than 425 instances of potential violations of 
ethics rules by no fewer than 56 members of Congress.  Of those, 37 members have never been 
investigated by any of the congressional ethics bodies, and 26 “Most Corrupt” members continue 
to serve in Congress.  Because of that, this year, CREW is naming the House Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct and the Senate Select Committee on Ethics to its “Most Corrupt” 
list, for standing by and allowing members of Congress to break the rules with impunity.  The 
conduct of the committees, as much as that of the members, reflects discreditably on Congress 
and undermines the integrity of that body at a time when the public already has little faith in its 
elected representatives. In fact, an August 2010 survey conducted by Rasmussen Reports found 
that “70% of U.S. voters believe most members of Congress are willing to sell their vote for 
cash” or campaign contributions.1 
 
Of the 56 members named as CREW’s “Most Corrupt” since 2005, the Senate Select Committee 
on Ethics has investigated four members of the Senate, and the House Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct has investigated 15 members of the House.  The House number includes 
seven referrals of “Most Corrupt” members sent to the House committee by the Office of 
Congressional Ethics (OCE), which was created in 2008.  Since then, OCE has referred a total of 
26 members’ cases to the House ethics committee, recommending further review in 13 cases.  
The ethics committee dismissed all but two of those cases, finding no wrongdoing.  From 2008 
through 2009, meanwhile, the Senate ethics committee conducted preliminary inquiries into 15 
cases and dismissed 12.  
 
The inaction of both the House and Senate ethics committees is shielded by the lack of 
transparency built into the ethics process. The committees work in secret, and all aspects of their 
investigations remain confidential unless and until they issue a letter or report describing their 
findings.  As a result, the public has no idea whether the committees are actively pursuing 
allegations of congressional misconduct. 
 
To the surprise of everyone – most particularly House members – the independent OCE has 
proven far more aggressive than the House ethics committee ever has been.  Although the OCE 
has shown a willingness to pursue unethical conduct, it has too few tools at its disposal.  The 
office must contend with a 30-day time frame for preliminary investigations, a lack of subpoena 

                                                 
1http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/general_politics/august_2010/voters_strongly_believe_m
ost_in_congress_are_for_sale. 
 



 

power, and rules preventing it from finding members responsible for violating the rules.  The 
office’s only enforcement option is to refer findings to the House ethics committee, which has 
not done enough to follow up on them.  Unfortunately, there is no counterpart to the OCE in the 
Senate. 
 
Rep. Mike Castle (R-DE) and Rep. Todd Platts (R-PA) have introduced legislation designed to 
strengthen the OCE by giving it subpoena power.  The “Accountability and Transparency in 
Ethics Act” also includes a statement of support for the office: a “Sense of Congress” that “any 
changes to the duties and responsibilities of the Office of Congressional Ethics (OCE) should 
strengthen, not undermine, its powers to further improve accountability and transparency in 
Congress.”2  Unfortunately, this bill has attracted virtually no other support. Nevertheless, it is a 
good start and lawmakers who care about restoring public trust in Washington should support it.  
CREW also recommends the following: 
 

 The OCE should not be limited to merely forwarding its reports to the House ethics 
committee; it should have the authority to reach conclusions as to whether members 
violated House rules and laws. 

 
 The OCE should be given more time to conduct investigations.  The 30 days provided for 

the office to conduct a preliminary investigation are insufficient. 
 

 Complaints should be made public to ensure a transparent and accountable process.  
 

 The Senate should establish its own OCE with jurisdiction to investigate senatorial 
misconduct. 
 

This report seeks to shed some light on the congressional ethics process, one that usually takes 
place with little public attention.  Chapter I examines how the process followed by the ethics 
committees and the OCE has failed to hold members accountable.  Chapter II explores how the 
OCE has improved ethics enforcement, but efforts to weaken the system continue.  Chapter III 
provides recommendations for strengthening the OCE and fixing the corrupt and broken system 
that allows members of Congress who betray the public interest to avoid suffering any 
consequences for their actions.  
 
 
 

                                                 
2 H.R. 6019. 
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Chapter I: A Foundation for Failure 

The consistent failure of the ethics committees to police the behavior of members of Congress is 
due in part to flaws in the way the committees operate.  Both committees follow a complicated 
process for handling complaints, deciding whether to conduct investigations, and determining 
when to make information available to the public, but ultimately these decisions are left to the 
discretion of the committee members and staff.  The committees are the most opaque in 
Congress, lax in their policing of congressional misconduct, and unaccountable for their inaction. 

Inaccessible.  The House ethics committee only accepts complaints from members of Congress.1  
The fact that individuals and outside groups are barred from bringing ethical concerns to the 
committee’s attention is an obvious shortcoming.  House members have displayed a persistent 
inability to hold each other accountable for misconduct, yet the House ethics committee 
continues to rely on members as the sole source of ethics complaints.  

Unaccountable.  The lack of transparency makes it impossible to hold the ethics committees 
accountable for their actions.  In the past five years, the Senate ethics committee has released 
details in seven cases.  In contrast, the committee dismissed more than 250 potential violations 
between 2007 and 2009 without revealing any information about the members and staff involved 
or the allegations.2  Both committees are shielded by strict standards of confidentiality and are 
allowed to enforce ethics rules as they see fit.  

Lax.  Both committees have failed to hold even the “Most Corrupt” members of Congress 
accountable for their actions.  Over the past five years, the ethics committees have ignored a 
myriad of options available to sanction members for misconduct, restricting themselves to 
issuing letters of admonishment.  The Senate committee admonished Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID) 
and issued even weaker letters of “qualified admonition” to Sens. Roland Burris (D-IL) and Pete 
Domenici (R-NM).3  The Senate concedes that a ‘letter of admonition’ is not even considered 
discipline.4   The House committee ethics admonished Rep. Charles Rangel (D-NY).  Only 
recently has the House taken stronger action, issuing Statements of Alleged Violation against 
Reps. Rangel and Maxine Waters (D-CA) in preparation for the ethics trials both members have 
demanded.  

Members of Congress are bound to abide by standards of official conduct, regulating gifts, 
travel, campaign activity, outside employment and income, financial disclosures, staff rights and 
duties, official allowances, and official and outside organizations.5  Since CREW issued its first 
“Most Corrupt” report in 2005, we have identified over 425 instances of misconduct by 56 

                                                 
1 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 15(d), 111th Cong.    
2 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Recent Updates and Notices, and statements from http://ethics.senate.gov/; 
Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Annual Report, 2007, 2008, 2009. 
3 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Recent Updates and Notices, and statements from http://ethics.senate.gov/; 
House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Summary of Activities, 109th Cong. and 110th Cong.; House of 
Representatives, press statements from http://www.house.gov/. 
4 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003), Chapter 1(D). 
5 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, House Ethics Manual, (2008); Senate Select Committee on 
Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003). 
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members who apparently have flouted these rules, yet in 37 cases, the ethics committees failed to 
investigate.6 

The House and Senate ethics committees were created decades ago in response to political 
scandals and public outcry, and their methods evolved over time (See Appendix B for details).  
The newer OCE was designed to remedy some of the faults in the House ethics process.  As a 
quasi-independent body, the OCE can investigate instances of suspected misconduct and may 
submit referrals to the House ethics committee for further action.  The OCE is far more 
transparent than the ethics committee.  For example, most referrals made by OCE to the ethics 
committee must be disclosed to the public within a prescribed amount of time.  Unfortunately, 
issuing referrals and recommendations is where OCE’s jurisdiction ends.  The ethics committee 
has the final authority to decide whether to pursue an investigation and whether to discipline 
members. 

How the Ethics Processes Work 

At the start of each session, the House and the Senate ethics committees adopt rules governing 
how information is received, when and how allegations of misconduct will be investigated, what 
information will be disclosed to the public, and how reprimands for improper behavior will be 
issued.7  The OCE is subject to rules created by H.R. 895 and must be reauthorized at the start of 
each session.8  

Generally, each ethics body follows a prescribed method for accepting complaints and initiating 
investigations.  The Senate committee and the OCE may accept complaints, information, and 
allegations of misconduct from various sources, including outside organizations and anonymous 
tips.9  The House committee permits only members of the House of Representatives to submit 
complaints.  It will only consider a complaint from a non-member if a member of the House 
certifies in writing that the complaint warrants consideration.10  The committees and the OCE  
also may initiate investigations of their own accord based on information reported by the news 
media, reports by government entities, following criminal or civil investigations, or through 
information acquired through other means.11  In addition, the House ethics committee receives 
information in the form of referrals from the OCE.12  

The OCE may conduct a preliminary review, not to exceed 30 calendar days in most cases, when 
a minimum of one board member from each political party approves the review.13  At least three 
board members must vote to initiate a second-phase review that in most cases must be completed 
                                                 
6 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Recent Updates and Notices, and statements from http://ethics.senate.gov/; 
House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Summary of Activities, 109th Congress, 110th Congress; House 
of Representatives, press statements from http://www.house.gov/. 
7 House of Representatives, Rules of the House of Representatives, Rule XI, 110th Cong.; 
http://rules.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=RuleXXVI. 
8 Establishment of the Office of Congressional Ethics, H. Res. 895, 110th Cong., March 11, 2008. 
9 Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003), Chapter 1; http://oce.house.gov/public-input.html. 
10 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 15(d) 111th Cong.  
11 Senate Ethics Manual, 2003, Chapter 1; House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, 
Rule 14, 111th Cong.; Establishment of the Office of Congressional Ethics, H. Res. 895, 110th Cong., March 11, 
2008. 
12 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 14, 111th Cong. 
13 Establishment of the Office of Congressional Ethics, H. Res. 895, 110th Cong., March 11, 2008. 
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within 45 calendar days.14  Following a review, the OCE submits a report to the House ethics 
committee recommending either dismissal or further review by the committee, or notifying the 
committee that the matter is unresolved due to a tie vote.15   After a report is transmitted by the 
OCE to the House ethics committee, the OCE’s official involvement in the case ends.  The OCE 
does not have the authority to charge any individuals with alleged wrongdoing or to recommend 
disciplinary action.   

After the ethics committees receive a complaint, they conduct some form of fact-finding to 
determine whether the allegation warrants a full investigation.  If a complaint meets the 
threshold, it moves on to the investigatory stage.   

In the Senate, the chair and vice-chair of the ethics committee supervise a preliminary inquiry to 
determine whether substantial evidence exists to conclude that a violation has occurred.16  Then, 
the committee may vote to dismiss the matter, to dispose of the matter by issuing a public or 
private letter of admonition, or to initiate an adjudicatory review.17  Senate adjudicatory reviews 
are conducted by outside counsel unless the committee designates itself and staffers to perform 
the review.18  An adjudicatory review involves fact-finding meant to secure evidence showing a 
violation has occurred; counsel may conduct interviews, take sworn statements or hold a hearing 
as part of the process.19  Upon completion, the ethics committee is directed to submit a report to 
the Senate detailing the findings of the review, including any appropriate recommendations or 
proposed sanctions.20   

In the House ethics committee, an investigative subcommittee, made up of an equal number of 
Republicans and Democrats, is tasked with determining whether there is substantial reason to 
believe a member has violated the Code of Official Conduct, a law, rule, or regulation.21  At the 
conclusion of the inquiry, the investigative subcommittee may vote to charge a member with 
various counts of alleged wrongdoing by adopting a Statement of Alleged Violation, or it may 
choose to recommend other action to be taken by the committee.22  After the committee adopts a 
Statement of Alleged Violation, an adjudicatory subcommittee is formed.23  The subcommittee 
may hold hearings, subpoena witnesses, and consider testimony and evidence in order to 
determine whether each count in the Statement of Alleged Violation has been proven true.24  At 
the conclusion of an adjudicatory hearing, the full committee is directed to submit a report to the 
House of Representatives.  The committee may recommend the House take disciplinary action 
against the member, may issue a letter of reproval, or take other action.25 

                                                 
14 Id. 
15 Id. 
16 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003), Part II, Rule 3. 
17 Id. 
18 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003), Part II, Rule 4(b). 
19 Id. 
20 Id. 
21 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 19 (f), 111th Cong. 
22 Id. 
23 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 23, 111th Cong. 
24 Id. 
25 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 24, 111th Cong. 
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Lack of Transparency 

Senate 

Members and staff of the Senate ethics committee are bound by strict confidentiality 
requirements related to the performance of committee duties.26  The committee bears no 
obligation to report on the fact of complaints or nature of investigations until after an 
adjudicatory review is complete and a report is issued to the full Senate.27  Even then, the 
committee may vote to keep the report confidential.28  The Honest Leadership and Open 
Government Act of 2007 (HLOGA) placed new requirements on the Senate ethics committee to 
issue an annual report regarding the yearly activities of the committee,29 but the committee is 
only required to report on the number of actions taken, and does not have to provide any 
details.30  The three reports issued since HLOGA became law are each less than two pages in 
length and disclose only minimal information: the number of alleged violations, the number of 
violations dismissed, the number of preliminary inquiries conducted, and the number of 
adjudicatory reviews.31  Although HLOGA authorizes the committee to provide “any other 
information deemed by the committee to be appropriate to describe its activities in the previous 
year,”32 the committee has noted only that it provided ethics training and responded to thousands 
of requests for advisory letters and oral advice, offering no details on the substance of the 
requests.33  The annual report for 2010 is due no later than January 31, 2011. 34  

House 

Members and staff of the House ethics committee are required to swear an oath of confidentiality 
affirming they will not disclose any information received in the course of their duties, including 
the fact or nature of a complaint and all evidence relating to an investigation.35  The chair and 
ranking minority member may collaboratively make public statements regarding committee or 
subcommittee matters at any point during the process, unless the committee votes otherwise.36  
Since 2005, the committee has released press statements announcing the formation of 
investigative subcommittees in cases involving 16 members.37  The committee is directed to 
make the Statement of Alleged Violation public at the first meeting or hearing on the matter that 
is open to the public; adjudicatory hearings are mandated to be open to the public unless the 

                                                 
26 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003), Part II, Rule 1. 
27 Id. 
28 Id. 
29 Honest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007, S 1, 110th Cong., 2d sess, Sec. 554.  
30 Id. 
31 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Recent Updates and Notices, and statements from http://ethics.senate.gov/; 
Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Annual Report, 2007, 2008, 2009. 
32 Honest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007, S 1, 110th Cong., 2d sess. 
33 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Recent Updates and Notices, and statements from http://ethics.senate.gov/; 
Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Annual Report, 2007, 2008, 2009. 
34 Honest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007, S 1, 110th Cong., 2d sess, Sec. 554. 
35 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 7,111th Cong. 
36 Id. 
37 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Press Statements, 2005-2010 from 
http://ethics.house.gov/News/News.aspx.  
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committee votes to keep them private.38  The committee is subject to additional disclosure 
requirements regarding referrals that originate from the OCE.39 

OCE 

The OCE issues quarterly reports regarding the number of ongoing investigations, but does not 
name the subjects of the investigations.40  During an investigation, the OCE is required to keep 
all records and information confidential.41  After a referral is made to the House ethics 
committee, the committee is required to make public the OCE report and findings, or it must 
issue a public statement explaining the delay.42  If the ethics committee creates a subcommittee 
based on an OCE referral, regardless of the OCE’s recommendations, the findings must be made 
public by the end of the congressional session. 43  When the OCE recommends the ethics 
committee dismiss a matter or makes no recommendation based on a tie vote and the ethics 
committee takes no action, the committee must make the OCE’s report and findings available to 
the public within 45 days, unless the ethics committee votes to extend that deadline. 44  The 
ethics committee is not required to disclose a particular OCE report and findings if the 
committee votes to dismiss the OCE’s referral in agreement with the OCE’s recommendation. 45 

If the OCE recommends further review but DOJ asks the House ethics committee to defer its 
investigation, the ethics committee is still required to release the OCE report, though not its 
findings.  The committee must also issue a statement disclosing DOJ’s deferral request.46  If DOJ 
asks for a deferral when the OCE has recommended dismissing a matter, the ethics committee is 
only required to issue a statement disclosing the deferral request.47  

Senate Ethics Committee Actions 

The Senate Select Committee on Ethics spent more than $9.6 million on its operations between 
2005 and 2010.48  During that same period, the committee commented publicly on only seven 
investigatory actions, despite the fact that the committee received 279 complaints of alleged 
violations between 2007 and 2009.49  The committee dismissed 262 of those alleged violations 
for lack of jurisdiction or lack of evidence.  It reported only 27 preliminary inquiries, 23 of 
which were dismissed for lack of merit or loss of jurisdiction, and it conducted no adjudicatory 
reviews.50  

                                                 
38 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 7, 111th  Cong. 
39 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 17, 111th Cong. 
40 Susan Crabtree, Office of Congressional Ethics Refers Three Cases To House Panel For Review, The Hill, 
January 14, 2010. 
41 C. Simon Davidson, Are Proceedings Before the OCE Confidential? Roll Call, June 8, 2010. 
42 http://oce.house.gov/process.html. 
43 Id. 
44 Id. 
45 Id. 
46 http://oce.house.gov/process.html. 
47 Id. 
48 Appendix C: Appropriated Budgets of the House and Senate ethics committees and OCE. 
49 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Recent Updates and Notices, and statements from http://ethics.senate.gov/; 
Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Annual Report, 2007, 2008, 2009. 
50 Id. 
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Committee Actions: 

• 6 preliminary inquiries into the conduct of members, resulting in: 
o 3 public letters of admonition:  Sen. Burris, Sen. Craig, Sen. Domenici. 51 
o 3 cases dismissed:  Sen. Kent Conrad (D-ND), Sen. Christopher Dodd (D-CT), 

Sen. David Vitter (R-LA).52 
• 1 case deferred to avoid interfering with federal investigation:  Regarding members 

associated with Jack Abramoff.  

The Senate ethics committee has never publicly acknowledged it is investigating the conduct of 
Sen. John Ensign (R-NV), though such an investigation is widely reported to be underway.  
Similarly, Sen. Bob Bennett (R-UT) has confirmed he will assist the ethics committee in a 
potential investigation of members of his staff who may have obtained mortgages from 
Countrywide,53 although the ethics committee has not confirmed the existence of any such 
investigation.  

CREW’s Senate Ethics Committee Experience 

The Senate ethics committee receives far less attention for its failures than the House ethics 
committee, but its track record is similarly abysmal.  Because the committee is so secretive, 
CREW can only reflect on its own experience with complaints, but even with this small sample, 
the committee’s response does not instill confidence.  Since 2003, when CREW began operating, 
the organization has filed complaints against 18 senators and one Senate staff member.  
Frequently, the committee failed to respond to CREW’s complaint in any way.  For example, in 
2006, CREW filed a complaint against then-Sen. Rick Santorum (R-PA) for violating gift rules 
by accepting a mortgage from a Philadelphia bank that otherwise only made loans to its own, 
wealthy, account holders, which Sen. Santorum was not.54  The committee never replied. 

That same year, CREW asked the committee to investigate whether an Appropriations 
Committee staffer for Sen. Arlen Spector (then-R-PA), had worked to obtain earmarks from the 
senator on behalf of her husband’s lobbying clients.55 No response. 

In 2007, CREW filed a complaint against Sen. Kit Bond (R-MO) after an Inspector General 
investigation concluded the senator improperly had pushed the White House to remove a sitting 

                                                 
51 Sens. Domenici and Burris received letters of “qualified admonition.” 
52 The committee dismissed the letter of complaint against Sen. Vitter “without prejudice” and without an 
investigation. 
53 Susan Crabtree, Senate Ethics Panel Takes New Look At Countrywide Loans, The Hill, August 12, 2010. 
54 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair George 
Voinovich and Vice Chair Tim Johnson, February 22, 2006. 
55 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair George 
Voinovich and Vice Chair Tim Johnson, February 16, 2006. 
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U.S. Attorney because of a spat between the senator and the U.S. Attorney’s brother, a member 
of the House of Representatives.56  CREW never heard back from the committee. 

CREW has filed two separate complaints against Sen. John McCain (R-AZ), one two years ago, 
for failing to include gambling income on his personal financial disclosure forms as required by 
federal law and Senate rules;57 and a second in 2009 asking for an investigation into whether the 
senator improperly used party funds to pay for grassroots lobbying communications urging 
passage of legislation.58 CREW has received no response to either complaint. 

Similarly, CREW never received a response to its 2008 complaint that Sen. Norm Coleman (R-
MN) had received an improper gift when he received free and reduced rent from a Republican 
operative paid by the senator’s PAC.59  

Given that the committee clearly has no compunction about ignoring ethics complaints, its 
response to CREW’s September and October 2005 complaints against then-Majority Leader Bill 
Frist (R-TN) for apparently selling stock right before its value decreased based on insider 
information60 was surprising.  More than two years after CREW filed its complaints, the 
committee’s chief counsel and staff director sent CREW a letter noting that because Sen. Frist 
left the Senate on January 4, 2007, the committee no longer had jurisdiction over the matter.61  
Why bother? 

For the most part, when the committee has bothered to reply, it rarely has found a member 
responsible for misconduct.  For example, one of CREW’s earliest complaints alleged Sen. 
Richard Shelby (R-AL) had solicited campaign contributions from Westar Energy for a former 
staff member, Tom Young, who then was running for Congress.62  The complaint was based on 
internal Westar email correspondence in which one company executive explained to another who 
Mr. Young was and why he should donate money to him.  Another executive explained that Mr. 
Young was Sen. Shelby’s chief of staff and that as the lead Senate Republican responsible for the 
amendment Westar wanted added to the then-pending energy bill, Sen. Shelby was Westar’s 
“anchor on the Senate side.  He’s made a substantial request of us for supporting Young’s 

                                                 
56 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara Boxer 
and Vice Chair John Cornyn, September 30, 2008. 
57 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara Boxer 
and Vice Chair John Cornyn, October 9, 2008. 
58 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara Boxer 
and Vice Chair Johnny Isakson, December 9, 2009. 
59 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee Chair Barbara Boxer and 
Ranking Member John Cornyn, July 1, 2008. 
60 Letters from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair George 
Voinovich and Vice Chair Tim Johnson, September 26, 2005 and October 25, 2005. 
61 Letter from Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chief Counsel and Staff Director Robert L. Walker to CREW 
Executive Director Melanie Sloan, December 27, 2007. 
62 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair George 
Voinovich and Vice Chair Harry Reid, June 23, 2003. 
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campaign.”63  Westar executives made $15,000 in contributions to Mr. Young’s campaign, all on 
the same day.64  Despite this evidence, the committee dismissed the complaint, finding it lacked 
substantial merit.65 

CREW received a similar form dismissal in response to a complaint against Sen. Mary Landrieu  
(D-LA).  In that matter, CREW requested an investigation into whether the senator had violated 
federal law and Senate rules by accepting $30,000 in campaign contributions from employees of 
a company for which she inserted an earmark into an appropriations bill only a few days later. 66  
Explaining only that it had reviewed the allegations as well as information provided by Sen. 
Landrieu, the committee dismissed the complaint.67  

The committee also let Sen. Vitter off the hook after the senator’s phone number was found on 
the D.C. Madam’s call list and the senator admitted to serious sins in his marriage, albeit with a 
less stock response. CREW had filed a complaint against Sen. Vitter alleging that soliciting for 
prostitution did not reflect creditably upon the Senate.68  The committee dismissed the complaint 
because Sen. Vitter had been a member of the House, not the Senate, at the time of his crimes.69  
In a break from the usual practice in dismissals, all members of the committee signed a letter to 
the senator, warning him the matter would be reopened if new evidence came to light.  

The committee also dismissed CREW’s complaints against Sens. Dodd and Conrad for accepting 
improper gifts from Countrywide when they applied for mortgages and were placed into a 
category of V.I.P.s.70  Though noting both men showed remarkably little curiosity about what it 
meant to be in the V.I.P. program, the committee found the real problem was that the rules 
barring senators from receiving such benefits had not been spelled out clearly enough.71  In light 
of the fact that Senate rules clearly include loans as potentially improper gift, CREW suggested 
battered committee syndrome might be responsible for the committee’s inability to hold the 
senators accountable for their actions. 

In contrast to the snail’s pace at which the ethics committee generally proceeds, it worked at 
record-breaking speed in rushing to admonish Sen. Craig of Minnesota airport public restroom 

                                                 
63 Id. 
64 Id. 
65 Letter from Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chief Counsel and Staff Director Robert L. Walker to Melanie 
Sloan, October 1, 2003. 
66 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara Boxer 
and Vice Chair John Cornyn, January 8, 2008. 
67 Letter from Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chief Counsel and Staff Director John C. Sassman to CREW 
Executive Director Melanie Sloan, November 6, 2009. 
68 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara Boxer 
and Ranking Member John Cornyn, July 19, 2007. 
69 Letter from Senate Select Committee on Ethics to Sen. David Vitter, May 8, 2008. 
70 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara Boxer 
and Vice Chair Johnny Isakson, June 13, 2008. 
71 Letters from Senate Select Committee on Ethics to Senators Christopher J. Dodd and Kent Conrad, August 7, 
2009. 
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fame. In that case, CREW filed an ethics complaint in August 2007,72 as apparently did the 
Senate Republican leadership,73 and less than six months later, the committee admonished Sen. 
Craig for his conduct.74  Apparently, there is nothing the Senate ethics committee takes more 
seriously than sexual misconduct, particularly if it is related to gay sex. 

While Sen. Craig received a letter of admonition for repugnant, but personal, misconduct the 
committee issued only a letter of qualified admonition to Sen. Domenici,75 in response to 
CREW’s complaint that he had abused his office by attempting to pressure a sitting U.S. 
Attorney into pressing a criminal case for political reasons.76 Despite evidence provided by 
David Iglesias, the U.S. Attorney the senator had contacted, the committee found no substantial 
evidence he had tried to influence the ongoing criminal investigation.77 

More recently, CREW filed complaints with the ethics committee against Sen. John Ensign (R-
NV) after it was revealed he had an affair with a campaign staffer married to his chief of staff, 
had fired them both when the affair ended, had paid the woman $96,000 in severance without 
reporting it to the Federal Election Commission, and had helped her husband develop a lobbying 
business, in violation of revolving door laws.78  Although over a year has passed without a 
response, press reports indicate the committee, as well as the Department of Justice, is 
investigating the matter.79 

This record suggests that although the moribund House ethics process has received far more 
attention and criticism, the Senate process is similarly dysfunctional.  Some complaints go 
unaddressed entirely, others languish for years – at least one just long enough for the senator to 
retire allowing the committee to graciously plead loss of jurisdiction – and most of the others are 
dismissed with no explanation.    

House Ethics Committee Action 

The House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct spent more than $9.7 million to fund its 
operations between 2005 and 2010.80  During that period, the committee admonished only one 
member and empanelled investigative subcommittees to look into the conduct of 16 members.81  

                                                 
72 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara Boxer 
and Vice Chair John Cornyn, August 28, 2007. 
73 Marc Ambinder, Senate Republicans Want Ethics Investigation into Craig, The Atlantic, August 28, 2007. 
74 Letter from Senate Select Committee on Ethics to Senator Larry Craig, February 13, 2008. 
75 Letter from Senate Select Committee on Ethics to Sen. Pete Domenici, April 24, 2008. 
76 Letter from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara Boxer 
and Vice Chair John Cornyn, March 5, 2007. 
77 See Letter from Senate Select Committee on Ethics to Sen. Pete Domenici, April 24, 2008. 
78 Letters from CREW Executive Director Melanie Sloan to Senate Select Committee on Ethics Chair Barbara 
Boxer and Vice Chair Johnny Isakson, June 24, 2009 and October 6, 2009. 
79 See e.g. Jeff German and Benjamin Spillman, Ensign Ethics Investigators Interview Parties in Valley, Las Vegas 
Review Journal, May 8, 2010. 
80 Appendix C: Appropriated Budgets of the House and Senate ethics committees and OCE. 
81 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Summary of Activities, 109th Cong., 110th Cong.; House of 
Representatives, press statements from http://www.house.gov/. 
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Though the House ethics committee issues reports at the end of each session, the committee does 
not report on the number of complaints received and dismissed annually.  

Committee Actions: 

• 2 members have been charged with a Statement of Alleged Violation and are 
awaiting adjudicatory hearings: Rep. Rangel*, Rep. Waters. 

• 1 member was admonished for inappropriate behavior: Rep. Rangel*. 
• 7 members were required to repay expenses for trips found to violate House rules:  

Delegate Donna Christensen (D-USVI), Rep. Yvette Clarke (D-NY), Rep. Tom Feeney 
(R-FL), Rep. Carolyn Cheeks Kilpatrick (D-MI), Rep. Donald Payne (D-NJ), Rep. 
Bennie Thompson (D-MS), Rep. Curt Weldon (R-PA). 

• 6 cases were deferred to avoid interfering with a legal investigation: Rep. Tom 
DeLay (R-TX)**, Rep. Bob Filner (D-CA)**, Rep. Vito Fossella (R-NY)**, Rep. Jesse 
Jackson Jr. (D-IL), Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA)**, Rep. Rick Renzi (R-AZ)**. 

• 6 matters were closed after the member resigned, lost re-election or did not seek 
another term:  Rep. Nathan Deal (R-GA), Rep. DeLay**, Rep. Fossella**, Rep. 
Jefferson**, Rep. Bob Ney (R-OH), Rep. Renzi**.  

• 13 matters were dismissed or closed: Rep. Norm Dicks (D-WA); Rep. Filner**, Rep. 
Sam Graves (R-MO), Rep. Marcy Kaptur (D-OH), Rep. James McDermott (D-WA)82, 
Rep. James Moran (D-VA), the late Rep. John Murtha (D-PA), Rep. Laura Richardson 
(D-CA), Rep. Pete Stark (D-CA), Rep. Todd Tiahrt (R-KS), Rep. Peter Visclosky (D-IN), 
Rep. C.W. Bill Young (R-FL), the investigation into members’ knowledge of Rep. Mark 
Foley’s (R-FL) inappropriate conduct with respect to House pages. 

• 1 matter is ongoing: investigation into members’ knowledge of Rep. Eric Massa’s (D-
NY) sexual harassment of staff members.83  

• 1 matter was resolved after the member issued a public statement and agreed to 
take steps to comply with House Rules: Rep. John Conyers Jr. (D-MI). 

• 1 inquiry was initiated after the member resigned and pleaded guilty to bribery 
related charges: Rep. Randy “Duke” Cunningham (R-CA).84   

* Rep. Rangel has been the subject of two investigations; he received an admonishment in the 
first and is awaiting trial in the second. 

** More than one action is noted regarding a single investigation into the conduct of this 
member.  

                                                 
82 In a December 2006 report, the House ethics committee concluded that Rep. McDermott did not violate House 
rules, but that his conduct was “inconsistent with the spirit of the applicable rules and represented a failure on his 
part to meet his obligations” as then-Ranking Minority Member of the House ethics committee.  Regarding the same 
incident, a federal judge ordered Rep. McDermott to pay Rep. John Boehner (R-OH) more than $1 million in legal 
fees.  House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Report: In the Matter of Rep. James McDermott, 
December 6, 2006; Lawmaker Must Pay $1 Million in Legal Fees, Associated Press, April 2, 2008. 
83 Billy House, Republicans Keep Jabbing Pelosi On Massa Harassment Case, National Journal’s Congress Daily, 
September 28, 2010. 
84 Press Release, House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Statement of Chairman and Ranking Minority 
Member on Rep. Randy Cunningham, May 17, 2006. 
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In October 2009 a document prepared by the House ethics committee was leaked to the media, 
revealing the names of dozens of members of Congress involved in ethics investigations.85  Of 
the 33 members referenced in the report, the ethics committee has publicly stated that 17 have 
been the subject of some committee action, including investigation, dismissal, or reprimand.  

• The committee has not disclosed any action regarding 16 of the members named in 
the leaked report, though in many instances, there have been press reports 
regarding the potential misconduct: Rep. Joe Barton (R-TX), Rep. Sanford Bishop Jr. 
(D-GA), Rep. Keith Ellison (D-MN), Rep. Eliot Engel (D-NY), Rep. Feeney, Rep Luis 
Gutierrez (D-IL), Rep. Jane Harman (D-CA), Rep. Connie Mack (R-FL), Rep. Doris 
Matsui (D-CA), Rep. Gary Miller (R-CA), Rep. Alan Mollohan (D-WV), Rep. Silvestre 
Reyes (D-TX), Rep. Linda Sanchez (D-CA), Rep. Loretta Sanchez (D-CA), Rep. Heath 
Shuler (D-NC), Rep. Edolphus Towns (D-NY).  

CREW’s House Ethics Committee Experience 

As the House ethics committee only permits members of the House to file ethics complaints, 
CREW has no experience parallel to its dealings with the Senate ethics committee to report.  
Despite the committee’s refusal to take complaints from outsiders, prior to the establishment of 
the OCE, CREW nevertheless frequently sent letters to the House ethics committee complaining 
of members’ misconduct.  CREW never received any acknowledgment or other correspondence 
from the committee in response to these letters.    

Since 2003, CREW sent complaints to the House ethics committee against: Reps. Barton, Roy 
Blunt (R-MO), Cunningham, DeLay, Foley, Fossella, Doc Hastings (R-WA), Jefferson, Sam 
Johnson (R-TX), Doug Lamborn (R-CO), Tim Mahoney (D-FL), Ney, Richard Pombo (R-CA), 
Richardson, Billy Tauzin (R-LA), Charles Taylor (R-NC) and Heather Wilson (R-NM).86  As far 
as CREW is aware, the committee investigated only those matters involving Reps. DeLay, Foley 
and Richardson, and the latter two inquiries did not appear to be triggered by CREW’s 
complaints.87 

OCE Action 

The OCE has spent over $2 million to fund its operations since 2009, the first year the office’s 
budget was reported.88  Since its creation in March 2008, the OCE has referred 13 members to 
the House ethics committee for further action.89  Of the 13, the ethics committee dismissed nine 
cases, admonished one member, and has adopted a Statement of Alleged Violation against one 
member.  Other actions taken by OCE are provided in Appendix D.  

The House ethics committee took the following actions based on OCE referrals: 

                                                 
85 Ellen Nakashima and Paul Kane, Dozens in Congress Under Ethics Inquiry, The Washington Post, October 30, 
2009. 
86 See http://citizensforethics.org/actions/congress/house.  
87 The House ethics committee held an informal fact-gathering into the matter involving Rep. Cunningham, and lost 
jurisdiction into the matters involving Reps. Fossella, Jefferson, and Ney after the lawmakers left office.   
88 Appendix C: Appropriated Budgets of the House and Senate ethics committees and OCE. 
89 http://oce.house.gov/reports.html. 
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• Dismissed 9 referrals: Del. Christensen, Rep. Graves, Rep. Kilpatrick, Rep. Payne, Rep. 
Richardson, Rep. Stark, Rep. Thompson, Rep. Tiahrt, Rep. Visclosky. 

• Lost jurisdiction when member resigned: Rep. Deal.  
• Deferred further action to avoid interfering with federal investigation: Rep. Jackson. 
• Admonished one member for wrongdoing: Rep. Rangel. 
• Adopted Statement of Alleged Violation: Rep. Waters. 
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Chapter II: Ethics Transformed, but Under Attack 

Following major Republican scandals involving former Majority Leader Tom DeLay (R-TX) 
and lobbyist Jack Abramoff, Democrats took control of the House in 2006, largely because of 
voter concern over ethics.  Following through on her pledge to rid the House of its “culture of 
corruption,” Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) created the Office of Congressional Ethics (OCE).  
The OCE – operating with greater transparency than the ethics committee – was intended to 
reinvigorate the moribund ethics process.  Although watchdogs welcomed the creation of the 
OCE, many, including CREW, were concerned about whether the office could succeed as 
structured.  The office lacks subpoena power, it can refer matters to the ethics committee, but 
cannot find members broke House rules or federal law, and since the outset, it has had weak 
political support.  Republicans opposed the OCE’s creation and many Democrats voted for it 
only because it was a priority for the Speaker.     

Nevertheless, the OCE, which can open investigations based on referrals from the public, has 
transformed ethics enforcement in the House.  So far, it has referred matters involving 13 
lawmakers to the ethics committee requesting further review.1  The ethics committee dismissed 
all but two of those cases, finding no wrongdoing.2  Nevertheless, the OCE has forced the ethics 
committee to directly address matters it might otherwise have ignored, and even when the OCE’s 
referrals have been dismissed, there still have been consequences.  Overall, creation of the OCE 
has led to much more vigorous enforcement of ethics rules and made the process considerably 
more transparent.  Neither of which has made the office very popular on Capitol Hill. 

OCE and the Congressional Black Caucus 

The most outspoken critics of the OCE are members of the Congressional Black Caucus (CBC).  
Although some CBC members did not support the creation of the office in the first place, as the 
OCE has investigated African-American members, CBC members have stepped up their 
complaints.   

Members first took public issue with the office following the OCE’s investigation into CBC 
members’ travel to the Caribbean for the Carib News Foundation conference.  Following a 
complaint by the conservative National Legal and Policy Center, the OCE considered whether 
five CBC members – Del. Christensen, Rep. Kilpatrick, Rep. Payne, Rep. Rangel, and Rep. 
Thompson – had violated House travel rules by allowing Carib News to pay for their attendance 
at the organization’s conference in November 2008.  The OCE found there was a substantial 
reason to believe the members had accepted expense reimbursement in violation of House rules 
and referred all five cases to the ethics committee.3  Although the House Ethics Committee 
                                                 
1 http://oce.house.gov/reports.html. 
2 Office of Congressional Ethics, Referrals, 2009-2010; House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Press 
Statements, 2009-2010. 
3 Office of Congressional Ethics, Report and Findings Related to Del. Donna Christensen, Review No. 09-3698;  
Report and Findings Related to Rep. Carolyn Cheeks Kilpatrick, Review No. 09-2567; Report and Findings Related 
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cleared five CBC members (including Rep. Yvette Clarke (D-NY), who had not been referred by 
the OCE) of improperly taking a corporate-funded Caribbean trip, the OCE’s reports – noting 
some of the members had publicly thanked the corporate sponsors and another had underreported 
the sponsor-paid costs of the trip – still were released.4  Ultimately, the ethics committee 
admonished only one member, Rep. Rangel, finding – contrary to all evidence – that his staff 
alone was aware of the corporate sponsorship.5 As a result of the committee’s action, Rep. 
Rangel was forced to surrender his chairmanship of the House Ways and Means Committee.6  In 
part because the ethics committee had – after receiving “false and misleading information” – 
cleared the trip, 7 and in part because CBC members were angry that the OCE released its report, 
CBC members began to vocally complain about the office and its authority.   

Some CBC members also were concerned about the investigation into Rep. Richardson – a case 
illustrative of the OCE’s need for subpoena power.  The OCE investigated whether Rep. 
Richardson had received an improper gift after it was revealed that after the congresswoman’s 
home was sold in a foreclosure sale, her lender, Washington Mutual Bank, rescinded the sale.8  
The OCE found there was substantial reason to believe Rep. Richardson had violated House 
rules by knowingly receiving preferential treatment from the bank.9  In its report, the OCE noted, 
however, that it was unable to obtain information from two banks and the foreclosure company 
involved in the matter because Rep. Richardson refused to allow them to cooperate with the 
investigation.10  Further, without offering any explanations, Rep. Richardson herself refused to 
cooperate with the investigation.11  Because a determination as to whether Rep. Richardson 
received preferential treatment required a review of bank documents, the OCE recommended 
that the ethics committee issue subpoenas to Rep. Richardson, the banks and the foreclosure 
company.12  Despite email traffic in the government affairs and the communications departments 

                                                                                                                                                             
to Rep. Donald Payne, Review No. 09-4403; Report and Findings Related to Rep. Charles Rangel, Review no. 09-
6333; Report and Findings Related to Rep. Bennie Thompson, Review No. 09-2222, June 8, 2009.  
4 Eric Lipton, House Inquiry on Trips Is Criticized as Weak, The New York Times, February 26, 2010. 
5 David Kocieniewski and Carl Hulse, Panel Admonishes Rangel for Taking Trips as Gifts, The New York Times, 
February 25, 2010. 
6 Jonathan Allen and Jake Sherman, Rangel Gives up Gavel, Politico, March 3, 2010. 
7 Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Report on Investigation into Officially Connected Travel of House 
Members to Attend the Carib News Foundation Multi-National Business Conferences in 2007 and 2008, volume 1, 
February 25, 2010.  
8 Office of Congressional Ethics, Report and Findings Related to Rep. Laura Richardson, Review No. 09-4126, 
August 6, 2009. 
9 Id. at 6. 
10 Id. at 25. 
11 Id. 
12 Id. at 26. 
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of Washington Mutual about the congresswoman’s situation,13 the ethics committee ultimately 
cleared Rep. Richardson of any wrongdoing.14 

The OCE also investigated Rep. Waters for failing to reveal her ties to OneUnited Bank when 
contacting the Secretary of the Treasury on behalf of the National Banker’s Association.15  In 
response to Rep. Waters’ call, a meeting was granted, but at the meeting and in follow-up 
conducted by the congresswoman’s office, the discussion centered on OneUnited.16  Rep. 
Waters’ husband had been a board member of the bank from 2004 to 2008 and, at the time of the 
meeting, held stock in the bank.17  The OCE referred the matter to the ethics committee, finding 
a substantial reason to believe that Rep. Waters had advocated on behalf of a matter in which she 
had a personal financial interest.  After its own year-long inquiry, an investigative subcommittee 
of the ethics committee agreed and adopted a Statement of Alleged Violation on June 15, 2010.18  
Rep. Waters’ ethics trial is scheduled to begin November 29, 2010.19 

In May, both Reps. Richardson and Waters met with Speaker Pelosi to complain about their 
treatment by the OCE.20  CBC members said investigators’ questioning had been abrupt, and 
complained about the office’s lack of minority staffers.21  One unnamed lawmaker claimed, 
“There’s a dual standard, one for most members and one for African-Americans,” and argued 
“this is stacked against you once an accusation is made.”22 

The CBC has engaged in a concerted effort to weaken the OCE.  CBC members are supporting a 
resolution proposed in May by Rep. Marcia Fudge (D-OH) intended to eviscerate the office.  The 
legislation would severely limit the OCE’s ability to publicly release its findings, it would 
prevent the office from referring a matter to the ethics committee within 60 days of an election, 
and, most significantly, it would limit the office to investigating only if an individual submits a 
sworn complaint stating firsthand knowledge of alleged wrongdoing, rather than in response to 
anonymous complaints or media reports.23  Rep. Fudge said the new limits are necessary because 
the “OCE is currently the accuser, judge and jury.”24  Rep. Fudge’s role is particularly notable 

                                                 
13 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Report in the Matter of Rep. Laura Richardson, June 30, 
2010. See emails contained in volumes IV and V. 
14 Statement of the Chair and Ranking Member of the House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct 
Regarding Its Report in the Matter of Rep. Laura Richardson, July 1, 2010.  
15 Office of Congressional Ethics, Report and Findings Related to Rep. Maxine Waters, Review No. 09-2121, 
August 6, 2009. 
16 Id. at 5. 
17 Id. 
18 Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Investigative Subcommittee in the Matter of Representative Maxine 
Waters, Statement of Alleged Violation, June 15, 2010. 
19 Statement of the Chair of the House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct Regarding the Matters of 
Representative Charles B. Rangel and Representative Maxine Waters, October 7, 2010. 
20 Susan Crabtree, Pelosi Considering Rewriting Ethics Rules, The Hill, June 10, 2010. 
21 Susan Crabtree, Watchdog Comes Back to Bite Democrats, The Hill, October 13, 2009. 
22 John Bresnahan and Jonathan Allen, Ethics Cases Raise Racial Questions, Politico, August 1, 2010. 
23 H. Res. 1416, 111th Cong. 
24 Eric Lipton, 20 in Black Caucus Ask for Curb on Ethics Office, The New York Times, June 1, 2010. 
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given that her chief of staff, Dawn Kelly Mobley, had been reprimanded by the ethics committee 
for improperly sharing information she obtained as designated counsel to the ethics committee 
during the Carib News investigation.25  

Majority Whip and CBC member Jim Clyburn (D-SC), who is close to the speaker, has noted 
“Several members have raised concerns with the OCE...At some point they will need to be 
examined and addressed.”26  Personally, Rep. Clyburn believes the office has an “accusatory 
mentality about every allegation” and agrees the OCE’s investigatory process should be changed, 
saying news stories and headlines shouldn't be sufficient to trigger probes. 27  

Of course, the CBC is not alone in its criticism. Members who have been under investigation and 
their lawyers also have attempted to discredit the OCE.  Cleta Mitchell, a lawyer who defended 
an unnamed representative against an ethics violation, described the OCE as “a very arrogant, 
dangerous little outfit,” adding that “They are a rogue operation that needs to be shut down.”28  
Rep. Sam Graves’ (R-MO) attorney, Elliot S. Berke, acknowledged he had encouraged clients 
not to cooperate with the OCE, in hopes of stymying the investigation.29  The tactic was meant to 
exploit the office’s lack of subpoena power.  Without that, Rep. Lacy Clay (D-MO) said, “The 
OCE is like a schoolyard bully without any real punch.”30  And, following the OCE’s referral of 
the PMA matter to the Department of Justice, one Republican lawmaker called the office “out of 
control” and another said “I think there’s a lot of regrets with having those people [OCE] 
there.”31  

OCE Increases Transparency 

In some cases, the ethics committee has been forced to release the OCE’s reports, which have 
included records detailing ethically dubious conduct, and provided the public a window into how 
business is conducted in Washington.  For instance, in an investigation into lawmakers’ ties to 
the now-defunct PMA Group lobbying firm, the OCE found that two lawmakers – Reps. Tiahrt 
and Visclosky – may have tied earmarks to campaign contributions.32  Although the ethics 
committee found no wrongdoing and dismissed both cases,33 the OCE referred the matter to the 

                                                 
25 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Investigation into Officially Connected Travel of House 
Members to Attend the Carib News Foundation Multi-National Business Conference in 2007 and 2008, volume 1, 
February 25, 2010; Brian Beutler, House Dem Seeks To Restrict Ethics Panel That Targeted Her Top Aide, 
TPMMuckraker, June 3, 2010.  
26 James Rosen, Wilson Ethics Probe Wider, The State, September 4, 2010. 
27 Larry Peterson, SC Congressman Clyburn Rips Ethics Probes, Savannah Morning News, August 28, 2010. 
28 Eric Lipton, House Ethics Office Gains, Dismissals Aside, The New York Times, March 22, 2010. 
29 Id. 
30 Susan Crabtree, Watchdog Comes Back To Bite Democrats, The Hill, October 13, 2009. 
31 Jonathan Allen and John Bresnahan, Lawmakers Seek to Gut Ethics Office, Politico, June 10, 2010. 
32 Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, In the Matter of Allegations Relating to the Lobbying Activities of 
Paul Magliocchetti and Associates Group, INC. (PMA), February 26, 2010. 
33 Paul Singer, Ethics Committee Ends Investigation Into PMA Earmarks, Roll Call, February 26, 2010. 
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Department of Justice34and its report created additional pressure on congressional leaders to limit 
earmarks.35   

Transparency also carried the day in the investigation of Rep. Deal.  Following a complaint filed 
by CREW, the OCE investigated Rep. Deal for using official resources and abusing his position 
in Congress to bully a Georgia official to benefit his personal business. During the course of the 
investigation, the OCE found that Rep. Deal had provided inaccurate information on his personal 
financial disclosure reports.36  The OCE referred the entire matter to the ethics committee for 
further action.  Clearly hoping to avoid a public airing of his ethics violations, Rep. Deal quickly 
resigned, allegedly to focus on his gubernatorial campaign.  Despite his resignation the OCE 
released its report,37 which concluded Rep. Deal had taken “active steps” to preserve a state 
program “that had generated financial benefit for Representative Deal and his business 
partner.”38  The Department of Justice is investigating the matter.39 
 
There are clear signs that not everyone is basking in the sunlight. Minority Leader John Boehner 
(R-OH) opposed the creation of the OCE in the first place, along with much of his caucus.40 
More recently, he has hinted that the OCE would be dismantled if the Republicans take control 
of the House.41  Rep. Boehner said, “It’s pretty clear that when this was created, the type of 
coordination and ground work that should have been laid was not, and so there are questions that 
remain about how it works and how effective, in fact, it is.”42   

Turf Wars 

The ethics committee and the OCE have a tense relationship and their spat become public 
following the OCE’s investigation of Rep. Graves.  Rep. Graves had ties to a businessman whom 
he invited to testify before the Committee on Small Business, without revealing the 
relationship.43  Absurdly, the ethics committee absolved him of any conflict of interest, but even 
more surprising, when the committee dismissed the case, it criticized the OCE’s work as 

                                                 
34 Carol Leonnig, Ethics office asks for investigation of lobby firm PMA Group’s clients, The Washington Post, 
May 27, 2010. 
35 Corey Boles, House Curbs Earmarks, Senate Balks, The Wall Street Journal, March 11, 2010. 
36 Office of Congressional Ethics, Report and Findings Related to Rep. Nathan Deal, Review 09-1022, March 26, 
2010. 
37 Eric Lipton, Ethics Report Faults Ex-Congressman, The New York Times, March 29, 2010. 
38 Office of Congressional Ethics, Report and Findings Related to Representative Nathan Deal Review No. 09-1022, 
March 26, 210. 
39 Aaron Gould Sheinin and James Salzer, Federal Grand Jury Sought Documents, Interviews Regarding Nathan 
Deal, Atlanta Journal and Constitution, July 27, 2010. 
40 Susan Crabtree, House GOP Leaders Dodge Questions on the Future of Ethics Office, The Hill, September 8, 
2010. 
41 Jennifer Yachnin, Castle, Platts Propose Tougher Ethics Measures, Roll Call, August 11, 2010. 
42 Id. 
43 Office of Congressional Ethics, Report and Findings Related to Rep. Sam Graves, Review 09-7000, August 6, 
2009. 
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“fundamentally flawed.”44   The committee also accused the OCE of withholding exculpatory 
evidence in the case, disclosing the names of witnesses, and failing to meet deadlines.45  The 
OCE issued a statement of its own, saying it had turned over all evidence to Rep. Graves and 
otherwise acted appropriately.46   

The ethics committee and the OCE again clashed over the OCE’s referral of a case involving 
whether Rep. Stark improperly claimed a tax break for Maryland homeowners.  To qualify for 
the tax break, Maryland law requires the home to be used as the owner’s “principal residence,” 
defined as the place where the homeowner regularly resides and designates for voting, obtaining 
a driver’s license, and filing income tax returns.47  Rep. Stark paid California resident taxes, had 
a California driver’s license, and was registered to vote in California.48  Despite this evidence, 
the committee found no wrongdoing in the matter.49  The ethics committee charged that the 
OCE’s investigation of Rep. Stark was inadequate and unfounded because a tax bill that was 
delivered to Rep. Stark in November or December of 2009 showed that he did not receive the tax 
break.50  The OCE responded by pointing out that this tax bill was distributed more than two 
months after the OCE finished its review, and was not relevant.51  

Ill will between the ethics committee and the OCE remain as Rep. Zoe Lofgren (D-CA), 
chairwoman of the ethics committee, recently blamed the office for “sloppy work” she said has 
led to unjustified referrals.52  

Nail in the Coffin? 

Many lawmakers viewed as inappropriate the OCE’s investigation into whether lawmakers 
traded earmarks for campaign contributions with PMA Group lobbyists. Those concerns have 
been exacerbated by the OCE’s preliminary review of whether members of the House 
Committee on Financial Services tied campaign contributions to committee votes.  In June, the 
OCE sent letters to lobbyists seeking information about their dealings with eight legislators -- 

                                                 
44 Brody Mullins, Leak Offers Rare Peek at Congressional Ethics Probes, The Wall Street Journal, October 31, 
2009. 
45 Press Release, Office of Congressional Ethics, Response to Criticism by Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct Regarding the Investigation Conducted by the Office of Congressional Ethics in the Matter of 
Representative Sam Graves, November 20, 2009. 
46 Id. 
47 Office of Congressional Ethics Report and Findings, Representative Pete Stark, Review No. 09-9030, November 
12, 2009. 
48 Id. 
49 Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, In the Matter of Representative Fortney “Pete” Stark, January 29, 
2010. 
50 Press Release, Office of Congressional Ethics, Response to Comments by Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct Regarding the Investigation Conducted by the Office of Congressional Ethics in the Matter of 
Representative Stark, February 25, 2010. 
51 Id. 
52 Eric Lipton, At Ethics Panel’s Helm An Experienced Eye, The New York Times, August 3, 2010.   
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five Republicans and three Democrats -- regarding their votes on the financial bailout.53  The 
OCE was looking at members who held fundraisers within 48 hours of the financial bailout bill 
or received substantial campaign donations from those with a financial stake in the bill.54  The 
probe was focused on whether the timing of the donations created at least the appearance of a 
conflict of interest.55  At the end of August, the OCE referred its investigation into three 
members, Reps. John Campbell (R-CA), Tom Price (R-GA) and Joseph Crowley (D-NY), for 
further review, but dismissed the cases against the remaining five members.56  

Expressing a view shared widely on the Hill, campaign finance and ethics lawyer Kenneth Gross, 
who was involved in the probe, argued, “To pick eight members and say they voted on 
legislation and political contributions came in around this time is really going places that no 
regulatory authority has ever gone.”57 

Conclusion 

The OCE’s investigations into the PMA Group and financial services fundraising represent a 
challenge to everyday congressional fundraising practices, in which members routinely raise 
money from those with business before them.  House precedent, however, clearly establishes that 
such fundraising activities are prohibited.  As the House ethics committee itself noted in a letter 
of admonition to former House Majority Leader DeLay, “Under House standards of conduct as 
set out in Committee publications, a Member may not make a solicitation for campaign or 
political contributions that is linked with any specific official action taken or to be taken by that 
Member.  In addition, a Member may not accept any contribution that is linked with any specific 
official action taken or to be taken by that Member.”58 Further, in a related memorandum, the 
committee warned, “a decent interval of time should be allowed to lapse” between any favor 
done by a legislator and a campaign contribution “so that neither party will feel that there is a 
close connection between the two acts.”59 

In addressing the ethics complaint filed against Rep. DeLay, the committee also stated that a 
“Member should not make any solicitation that creates even the appearance that campaign 

                                                 
53 Bob Cusack and Susan Crabtree, House Ethics Office Asks Lobbyists for Info on Lawmakers, The Hill, June 14, 
2010. 
54  Carol D. Leonnig, 8 House Members Investigated Over Fundraisers Held Near Financial Reform Vote, The 
Washington Post, June 16, 2010. 
55 Id. 
56  Susan Crabtree, Ethics Probes of Reps. Price, Campbell and Crowley Referred to House Panel, The Hill, August 
31, 2010. 
57 Eric Lipton and Eric Lichtblau, Fundraising Before House Vote Draws Scrutiny, The New York Times, July 15, 
2010. 
58 Letter from Chairman Joel Hefley and Ranking Member Alan Mollohan, House Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct, to Majority Leader Tom DeLay, Oct. 6, 2004; citing House Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct, Laws, Rules and Standards of Conduct on Campaign Activity, 107th Cong., 1st sess. (2001); House Rule 23, 
cl. 1. 
59 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Memorandum regarding Recommendations for Disposition 
of the Complaint filed against Representative DeLay, October 6, 2004, fn. 14. 
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contributors will receive or be entitled to either special treatment or special access to the 
Members in his or her official capacity.60  The committee found that Rep. DeLay had violated 
this rule by participating in a fundraiser with representatives of an energy company just as a 
House-Senate conference on energy legislation was about to begin.61   

Reviewing the standards and rules enunciated by the House ethics committee in 2004, it is clear 
that – at least six years ago – the committee took a far dimmer view of the type of conduct the 
OCE is criticized for investigating today.  Perhaps, as members -- including those who populate 
the ethics committee -- are spending more and more of their time chasing campaign donations, 
their tolerance for conduct that appears contrary to those rules has increased.   It is for this very 
reason the OCE is so important: its board, which includes former members of Congress, but who 
are not now faced with the money chase, can more objectively consider whether activities cross 
ethical lines.  The truth is the OCE simply is doing what the House ethics committee either 
cannot or will not do: enforce ethical standards in the House of Representatives. 
 

                                                 
60 Id. 
61 Id. 
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Chapter III: Solutions 
 
Because the ethics process has broken down, CREW believes the ethics committees must be 
reformed, and Congress must strengthen and expand the reach of the more independent Office of 
Congressional Ethics.  

 
The “Accountability and Transparency in Ethics Act,” H.R. 6019, introduced by Reps. Castle 
and Platts, which would give the OCE subpoena power, is a good first step.  Unfortunately, the 
legislation has virtually no support.  Beyond this, other steps that Congress should consider 
include:  
 
Short Term Solutions 
 

 Keep the OCE intact for the 112th Congress. 
o Lawmakers from both parties have threatened to abolish or severely limit the 

powers of the OCE.  Eliminating or emasculating the only office with the proven 
ability and propensity to investigate misdeeds would be a step backwards.  At a 
minimum, Congress should reauthorize the OCE next year. 

o In fact, the OCE’s authority should be strengthened by giving it subpoena power. 
 

 Public information should be current and easily available. 
o The House ethics committee maintains a document on its website titled, 

“Historical Summary of Conduct Cases in the House of Representatives,”1 
chronicling ethics-related actions taken by the House from 1798 to 2004.  This 
document fairly summarizes committee activity, but the committee has failed to 
update it for nearly six years.  The information should be updated and put into a 
searchable database.  

o The Senate ethics committee should create and maintain a similar database of its 
actions.   

o The Senate Ethics Manual, intended to serve as a “single source of information 
about ethics-related provisions,” has not been updated since 2003,2 although 
Congress passed the Honest Leadership and Open Government Act in 2007, 
amending some ethics rules and creating others.  The manual should be updated 
immediately.  
 

 Update websites.  
o Both the House and Senate ethics committee websites are sparse and difficult to 

navigate.  Both should be updated and expanded.  The committees should add 

                                                            
1 http://ethics.house.gov/Pubs/Default.aspx?Section=15. 
2 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003), Preface, xi. 
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information about how the ethics process works, much as the OCE has done.  The 
Senate’s website should be completely reorganized, using categories and tabs to 
make information easier to find.  Both committees should follow OCE’s model 
and issue quarterly reports summarizing the number of investigations underway 
and their status.  

 
 Enable outside groups to submit complaints to the House ethics committee.  

Members of Congress historically have been reluctant to seek investigations of other 
members.  Outsiders should be permitted to file complaints, as they are in the Senate.  
 

 Remove restrictive time limits from OCE’s investigative process.  The current rules 
give the OCE only 30 days to finish a preliminary investigation, which is sometimes 
insufficient.  
 

 Increase transparency.  Complaints filed by outside groups or individuals should be 
made public to ensure a more transparent and accountable process.  

 
Long Term Solutions 
 

 Make the OCE permanent.  A standing OCE with an independent board and subpoena 
power is the most effective way to aggressively target unethical congressional conduct.  
 

 Create an office similar to the OCE in the Senate.  The Senate ethics committee, like 
the House ethics committee, has not proven itself capable of effectively policing 
senators’ misconduct. The Senate would benefit from its own independent ethics office.  

 
 
Congress has proved it cannot be relied on to police the actions of its own members.  The OCE 
has demonstrated its value as an independent agency capable of investigating members suspected 
of wrongdoing.  Though hamstrung by the lack of some key tools, the OCE has built a more 
efficient and accountable ethics enforcement process.  Members of Congress have to 
demonstrate their commitment to honesty and integrity by supporting the office’s continued 
existence.   
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Appendix A 
 

Most Corrupt Alumni and Ignored Allegations of Misconduct 
 
CREW’s “Most Corrupt” reports have documented hundreds of instances of misconduct against members of 
Congress over the past five years, but the ethics committees have done little to follow up on them.  
 
Below are two charts listing the 56 alumni of CREW’s “Most Corrupt” reports by political party, broken down 
by violation.  Charges range from extortion (Rep. Renzi) and solicitation of prostitution (Sen. Vitter), to 
accepting bribes (28 members) and conduct not reflecting creditably on Congress (45 members).1  One striking 
fact: the Department of Justice has investigated 10 members who have never been subjected to probes by either 
ethics committee.  That raises an important question: If the ethics committees aren’t looking into even those 
members who may have committed federal crimes, what, exactly, does merit their attention?  

Some highlights from CREW’s reports on members’ alleged violations:  
 

• Former Sen. Conrad Burns (R-MT) has potentially violated five different laws, rules or regulations, 
including trading official actions for campaign contributions and violating congressional travel rules.  

• Rep. Roy Blunt (R-MO), currently the GOP nominee for Senate in Missouri, is the subject of 21 
allegations of misconduct, including accepting a bribe and honest services fraud. 

• Rep.  Jerry Lewis (R-CA), pops up with 19 possible violations of seven different laws, rules, and 
regulations, including self-dealing and improper conduct. 

 

 

                                                            
1 CREW’s Most Corrupt Members of Congress, 2005-2009. 
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Total Laws ViolatedMember of Congress
Roland Burris (D‐IL) 1 1 1 3

Jesse Jackson, Jr. (D‐IL) 1 1 2

William Jefferson (D‐LA) 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 9

Mary Landrieu (D‐LA) 1 1 1 3

Dan Lipinski (D‐IL) 6 1

Alan Mollohan (D‐WV) 2 3 1 3 3 1 3 7

John Murtha (D‐PA) 3 2 2 2 4 2 1 7

Charles Rangel (D‐NY) 1 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 12

Laura Richardson (D‐CA) 1 1 1 3

David Scott (D‐GA) 1 1 1 3

Pete   Visclosky (D‐IN) 1 1 1 1 1 1 6

Maxine Waters (D‐CA) 1 1 2

7 1 6 5 1 2 5 4 10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 1 1 1 1

10 3 10 6 1 3 8 7 14 1 1 6 1 1 1 1 9 1 1 1 1 87

* ‐ Includes  federal  and state statutes

All  data gathered from CREW's   "Most Corrupt" reports

Total Members

Total Allegations
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Of the 56 members included in our reports since 2005, 26 still serve in Congress. Among these 26, CREW has 
found evidence of the following potential violations:2 

• 19 current members violated improper conduct rules in 30 separate instances. 
• 13 members illegally profited from their positions in 26 separate instances. 
• 12 members appear to have traded campaign contributions for legislative action in 29 instances. Most 

egregiously, Reps. Blunt, Harold Rogers (R-KY), and Don Young (R-AK) have potentially done so on 
five occasions each. 

• 12 members appear to have solicited gifts from individuals with business pending before Congress on 21 
separate occasions. 

• 10 members appear to have accepted illegal gratuities on 22 different occasions. 
 
                                                            
2 This data summarizes only current members of Congress. 

Alleged Violations by Alumni of CREW's "Most Corrupt" Reports ‐ Republicans
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Total Laws ViolatedMember of Congress
Marsha Blackburn (R‐TN) 1 1 2

Roy Blunt (R‐MO) 5 5 1 1 6 2 1 7

Vern Buchanan (R‐FL) 4 1

Conrad Burns (R‐MT) 2 1 2 1 1 5

Ken Calvert (R‐CA) 1 2 1 1 3 1 6

Chris Cannon (R‐UT) 1 1 2

Norm Coleman (R‐MN) 1 1

Larry Craig (R‐ID) 1 1 2

Duke Cunningham (R‐CA) 1 1 1 1 1 5

Nathan Deal (R‐GA) 1 1 1 1 4

Pete   Domenici (R‐NM) 1 1 2

John   Doolittle (R‐CA) 3 1 2 4 3 2 3 7

John Ensign (R‐NV) 1 1 1 3

Tom Feeney (R‐FL) 1 5 2

Vito Fossella (R‐NY) 1 1 1 3

Bill Frist (R‐TN) 1 2 2

Katherine Harris (R‐FL) 1 1 1 1 1 1 6

Dennis Hastert (R‐IL) 1 1 2

Doc Hastings (R‐WA) 1 1 2

J.D. Hayworth (R‐AZ) 2 1 2

Duncan Hunter& (R‐CA) 4 4 1 2 1 4 2 4 2 9

Jerry   Lewis (R‐CA) 3 3 2 4 3 1 3 7

Mitch McConnell (R‐KY) 2 1 1 1 1 2 6

Gary Miller (R‐CA) 2 1 2 1 1 5

Lisa Murkowski (R‐AK) 1 1 2

Tim Murphy (R‐PA) 1 1 2

Marilyn Musgrave (R‐CO) 1 1 1 3

Bob Ney (R‐OH) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7

Steve Pearce (R‐NM) 1 1 1 1 1 1 6

Richard Pombo (R‐CA) 2 1 3 2 2 4 1 1 2 2 1 11

Rick   Renzi (R‐AZ) 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 1 8

Hal Rogers (R‐KY) 5 1 1 5 1 1 6

Rick   Santorum (R‐PA) 5 1 1 5 2 5

Pete   Sessions (R‐TX) 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 7

Don  Sherwood (R‐PA) 1 2 2

Ted Stevens (R‐AK) 3 1 2 2 1 1 2 7

John Sweeney (R‐NY) 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 7

Charles Taylor (R‐NC) 2 1 4 3 2 1 1 2 8

Mike Turner (R‐OH) 1 1 2

David Vitter (R‐LA) 1 1 2

Curt Weldon (R‐PA) 2 1 1 3 1 1 6

Jerry   Weller (R‐IL) 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 7

Heather Wilson (R‐NM) 1 1 2

Don  Young (R‐AK) 5 1 3 1 3 1 3 7

21 1 10 3 1 1 24 1 8 5 20 21 35 5 1 3 2 1 1 1 1 2 21 1 2 8

53 1 17 3 1 1 41 1 11 5 29 46 57 5 2 3 3 3 1 1 1 2 36 1 2 13 339

& ‐ Former Rep. Duncan L. Hunter (R‐CA) left Congress  in 2009.  His  son, Rep. Duncan D. Hunter (R‐CA) now holds  the same seat.  The current Rep. Hunter has  never been included in CREW's  "Most Corrupt" Reports.

* ‐ Includes  federal  and state statutes

All  data gathered from CREW's   "Most Corrupt" reports

Total Members

Total Allegations

27



 

For detailed explanations of the allegations made by CREW against these members, see CREW’s “Most 
Corrupt” reports.  
 

 
 
Below is a chart listing the 26 “Most Corrupt” members still serving in Congress and their current status.  
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Member of Congress

Status of Most Corrupt Alumni ‐ Current Members of Congress

Inv
es
tig
at
ed
 by
 D
OJ

Inv
es
tig
at
ed
 by
 a 
co
ng
re
ss
ion
al 
et
hic
s 

bo
dy

Ad
mo
nis
he
d o
r r
ep
rim
an
de
d

Cle
ar
ed
 by
 et
hic
s c
om
m
itt
ee

Lo
st 
20
10
 Pr
im
ar
y

Ra
n f
or
 a 
dif
fe
re
nt
 of
fic
e

Lo
st 
lea
de
rsh
ip 
po
sit
ion

Member of Congress

Marsha Blackburn (R‐TN)

Roy Blunt (R‐MO)

Vern Buchanan (R‐FL)

Roland Burris (D‐IL)

Ken Calvert (R‐CA)

John Ensign (R‐NV)

Doc Hastings (R‐WA)

Jesse Jackson, Jr. (D‐IL)

Mary Landrieu (D‐LA)

Jerry   Lewis (R‐CA)

Dan Lipinski (D‐IL)

Mitch McConnell (R‐KY)

Gary Miller (R‐CA)

Alan Mollohan (D‐WV)

Lisa Murkowski (R‐AK)

Tim Murphy (R‐PA)

Charles Rangel (D‐NY)

Laura Richardson (D‐CA)

Hal Rogers (R‐KY)

David Scott (D‐GA)

Pete   Sessions (R‐TX)

Mike Turner (R‐OH)

Pete   Visclosky (D‐IN)

David Vitter (R‐LA)

Maxine Waters (D‐CA)

Don  Young (R‐AK)
9 9 2 2 2 1 5Totals
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Appendix B 

History of the Ethics Committees 

If the allegations against members of Congress make for interesting reading, the tale of the 
actions taken against them by the ethics committees is a lot less compelling. 

In the last five years, CREW has found more than 425 potential violations of laws, rules, and 
regulations by 56 different members.  The Department of Justice has investigated no fewer than 
23 members for possible violations of federal law.  The House and Senate ethics committees 
have investigated a combined 19 members.  

Constitutional Authority 

The congressional ethics process has always been a work in progress.  The Constitution 
addresses ethics directly in Article 1, Section 5, stating “Each House may determine the Rules of 
its Proceedings, punish its Members for disorderly Behaviour, and, with the Concurrence of two 
thirds, expel a Member.”1  The founders left the details to Congress.  For centuries, both the 
House and the Senate took an ad hoc approach to discipline, forming temporary investigative 
committees or investigating members through various standing committees.2   

Starting in the 1940s, members began demanding a standardized ethics process to provide 
guidance regarding the inevitable conflicts of interest that arise when serving in Congress.3  In 
1958, Congress adopted a Code of Ethics for Government Service that articulated a broad code 
of conduct for all government employees, including members of Congress.4  While the code’s 
principles provided some guidance, investigations of members still proceeded without any 
consistency.5  Members grew tired of the ad hoc process, and several high profile scandals 
demonstrated the need for a standing ethics committee.6  Most prominently, the travails of Rep. 
Adam Clayton Powell, Jr. (D-NY) and a Secretary of the Senate named Robert (Bobby) Baker 
prompted Congress to act.7 

Rep. Powell, who served as chairman of the powerful House Education and Labor Committee 
from 1961 to 1966, used congressional funds for a six-week vacation in Europe accompanied by 

                                                            
1 United States Constitution, Article 1, Section 5, clause 2. 
2 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Ethics Manual, (2008); Senate Select Committee on Ethics, 
Ethics Manual, (2003); Mildred Amer, House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct: A Brief History of Its 
Evolution and Jurisdiction, Congressional Research Service, November 25, 2008. 
3 Jacob Straus, Enforcement of Congressional Rules of Conduct: An Historical Overview, Congressional Research 
Service, December 18, 2009. 
4 Id. 
5 Id. 
6 Amer, Congressional Research Service, Nov. 25, 2008; Mildred Amer, Senate Select Committee on Ethics:  A 
Brief History of Its Evolution and Jurisdiction, Congressional Research Service, March 26, 2008. 
7 Straus, Congressional Research Service, Dec. 18, 2009. 
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a 21-year old former Miss Ohio.8  Rep. Powell also evaded an outstanding warrant for his arrest, 
staying away from his district for months to avoid it.9  Rep. Powell served his constituents in 
Washington and spent his vacations in the Bahamas.10  The House of Representatives 
investigated him, voted to exclude him, and eventually refused to seat him until he resolved the 
court case.11  But in 1970, a young upstart defeated him in the Democratic primary.  His name 
was Charlie Rangel.  

Mr. Baker, though not a member of Congress, used his position in the Senate to his personal 
financial benefit and similarly arranged for senators to do the same.12  The Senate Rules 
Committee, after an investigation that took months, found Mr. Baker guilty of “many gross 
improprieties.”13  The committee cited his corrupt business dealings, said he funneled money 
from business to politicians, and accused him of arranging prostitutes for others.14  Although Mr. 
Baker resigned, the committee conducted a multi-year investigation into his actions to determine 
if any members had been involved,15 but determined none had.16  Still, Mr. Baker’s and Rep. 
Powell’s scandals led to the creation of standing ethics committees in the Senate in 1964 and in 
the House in 1966.17 

In addition to Congress’s authority to regulate itself, the Department of Justice (DOJ) 
investigates possible violations.  Recently, Congress and DOJ have clashed over DOJ’s 
investigative methods.  Former Rep. Renzi is currently fighting criminal charges, arguing in 
court that the Speech or Debate Clause of the Constitution, which says lawmakers shall not be 
questioned outside Congress about their speech or debate, precludes prosecutors from 
introducing evidence obtained through a wiretap of his telephone.18  Meanwhile, the DOJ 
continues to investigate members of Congress, and has successfully prosecuted a number of 
members, including Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA) in 2009.19  

 

 

 
                                                            
8 Thomas Johnson, A Man of Many Roles, The New York Times, April 5, 1972; 
http://edlabor.house.gov/about/history/. 
9 Paul Hoffman, Powell Backers Plan New Effort, The New York Times, August 20, 1967. 
10 Jack Roth, Powell Returns to Fight Warrant, The New York Times, April 8, 1965. 
11 Johnson, The New York Times, Apr. 5, 1972. 
12 Tom Kelly, Bobby Baker: He Made At Least One Too Many ‘Bargains,’ The New York Times, December 27, 
1970; Amer, Congressional Research Service, Mar. 26, 2008. 
13 Cabell Phillips, Report Denouncing Baker Closes Inquiry by Senators, The New York Times, July 1, 1965. 
14 Id. 
15 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003).  
16 Id. 
17 Amer, Congressional Research Service, Nov. 25, 2008; Amer, Congressional Research Service, Mar. 26, 2008. 
18 Casey Hynes, Renzi Charges Government Misconduct, Roll Call, October 15, 2006. 
19 Tim Morris, William Jefferson Guilty Verdict Ends Long Political Career, The New Orleans Times-Picayune, 
August 5, 2009. 
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History of the House Ethics Committee 

The House Ethics Manual quotes Henry Clay, a 19th Century Speaker of the House:  
“Government is a trust, and the officers of the government are trustees; and both the trust and the 

trustees are created for the benefit of the people.”20 

The 10-member, bipartisan House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct is authorized to 
recommend actions that would establish or enforce standards of official conduct.  It can also 
investigate alleged violations by House members and employees of any law, rule, regulation or 
standard of official conduct relating to their official duties.21  It may recommend appropriate 
sanctions, including expulsion of a member.22  The committee held its first disciplinary 
proceeding in 1975.23  The ethics committee is the only House committee equally divided 
between Democrats and Republicans, with five members from each party.24   

The committee’s process is, at best, opaque.  Members do not publicly discuss allegations.  
Members and staff agree to strict confidentiality, and unless a case was referred by the OCE, the 
committee is under no obligation to disclose the existence of an investigation until it is 
complete.25  Since its founding, the House ethics committee has taken some form of public 
action on cases involving more than 100 representatives (actions have included public 
acknowledgment that the committee is considering the merits of a complaint and 
recommendation of sanctions).26  Notably: 

• Four members have been censured following investigations by the committee: Rep. 
Charles H. Wilson (D-CA)27, Rep. Charles Diggs Jr. (D-MI)28, Rep. Daniel Crane (R-
IL)29, and Gerry Studds (D-MA).30 

• Two members have been expelled: Rep. Michael Myers (D-PA)31 and Rep. James 
Traficant (D-OH).32  

                                                            
20 Amer, Congressional Research Service, Nov. 25, 2008. 
21 Id. 
22 Id. 
23 Id. 
24 Amer, Congressional Research Service, Nov. 25, 2008. 
25 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 7, 111th Cong. 
26 These tallies are compiled from the CRS reports cited above, and from press statements released by the 
committees since the CRS reports were published.   
27 James Brooke, Former Rep. Charles Wilson; Censured By House, The New York Times, July 23, 1984. 
28 Warren Weaver Jr., House Censures Diggs, 414 to 0, Over Diversion of Payroll Funds, The New York Times, 
August 1, 1979. 
29 Steven Roberts, House Censures Crane and Studds for Sexual Relations with Pages, The New York Times, July 21, 
1983. 
30 Id. 
31 Marjorie Hunter, Myers is First Member of House to be Expelled Since Civil War, The New York Times, October 
3, 1980. 
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• Eight members have been reprimanded: Rep. Robert Sikes (D-FL), Rep. Charles 
Wilson (D-CA), Rep. John McFall (D-CA), Rep. Edward Roybal (D-CA), Rep. George 
Hansen (R-ID), Rep. Austin Murphy (D-PA), Rep. Barney Frank (D-MA), and Rep. 
Newt Gingrich (R-GA).33 

• 27 members resigned: After court convictions, after inquiries were initiated by the 
committee, or after charges were brought by the committee but before House action could 
be completed, members resigned their seats.  In almost every case, the members’ 
departure ended their cases.34 

Ethics Truce 

Over the past 20 years, the House ethics committee has been relatively ineffective.  One reason is 
that, for seven years, the ethics committee did nothing.  In 1997, in the wake of high-profile 
investigations into House Speakers Jim Wright (D-TX) and Newt Gingrich (R-GA), House 
members agreed not to file complaints against each other, imposing a “truce.”35  The House also 
changed its rules so that outside organizations, like government watchdog groups, could no 
longer file complaints with the committee.36   

Although the ethics committee did conduct a few investigations into members during the “truce” 
years, those were either required by House rules, because the ethics committee must investigate 
members who are involved in legal disputes, or instigated as a result of overwhelming media 
attention.37  For the most part, however, the ethics committee did nothing.38 

Finally, on June 15, 2004, Rep. Chris Bell (D-TX) ended the truce by filing a 187-page 
complaint, drafted for him by CREW, against the House Majority Leader, Rep. Tom DeLay (R-
TX).39  Rep. Bell had lost the Democratic primary, largely thanks to a redistricting scheme that 
Rep. DeLay had orchestrated that involved apparently circumventing campaign finance laws.40  
Rep. Bell’s complaint forced an investigation into Rep. DeLay, and resulted in the committee 
issuing a letter of admonishment against him.41 
                                                                                                                                                                                                
32 Alison Mitchell, House Votes, With Lone Dissent From Condit, to Expel Traficant From Ranks, The New York 
Times, July 25, 2002. 
33 Jack Maskell, Expulsion, Censure, Reprimand, and Fine: Legislative Discipline in the House of Representatives, 
Congressional Research Service, January 25, 2005. 
34 Amer, Congressional Research Service, Nov. 25, 2008; Resignation Ends Ethics Probe of ex-Rep. Nathan Deal, 
The Washington Post, April 1, 2010; Raymond Hernandez, Ex-Congressman Describes Tickle Fights with Aides, 
The New York Times, March 9, 2010. 
35 Norman Ornstein, Lax Ethics Enforcement Created Culture of Carelessness in House, Roll Call, May 11, 2005. 
36 Damon Chappie and Zach Miller, Watchdogs Call for Reversal of Ethics Filing Rule, Roll Call, March 3, 2004. 
37 Id.; Ornstein, Roll Call, May 11, 2005. 
38 Chappie and Miller, Roll Call, Mar. 3, 2004. 
39 Sheryl Gay Stolberg, Complaint against DeLay Ruptures 7-Year Truce in House, The New York Times, June 16, 
2004. 
40 Stolberg, The New York Times, Jun. 16, 2004. 
41 Letter from Chairman Joel Hefley and Ranking Member Alan Mollohan, House Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct, to Majority Leader Tom DeLay, October 6, 2004. 
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History of the Office of Congressional Ethics  

In the wake of the investigation into Rep. DeLay, ethics investigations again became a partisan 
battleground.  For instance, in 2008, Republicans called for an investigation into Rep. Dan 
Lipinski (D-IL) and Democrats called for one into Rep. Don Young (R-AK).42  This style of 
partisanship led not to a truce, but to a standoff where ethics enforcement waned.43  One 
congressman anonymously acknowledged as much, telling Roll Call "We're not adequately 
policing our own members.”44  

Democrats swept into power following the 2006 election, propelled partly by the public’s 
concern with ethics in the wake of the scandals connected to disgraced former lobbyist Jack 
Abramoff.  Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) pushed for an independent body to 
regulate congressional ethics.45  Despite significant opposition from members on both sides of 
the aisle, Congress successfully established the Office of Congressional Ethics (OCE) with the 
adoption of H.Res. 895 on March 11, 2008.46  The bill passed by a margin of one vote after an 
extended voting period, 207 to 206.47 

The OCE is comprised of a chairman, co-chairman, six board members and ten staff members.48   
The speaker and the minority leader each appoint a chairman and three members of the 
bipartisan board.49  The current chairman is former Rep. David Skaggs (D-CO) and the co-
chairman is former Rep. Porter Goss (R-FL).50   

The OCE has the authority to initiate investigations and review alleged violations by members 
and staff, and may refer its findings and recommendations to the House ethics committee for 
further action.51  The ethics committee still has final authority over whether to pursue 
investigations and discipline members.52  Contrary to the House ethics committee, the OCE 
releases the number of investigations it receives and reviews on a quarterly basis.53  Although the 
OCE is just two years old, it has already shown great promise.  In the first half of 2010, the OCE 
has almost doubled the number of investigations underway compared to the first half of 2009.54  

                                                            
42 Jennifer Yachnin, Ethics Complaints Sheathed, Roll Call, April 30, 2008. 
43 Id. 
44 Id. 
45 Susan Crabtree, Pelosi Considering Rewriting Ethics Rules, The Hill, June 10, 2010. 
46 Straus, Congressional Research Service, Dec. 18, 2009. 
47 Crabtree, The Hill, Jun. 10, 2010; Jay Bookman, Black Caucus Wants to Gut Key Ethics Reform, Atlanta Journal-
Constitution, June 4, 2010.  
48 Establishment of the Office of Congressional Ethics, H. Res. 895, 110th Cong., March 11, 2008. 
49 Id. 
50 http://oce.house.gov/board-staff.html. 
51 Establishment of the Office of Congressional Ethics, H. Res. 895, 110th Cong., March 11, 2008. 
52 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Committee Rules, Rule 17A, 111th Cong.  
53 http://oce.house.gov/pdf/20090415_First%20Quarter%20Report.pdf. 
54 OCE Quarterly Reports, 2009-2010, http://oce.house.gov/reports.html. 
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In just two years, the OCE has initiated at least preliminary reviews of no fewer than 69 
members and congressional staffers.  It has also recommended 13 cases to the ethics committee 
for further review.55 

History of the Senate Ethics Committee 

The Senate Select Committee on Ethics was first established in 1964.56  Four years later, the 
Senate adopted its first official code of conduct, which it substantially revised in 1977.57  That 
code of conduct continues to govern the behavior of members.58 

The six-member committee is split evenly, with three Democrats and three Republicans.59  It is 
charged with investigating complaints and allegations of improper conduct and violations of the 
code of conduct.60  It also suggests rules or regulations and renders advisory opinions, regulates 
the use of the franking privilege, investigates unauthorized disclosures of intelligence 
information, administers the Senate financial disclosure requirements, and regulates the 
disposition of gifts from foreign governments.  In addition to the broad mandate to enforce 
proper rules of behavior, the Senate ethics code discusses particular rules regarding: the 
acceptance of gifts, allowable travel expenses, bribery, conflicts of interest, outside earned 
income, the prohibition on unofficial office accounts, financial disclosure, political activity by 
staff and members, the use of the frank, stationery and Senate facilities, constituent services, and 
employment practices.61  The Senate ethics rules also include “unwritten norms of behavior, 
reflected in the established customs of the Senate.”62 

In the 46 years since it was created, the committee has dealt with allegations involving 43 
senators – less than one per year.63  Two senators have resigned in the face of expected expulsion 
as a result of committee investigations.  Sen. Harrison Williams (D-NJ) stepped down in 1982 
after he was convicted of bribery.64  Sen. Robert Packwood (R-OR) stepped down in the wake of 
charges of sexual misconduct, as well as altering documents subpoenaed by the ethics 
committee.65  

 
                                                                                                                                                                                                
 
55 Id.; see OCE summary of actions chart. 
56 Amer, Congressional Research Service, Mar. 26, 2008. 
57 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003).  
58 Id. 
59 http://ethics.senate.gov/. 
60 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, (2003). 
61 Id. 
62 Senate Select Committee on Ethics, Ethics Manual, page xi (2003).  See also Appendix E of the manual for a 
discussion on the Senate’s unwritten standards and general principles of public service. 
63 Amer, Congressional Research Service, Mar. 26, 2008, see also Senate ethics committee press releases from 
http://ethics.senate.gov/. 
64 Joseph Sullivan, Williams Quits Senate Seat as Vote to Expel Him Nears; Still asserts He is Innocent, The New 
York Times, March 12, 1982. 
65 Katherine Q. Seelye, Packwood Gets Extra Time in His Senate Office, The New York Times, December 21, 1995. 
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Notably:  

• The Senate censured one senator and denounced two for financial misconduct: Sen. 
Thomas Dodd (D-CT) was censured66; Sen. Herman Talmadge (D-GA)67, and Sen. David 
Durenberger (R-MN) were denounced.68 

• The committee rebuked one senator for improper acceptance of gifts: Sen. Mark 
Hatfield (R-OR).69 

• The committee severely admonished one senator for accepting, and failing to 
disclose, prohibited gifts: Sen. Robert Torricelli (D-NJ).70 

• The committee admonished one senator for “conduct reflecting discreditably on the 
Senate,” which included using campaign funds for legal expenses without required 
approvals: Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID).71 

• The committee issued a letter of qualified admonishment to one senator for 
inappropriately contacting and pressuring a U.S. attorney: Sen. Pete Domenici (R-
NM).72 

• The committee issued a letter of qualified admonishment to one senator for “actions 
and statements reflecting unfavorably upon the Senate in connection with [his] 
appointment to and seating in the Senate”: Sen. Roland Burris (D-IL).73 

• The committee reprimanded one senator and released written statements criticizing 
four others in 1991 in the wake of the “Keating Five” scandal: Sen. Alan Cranston 
(D-CA) was reprimanded for “improper and repugnant” behavior74; Sen. Dennis 
DeConcini (D-AZ) and Sen. Donald Riegle (D-MI) were admonished for the appearance 
of impropriety; Sen. John Glenn (D-OH) and Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) were cited for 
showing poor judgment.75 

                                                            
66 E.W. Kenworthy, Dodd Censured by Senate, 92-5, on Fund Count, The New York Times, June 24, 1967. 
67 B. Drummond Ayres Jr., Senate Denounces Talmadge, 81 to 15, Over His Finances, The New York Times, 
October 12, 1979. 
68 Richard Berke, Fellow Senators Vote to Denounce Durenberger, 96-0, The New York Times, July 26, 1990. 
69 Adam Clymer, Senate Panel Cites Hatfield for Failing to Report Gifts, The New York Times, August 13, 1992. 
70 Tim Golden, et. al., Ethics Committee Faults Torricelli on Gift Violations, The New York Times, July 31, 2002. 
71 http://ethics.senate.gov/downloads/pdffiles/craig.pdf. 
72 http://ethics.senate.gov/downloads/pdffiles/domenici%20letter.pdf. 
73 http://ethics.senate.gov/downloads/pdffiles/burris_112009.pdf. 
74 Sara Fritz, Cranston Harshly Rebuked, Shows Little Remorse; Ethics: Panel Calls ‘Linkage’ of Contributions to 
Aid for Lincoln Savings’ Keating ‘Improper and Repugnant.’ But the Senator Says His Colleagues Do the Same 
Thing, Los Angeles Times, November 21, 1991. 
75 Richard Berke, Aftermath of the Keating Verdicts: Damage Control, Political Glee, The New York Times, March 
1, 1991. 
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Appendix C

Appropriated Budgets of the House and Senate Ethics Committees and OCE

FY Total Expenses Salaries
2010* 1,118,825.10 1,088,944.41
2009 2,297,965.67 2,209,009.63
2008 2,072,531.38 1,994,366.83
2007 1,569,686.24 1,539,126.67
2006 1,329,049.10 1,299,398.45
2005 1,226,637.05 1,202,696.67
2004 1,072,793.00 1,053,452.00
2003 1,089,621.00 1,070,725.00
2002 1,070,387.90 1,055,530.40
2001 1,068,516.67 1,058,538.39
2000 1,018,125.15 1,002,663.75
1999 936,506.03 915,788.29
1998 926,664.02 855,882.28
1997 837,590.39 790,980.63
*2010 data reported through 3/31/2010

CY Total Expenses Salaries
2010* 1,365,160.63 1,315,167.98
2009 2,217,321.79 2,060,888.70
2008 2,068,460.51 1,943,711.08
2007 1,866,674.54 1,722,643.36
2006 1,435,469.05 1,326,257.98
2005 802,639.81 746,349.66
2004 1,160,402.46 1,116,163.64
2003 1,194,240.10 1,152,893.86
2002 1,235,843.42 1,178,120.48
2001 1,123,534.92 1,087,446.90
2000 1,241,805.84 1,159,500.51
1999 1,043,750.87 988,749.28
1998 944,064.60 875,357.33
1997 839,715.01 708,216.47
*2010 data reported through 6/30/2010

FY Total Expenses Salaries
2010* 1,107,433.19 739,498.05
2009 1,001,984.09 441,052.58
*2010 data reported through 6/30/2010

Sources:
Senate: Expenses of Inquiries and Investigations, 1997‐2010
House and OCE: Statement of Disbursements of the House, 1997‐2010

House Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct

Senate Select Committee on 
Ethics

Office of Congressional Ethics 
(OCE)
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Appendix D 

OCE Actions:  

Number of actions taken by the OCE 2009-Second Quarter 2010 

 

Date Commence 
Preliminary 
Review 

Vote to 
Terminate 
Matter 

Commence 
Phase II 
Review 

Commence 
Phase II 
Review 
Extension 

Transmit 
Referral for 
Review 

Transmit 
Referral for 
Dismissal 

2010 
Second 
Quarter 

21 6 151 6 0 5 

2010 First 
Quarter 

23 18 5 1 1 0 

2009 
Fourth 
Quarter 

1 0 1 1 3 7 

2009 Third 
Quarter 

0 0 8 10 4 02 

2009 
Second 
Quarter 

14 4 6 103 5 1 

2009 First 
Quarter  

10 0 6 0 0 0 

Totals 69 28 41 28 13 13 

 

 

 

Source: Office of Congressional Ethics Quarterly Reports 

                                                            

1 The OCE lost jurisdiction in one case, ending that review.  

2 The OCE, for this quarter, transmitted to the Standards Committee a report and set of findings that include a 
recommendation to dismiss some allegations and related findings, and a recommendation to review further other 
allegations and related findings. The OCE refers to this recommendation as only a “Transmit Referral for Review.”  

3 Confirmed by Nate Wright, an analyst at the OCE. 
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Appendix E 
 
Alumni List Numbers 

 
Still in Office 
 

• Of the 56 members of Congress CREW has profiled on our annual “Most Corrupt List” 
since 2005, 26 are still in office:  

Rep. Marsha Blackburn (R-TN) 
Rep. Roy Blunt (R-MO) 
Rep. Vern Buchanan (R-FL) 
Rep. Ken Calvert (R-CA) 
Rep. Doc Hastings (R-WA) 
Rep. Jesse Jackson Jr. (D-IL) 
Rep. Jerry Lewis (R-CA) 
Rep. Dan Lipinski (D-IL) 
Rep. Gary Miller (R-CA) 
Rep. Alan Mollohan (D-WV) 
Rep. Tim Murphy (R-PA) 
Rep. Charles Rangel (D-NY) 
Rep. Laura Richardson (D-CA) 
Rep. Harold Rogers (R-KY) 
Rep. David Scott (D-GA) 
Rep. Pete Sessions (R-TX) 
Rep. Mike Turner (R-OH) 
Rep. Pete Visclosky (D-IN) 
Rep. Maxine Waters (D-CA) 
Rep. Don Young (R-AK) 
Sen. Roland Burris (D-IL) 
Sen. John Ensign (R-NV) 
Sen. Mary Landrieu (D-LA) 
Sen. Mitch McConnell (R-KY) 
Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-AK) 
Sen. David Vitter (R-LA) 
 

-Of these 26 members of Congress, 3 are serving their last term:  
Rep. Alan Mollohan (D-WV)  
Sen. Roland Burris (D-IL)  
Rep. Roy Blunt (R-MO). Mr. Blunt is serving his last term in the House, but he is 
the Missouri GOP nominee for the Senate. 
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No Longer In Office 
 
-Of the 30 members mentioned by CREW as “Most Corrupt” who are no longer in office, 4 
resigned without completing their terms:  

Rep. Randy “Duke” Cunningham (R-CA)  
Rep. Nathan Deal (R-GA)  
Rep. Dennis Hastert (R-IL)  
Rep. Bob Ney (R-OH) 

 
-Of the 30 members no longer in office, 7 did not run for re-election or for any other public 
office:  

Rep. John Doolittle (R-CA)  
Rep. Vito Fossella (R-NY)  
Rep. Rick Renzi (R-AZ) 
Rep. Jerry Weller (R-IL)  
Rep. Pete Dominici (R-NM)  
Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID) 
Sen. Bill Frist (R-TN) 

 
-Of the 30 members no longer in office, 14 lost their re-election bid:  

Rep. Chris Cannon (R-UT)  
Rep. Tom Feeney (R-FL)  
Rep. J.D. Hayworth (R-AZ)  
Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA)  
Rep. Marilyn Musgrave (R-CO)  
Rep. Richard Pombo (R-CA)  
Rep. Don Sherwood (R-PA)  
Rep. John Sweeney (R-NY)  
Rep. Charles Taylor (R-NC)  
Rep. Curt Weldon (R-PA)  
Sen. Conrad Burns (R-MT)  
Sen. Norm Coleman (R-MN)  
Sen. Rick Santorum (R-PA)  
Sen. Ted Stevens (R-AK) 

 
-Of the 30 members no longer in office, 5 left their seat to run for another office:  

Rep. Nathan Deal (R-GA)  
Rep. Katherine Harris (R-FL)  
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Rep. Duncan Hunter (R-CA)  
Rep. Steve Pearce (R-NM)  
Rep. Heather Wilson (R-NM)  
Four of the 5 lost their election bid and Nathan Deal is currently the Georgia GOP 
nominee for Governor. 

 
-Of the 30 members no longer in office, 1 died in office:  

Rep. John Murtha (D-PA) 
 
Under Ethics Investigation 

 
Of the 56 members of Congress, 19 members have been or are currently under ethics 
investigations by the Senate ethics committee, the House ethics committee, or the Office of 
Congressional Ethics:  

Rep. Randy “Duke” Cunningham (R-CA)  
Rep. Nathan Deal (R-GA)  
Rep. Tom Feeney (R-FL)  
Rep. Vito Fossella (R-NY)   
Rep. Jesse Jackson Jr. (D-IL), still in office  
Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA)  
Rep. Gary Miller (R-CA), still in office  
Rep. Alan Mollohan (D-WV), still in office 
Rep. John Murtha (D-PA)  
Rep. Bob Ney (R-OH)  
Rep. Charles Rangel (D-NY), still in office  
Rep. Rick Renzi (R-AZ)  
Rep. Laura Richardson (D-CA), still in office  
Rep. Pete Visclosky (D-IN), still in office  
Rep. Maxine Waters (D-CA), still in office  
Sen. Roland Burris (D-IL), still in office  
Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID)  
Sen. Pete Domenici (R-NM)  
Sen. John Ensign (R-NV), still in office 

 
Of the 56 members of Congress, 19 were investigated by one of the ethics committees.  

4 were investigated by the Senate ethics committee: 
Sen. Roland Burris (D-IL)  
Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID)  
Sen. Pete Domenici (R-NM)  
Sen. John Ensign (R-NV), still in office 
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7 were investigated by the House ethics committee: 
Rep. Tom Feeney (R-FL) 
Rep. Gary Miller (R-CA) 
Rep. John Murtha (D-PA), dismissed 
Rep. Bob Ney (R-OH)1 
Rep. Charles Rangel (D-NY) 
Rep. Laura Richardson (D-CA), dismissed 
Rep. Pete Visclosky (D-IN), dismissed 
Rep. Maxine Waters (D-CA) 

1 was investigated after leaving office and pleading guilty to engaging in criminal 
conspiracy and to tax evasion:  

Rep. Randy “Duke” Cunningham (R-CA) 
5 investigations were deferred to avoid interfering with a legal investigation:  

Rep. Vito Fossella (R-NY) 
Rep. Jesse Jackson Jr. (D-IL) 
Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA) 
Rep. Alan Mollohan (D-WV), still in office 
Rep. Rick Renzi (R-AZ) 

 1 was investigated only by the Office of Congressional Ethics: 
Rep. Nathan Deal (R-GA) 

 
-Of those 19 members under Congressional ethics investigations, 4 have been admonished or 
reprimanded:  

Rep. Charles Rangel (D-NY), still in office 
Sen. Roland Burris (D-IL), still in office 
Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID),  
Sen. Pete Domenici (R-NM).  

 
-Of those 19 members under Congressional ethics investigations, 2 are expected to face ethics 
trials:  

Rep. Charles Rangel (D-NY) 
Rep. Maxine Waters (D-CA) 
 

-Of the 56 members of Congress, 10 have resigned their leadership positions:  
Rep. John Doolittle (R-CA)  
Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA) 
Rep. Alan Mollohan (D-WV) 
Rep. Bob Ney (R-OH) 
Rep. Charles Rangel (D-NY)  

                                                 
1 House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, Summary of Activities, 109th Cong. 
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Rep. Don Young (R-AK) 
Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID) 
Sen. John Ensign (R-NV) 
Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-AK) 
Sen. Ted Stevens (R-AK) 
 

Under Federal and State Investigation 
 
-Of the 56 members of Congress, 23 have been or are currently under investigation by federal 
authorities:  

Rep. Ken Calvert (R-CA) 
Rep. Randy “Duke” Cunningham (R-CA)  
Rep. Nathan Deal (R-GA) 
Rep. John Doolittle (R-CA)  
Rep. Tom Feeney (R-FL)  
Rep. Jesse Jackson Jr. (D-IL) 
Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA)  
Rep. Jerry Lewis (R-CA) 
Rep. Gary Miller (R-CA) 
Rep. Alan Mollohan (R-WV) 
Rep. John Murtha (D-PA)  
Rep. Tim Murphy (R-PA) 
Rep. Bob Ney (R-OH)  
Rep. Rick Renzi (R-AZ)  
Rep. John Sweeney (R-NY)  
Rep. Pete Visclosky (D-IN) 
Rep. Curt Weldon (R-PA)  
Rep. Don Young (R-AK) 
Sen. Conrad Burns (R-MT)  
Sen. Norm Coleman (R-NM)  
Sen. Pete Domenici (R-NM)  
Sen. John Ensign (R-NV) 
Sen. Ted Stevens (R-AK)  

 
-Of the 23 under federal investigation, 5 have been charged with a crime:  

Rep. Randy “Duke Cunningham (R-CA)  
Rep. William Jefferson (D-LA)  
Rep. Bob Ney (R-OH)  
Rep. Rick Renzi (R-AZ)  
Sen. Ted Stevens (R-AK)  
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- 4 have served jail time:  
Rep. Randy “Duke” Cunningham (R-CA)  
Rep. Vito Fossella (R-NY) 
Rep. Bob Ney (R-OH) 
Rep. John Sweeney (R-NY) 
 

-1 has been under state investigation:  
Sen. Roland Burris (D-IL) 
 

Under federal investigation but not ethics investigation 
 
-10 Members of Congress listed on CREW’s Most Corrupt List have been under federal 
investigation for criminal activity involving their position in Congress, but there has been no 
indication they were under investigation by congressional ethics committees. They include:  

 
Rep. Ken Calvert (R-CA) 
Rep. John Doolittle (R-CA)  
Rep. Jerry Lewis (R-CA) 
Rep. Tim Murphy (R-PA)  
Rep. John Sweeney (R-NY)  
Rep. Curt Weldon (R-PA)  
Rep. Don Young (R-AK)  
Sen. Conrad Burns (R-MT)  
Sen. Norm Coleman (R-MN)  
Sen. Ted Stevens (R-AK) 
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Appendix F 

 

Member of Congress

Status of Most Corrupt Alumni
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Member of Congress

Marsha Blackburn (R‐TN)

Roy Blunt (R‐MO)

Vern Buchanan (R‐FL)

Conrad Burns (R‐MT)

Roland Burris (D‐IL)

Ken Calvert (R‐CA)

Chris Cannon (R‐UT)

Norm Coleman (R‐MN)

Larry Craig (R‐ID)

Randy Cunningham (R‐CA)

Nathan Deal (R‐GA)

Pete   Domenici (R‐NM)

John   Doolittle (R‐CA)

John Ensign (R‐NV)

Tom Feeney (R‐FL)

Vito Fossella (R‐NY)

Bill Frist (R‐TN)

Katherine Harris (R‐FL)

Dennis Hastert (R‐IL)

Doc Hastings (R‐WA)

J.D. Hayworth (R‐AZ)

Duncan Hunter (R‐CA)

Jesse Jackson, Jr. (D‐IL)

William Jefferson (D‐LA)

Mary Landrieu (D‐LA)

Jerry   Lewis (R‐CA)

Dan Lipinski (D‐IL)

Mitch McConnell (R‐KY)

Gary Miller (R‐CA)

Alan Mollohan (D‐WV)

Lisa Murkowski* (R‐AK)

Tim Murphy (R‐PA)

John Murtha^ (D‐PA)

Marilyn Musgrave (R‐CO)

Bob Ney (R‐OH)

Steve Pearce (R‐NM)

Richard Pombo (R‐CA)

Charles Rangel (D‐NY)

Rick   Renzi (R‐AZ)

Laura Richardson (D‐CA)

Hal Rogers (R‐KY)

Rick   Santorum (R‐PA)

David Scott (D‐GA)

Pete   Sessions (R‐TX)

Don  Sherwood (R‐PA)

Ted Stevens^ (R‐AK)

John Sweeney (R‐NY)

Charles Taylor (R‐NC)

Mike Turner (R‐OH)

Pete   Visclosky (D‐IN)

David Vitter (R‐LA)

Maxine Waters (D‐CA)

Curt Weldon (R‐PA)

Jerry   Weller (R‐IL)

Heather Wilson (R‐NM)

Don  Young (R‐AK)
23 19 4 3 8 8 15 6 4 10 4Totals

* ‐ Sen. Lisa Murkowski  (R‐AK) lost the 2010 Republican primary, but is running for re‐election as a write‐in candidate.
^ ‐ Deceased
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Appendix G 
 

 

Alleged Violations by Alumni of CREW's "Most Corrupt" Reports

Member of Congress Affl. Year Ac
ce
pt
an
ce
 of
 a 
Br
ibe
*

Ba
nk
 Fr
au
d

Ca
m
pa
ign
 Fi
na
nc
e V
iol
at
ion
s

Co
nt
ac
tin
g U
.S.
 A
tto
rn
ey

Di
so
rd
er
ly 
Co
nd
uc
t

Dr
un
k D
riv
in
g

En
ric
hm
en
t o
f S
elf
, F
am
ily
, o
r F
rie
nd
s

Ex
to
rti
on

Fin
an
cia
l D
isc
los
ur
e V
iol
at
io
ns

Fo
re
ign
 Co
rru
pt
 Pr
ac
tic
es
 Ac
t (
FC
PA
)

Gi
ft 
Ru
le 
Vio
lat
ion
s

Ho
ne
st 
Se
rv
ice
s F
rau
d

Ille
ga
l G
ra
tu
ity

Im
pr
op
er
 Co
nd
uc
t

Im
pr
op
er
 U
se
 of
 Ap
pr
op
ria
te
d F
un
ds

Ins
ur
an
ce
 Fr
au
d

M
isu
se
 of
 Co
ng
re
ssi
on
al 
M
at
er
ial
s

M
isu
se
 of
 Co
ng
re
ssi
on
al 
St
aff

M
on
ey
 La
un
de
rin
g

Ob
str
uc
tio
n o
f J
us
tic
e

Ou
tsi
de
 Em

plo
ym
en
t

Pe
rju
ry

Se
xu
al 
Ha
ra
ssm

en
t

So
lic
ita
tio
n o
f C
on
tri
bu
tio
ns
 fr
om

 

Em
plo
ye
es

So
lic
ita
tio
n o
f G
ift
s

So
lic
ita
tio
n o
f P
ro
sti
tu
tio
n

Ta
x L
aw
 V
iol
ati
on
s

Th
rea
t t
o D
en
y S
pe
nd
ing
 P
ro
jec
ts

Tr
av
el 
Ru
le 
Vi
ola
tio
ns

Ve
hic
le 
Sto
ra
ge

To
tal
 Al
leg
at
ion
s

Total Laws ViolatedMember of Congress
Marsha Blackburn (R‐TN) 08 1 1 2 2

Roy Blunt (R‐MO) 06 5 5 1 1 6 2 1 21 7

Vern Buchanan (R‐FL) 09 4 4 1

Conrad Burns (R‐MT) 06 2 1 2 1 1 7 5

Roland Burris (D‐IL) 09 1 1 1 3 3

Ken Calvert (R‐CA) 09 1 2 1 1 3 1 9 6

Chris Cannon (R‐UT) 06 1 1 2 2

Norm Coleman (R‐MN) 08 1 1 1

Larry Craig (R‐ID) 07 1 1 2 2

Duke Cunningham (R‐CA) 05 1 1 1 1 1 5 5

Nathan Deal (R‐GA) 09 1 1 1 1 4 4

Pete   Domenici (R‐NM) 07 1 1 2 2

John   Doolittle (R‐CA) 08 3 1 2 4 3 2 3 18 7

John Ensign (R‐NV) 09 1 1 1 3 3

Tom Feeney (R‐FL) 08 1 5 6 2

Vito Fossella (R‐NY) 08 1 1 1 3 3

Bill Frist (R‐TN) 06 1 2 3 2

Katherine Harris (R‐FL) 06 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 6

Dennis Hastert (R‐IL) 06 1 1 2 2

Doc Hastings (R‐WA) 07 1 1 2 2

J.D. Hayworth (R‐AZ) 06 2 1 3 2

Duncan Hunter& (R‐CA) 07 4 4 1 2 1 4 2 4 2 24 9

Jesse Jackson, Jr. (D‐IL) 09 1 1 2 2

William Jefferson (D‐LA) 08 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 11 9

Mary Landrieu (D‐LA) 08 1 1 1 3 3

Jerry   Lewis (R‐CA) 09 3 3 2 4 3 1 3 19 7

Dan Lipinski (D‐IL) 08 6 6 1

Mitch McConnell (R‐KY) 09 2 1 1 1 1 2 8 6

Gary Miller (R‐CA) 08 2 1 2 1 1 7 5

Alan Mollohan (D‐WV) 09 2 3 1 3 3 1 3 16 7

Lisa Murkowski (R‐AK) 07 1 1 2 2

Tim Murphy (R‐PA) 08 1 1 2 2

John Murtha (D‐PA) 09 3 2 2 2 4 2 1 16 7

Marilyn Musgrave (R‐CO) 06 1 1 1 3 3

Bob Ney (R‐OH) 05 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 7

Steve Pearce (R‐NM) 08 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 6

Richard Pombo (R‐CA) 06 2 1 3 2 2 4 1 1 2 2 1 21 11

Charles Rangel (D‐NY) 09 1 3 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 16 12

Rick   Renzi (R‐AZ) 08 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 1 12 8

Laura Richardson (D‐CA) 09 1 1 1 3 3

Hal Rogers (R‐KY) 08 5 1 1 5 1 1 14 6

Rick   Santorum (R‐PA) 06 5 1 1 5 2 14 5

David Scott (D‐GA) 07 1 1 1 3 3

Pete   Sessions (R‐TX) 06 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 13 7

Don  Sherwood (R‐PA) 06 1 2 3 2

Ted Stevens (R‐AK) 08 3 1 2 2 1 1 2 12 7

John Sweeney (R‐NY) 06 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 8 7

Charles Taylor (R‐NC) 06 2 1 4 3 2 1 1 2 16 8

Mike Turner (R‐OH) 08 1 1 2 2

Pete   Visclosky (D‐IN) 09 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 6

David Vitter (R‐LA) 07 1 1 2 2

Maxine Waters (D‐CA) 09 1 1 2 2

Curt Weldon (R‐PA) 06 2 1 1 3 1 1 9 6

Jerry   Weller (R‐IL) 07 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 11 7

Heather Wilson (R‐NM) 07 1 1 2 2

Don  Young (R‐AK) 09 5 1 3 1 3 1 3 17 7

28 1 11 3 1 1 30 1 13 1 7 25 25 45 6 1 4 3 2 1 1 2 1 3 27 1 3 1 9 1

63 1 20 3 1 1 51 1 17 1 8 37 53 71 6 2 4 9 4 1 1 2 1 3 45 1 3 1 14 1 426

& ‐ Former Rep. Duncan L. Hunter (R‐CA) left Congress  in 2009.  His son, Rep. Duncan D. Hunter (R‐CA) now holds  the same seat.  The current Rep. Hunter has never been included in CREW's  "Most Corrupt" Reports.

* ‐ Includes federal  and state statutes

All  data gathered from CREW's   "Most Corrupt" reports

Total Members

Total Allegations
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