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February 14, 2013

Attorney General Alan Wilson
Rembert Dennis Building
1000 Assembly Street

Room 519

Columbia, SC 29201

Dear Alan,

I appreciate your decision to accept and consider the enclosed ethics Complaint against Speaker of
the House, Robert Hatrell, for what appears to be multiple, and possibly criminal, violations of state

cthics laws. Your consideration of the Complaint will be free of the multiple conflicts of interests
inherent in the House Ethics Committee process.

We do not file this Complaint lightly or without supporting documentaton. lndeed, we hoped that
by now these concerns would have been investigated and addressed. But months later the public
still has no answers as to a pattern of alleged continuing ethics violations by the Speaker of the
House. As you know, in South Carolina the Speaker has duties that far exceed those in other states.
He has extraordinary powers over the functions of all three branches of our government, and yet he
is not clected statewide. In the attached Complaint, we outline five examples of potential violations
of ethics laws that seem to demonstrate a pattern of abuse of power that is extremcly disturbing to
us as well as many others.

Our organization is not cquipped to delve more deeply into these concerns than we already have,
nor are we able to investigate any other areas in which there may have been ethics violations. We
have limited our Complaint to the five issues for which there seems to us litdle question that the
Speaker was not in compliance with the law. We believe a thorough investigation is warranted to
determine if that is the case, and also to determine if there were/are other violations which have not
yet been broughr to light.
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As [ told you when we first discussed this matter several weeks ago, I think the House E
Committec is institutionally unsuited to afford due process in this particular matter, for
reasons. The House Ethics Committee has been re-configured in a manner not consistent with
statute and thus its ruling could be challenged; moreover, the apparent ethics violations, if proven,
could be plausibly seen as a pattern of public corruption that would be out of the jurisdiction of the
House Fthics Committee to investigate. Finally, there ate conflicts of interest inherent in the House
ethics process which cannot be successfully addressed.
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Nonetheless, at your suggestion during those catlier discussions, we in good faith explored the
process by which we might file 2 Complaint with the House Ethics Committee, and in doing so we
have come to better understand the muldiple conflicts inherent in that process -~ condlicts so blatant
that no reasonable person could possibly assumc objectivity on the part of the House Ethics
Committee, even if such objectivity were practiced by its members and its staff. Simply put, a
Complaint against the Speaket of the House presents unique conflicts for which theze is no formal
process to resolve. For the House Ethics Committee to have considered such a Complaint would

have most certainly been a violadon of the due process to which all parties in the process are
entitled.

First, the Speaker is the presiding officer of the House, and as such has ultimate authority over all
employees of the House, including the Clerk’s office, Committee Staff (including Ethics Committee
Staff), counsel to the Speaker’s office and communications staff for the Speaker’s office. Not only
would it be impossible for us to be assured complete objectivity on the part of any staff member, it
is unrcasonable to ask those staff members to participate in an investigation of their boss. In
addition, several of the House ecmployees may well have knowledge of the Speaker’s actions
referenced in a Complaint, and thus could not possibly be involved in the Complaint process itself.
Because the Speaker is their supetvisor, they could be at risk for retaliation if they divulged
information unfavorable to him.

Second, as presiding officer of the House, the Speaker would ultimately be responsible for
authorizing the hiting and payment of an independent investigator. We could not reasonably be
assured that any investigator hired and authorized by the Housc with the Speaker as its presiding
officer could be objectively retained.

Third, a finding of the House Ethics Committee of probable cause would have to be presented first
to the Speaker of the House himself.

Fourth, if the Speaker wanted to appeal any finding of the House Ethics Committee, he is the only
onc authorized to call the General Assembly into session for that purpose.

Cleasly, the House Ethics Commirtee's process is not designed to consider a Complaint filed against
the Speaker of the House. There is no formal process by which the inherent conflicts could be
resolved, and thus no party to a complaint against any House Speaker could be assured of objectivity
or faimess.

Again, 1 truly appreciate your consideration and appreciation of our due-process concerns and your
decision to accept and investigate the Complaint. This is a serious matter and your action today



reassures us — and more importantly, the citizens of this state — that you will ensure that a fair and
impartial process is afforded to all parties with regard to our concetns.

Re

President



