BALTIMORE, Jan.
g is an excerpt from the
unendation by a three-

judge panel of Maryland judges

that

jormer Vice President

Spiro T. Agnew be disbarred:

The criminal information filed

against the respondent in the
‘nited States District Court

rged that:
“On or about the 23d
day of April, 1968, in the

Spiro T. Agnew, a resident
of Annapolis, Md., who dur-
ing this calendar vear was
married, did wilfully and
knowingly attempt to evade
and defeat a large part of
the income tax due and
owing by him and his wife
to the United States of
America for the calendar
vear 1967, by filing and
causing to be filed with
the District Direcetor of
internal Revenue for the
Internal Revenue District
of Marviand, at Baltimore,
a false and fravdulent joint
income tax roturn on be-
half of himself and his said
wife, wherein it was stated
that their taxable income
for said calendar vear was
the sum of $26.099 and
that the amount of tax
due and owing thereon was
the sum of $6.416, where-
as as he then and there
well knew, their ioint tax-
able income for the said
calendar vear was the sum
of %55,5892, upon which
said taxable income there
was owing to the United
States of America an in-
come tax of 319.967.47.”
To the felony thus charged,
the respondent offered a plea
of nolo contendere [no con-
test] that was tendered as
part of a “plea bargaining”
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agreement with the Govern-
ment. In offering the plea the
respondent acknowledged in

open court that he understood

a plea of nolo contendere to

be the full equivalent to a
plea of guilty to the criminal
charge against him; that no
one connected with the Fed-
eral Government forced him
in any manner to enter the
plea; and that the plea was
an admission by him that the
Department of Justice is po-
sessed of sufficient evidence
to prove its case beyond a
reasonable.

Statement to Court

In his statement to the
United States District Court,
in which he briefly outlined
his reasons for entering into
the plea bargain the respond-

“T admit that I did re-
ceive payments during the
vear 1967 which were not
expended for political pur-
poses and that therefore
these payments were " in-
come, taxable to me in that
vear, and that I so knew.”

This is not a case in which
a busy lawyer has carelessly
or inadvertently failed to
obey the law. The uncontro-
verted evidence is that the
respondent deliberately failed
to report on his. 1967 Fed-
eral income tax return
nearly $30,000 of taxable in-
come which he knew the
law required him to report
and pay taxes on. The return
which he did file was false
and fraudulent and, had its

falsity  gone undetected,
would have resulted in his
cheating the Government,

whose Constitution and laws
by his attorney's oath he had
sworn to uphold, of nearly
$13,000.

Respondent argues in mit-

igation that his misconduct
was in no way connected
with his function or duties as
an attorney. He asserts, and
there is no evidence to the
contrary, that no professional
client’s rights were jeopar-
dized by his conduct.

We do not subscribe to the
motion, however, that an at-
torney in public office is less
subject to the rules governing
professional behavior than
any other member of the
bar. To the contrary, we be-
lieve that any lawyer, wheth-
er in public office or not,
owes a general duty to the
public at large, as well as to
the other members of the
bar, to adhere unfalteringly
to the high ethical standards
peculiar to his chosen pro-
fession. To fail to do so in
any arena of activity demon-
strates an unworthines to
continue the practice of law.

In a further apparent at-
tempt to lessen the gravity
of his misconduct the re-
spondent told the United
States District Court:

“I deny that the pay-.
ments in any way in-
fluenced my official actions.
I am confident, moreover,

that testimony presented in
my Dbehalf would make it
clear that I at no time con-
ducted my official duties as
County Executive or Gov-
ernor of Maryland in an
manner harmful to the in-
terests of the county or
state or my duties as Vice
President of the United
States in a manner harm-
ful to the nation; and I
further assert that my ac-
ceptance of contributions
was part of a long-estab-
lished pattern of political
fund-raising in the state.

At no time have I enriched
myself at the expense of
my public interests.”

While the statement may
have some relevancy with
respect to other possible
criminal acts, it discloses no
mitigating circumstances rel-
evant to the charge of income
tax evasion. On the contrary,
with respect to the tax
evasion charge it is an aggra-
vating circumstance. It indi-
cates, if nothing else, that
the respondent participated
in a contrived scheme to
cheat the Federal Govern-
ment of taxes through the
timple expedient of claiming
the “contributions” or “pay-
ments” he received to be
nontaxable political contri-
butions, when in reality they
were (as he then knew tax-
able income.

In arguing for suspension
rather than disharment
spondent urges that he has
suffered enough, but as point-
ed out earlier in this memo-
randum, the function of these
proceedings is not to punish;
they are intended to protect
the public from one who has
demonstrated his unworthi-
ness to continue the practice
of law.

re-

Conclusion

The respondent has admit-
ted his guilt of a crime in-
volving moral turpitude. His
conduct, characterized as it
must be, as deceitful and dis-
hionest, strikes at the heart
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of the basic object of the le-
gal profession, and consti-
tutes conduct prejudicial to
the administration of justice.
In our opinion, the proper
administration of justice, the
proper respect of the court
for itself and a proper regard
for the integrity of the pro-
fession compel us to con-
clude that the respondent is
unfit to continue as a mem-
ber of the bar of this state.
We shall therefore recom-
mend his disbarment. We see
no extenuating circumstances
allowing a lesser sanction.
Finally, we think it appro-
priate to emphasize that in
considering the gravity of
respondent’s misconduct we
have given no weight to the
remarks made by the United
States Attorney General to

the United States District
Court at the time ‘of respon-
dent’s criminal conviction,
insotar as those remarks re-
ferred to evidence allegedly
possessed by the Govern-
ment of other criminal acts
allegedly committed by the
respondent. The disciplinary
petition before us alleges no
other such misconduct; to
our knowledge no other such
criminal conduct has ever
been judicially determined,
and it is not encumbent upon
us to do so here.

Recommendation

It is, this 14th day of
January, 1974, recommended
to the Court of Appeals of
Maryland that the respondent,
Spiro T. Agnew, be disbarred
from the practice of law in
this state.




