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'CONDUCT OF JUDGE HAROLD LOUDERBACK

i

FEBRUARY '17 1933.~~Referred to the Ho’u@ Calendar and ordered to be prinwd

Mr. McKzown, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the
‘ following ‘
REPORT
[To éoc&mp@ny'ﬂf"Bea. 387]

The Committes on the Judiciary; to whomi reported the s%(:nal
commniittee of five members of the House of Representatives, beihg,
members of the Committee on th@Judiciary of the House, designated
by the chairman of said cbnimip‘tgg,‘unQe’:‘a'ﬂthpritg{Of:H. Res. 239,
Seventy-second Congress, to ‘inquire into' the official ' conduct of
Harold Louderback, a district judge of the United States for the’
northern district of California, after consideration, recommends ‘that
the following resolution be adopted by the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the eviderce submitted on the charges .gamst ‘Hon, Harold -
Louderback, district judge for the northern district of California, does not
g&rrant‘the interposition of the constitutional powers of impeachment of the

ouse, I Lo ' T
The committee censures the judge for conduct prejudicial to the
dignity of the judiciary in appointing incompetent receivers, for the
method of selecting receivers, for allowing fees that seem excessive,
and for a high degree of indifference to the interest of litigants in-

receiverships.



MINORITY VIEWS

We can not concur in the recommendation of the committee
favorably reporting a resolution against the i ";ieachmeht’of’Harold
Louderback, a jﬁgga of the northern district of California. We
recommend the impeachment of Harold Louderback and' attach
hereto five articles of impeachiment with notice that at the proper
time and in accordance with the rules of the House of Representatives.
said articles of impeachment will be moved for adc)})tion by the House.

The charges are specified ip the five articles of impeachment. A
?ulxlnmary of the cases in which the judge was guilty of misconduct
ollows: T C o R

(Page references are to the printed record of the hearing.)

Trae RusserL-CouviN Case

The Russell-Colvin Co. was a partnership firm of stock brokers in
San Francisco.. They got into desperate financial straits, and on
March 10, 1930, were suspended by the San Francisco Stock Exchange.
This precipitated the crisis. . After much conference all the parties
interested ip the operation of the. firm, including. the stock exchange,
determined on filing a petition ﬁaed uity receivership in Federal
court; and a creditor, Garner Olm#¥ed, through his counsel, Thelan
& Marrin, began the action. . Defendant company consented.in
their answer to the receivership, provided Addition G. Strong would
be allowed to act as receiver. (Rec. p. 36.) Mr. Strong was a

ublic accountant of wide experience. and good standing, who had-
een watching and auditing the Russell-Colvin Co. for several weeks
at the instance of the stock exchange, and was intimately acquainted
with all the details of the business. (Rec. p. 42.) He reluctantly
((:ﬁnsented t§> act after much persuasion by the parties in interest.
ec. p.42.) e SR

The petition, when filed, was assigned to Judge Louderback, and
on March 11, 1930, he held a hearing in his chambers, attended by
attorneys. for plantiff, defendant, the stock exchange, and by Mr.
Strong, at which time the judge appointed Strong receiver, When
he left the judge’s chambers to make bond, the judge requested him
to come back to see him after he had qualified. Strong presumed it
was to discuss the business of the receivership, and as it was 6 p. m.
when the bond was made, he thought the juci e was gone, and he
left to return first thing the next morning for the conference. (Rec.
pﬁ). 44-45.) On his Wﬁy home _he,:ist.ope)‘;al;il to see Mr. McAuliffe of
the prominent firm of Heller, Ehrman, ite & McAuliffe, who was
an expert in the laws governing brokerage firms, and requested him
to serve as counsel for the receiver, which he agreed todo.

Stroug returned to the judge’s chambers that next morning at 9.30
to find the judge greatly displeased hecause he did not come back the
night before, and inquired of him who he had in mind for attorney.
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Strong mmstedhedmdnntundersmdhumtomtumwnigl
Mo : had. .no ided: the :would: wait because: of: the ‘lateness
of tho hour, and - qdmusu hie: conference ‘with:: Mr. McAuliffe!
‘Thereu gl udge: dmplayed grm agmmon and mgér throw hu
pencﬂ on the tableand saidz:

That'is just' exa.ctl what T’ wiq M’raid of. It you ha.d returned lést‘ 'tiight
as I told:you, we would: not’ hwe hokl thia nnmndarstandinq

"~ Hé then insisted ‘that Strong appoint John' Douglass, Short, vyho wiis
in the employ'of Kéys & Erskine aa attorne ‘and said he had Short
over thete the ‘night before to’ midet en Strong ref usad he
reminded him' that - ‘he, ‘the % ; had power . to fix’ recelvers
that they*cotld range from’ $1‘0 0to'$ SQ ,000 in this case, and asked

ﬁ it he' reslized what & phii lie had picked.” He firther sug-

that if Strong did wellin this case %hero would be. other receiyer-

ah:ps to' glve "that e might ‘be’ appbint.ed to, but he. was makmgf m)
promises; ' (Rec. pp. 45, 52; 61,) =

Stronﬁ left his' confex‘ence with' orders 't thmk 1t over t _
da. 8 and ‘comé back, but. not to dmcuaq a,nything with an ) 4
He found ‘the’ coqdltxons 80 urgent at the company office he retumedi
at'12 that, sa,me day for further conforence with the judge. ‘He agreed:
tp take Lloyd Ac emxan a8’ attorney for the' recaive 1f Me Auhﬂ'&
was rejected, but the j jue gs asked him‘to éither hame Sﬁ or resign.
(Rec. pp., 46 47, 71.) *Strong ‘still ‘refused, insisting that'thé or
appointing’ hitm ‘receiver authorized the receiVer forthwit] ’5fto, m 0 '
attorneﬁ and counsel. (Rec. P 47.). The" udge id_if McAuli
should be told: thvpre would be. 1o ‘fers dllowed his firm he’ would hot»
be so anxious to represent the receiver (Rec. p. 48) that he, the Judge,,‘
“had many friends'to whoim he'was iinder pbhgﬂti(iii, and desit
teke care of them whenever'ke could:”  (Rec; 3 on, Strong
insisted he wanted capable attorneys and he' di noﬁ know Short,: thé
judge said’ any attprney in’San’ Francasco could handle the work,
1t took no Jmcnal skill." (Rec. p.49,), In noné of these’ conversatlons
did the’ judge mention’ any attornpy except Short, and would h&ve
no other. sRec p. 61)) “Short was emp loyed by ‘the firm of Keye
& Erskine for $200° pér month and a division ‘of the busmess
brought in. ’ (Rec. uF 116.)." St,rong loft ‘this second conferenoe thh
permxssmn ‘to’ consult his ‘counsel. - (Rec. p. 49.)" _

‘Strong was called back to the udge’d chambers at noon the next
da March 13, and was again asked by the judge to resign. ;'When
he rafused the ]udge drew & paper out of his désk and said:

I now hsnd you a formal notxce ol diachm'ge as recaiver for good cause.
Handing it to- lnm, he smd further* o
You understand what this xh? You are ﬁred ; you are out

' Thereupon he took: Strong by the arm, marchad hun to the door,
sent a copy of the notice to. the clerk went: back mto his chambers
and slammed the door behind him, (kec pp.61,

‘The judge stated to Attome s Francis Brown n,nd Max Thelen, Juat
before t.he above action, that Ke had mentxoned two prominent firms
of the San Frahcisco Bar to Strong as.attorneys, for him, but never:
did mention his content;qn for the appomt.ment of Short,: who ‘wes:
the’ only oné'he hado ered him.  (Rec: .pp: 81, 83, 147-148.) . In.the
pame conversation the judge complained ‘that’ ‘Strong consulted,
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McAulﬂe contrary to. orders (Rec. p 81), whereas he had permission
from: the judge to-do:so. (Rec.ip. 49) .- Hes further clairned he:had
been sohm "and. deehned this same 08sé to' apgoint 8 man recéiver
who was high i‘/f in Masonic cmclea, because he had:as his attorneys
‘Shortridge & cEnerny (Rec, ppi 84,. 148); but ‘he: did - appoint
Shortridge in_other .cases,, Senator. Shortridge, at whose mst-ance
Jug Imuderback was appointed, is the father. of ‘this attorney. -
e eye March 12, 1931 j dgo Louderback was sitting in: the
lobby of the airmont otel in Sa.n Francisco talking to his most
intimate nend Sam Leake, when he requested Leake, to find him a,
man who ‘could, according to Lake’s teshnmn be substltutod for
Strong a8’ re_cewer, “Leake asked for time. to iunk Just as  th tﬁy
were talking about the matter H. B. Hunter, who' also lives af.
Fmrmont ed throm:g the lobby, and Legke said ““There is. the
y U shonl have, you can get him,”  Thereupon ‘the judge
-s:ud “Whois he?"  ~After a brief discussion of lnm Leake went over to
Hunter and offered hun the receivership. ' Hunter asked time:to
consult his enmiployer, and was given till t e ‘next morning to do this.
He reported back to !Leake ‘that he could take it, and wag sent to.the
judge immediately by Leake. (Ree. dpﬁ 98~99) The judge rep rted
ack to Leake that he had appomte unter. (Rec p. 99.).
the version of the Hunter appointment as ‘told by Sam Leaks. .
judge stated ‘to 'l‘helen and Brown that Hunter had been reoom~
mended to him by Sxdney L. Schwartz, former president of the San
Francisco, Stock Exchar
"Hunter was a pom the aftemoon of March 13, sqd called John
Douglas Short that night at his Woodside home and told him he was
to be appointed attorney for him as receiver. . Short says this was his
first in ormatxon that he was being considered and that Judge Louder-
back told him of his interest in it for the first time on March 14, when
the ]udge claiméd the name of Short.and a, number of law ﬁrms ‘were
‘suggested by him to Strong who refused them * (Ree, pp. 127—-j
Short claimed Hunter selected him. (Rac p, 116.) .. R
For their services as receiver and atto;mey in this case, Hunter and
Short have been allowed fees on account by Judge Iouderback in the
sums of $40,500 and $50,000, réspectively. (Rec. pp. 6, 10.). The
total smount of disbursements was 8464 491, 39 (Rec P.. 10.)
When application for fees was made, one Scampxm, representmg
creditors, contested them on the grounds that they were excessive,,
and a three days hearing ensued. At noon on the third day a settle-
ment was agreed to by Scampi ini after the conference between him
and the interested partxes and t e]udge (Rec. pp. 35, 36-38, 39—41.)
The estate lost some $4,000 on a mistake by Hunter and ‘when
mention was made of it éca.mpnn interceded for Hunter 'to ask that
he not be charged with it. (Rec. p. 28.) Afterwards, Scampini
applied for a fee out of ‘the estate for 'his _services in contestmg the
fees ‘and De Lancey Smith, atwmeﬁ for' defenda.nt company, states’
that Short, on behalf of himself and unter, requested him to consent’
to it.. But Short denies it. (Rec. p. 134.) :
The attorneys for the plaintiff never consented ‘o’ the fees allowed,
but ts»rot.«aented them at every opportumty (Rec P. 148 D) Attorneys
for deféndant company were advised b ﬂu\' e’s secretary upon’
their return after noon of the third day of the hearing that agreement
on the fees had 'been reached and the judge had decided the matter.
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(?ezit 3 3% The recelvea and hwntﬁornay “i;h ti-;paratel cla&mtﬁd '
‘c or performing practically. every: service ‘Tecord; s
-compiling of - the lists of items.on. vnrm"y hich each ‘claim: for fees is baued

Present.s ‘the ‘most laborious: eﬁort in'the record of admmis;.u v
(Eix,'8.). When' Strong and McAuliffe’ uniderstood. the' task was to
be 'theirs, they tentatively agreed. that the fees: for each of tham
would be from‘ 810,000 to 315 000. (Rec, p'f52) e

When an' effort was made: to- throw: the ‘company mto b“ ki
where the fees would have been fixed by statute, special counsel -
employed by Short and Hunter:to prevent it; an(i a8 'a matter of pre-
caution all‘ credxt;ors were oontacted an tgled to support: Hunter
for: ’2?31‘{?1? in- bankmptcy in. the event the' effort suecoeded (Rec
PP.

W. L. Hathaw io the father—in-law of John Douglaes Short ‘He
has known Sam. uke intimately since the eighties, and:they have
both lived at the Fairmont Hotel for many years, and humer has also
lived. there for several yoars.. :In March, 1931, Hathaway loanod
Leake $1,000 and took his note for it, wlnch he did not consider good.
(Rec. p 205.) ., On May. 17, 1931, he gave Leake ;250 88 & present
_though he sggs he has never been a patient of Leske. <Reo pp‘ 547,
292, 203.) These amounts were both handed to: Leske in cash
Hathaway (Rec. p. 293,) Two. dsys after the . $1, 000 loan . to
Leake,. Short paid to Hathawa $5,000 in an involved ta y trans-
action, which was more;, tha.n hort owed him a.t that tune Rec
pp. 296-207.)

. Sam Leake has as his only. occupauon and means of hvebhood the‘
practice of metaphysics, or some kind of liealing by mental tmstment,
for, which he receives voluntary: contnbuhons He. estimates. his
income at $2,400 or $2,500 per year. .He has no ‘bank.account nor
safe deposit of. any kind, His transactions are all in cash. : His hotel
bill for himself is about $200 per. month and he pays $72 per month
for an office, .. (Rec..p. 106.) -
" When Leake. Was' asked where. Judgo Louderback hves, he aud he
understood he lives:in Contra Costa County, where the judge told
him he voted.  (Reec. p. 102.); He later stated . the judge sleeps, at
times, in & room at the Fau'mont charged to- Leake. . 4P, 104.)
It developed that the judge stays larly in this room. wlnch is
charged to Leske, and has done so0 or m months; an Leake
settles all the bills, mostly with cash, and Ju eLouder ack’s name
‘does. not. appear.in_any connection. thh thm room. . He produced
checks to show that he pays Leake the a.mount of his bill at t.he hotel ‘
each month.

This mvestxgatxon mveded to the bhc for the ﬁrat time. t.ha un-
usual and strange conditions under which Judge Louderback was liv-
ing at the Fairmont Hotel, and it was with great difficulty the com-
mittee, with the broasd powers of investigation, discovered them.

It was developed at the hearings that Judge inuderback had estab-,
lished : a fictitious resldenoe in: Contra Costa County for the purpose
of being able to remove for trial to that: eounty & cause of action
-which he’ expected would be filed nﬁamat him. ' The judge admits
that had his actual residence at th unt Hotel become knovwn

‘'his alleged residence in Contra Costa County would htve been xmll
and void for the purpose he had in mind.
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’Dhe Judge’s statamane is as follows::

Then, aftér W mdnth ‘gt twa, T lound '$hat tlshe aépgii"atioﬂ whe' proi)abl permd-
‘hent; in the 'meantime I had ge overand h&d established:my’ iegal resideme
with brbthgrm with:legel residence, voting: a; nd registration ox‘ my machine—
%n Coa?m yunty. ’g% I mhzed t}hat in aetually dojng my work when

was in’ 84 neisco, and, crossing that it was quite a bux-den and

And #0'] ‘bontinued ‘on’ there at t!i ’hotel
‘ I asked Mr. Leake, i“Have you sany objbctibn 10 my mxhaining in thia iroom
_and Jetting, it stay a8 it ia?!! because. registration. is an:element. Upon. which to
,prfdi te residence, and I wanted to ipt&in residenoe in Contra ( osta County.
‘And I'assiire you,’ éex;tleinen, T believe- the only reason "why that suit was not
Instituted 'was because T'had that reaidénoss beoause, it could have béen trana-
‘ferred to Contra Costa County on aceount of the California- law, -and ‘Mrs,
Louderback would. haye had to :contest, it in; Contra Costa County; and she
thought it would be an advantage "to her to have it tried in her own county.
So 1 continued on. (Rec " p 342)

va l'x. axmznfr

Uil ‘Marcl, 1982, Gh H Gllbert was’ employed by Westetn
Umon T legraph Co, foi' the past 34 years in respectivé capacities of
~‘clérk telegrap er, wire ‘chief, sﬁbei"nsor, chief opérator, traffic man-
: i (Ree. p% 217-218. ) ’I‘he isrg'est salary He drew from Western
, mon ‘was §255 per month.! (Rec. p.243. g "He met Judge Louder-
‘back '15’6r 18 years ago'in his race for po we judge, supported 'him
actively for that, atid later for supetior Ju " Growing out of this
-political ¢onnection,’ Gilbert ‘asked ‘the ju ge for a recelvers!np to
sug:lement his salary (Rec. p. 222.)

’ first, appointient, by ‘Judge Louderback was ‘as- appraiser in
-wofme: State court case about 1925 or 1926, He never went on the
“premises'to be appraiséd; ‘did nothing in: the case except sxgn bxs ns,me,
“and’ yeceived a'fee of $500 for such sérvices. .

- Gilbert and his wife are’ both atients ‘of Sam Leake and cOnsult
‘him proféssionally very often. - He has been:very close to Leske for
some 20 years. He and his w:lfe have ‘mdade contributions ‘to‘Leake
[from time to ‘time, possibly $400 in amount. - At one tnine three or
?four yéars ago hie' gdve Leake'$150. (Rec. p .1221,) ¢t

- His next a pomtment 88 feceiver by Judge Louderbwbk wag in’ the
=‘Stempel—000 ey ase;’ ‘with ﬁve ‘apartment hoiises involved. - He had
“ho'kind of prévious expérience in handling real estate. (Rec. p. 219 )
It -was ‘4 case in bankruptdﬁ and ran for four-or five months.:  He
‘eollected $12;000 anid was allowed a fee of '$500. "He continited his
job 'with Western Umon, a8 hisduties’as receiver were performed
‘after office hours, ' When he réceived 'this appoihtment he went to
Sam Leake for direction, who suggested John Douglass Short ashis
attorney. ' He approached Leake omn: this matter becanse he is ra.ther
influential, (Rec pp. 220 221)

BON ORA PHONOGRAPH CABE

- Some two- yem after the Stempel-Cool?‘ case—in 1929 Gilbert
was called ‘by Miss- Berger; secrétary - to Judge Louderback, who
-informed him he'was appointed recéiver in the Sonora- Phonograph
-Co. case; -Hé intended to appointiJohn Dotiglass Short his attorney,
‘but :he went ito see: SainLeake in' the evening after his notice of
appointment. (Rec. p. 423.) - When he went to:the Judﬁsu chambers,
Attorney J. W. Din elspxel was there to draw up qualifying



papers, and virtually notified. Gilbert. that; he wes to be his attorney
in the case. This was the first time Gilbert ever saw Dinkelspiel.’

< @Gilbert never conferred with the judge about'the appointient.

(Rec. p.417)). Dinkelspiel never met:the judge‘until he’came itto
-court ‘with Gilbert's :petition to!:appoint ‘m ‘attorney 'in ‘the case.
(Rec.:p;:512.) | ‘This:réceivership iasted six or ‘seven months. Not-
‘a.claim ‘went to litigation:’  Dinkelépiel was allowed s feo of $20,000

Gilbert continued to work regularly for Western Union‘throtigh this

receivership! . The same parties who were:in ‘charge before ¢oitinued
to manage the company through theliquidation. :(Rec.pp.225;226.)

‘For his part-time six:monthas’ service Gilbert was allowed $6;800. ' His

-version of the dispositiop of this fee'is that ‘he’ degosltéd in'savihgs’
accounts $3,200, paid' $960 in obligations; and put the balance'in cash
in a safe deposit box. . (Rec. J)p 226;227.) ‘The receiver was required
to handle some $350,000 and received the statutory award of fees, -

'PRUDENTIAL HOLDING CO. OASE

. In:August, 1931, a petition seeking.an:equity receivership :was filed
in Federal court, and Gilbert: was called ‘by Miss Berger, secretary, to
‘Judge Louderback; reported: to his chambers, and was appointed
receiver. . He named Dinkelspiel & Dinkelspiel attornéys for receiver.
(Rec,;p, 232.). Petition. alleged assets of $1,150,000 and. liabilities,
$1,100,000, (Rec., p. 243.) .1t was stated at the hearing; on' au-
thority of Judge Louderback, that Prudential Holding Co: came into
court and consented to the. ;a,g,gc)intmélit ‘of ra: receiver -through:its
vice president, James. H. Stephens,  (Rec:, pp. 243-244.) But. the
attorney for.the company states that the first notice ‘the company
'had ‘of the commencement of suit or .appointment: of & receiver was
~when receiver Gilbert and his attorney; I)inkelspiel; appeared‘at the
office : to take..charge: : (Réc., :p. 310.) :The company at once
‘took. steps to resist receivership. - The petition was verified on infor-
mation and belief: by an attorney in the case, and no bond of in-
demnity to the -defendant was required: when  receivership: was
ordered. . (Rec., p.r318; Ex. 24, 25.)  Receivership  was entirely
without, justification; without notice, and: truthless. - The objections
to it made by defendant are absolutely conclusive, .. Judge Louderback
failed to dismiss the equity receivership until application for recéiver
in. bankruptcy. was applied for... The sole ground alleged for: the
bankruptey receivership was the existence of equity receivership:which
he had wrongfully ordered.: (Rec., p.i311.). .He then crossed over
into Judge St. Shure’s divisior, named Gilbert and Dinkelspiel receiver
and attorney there; then, two days Jater, dismissed the equity receiver-
Shlf asground]ess.,(Rec., R 243.), O A Tt LT N TR AR L
~ Judge St. :Shure fdism.isse(f ‘the bankruptcy receivership at the first
hearing : before him as. no insolvency ‘was shown, (Rec. p. 232))
Petition was then filed seeking to set aside the order dismiss
‘bankruptey receivership, and in refusing to reéopen the matter, Judge
:St. Shure stated there was: s _bad -smeﬁf’tibout‘ the case..  (Rec. pp.
311, 312.) .. Gilbert and Dinkelspiel failed ito receive any fees, through
the action of Judge ‘St. Shure, into whose court:the bankruptcy
. proceedings fell. B S I B
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- FAGEOL ' 'MOTOR CO."

*"'This company Was a corporation with assets of$3,000,000 book
value,-and: $1,700,000 lisbilities.. . (Reo: p. 259.) - It had an. sssem-
“bling plant;: with Branch offices and. properties in California; Wash-
‘ington, Oregon, ‘and Utah. ... It had- extensive. operations in’ all'these

‘‘‘‘‘ R

-places, with sales and. service," sarta :assembly; and manufacturing,
all under control of the Oaklan ;vCaiif‘;, office. .. (Rec. pp.. 259, 260.)
The largest creditor was Central National Bank:of Oskland, with
'$174,000, and. the next largest was'Waukesha Motors.. . . - . ..
,;:In February, 1932, the company: got into financial difficulties; and,
‘invconference with the creditors, decided: that .the best:course, was
equity :receivership. . . After. difficult- negotiations :they agreed -on
-Edward Fuller, of Oakland, as receiver, because of his special :qualifi-
cations with the entire problem.: . (Rec. p&) 251-254.)  All interested
‘parties went to. court’ on E‘ebru‘a% 17; filed the Rgtition,iandz drew
the name’ of -Judge :Louderback. in -the. case. - (Rec. pp. 251-257.)
They took the papers to the judge’s chambers at noon, but were
asked by his secretary, Miss. Berger, to leave the hfa.pers' and come
back at 1.30, when the judge (:Qul_gi see them. Miss Berger asked
‘what matter was involved in the case, and they explained the Fageol
'Co.: ocondition,'told her the  principal creditors were: present by
‘representatives, that they had after difficulty all agreed on the man
-they wanted for: receiver, and ‘wished her to convey the information
rtowthefrg’ludge and ‘request the privilege ‘of ‘discussing it with him,
‘which she agreed to do. (Rec.-pp.251,252.) ~ -~ -
- ‘They came back at 1.30 and the sécretary said the judge left early,
but if ‘they would come back at 2.30 the judge would see them.
‘(Rec::p. 262.).  They returned at the appointed time, and just before
‘they reached his chambers, they met the judge, who ‘walked by them
rapidly - in- the  hallway.. (Rec. p. 257.) When they entered, the
secretary told them the judge was gone, and had slready appointed
Guy H. Gilbert receiver. She said she did not know who Gilbert
was, what his address or telephone number was, but promised to ‘%ft,
‘the information-and phone it to them (réc. p. 262), which she did by
314 that afternoon. They went away feeling discouraged that after
s‘gending four or five days selecting a man for receiver familiar with
the automotive industry and able to handle-this matteér, they were

‘not even granted a hearing. (Rec. 'pf; 257,,258.) . ‘
s '%e£-~went‘ back.'to their office for further conference.” J, W.
Dinkelspiel called them ‘at 3.25 that afternoon and said he had been
appointed attorney for the receiver, that Gilbert had already qualified,
which defeated their chance to dismiss the suit and get rid of Gilbert
‘ag receiver. (Rec.p.253)., - T o
The parties in interest then decided to contact Gilbert and Dinkel-
spiel, and unless they would agree to a limitation on their.fees and
-to take orders from the creditor’s committee headed by Mr. J. A.
Wainwright of the Central National Bank they would go into bank-
ruptey at once. - (Rec. pg. 254,265.) - o
. 'The' conference with ilbeﬁ:@pdDinkeh&giel;W&a held ‘the next
morning, February 18. 'They explained to Gilbert the problems of
financing, production, and operation of the business, and found he
knew nothing :whatever about any of it. He was advised of and
agreed to his lack of experience and ability, and gave assurance if
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dolt it a8 mwr;h, awmud tﬂndé by thé "comiael and adw‘lce of the
ereditors.” (Rec: pp. 257258, 238). "~ | i

re td employ a” Mt Lundstrum’ bo carry ‘on the us,‘ ( ‘
239 ‘240, 259), M. W;inwnght aiid the ‘eréditor’s committee |
to'll matters of’ policy (re¢. p. 258). ' The departifier if{s‘
eﬁ*handléd the einploymerit and ooﬂstmctxon th ‘fv‘ s mar 14ger’ th

orders '(Rec: pp. 236, 237), ‘and Gilbert’ was on ﬁ d' as a shie
“to'keep other arr&ngement& from'coming one regarded'him as
‘having the ability to contribute anything to Workm out the'preblem;
j'alid Lié was' content‘ to do e&usz Whét he was told. : fn ‘258 '259.)
'When feea'were sllow Dirikelspiel aceépted $6,000 in fiill, Which
‘was' doubtless by agreement, as'it is o pltta,noe com ai'éd td‘the ukiml
feed allowed by Judge Louderback in such ‘cases.’ p.'274))"
‘When the case closed for them Gilbert and Dmkelspml‘ requeé%d
Jetters from’ Mr, Wainwright oommending their ability and siiccessful
~conduct of the receivership, which he declined to give, but he dld wnte
'acknowledgmg their coopémtmn (Rec PP, ' 261, 262. ),

GOLDEN STATE ASPARAGUB CO.

Eqmty receivershlp petmon was ﬁled in this case Septeriber, 1930.
showmg assets of $1,100,000 and liabilities $700,000. (Rec, p.'283.)
‘The ‘parties’in interest; asked Judge Louderback to’ permit them 'to
name the receiver and his counsel, because of the naturé of the busi-
ness, but he said they: could dés:gnate one. ' They selécted the
‘receiver, and he said he would:submit a list of attorneys to'the récerver
for his selection. (Rec. p.:284.) - Instead; he ‘called Dinkezs viel
and ‘named  him, without reference to the' receiver. (Réc. pp.’ 576,
286:) : The-legal work connected with the conduct of the receiver-
ship 'was:no more: or'difficult than the ordinary" running of the busi--
ness. The charfges had been less than $1,000. per year. But for
this same kind of service Dinkelspiel has' already been allowed $14,000
on account. (Rec. pp. 283, 285,) 1If the parties in ‘interest’ had
known:of the oxoessive fees allowed they never would hdve filed the
petition. . ‘(Rec.. p. 286.) - The o mg egal service in the case was
performed by -the ‘attorneys for plaintiff ‘and’ defendant: before ° ‘the
receiver and his attorney’ took: che.sge in ‘stop Jnng & forced ‘sale ‘of
‘property. - (Rec. pp. 288, 289.) (fge Louderback allowed ‘this
excessive fee to Dinkelspiel -on-account, but denied the uncohtepted
fees of attorneys for plaintiff and defendant who asked. for §1,500
each and who' had opposed Dinkelspiel’s: fee. " (Rec. pp. 290, 291, )
‘When Dmkelspnel’s fee was reduced from $15,000 to $14,000, patues

Igaacqmesced in it; as they reahzed it was the best they could

o (Reo p. 202.)

LUMBERMEN'S RECIPROCAL ABSOCIA'I"ION

T}ns was 8 Texas corpomtmn, but wntmg insurance in Cahfornié.
The California business was prosperous, but the parent company got
into difficulty in Texas. Concern' was felt: for . bolding -California
assets for the benefit of local policyholders.: 'Equity recelvershxp was
declded on, and it was agreed to have the State commisdioner of
insurance named as receiver, as he could serve without additional

HBE—T2-3—wel. B—21 ‘
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cost, and. the fees in Federal.court there were too hrg@.f.a.,.gRacigv‘; 152.)
It was necessary to have an award made on-a claim, sgainst the:asso-

ciation by the industrial accident commission, as.a basis for.the peti-
tion.  This was expedited’.on the basis of above agreement, and:a
tentative award made (rec: p. 152), as.the;commission were afraid of
large fées to a:receiver and attorney in;Federal court, and the whole
| fla,n was to ayoid these (rec. pp..154,.155). .. Petition.was filed July. 28,
1930.. The morning after, the petition was ﬁled‘ﬁ.députyys,tatelins\n-
ance: commissioner went. to Judge Louderback’s office, snd ‘was told
»&M&;se,ctetnry» that he took the papers in the case home with him
the 'niﬁht”befcre;;to study them. . 'ﬁm deputy requested the secretary
to, make known to the judge the claim to rrecognition of the commis-
sioner, in accordance with the agreement, which she. agreed.ito do.

hen the deputy returned to the commissioner's office the secretary
immediately telephohed that a receiver, Samuel Shortridge, jr., son of
?égﬂ;tpr Shortridge, was appointed the night before. . (Rec. pp..158,

5 ' T I T I T T T

Prior to the filing of the petition .the attorneys ;who.»\g}ppeared
never heard who would be appointed receiver or attorney for him;
but Shortridge, jr., had been told in. advance.of the filing he would
be appointed, and had Marshall Woodworth to call on the judge
-before, the petition. was filed to: know whether he would,be willing to
name him attorney. for Shortridge as receiver. : (Rec. p. 171.) - But
‘when Woodworth called on the attorneys for plaintiff and defendant
the next day. after appointment he claimed to them he never heard
of the case till :after the. petition was filed; that he just :ha_pgened
‘to: be in Judge Louderback’s courtroom;, when:the bailiff. called -him
a8 he passed through and advised that the judge wished to see him,
and appointed him.  (Rec. p. 188.) Shortridge, jr., says after he
was_appointed he;innnediat%lfv conferred with Judge Louderback;
'((,Inig of thfm ;nentioned Mr. Woodworth and appointed him counsel.

ec. p. 198, R , . C e o
.. When the receiver was ap(fointe‘d a list of three names was handed
to: the attorneys by.the judge’s secretary to select' from, and:they
‘were made to understand the judge’s wishes. They selected Short-
ridge as the one he had indicated he wanted. '(Rec. p..187.). When
this action. in failing to name the State insurance commissioner
‘receiver became known, the industrial accidents commission set aside
the tentative award on which the petition was based, and -the-judge
-was advised of this action at a hearing before him contesting his
right to appoint a receiver. (Rec. p. 153.) - ‘

In cases of this kind the State insurance commissioner had sum-
mary power to seize all available assets and protect. them:for- the
policyholders, which he did on July 26, four days before the filing of
the petition. (Rec. pp. 207-208.) Judge Louderback permanently
enjoined the commissioner from proceeding under the State statute,
but issued an order allowing an appeal, and. directing issuance of a
citation to-be served on the Federal receiver within 30 days. Counsel
for the State commissioner was in constant touch with Mr, Wood- -
worth trying to settle the mattér, and permitted 30 days to éxpire
without service of a formal citation; but as actual notice was its only
gurpo;a, )which they had, the order could only be directory. (Rec. pp.

2
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extension of -time to:docket. the: cause, but the judge:delib
refused to see him. (Rec. p::210.) : | He left ‘an order:of extension for
the judge to-sign:on or within two: days of November:18. :On De-
cember 4, counsel called at the judge’s chambers and asked for the
engrossed statement of ‘the evidence which had been agreed on by
counsel iand. signed: by ‘the judge. The jm%fe’s secretary took the
statement: back .into ithe room where the judge was, consulted him,
came-back: out, and in' the presence of counsel for appellant clippe«i,
the judge’s name from it and turned it over. (Rec. pp. 211-212.)
Counsel then requested the copy of order to extend the time which
he had left there November 18, as he wanted to submit it to the circuit
court for action, and to save the time it would take to return to his
office and redraft it. This request was refused him, and he had to
travel over a mile and back to get another order drawn. (Rec. p.
213.) The judge must have kept in constant touch with Woodworth,
for when counsel got back to the circuit court he had already called
in and asked to be advised when counsel returned. The order
extending the time was granted by the cireuit court on Saturday,
December 6, and appeal was perfected. (Ree: p. 214.) But after
the extension was granted counsel tried for five days and prepared a
petition for order of mandate before he procured. the signature of
the judge to the record. (Rec. p. 214.) ; :
- On appesl the case was reversed and remanded. (Rec. p. 401.)
On order of the circuit court, Judge Louderback decreed that the
Federal receiver turn over to the State commissioner all the assets
within 30 days, but only on condition that no a}:peal was taken by the
commissioner from the allowance by him of fees to the Federal re-
ceiver and his attorney. And the reversal had been on the ground
that no jurisdiction was in the Federal court to appoint a receiver
after the State had taken charge. (Rec. p. 215.) The judge’s state-
ment as to this order is as follows:

Mr. BrowniNG. At the time that the first order of reversal came down to
turn over the assets to the receiver in the State court, or the State commission,
you provided in the.order that the property should be turned over if there was
no appeal taken from the fees allowed? - '

Judge LouperBack. I"think that was a véry erroneous order to make. That
order was presented to me by Mr. Woodworth. I will concede to you that that
W&8 erroneous, . ) S . . .

He lplea.ded with me this way: He said, “Can we tell what to hold out? . Shall
we hold out on all the 52 objections of Mr, Guerena?’’ He said, “ Now, couldn’t
that order be made in that form?’" And he told me that Mr. Guerena was not
going to take the appeal, anyway, and then I signed it and later I told him'I
would not let that stand, that I hpci made a grave mistake in suggesting even tha
the money be held, and I will concedé that I should not have done that. It was
an error. I Buppose every judge has been trapped into errors by attorneys.
That was wrong, and I 'do not think that should have been done. '

Mr. Browninag, The property was turned over on stipulation, = - ‘ ~

Judge LouperBack, 1 think-it was with my order, and my recollection is that
it probably was by stipulation, in & way. will tell you what happéned.
sent for Woodworth and 1 said to him, “I am going to change that; it is not
proper.” “He said, “Judge, if you feel that way, it ?s all right with me.” He
may have gone out and stipulated, but the impelling cause was my own act.

iCountel for appellant tried repeatedly to see the judge to sply for
y tor

y
(Reo. pp. 363, 364.)

A second appeal resulted in a very substantial réductio’t;ﬂin the fees \
and expenses allowed by Judge Louderback to the Federal receiver and
his attorney. '
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Samuel M. Shortridge, jri, has known Sam: Leake all his- hfe; -and
has been a patient and consultant of Leake. : He has: paid to Leake
more than & thousand dollars. ' His mother is: also a ?atlent of Leake;
and Shortridge, 'jr., has delivered to Leake -enve peq contmmng
money (Ree. p. 200) from his mother. :

(xonnon BROWNING
- MaLcoLM €. TARVER.
F. H. LAGuaRrDIa..
‘CHARLES I. SpARKs.



MINORITY VIEWS OF MR. SUMNERS, OF TEXAS

" I:agree with the findings of facts of the majority of the Committee
on the Judiciary incorporated in its censure of Judge Louderback;
and agree with the minority that the facts call for the exercise of the
constitutional power of impeachment. : , :
s : ' : HarroN W. SUMNERS,

Proroskp ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT

Resolved, That Harold Louderback, who is a United States district
judge of the northern district of California, be impeached of 1nis~
demeanors in office; and that the evidence heretofore taken by the
special committee of the House of Representatives under H. Res.
239, sustains five articles of .impeachment, which are hereinafter
set out; and that the said articles be, and they are hereby, adopted
by the House of Representatives, and that the same shall be exhibited
{o the Senate in the following words and figures, to wit: .

Articles -of impeachment of the House of Representatives of the
United States of America in the name of themselves and of all of the
people of the United States of America against Harold Louderback,
who -was appointed, duly qualified, and commissioned to serve
during good behavior in of¥ice, as United States district judge for the
northern district of California, on April 17, 1928. :

ARTICLE I : .

. That the said Harold Louderback, having been nonﬁnatedgy the
President of the United States, confirmed by the Senate of the United
States, duly qualified and commissioned and while acting as a dis-
trict. judge for the northern district of California did on divers and
various. occasions so abuse the power of hishi%h office, that he is
hereby charged with tyranny and oppression, favoritism and con-
spiracy,,wherebg he has brought the administration of justice in
said district in the court of which he is a judge into disrepute, and by
his conduct is guilty of misbehavior, falling under the constitutional
provision .as ground for impeachment and removal from office. .
. In that the said Harold Louderback on or.about the 13th day of
March, 1930, at his chambers and in his capacity as judge aforesaid,
did wilfully, tyrannically, and oppressively discharge one Addison
G. Strong, whom he had on the 11th day of March, 1930, appointed
as ‘equity. reéceiver in the matter of Olmsted ». Russell-Colvin Co.
after having attempted to force and coerce the said Strong to appoint
one Douglas Short as attorney for the receiver in said case..

In that the said Harold l.ouderback improperly did attempt to
cause the said Addison G. Strong to appoint the said Douglas Short

12
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as attorney for the receiver by promises of allowance of large fees and

g{ threats of reduced fees did he refuse to appoint said Douglas
ort. . ' e . ~ :

~In that the said Harold Louderback improperly did use his office
and power of district judse in his own personal interest by causing
the appointment of the sai Dmflas Short as attorney for the receiver,
at the instance, suggestion or demand of one Sam Leake, to whom
“the gaid Harold Louderback was:under personal ‘obligation, the said
Sam Leake having entered into a certain arrangement and conspiracy
with the said Harold Louderback to provide him, the said Harold
Louderback; with a room at the Fairmont Hotel in the city of San
Francisco, Calif., and made arrangements for. registering said room
in his, Sam Leake’s, name and I;319.3!111 all bills therefor in cash under
an arrangement with the said Harold Louderback to be reimbursed
in full or in part in order that the said Harold Louderback might
continue to actually reside in the city and county of San Francisco
after having improgerly -and unlawfully established a fictitious
residence in Contra Costa County for the sole purpose of improperly
removing for trial to said Contra Costa County.a cause of action
which the said Harold Louderback expected to be filed against him;
and that the said Douglas Short did receive large and exorbitant
fees for his services as attorney for the receiver in said action, and
the said Sam Leake did receive certain fees, gratuities, and loans
directly or indirectly from the said Douglas Short amounting approxi-
mately to $1,200. A - -
- In that the said Harold Louderback entered into & conspiracy with
the said Sam Leake to violate the provisions of the California Political
Code in establishing a residence in the county of Contra Costa when
the said Harold Louderback in fact did not reside in said county
and could not have established a residence without the concealment
of his.actual residence in the county of San Francisco, covered and
concealed by means of the said conspiracy with the said Sam Leake,
all in violation of the law of the State of California.

In that the said Harold Louderback, in order to give color to his
fictitious residence in the county of Contra Costa, all for the purpose
of preparing and falsely creating proof necessary to establish himself
as a resident of Contra Costa County in anticipation of an action he
expected to be brought against bim, for the sole purpose of meeting
the requirements of the Code of Civil Procedure of the State of
California providing that all causes of action must be tried in the
county in which the defendant resides at the commencement of the
action, did in accordance ‘with the conspiracy entered into with the
said Sam Leake unlawfully register as a voter in said Contra Costa
County, when in law and in {act he did not reside in said county and
could not so register, and that the said acts of Harold Louderback
constitute a felony defined by section 42 of the Penal Code of
California; . .

‘Wherefore the said Harold Louderback was and is guilty of ‘a course
of conduct improper, oppressive, and unlawful and is guilty of mis-
pehsfxﬁ’ior in office as such judge and was and is guilty of a misdemeanor
in office. : ’
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‘ARTICLE I

. That:Harold: Louderback, judge as aforesaid, was guilty of a course.
of improper and unlawful conduct as & judge, fiiled wﬂgmtia_lit. -and
favontism .in', improperly granting ' excessive, -exorbitent,..and. un-
reasonable :allowances .as disbursements: to. one Marshall. Woodward.
and to one Samuel Shortridge, jr., as receiver and attorney; respec-
tively, in the matter of the Lumbermen’s Reciprocal Association,

And in that the said Harold Louderback, judge as aforesaid, having
improperly ‘acquired -jurisdiction of the :case of the Lumbermen’s
Reciprocal Association -contrary to the law of the United States and:
the rules of- the court did, on or about the 29th: day of July, 1930,
appoint ‘one Marshall Woodward and one Samuel Shortridge, jr.,
receiver and attorney, respectively, in said: case, and ‘after an appeaiv
was taken from the order and other acts of the judge in said.case to the
United States Circuit Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit and: the
said order and acts of the said Harold Louderback having been
reversed by said United States Circuit Court of Appeals and the
mandate of said circuit court of appeals directed the: court to cause
the said receiver to turn over all of ‘the assets of said association in
his possession as recéiver to the Commissioner of Insurance of the
State of California, the said Harold Louderback -unlawfully, im-
. properly, and oppressively did sign and enter an order so directing
the receiver to turn over said property to said State commissioner of
insurance but improperly and unlawfully made such order conditional
that the said State commissioner of insurance:and any other party in
interest’ would not ‘take an appeal from the allowance of fees and
disbursements granted by the said Harold Louderback to the said
Marshall Woodward and Samuel Shortridge, jr., receiver and attorney,
respectively, thereby improperly using his said office as a district
judge to favor and enrich his personal and political friends and asso-
ciates to the detriment and loss of litigants in his, said judge’s court,
and- forcing said State commissioner of insurance and parties: in
interest in said' action unnecessary delay; labor and expense in pro-
tecting the rights of all parties against such arbitrm('fr, impfogeri and
unlawful order of said judge; and that the said Harold Louder ack did
improperly and unlawfully seek to coerce said State commissioner of
insurance and parties in interest in said action to accept and acquiesce
in the excessive fees and the exorbitant and unreasonable disburse-
ments granted by him to said Marshall Woodward and Samuel
Shortridge, jr., receiver and attorney, respectively, and did improperly
and unlawfully force and coerce the said parties to enter into: a
stipulation modifying said imgro er and unlawful order and did
thereby make it necessary for the gtate'commissione‘r of insurance to
take another appeal from the said arbitrary, improper, and unlawful
action of the said-Harold Louderback.

In that the said Harold Louderback did not give his fair, impartial,
and judicial consideration to the objections of the said State commis-
sioner of insurance against the allowance of excessive fees and un:
reasonable disbursements to the said Marshall Woodward  and
Samuel Shortridge, jr., receiver and attorney, respectively, in the
case of the Lumbermen’s Reciprocal Association, in order to favor
and enrich his friends at the expense of the litigants. and parties in
interest in said matter, and did thereby cause said State commissiGuer
of insurance and-the parties in interest additional delay, expense; and
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laborin taking an appeal to theUuitqutates.Ciréuit Court of Appeals
in order to protect their rights and property in the matter against the
Wl,i:?pfeésive;‘aﬁd;un udicial conduct of said Haréld Touderback.

'‘Wheretore, said Harold Louderback-was and is guilty of a:course of

conduct -op%i;eésive ‘and’ unjudicial ‘and 'is fgixilty- -of ‘misbehavior. in
office as'such judge and was and is guilty of a misdemeanor-in office..

'ARTICLE IIL

. The ssid Harold Louderback, judge aforésaid, was guilty. of mis-
behavior in office resulting in expense, :disadvantage, annoyance,
and hindrance to litigants in his court in the case of the Fageol Motor
Co., for which he appointed one. Guy H. Gilbert receiver, knowi
that the said Gilbert was incompetent, unqualified, and inexperiencgg
toiact as such receiver in said case.. = U

- In that the said Harold Louderback, judge as aforesaid, oppressively
and in disregard of the rights and interests of lit;gan‘.ta in. his court
did appoint one Guy H. Gilbert as receiver for the Fageol Motor Co,
knowing the:said Guy H. Gilbert to be incompetent, unfit, an
-inexperienced for such duties, and did refuse to grant & hearing to the
plaintiff; defendant, creditors;.and parties in interest in the matter of
the Fageol Motor Co. on the appointment of said receiver, and ' the
said Harold Louderback did cause said litigants and parties in
interest in said matter to be misinformed of his action while spid Guy
H.. Gilbert took :steps necessary to qualify as receiver, thereby de-
priving said litigants and parties in interest of presenting the facts,
circumstances, and  conditions of the said equity receivership, the
nature of the business and the: type of .person necessary to operate
said ‘business in order to protect creditors, litigants, and all parties
in interest, and thereby depriving said parties in interest. of the
opportunity of protesting against the appointment of an incompetent
receiver. _ . - h

Wherefore, the said Harold Louderback, was and is guilty of a

course of conduct constituting misbehavior as said judge and that
said Harold Louderback was and is guilty of a misdemeanor in office.

ARTICLE 1V

That the said Harold Louderback, judge aforesaid, was guilty of
misbehavior in office, filled with partiality and favoritism, in im-
properly, wilfully and unlawfully granting on insufficient and improper
papers an application for the appointment of a receiver in the Pruden-
tial Holding Co. case for the sole purpose of benefiting and enriching
his persenal friends and associates. = - N o ‘
- In that the said Harold Louderback did on or about the 15th day
of August, 1931, on insufficient and improper application, appoint one
Guy H. Gilbert receiver for the Prudential Holding Co. case when as
a matter of fact and law and under conditions then existing no re-
ceiver should have been appointed, but the said Harold Louderback
did accept a petition verified on information and belief by an attorney
in the case and without notice to the said Prudential Holding, Co.
did so appoint Guy H. Gilbert the receiver and the firm of Dinkelspiel
& Dinkelspiel attorneys for the receiver; that the said Harold Louder-
back in an attempt to benefit and enrich the said Guy H. Gilbert and
his attorneys, Dinkelgpiel & Dinkelspiel, failed to give his fair, im-
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gartial, and judicial consideration to the application of the said Pru-
ential Hol Co. for a dismissal of the petition and a discharge of
the receiver, although the said Prudential Holding Co. was in law
entitled to such dismissal of the petition and discharge of the receiver;
that during the pendency of the application for the dismissal of the
petition and for the discharge of the receiver a petition in bankruptcy
was filed against the said Prudential Holding Co. based entirely and
solely on an allegation that a receiver in equity had been apgointed“
for the said Prudential Holding Co., and the said Harold Louderback
then and there wilfully, improperly, and unlawfully, sitting in a part
of the court to which he had not been assigned at the time, took
jurisdiction of the case in bankruptcy and though knowing the facts
in the case and of the application then pending before him for the
dismissal of the petition and the discharge of the equity receiver,
‘granted the petition in bankruptey and did on the 2d day of October
1930, a Y;)int. the same (Guy H. Gilbert receiver in bankrupte and
the said Dinkelspiel & Dinkelspiel attorneys for the receiver, know-
ing all of the time that the said Prudential Holding Co. was entitled
as a matter of law to have the said petition in equity dismigsed; in
that through the ogpressive, deliberate, and willful action of the said
Harold Louderback acting in his capacity as a judge and misusin
the powers of his judicial office for the sole purpose of benefiting an
enriching said Guy H. Gilbert and Dinkelspiel & Dinkelspiel, did
cause the said Prudential Holding Co. to be put to unnecessary delay,
expense, and labor and did deprive them of a fair, impartial and
judicial consideration of their rights and the protection of their prop-
_erty, to which they were entitled. . , ‘
erefore the sald Harold Louderback was, and is, guilty of a
course of conduct constituting misbehavior as said judge and that
seéid Harold Louderback was and is guilty of a misfemeanor in
office.
ARTICLF V

That Harold Louderback, on ths 17th day of April, 1928, was
duly appointed United States district judge for the northern district
of California, and has held such office to the present day.

That the sdid Harold Louderback as judge aforesaid, during his
said term of office, at divers times and J)laces when acting as such
judge, did so conduct himself in his said court and in his capacity
as judge in making decisions and orders in-actions pending in his
said court and before him as said judge, and in the method of appoint-
ing receivers and attorneys for receivers, in appointing incompetent
receivers, and in displaying a high degree of indifference to the liti-
gants in equity receiverships, as to excite fear and distrust and to
m:gnre a widespread belief in and b?iyond said northern district of
California that causes were not decided in said court according to
their merits, but were decided with partiality and with prejudice
and favoritism to certain individuals, particularly to receivers and
‘attorneys for receivers by him so appointed, all of which is prejudicial
to the cﬁgnity of the judiciary, '

All to the scandal and disrepute of said court and the administra-
tion of justice therein. '

Wherefore the said Harold Louderback was, and is, guilty of mis-
behavior as such judge and of a misdemeanor in office.

H. Rept. 2085, 72-2——2 o



