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CAT. NO. NNGU27
TO 194 CA (9-4)

(Individual)

STATE OF CALIFONA
COUNTY OF - - s .. 4A' C

On /"IA V..4.,
said State, personally appeared

~- /531
~

* TICOR TTE INSURANCE

3L
before me, rh& undersigned. a Notary Public in and for

46a I~*.A e
perusonaly known to me or

proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be
the person., whose name OW subscribed to the
within instmunent and acknowledged that exe-
cuted the same.
WITNESS my official seal.

Snure

(Th arm fa offrc:I morw "Wal)



o. ~ o i. l . 8L oc~It~1 9 r) 4 0 7 5 0 1 7" Council
L...4nforcoaiot

~A~ir~;tiaC. 2"0463
Sis In rar; to LOcomVxr&atin your Ciio 9 .;,,y 3.

Vd *"' AUCljju.1 ~pi p .rtp.l . , :turd.-.y -Mao 197.-ac.'u[;zy ofV .t tos .. i2. *.rI 'n~2
* *. o. i, ~ *~u a. ~viol. -t.4ui.rL.1 :1:wjoL i . (i.r)

*~~~ 0.* f L;AId4 0' e ti.ANd to VJri:j (.fiix
* ~ j.:~ ~ .- creL *'y c'o t * or *.: 'oll"VIia.

c, :.;as i~. 1"Th ncia A )iclw'rQ . itLmuft:; -itA tLo1
* .~ ~tiiy L ta 'nit;-Xiy, for th..- Vot wo to Jot. (jil1 41 d .4;4L .'uir aolitic.-A kr'-xALaj of' t'u o '3AU Of C-Am

Ch r.* .~ ' *y 1 ):0 r~.y %)Ad ,th Layuuli not t~4l~a*x 60 tloa *&r th4 wAtoru*, it ic 1i..r4 Lul. are~ nu..a: .r 1*i ')l6 0 -. X7-,- % v w record of
11l (: *..j u~co'u-i m-;n ht4.; to c. 11 ua.C 'i;C1C * a., 4 4 *~I

,:I ~ i Co %- C:n.; 4.i :,a L .ji. oo

L*u 1 40A14

.9 4.'

* i ! :t .; F n j~i v ~ ~ h~ .~ U i * J . . & A



oj--al Aqv.A'V@ iw1g %i0
1-hinu~ P1 3 - 63.303247 8 9 0 4 0 7 50 1 7

CAT. NO. NN0M206
TO 1644 CA 10-661

(Individual)
i TICOR T INSUA NC P.~~~cPM

STATE OF CAL OLMlA l, ,A
COUNTY OF

~~befov
said State. iso apere

z ___, _ , personally known to m o"

proved to me on the basis of -satsfactory evidence to be

the person..wbose name.. IS-) subsc ied to the
within instrument aud acknowledged that . exe-
cuted the sam.
WITNESS my official scu.

Siglnature i
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October 31v 1986

Mr. Clarence Hillete
133 South Harbor View
San Pedro, California 90732

Dear Mr. Hillete:

Thank you for your telephone call this morning
indicating your concern regarding the article
authored by Mr. Van de Kamp which appeared in
today's "Metro" section of the Los Angeles
Times.

No provision of law precludes Mr. Van de Kamp
from publicly stating his views regarding a
ballot measure notwithstanding the fact that he
is Attorney General and may, if re-elected, be
in a position of enforcing its provisions should
it pass. It will be up to the courts,
ultimately, to interpret Proposition 65 should
it be approved by the voters.

Sincerely,

1)Z:Le:

A



Mr. Clarence Hillete
133 South Harbor View
San Pedro, California 90732
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Legislative Campaigns. Spending and Contribution Limits.
168 1 Partial Public Funding. Initiative Statute

Official Title and Summary Prepared by the Attorney General
LEGISLATIVE CAMPAIGNS. SPENDING AND CONM TR ION uMMTS. PARTIAL PUBLIC FUNDING. INITIA.TIVE ST~ATUTE. Limits political contributions to state legislative cndidates per election to $1,000 from each person,*2_, fr-om each organizaton, and $5,000 from each "smal econmmtor" political committee, as defined. EstablishesCampaign Reform Fund to which individuals may designate up to $3 annually from income taxes. Provides legislativecandidates who receive specified threshold contributions from other sources, and meet additional requirements, mayreceive with limitation mathing campaign funds from Campagn Reform Fund Establishes campaign expenditurelimits for candidates acceping funds from Campaign Reform Fund Provides civil and criminal penalties for violations.Summary of Legislative Analyst's estimate of net state and local government fiscal impact: Annual revenue loss fromtax return designation to Campaign Reform Fund is estimated at $9 million starting in 1968-89. Annual stateadministrative costs will be about $1.9 million. Any surplus state campaign funds which exceed $1 million after theNovember general election will go back to the state's General Fund. If the amount of matching funds claimed bycandidates is more than the amount available in the Campaign Reform Fund, the payment of matching funds is made
on a prorated basis

Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
~, Background

Federal law limits the amount of money that an
I individual may give as a political campaign contribution

to a candidate for federal elective office and to the
candidate's campaign committee. California law gener-

{ ally does not impose any similar limits on political
campaign contributions. Both federal law and the state's

11 Political Reform Act of 1974, however, require candidates
for public office to report contributions they receive and

P. money they and their campaign committees spend.
Federal law permits individuals to designate $1 of their

0 federal income tax payments to be made available to
candidates for President of the United States for use in

" their political campaigns. California law does not contain
any similar provision for direct state funding of cam-
paigns for state elective office. California law, however,
does allow a state taxpayer to claim an income tax credit
of up to $50 for political contributions.

cr Proposal
In summary, this measure:
* Establishes limits on campaign contributions that can

be made to all candidates for the State Assembly and
the State Senate; and

" Provides state matching funds to these candidates if
they agree to comply with limits on spending for
their legislative campaigns.

Limits on Campaign Contributions
The measure establishes separate limits for different

types of contributors, and imposes other restrictions on
campaign contributions.

1. Individual Persons. Contributions from a person to
a candidate, or to the candidate's campaign committee,
.Irr limited to $1,000 per election. There also are limita-
tions on contributions to political parties, and to commit-
tees not controlled by the candidate. Also, no individual
may contribute more than $25,000, in total, to all legisla-

tive candidates and their campaign committees over a
two-year period.

2, Organizations. Contributions from an organization
to a candidate, or the candidate's campaign committee,
are limited to 2,500 per election. Other limitations
include a $20,000 limit on the amount that an organiza-
tion can give, in total, to all legislative candidates and
their campaign committees over a two-year period.

3. Small Contributor Political Action Committees.
Contributions from these committees to a candidate, or
his or her campaign committee, are limited to $5,000 per
election. There also are other limitations including a
$W0000 limit on the amount that each such committee
can give, in total, to all legislative candidates and their
campaign committees over a two-year period.

4. Other Restrictions.
* Contributions may be made to any candidate for

legislative office only in those years that the candi-
date's name appears on the ballot.

" A candidate for the Assembly cannot accept more
than $50,000 in total, per election, from all organiza-
tions or small contributor political action committees.
The similar limit for a candidate for the Senate is
$75,000.

• Political parties and legislative caucus committees
cannot contribute more than $50,000 to an Assembly
candidate for a general election. Also, these groups
cannot make contributions for primary or certain
special elections. The similar limit for a candidate for
the Senate is $75,000.

" No transfers of funds are permitted between individ-
ual candidates or between their campaign com-
mittees.

" Legislators and legislative candidates are prohibited
from accepting more than $2,000 in gifts or honoraria
from any one source during a two-year period.

" Any person who makes independent expenditures
supporting or opposing a ve candidate is



ILegislative Campaigns. Spending and Contribution Limits.
1 68A Partial Public Funding. Initiative Statute

Argument in Favor of Proposition 68
VOTE FOR HONESTY AND INTEGRITY IN GOVERN-

MEN".
VOTE TO LIMIT CAMPAIGN SPENDING!
VOTE "'TS" ON PROPOSITION 68, THE REAL CAM.

PAIGN REFORM INITIATIVE!
It's time to stop the corrupting influence of money in

Sacramento. Campaign spending his skyrockteud out o--trot. Some politicians now spend over a million dollars Tor an
office pa y $7,105.

Where do the piticians get that kind of money? From a
handf.ul of .wealthy spial interest lobbyists with a financial
stake in legislative deciis These groups contribute over 80%of all campaign money. Less than 10% of candidates' money
comes from residents of their district.

CALIFORNIA'S TAXPAYERS CAN NO LONGER AFFORD
A GOVERNMENT CONTROIJED BY SPECIAL INTER-ESTS. When the lobbyists pay the campaign bills, we pay the
price:

" The state loses billions of dollars a year in tax loopholn for
W interests.

" =onsumers pay hundred, of millions more each yeart under
laws that favor major contributors.

0 * The environment and the public's health and safety are
repeatedly sacrificed to he s ial interests.

cc, MONEY IS CORRUPTING DEMOCRATIC PROCESS.Citizens feel powerless and alienated. The million-dollar cam-
paigns, mudslinging ads, laws based on money, not merit-ITSS GOT TO STOP NOW.

THE SOLUTION: PROPOSITION 68 WILL
* Limit campaign spending in legislative races. California

currently has no laws to stop wasteful spending and endLn elected officials' dependence on special interest money.
* Limit the size of campaign contributions. Money talks.

Current law puts no limit on how much big contributors
can give.

* Prohibit non-election-year fundraising. Legislators should
S send their time making laws, not money. Almost all

off-year money is given to incumbents by lobbying groups
interested in pending legislation. Officeholders outspent
their challengers by almost 50:1 in the last election, and
NOT A SINGLE INCUMBENT LEGISLATOR WAS
DEFEATED!

* Allow taxpayers. without increasing their taxes, to volun-0" tarily earmark $3 to fund campaign reform. For once, you
get to tell the politicians how to spend your money, and you

can have it replace special interest contributions.
SEND A MESSAGE TO SACRAMENTO. W's TIME TO

SERVE THE PUBLIC, NOT THE SPECIAL INTEN.
Proposition 68 is sponsored by a broad caton of civic andcitizens' groups-business, labor, law forceent, consumers,

environmentalists. Proposition 68's proposal for reform has been
endorsed by virtually every leading newspaper in California. Apartial list of supporters includes:

Walter Gerken, Pacific Mutual
Sierra Club
California Council of Churches
Laborers' International Union, AFL-CIO
William Honig, Superintendent of Public Instructon
Mexican American Legal Defense & Educational Fund
Reverend H. H. Brookins
Neil Harlan, Chairman, McKesson Corporation
Planning & Conservation League
Joseph D. McNamara, San Jose Chief of Police
American Association of University Women
Urban League, Sacramento
Common Cause
Congress of California Seniors
Consumers Union
Donald Kennedy, President, Stanford University
California Newspaper Publishers
Southern Christian Leadership Conference, L.A.
Peter Scott, CEO, DiGiorgio Corporation
California Conference of Machinist
Hollywood Women's Political Committee
Edmund "'Pat" Brown, Former Governor and

Attorney General
National Council of Jewish Women

VOTE "YES" ON PROPOSITION 68, THE CAMPAIGN RE-
FORM INITIATIVE SPONSORED BY THE CITIZENS OF
CALIFORNIA.

CAROL FEDERIGHI
President, League of Women Voters of Califormia
RAOUL TEILHET
Administrative Directr, California Federation of Teacher,
DANIEL LOWENSTEIN
Professor, UCLA School of Lau
Former Chairman, California Fair Political Practices

Commission

Rebuttal to the Argument in Favor of Proposition 68
Who can argue against the proponents' attack on skyrocket-

ing campaign spending? Or their outrage over the influence of
special interest money?

While we share their outrage, WE DO NOT BELIEVE
TAXPAYER-FINANCED CAMPAIGN SPENDING IS THE SO-
LUTION.

Proposition 68 is a badly flawed, loophole-ridden document.
How can we believe Proposition 68 will "end the dependence

of elected officials on special interest money" as its backers
claim, when its actual provisions allow politicians to use special
interest contributions to qualif, for matching taxpayer dollars'

Ho, can we believe that Proposition 68 will limit campaign
spending, when its actual provisions say its "'spending limits"
can b- !'ally broken by any candidate who chooses to do so?

T[ !-t:th is that Proposition 68 proposes to "limit" campaign
spenc: : i to TWICE what was spent in Senate campaigns in1986 a.:d THiREE TIMES what was spent in Assembly races.

And l'roposition 68 will allow the politicians to vote them-

selves UNLIMITED increases in taxpayer-financed campaign
spending WITHOUT A VOTE OF THE PEOPLE.

Proposition 68 will allow special interest candidates, single
issue groups, and extremist organizations to exploit its provi-
sions to use our tax dollars for their causes.

Let's not make things worse by creating a taxpayer-supported
welfare system for the politicians and special interests.

Keep the politicians out of your pocketbook.
VOTE NO ON PPOPOSITION 68.

JOHN KEPLINGER
Former Executive Director
California Fair Political Practice, Commission
ALICE HUFFMAN
President, Committee to Protect the Political

Rights of Minorities
LEWIS K. UHLER
President, National Tax Limitation Committee

14 \c inients printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been cheacy by any official agency P88



Legislative Campaigns. Spending and Contribution Limits.

Partial Public Funding. Initiative Statute
Argument Against Proposition 68

TAXPAYERS BEWARE!
Propsiton 68 is a wolf in sheep's clothing.
Its backers say there's too much special interest money

influencing our Lgidature. And who can disagree?
What is their solution? They want to use your tax dolr to

help the poiticians pay for their campaigns! __Will this reduce the influence of special interests?ABO
LUTELY NOT!

Wealthy interests who can produce large numbers of individ-
us. =250 contributions, for example, will be more influential
than ever. (When was the last time you--or any other ordinary
citizen-made just one $0 camagn contribution?)

Under Proposition 68, every check a candidate gets f.rm
a doctor, insurance executive, or banker will be matched by
$750 to $1,250 in tax revenues.

How much will all this cost? It could be as much as *50,000,000
or $60,000,000 or even more. And every tax dollar Proposition 68
gives a politician is a dollar the state won't be able to spend on
our schools, law enforcement, health care and other vital
services.

But this is just the beginning. Should Propositimn 6 pa8, it
will give legislators a blank check to vote theum~is big
increases in tax dollars for ti campaigns WMTOUA VOE
OF 7HE PEOPLE.

Worse yet, Proposition ES will e Uct a ,n ti ex-
tremist groups to run candidates for tive to
win election, but to become eligible for tax dollas to finance
their cause.

Proposition 68 makes candidates backed by such gros
eligible for millions of your tax dollars, NO MATTlR-HOW
REPUGNANT THEIR VIEWS OR HOW FEW VOTES THEY
GET AT THE POLLS.

The supporters of Proposition 68 are well .nten.tied, but
misguided-Thiir "reforms" will only make a bad system even
worse.

Please, VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 6!
JOHN KEPLINGEN
Fovmr Fuatlive Dirctor
Gslifornia Fair Poliial huactiom Cbmnmiiou

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 68
-- Did you know that you already pay hundreds of dollars
. every year to finance political campaigns right now?

The special interests who give millions of dollars to pay for
political campaigns pass that cost on to you, the consumer. In
addition, the special breaks they get for their money cost you
hundreds of millions more.

Lr) According to newspaper accounts, the tax loopholes the
politicians give the special interests cost you billions more every
year.

Proposition 68 does not raise taxes one pennyf
c Our schools, our law enforcement agencies, our health care

serices are not getting their fair share in Sacramento because
v. the), cannot compete with the special interests for the money

politicians are handing out.
TEACHERS, SENIORS, CONSUMERS, CIVIC AND BUSI-

NESS GROUPS ALL SUPPORT PROPOSITION 68 BECAUSE
THEY ARE LOSING THE BATTLE IN SACRAMENTO
RIGHT NOW.

It's time the voters told the politicians where thpy want their
tax dollars spent! Proposition 68 lets you voluntarily earmark $3
to a fund that replaces special interest funding of campaigns.
Free of their dependence upon special interests, legislators can
stop cutting money from schools and other services to pay for
favors to the special interests.

The fund envisioned by Proposition 68 represents about
1/500th of 1% of the budget. That works out to about 22 cents
per person--a good investment.

By the way, Proposition 68 was drafted to ensure that only
candidates with broad public support would qualify for funding.
Do not be tricked by the wild claims of our opponents!

GEOFFREY COWAN
Chair, Common Cause of California
JOHN K. VAN DE KAMP
Attorney General, State of California
BELL HONIG
Superintendent of Public Inatruction, State of California

P88 Arguments printed on this pagr. are the opinions of the authors and have not been check y official agency 15
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thousand dollars i$XV0) in a two-yr period.
&SY3. Limitations on Contributions fnn Political Partie and

egislative Caucuses
i morr than a total of fifty th,,usand dollars (M5OW0) in the cae

of an Assetmbly candidat. and a total of setrntyi-five thousand dollars
$75UX.) in the case of a Senate candidate for a general seltion or
pecial runoff election, shall be accepted in contribution from I la-
wv caucus committees and political party committees by anyMauidate

and the controlled committee of such a candidate. No legislatf caucus
cmonmitte' or piditicul pmrty hall nejav a ci',itributioa to a klglative
candidate running in a primary elvtion or special electio

8V0W. Seed Money
The limitations in Sections 850 and 85A21 shall not apply to

contributions to a candidate for legislative offce until te candidate
has raised thirty-five thousand dollars (r.0) in the eletio .

&M0. Limitations on Contributions from Non-lIndividukl
No. more than a total offifty thousand dollars (WO0W) in th casal an Assembly candidate, ar a total of snty-fiv thouand dollars
0(O) in the case of a Senate candidate, or either a primry

speLrcial or special runoff election, shal be d im anti-
tnons from non-individuals lan candidate and h atolled

committee of such a candidate. Contriuionsfrom political parti and
Agislative caucuses shall be exempt from this provioion.

8&W. Limitations on Total Contributions fron Persons
No person shall make to legilative candidates or to commlta

sepporting le islative candidates contributions aggrqgatiNg mor than
.ty-five.twousand dollars (24O00) in a two-year r Cobntbu-

Nowto and contributionsfrom political parties and legilativ cause
shall be exempt from this provision.

85307 Limitations on Total Contributions from Organtions or
Small Contributor Political Action Committees

No organization or small contributor political action committee swl
make to legislative candidates or to committees supporting Igisative
candidates contri butions aggregating more than two hundred Oounid
dallars (M.000) in a two-year period. Contributions from political

Sparties and legisative caucuses shall be exempt from this sactn.
8SS. Prohn .tion on Transfers
(a) No candidate and no committee controlled by a candidate or

candidates for legislative office or controlled by a lator or legisla-
arl other than a legislative caucus committee or poitical p shall

imake any contribution to a candidate running for legislative of c or
to any committee supporting such a candidate including a lAeisative
caucus committee or party committee

V)l (b) This section shall not prohibit a candidate from making a
contribution from his or her ouwn personal funds to his or her candidacy
or to the candidacy of any other candidate for legislative office.

85309. Prohibition on Off )ear Contributions
(a) No legislative candidate or legislator or any controlled commit-

tw of such a candidate or legislator shall accept any contribution in any
:ear other than the year in which the legislative candidate or legislator
i listed on the ballot as a candidate for legislative office.

T (b) No legislat: c caucus committee or political party committee
supporting or oplp ij legislative candidates shall accept any contri-
bution in an odd-numbered year.

85310. Limitations on Payments of Gifts and Honoraria
No legislator or legislative candidate and any fund controlled by

('" such a person shall receire more than two thousand dollars (W2 OW0) in
honoraria and gifts in a two-year period from any person other than a
member of the candidate's family as specif-ed in Section 82030 (b) (9).

85311. Return of Contribution;
A contribution shall not be cnsidered to be received if it is not

negotiated, deposited, or utilized. and in addition it is returned to the
donor within fourteen (14) days of receipt

85312. Aggregation of Payments
For purposes of thF contribution limitations in Sections &5'0-S3,

inclusive, and Section 85310. the following shall apply:
(a, All poaumentc made by a person, organization or small contrib-

ator political action committee whose contributions or expenditure
activity is financed, maintained or controlled by any business entity.
lobor organization, association, political party or any other person or
committee, including any paren4 subsidiary. branch, divism depart-
ment or local unit of the busines entity. labor organization, association,
political party or any other person, or by any group of such persons
shall be considerud to be made by a singie person, committee or small
contributor politica! action committere.

(b) Two or more entities shall be treated as one person when any of
the following circumstances apply:

Wi,1 The entities share the majority of members of their boards of
directors.

(2) The entiticT share tuf or r, ,//,
(31 The entitilN are ,totd or t(,,tr b. ! the same majority

shareholder or iareholders
(41 Tl entities are in a parent-subhidwru/ rclationship.
(r) An individual and any general arto'crshiti in which the indi-

vidual is a p.artner. or an indiidual and an'; corporation in which the

P88 '

0
individual owns a controlling interast shall Ie trematod as n peon.

(d) No committee which supports or opposes a candid tfor lagis.
lative offce shall have as offkw individuals who sein as oJfkwrs on
any other committee which supports or opposes the same anuidate. No
such committee shall act in concert with, or solicit or make contribu.
lions on behalf of, any other committee. This subdiviaow shall got
apply to treasurers of ommittes if these treasurers do not particpte
in or control in any way a decision on which legislative candidate or
candidates receive contributions

8S2l1 Loans
(a) A loan shal be considered a contribution from the maker and

the guarantor of the loan and shall be sulct to the cntribution
limitations o this chapter.

(b) Every loan to a candidate or the candidate's controllad commit-
teeshe1be b written agrrment and shall bofld with the candiddtri
or committer campin statement on which the loan leflt orpor

(c) The of a loan made to a candidate by a commeral
lndin institution in the nular course of business on the gme term
aF.ai ble. to =mm of the public and which is somr ored o ,wlad
shall not be subject to the cotrtion limits of this ohaptr.

(d) Extensions of credit (other than loans pursuant to mbdivision
(C)) for a pr iof more than thirty (30) days am swet to the
contribution limitations of this chapter.

853l. Famaily Contrlions
(a) Contributians bu a husand and wie shall be trmead ae samrate

contributionsand salnot be aggregated.
(b) Contributions by children under 18 shall be treated as contri-

buons .by their parents and attributed proportionately to ah parent
(one-hal to each parent or the total amount to a single cusodial
paret).

S315. Candidate or Statewide or Local Office
Te contribution limitations shall not apply to any ontributons to

a candidate for legislative offic where such contributiom are made to
support the candidate it campaign for a specificallyi named statewide or
local elective offlk. and all of the following conditions are met.

(a) The candidate speciflcally names the non-kgi lative offic
beino sought.

(b) A separate committee and accountfor the non-lagislative office
being sought shall be established for thereceipt of alcontributionsand
the making of all expenditures in connection with the non-legislative
office

(c) The contributions to be exempted from the contributim limita-
tions in this chapter are made directly to this separate committet
account.

tdl No expenditures from such an account shall be made to support
the legislative candidate's campaign, or any other candidate' cam-

8316 One Campaign Committee and One Checking Account perCandidate

A legislative candidate shall have no more than one campaign
committee and one checkin account out of which all expenditures shall
be made. This section shall not prohibit the establishment of savings
accounts, but no qualified campaign expenditures shall be made out of
these accounts.

85317 Time Periods for Primary Contributions and General Elec-
tion Contributions

For purposes of the contribution limitations, contributions made at
any time before July I of the election year shall be considered primary
contributions, and contributions made from July I until December31 of
the election year shall be considered generaP election contributions.
Contributions made at any time after the seat has become vacant and
up through the date of the election shall be considered contributions in
a special election, and contributions made after the special election and
up through fifty-eight (58) days after the special runoff election shall
b considerea contributions in a special runoff election.

Article 4. Expenditure Limitations
8&54. Expenditure Limitations for Assembly Candidates
No candidate for State Assembly who files a statement of aceptance

of financing from the Campaign Reform Fund and any controlld
committee of such a candidate shall make qualified campaign expen-
ditures above the following amounts..

(a) One hundrd fifty thousand dollars ($150,000) in a primary
election.

(b) Two hundred twenty-five thousand dollars (s2000) in a
general, special, or special runoff election.

85401. Expenditure Limitations for State Senate Candidates
No candidate for State Senate who files a statement of acceptance of

financing from the Campaign Reform Fund and any controlled
committee of such a candidate shall make qualified campaign expen-
ditures above the following amounts:

(a) Two hundred fifty- thousand dollars ($250000) in a primary
election.

(b) Three hundred fifty thousand ($35,00) in a genera special or
special runof .election.



Propition 68: Text of Propose Law
Cofin ued from page 13

(e) Lgislative ndidate are raking le money in mall w trbu-Milons and more money its lare individual and organisauobnal coned-butions. 7 his has crtd the puWbli impresson that the small amtb-ator As an ivnsignificant role to play in politial campaimn__ . igh campan cs are forcing kslators to spend move timeon fundrak g a r time on the public's businesi. . T cant
1pesure to Uie contributions is distracting legislators from urgnttilative matters.

(g) Lefgfislon are rpandhig to high campaign cnts by mring
h reamo omomp in IWrion oear. t3hisfndtediut,

latON0 ) fm important public matt encrae in ntributions,whtch may how a mpi- e ir "wand eir incuombent san unfairjandraising advantage over potial dalleumr(h) Incumbents areradiNafr ere moe shWAm clsallen"enrth0 general ,t - A, f be ntma-t the ir.t

inktnS ----- in wm - o tepe amalledgers

AVa 14-to-I rato and won _,t,:,rof w ,,M In In3,a a -etiongr incumbent atos w t14j millon whi their cal enaersmind la then toy h..., doll (. . in ,N_ out o1l(N)V04isltive ra In h rmr n eea eetou nytwicmbetsuie dee - -t- ndami adntag of bnusmbncy ardm~inishingeosctonra competitio betwen incubeN t" and challeng-
() T in tr of the leiafive prcw g the compitn of.mpaigasanpulccf in lgltive ofVocal ar loeing.
8Sl(2 Aarpase ofthis Chapter

,, ;Fo ~k enact this Act to a, mplish t h w ldaing pur .(a) 0 nsure that individas and intera t groups in mar wi'""&S a fair and e -l opportunity to participate in the ive a&qislatlve prowMM.
7 (b) To redua the infla are of cntributo s with a specficj~iancial stake in matoer beflore the Leilturn, thus countinthCr PINeption that 14leltion s inflecdmr ytesz o"Wonrbu-usw than the merits of legisatio or the bast interst of the people Of

" _ (C)To a. ssit serious candidat in raisingenough money to oammu-mu a their views and =u adequatiely to the public withouti 4ve expenditures or lare wtbution4~ therby Promsoting public•A usso of)r the important ies involved in political campsi "1d) To limit overall expirditurerin legislative camaigr% therebyin) mawmng the pressure on lgative cnd ie to raise sarge campanmo chests beyond the amount enwrV to communicate reasondlyom Voters.
(a) ~Toovide aneutral uce of campaign financing by allowingvdut0e.s voluntarily to ddicate a portion of their statec.,s: to defry a portion of the costs of legislative campaigns.(f To increase the importance of in-distri t t contributions.To incrase the importance of smaller contributions.~1(h) To eliminate off it.rfundrairing.(i) To reduce examsvefuriawtng advantages of incumbents and*us encourage competition fi' e aective offiee.- 0iU) To allow candidates and lilators to spend a lesser proportion4their time on fundroising and a greater Proportion of their time(no. e ussong important llative i.,

(k) To improve the isclosure of ontribution soures in reasonableand effectve Wys
C' (1) To ensure that serious candidates are able to raise enough mnt communicate their views and positions adequately to the publicdreby promotin~gpublicdiscussion of the important issues involved in

(in) To help rstore public trust in the state's legislative anddato.ral institutions.

Article 2. Definitions
85200. Interpretation of this ChapterUnless the term is specifically defined in thif chapter or the contraryinstated or clearly appears from the context; the defnitions setforth inMpter 2 jcommencing with Section 82O) shallgovern the enterpre-Amfon oft is c-ha pter.
&W20. Legislative Caucus Comnmittee*'Legisla tive ca ucus com mittee mea ns a comminittee con trolled by theincus of each political prtofech house, of the 'qlature. c-h"ut of each hOUSe may eZsabli, 1 , l one such com mittee which shall=9 tw considered to be a ca ndidate controlled committer. A legislativeowwcus committee" may make contributions to any candidate runningjw legislative oftfic
8W202. Small Contributor Political Action Committer"Small contributor political action committee " means any committeeadich meets all of the following criteria:(a) All the contributionj it racrives from any person in a twlverawth period total M5 or less.
Eb) It has been in existence at least six months.

hi rgontriut to at least five candidates.
(I) Isii not a wanddate-ontrolled rommtte.
MM3 Qwlif i Campaign F.rpeudturc

,Ja) V"oual campaign expenditure" for legislative oandd tes
(1) Anyoxro byacandvte
*~,nmtfor c lldj suhalwdiate, for the puuivos ofiflunndne o, atimptinu influence the actions of the "otmfororagainst the eletion of any candidatoefor legislative ofg(2 ) Any rner o athing Of value made b the Luti"lativecandidate s ontrled commttee to any other committf".(3) A non.-monarm vo.buton Pmlded at the rq t or w.,ith

the a O am Sie ate, "disrLtiv 4,rh r orcmmttee oafolW l gistalative cand at e or le of f
(4) 77at portin ofr a elate mailing or other campi, c Itratureprode orauthrized by more than one ltive to Which iste groaterf 1w as actually pa W Committee or ntro llad60 th lslaive anidate or the proportionate eham of thec ost awkuc candidate. The number ofr egislativces canaeAd,.eitan the emphasis ani or space devote to suhscMa.I sha i *e i n determining tham attributable tosuh such wan &I
(b) " mpai gn exun ependiusre" does niot ilu a py
o f it v thi rrouiding clrcumstane that it UMai not

Yeafr r PrOd

an od-aO= Imr and tendn iD ecme 31 of anl 'ofn
am. IVpAs Reorm Fund"Campaign R=_i Aund" means the fund created by Section 18775Of the Rievenue and Txation code.85206. Organization
"Olganization " means a proprietorship, labor unaion, flrn4 paner.shin, Joint ventume syndicat businestut opncroainssociation orc mi..ee whc has 2 $ or more em plopea oreholtdercontributors or membr. .

Article 3. Contribution Limitations
MW Limitation, on Contributionsmtom Persons

(a) No person shall make to any candidatefor legislative o9ce and
the controlled committee of such a candidate and no such candidateand the candidat controled committee shall accept from each suchp.ro.n a contribution or contributions totaling more than one thousanddollars ($S,(xy)) for each of the following elections in which thecandidate is on the ballot or is a wrote-in candidate a Primary elcton,a general election, a special election or special runoff election.(b) No organization shall make to any a te for legoffice and the controlled committee of suc a candidate and no suchcandidate and the candidate's controlled committee shall acceptfrom

each_ suvch or n a n.ogno oriuw rtng mr

eachsuach organization a contribution or contributions totali morethan to thousand five hundred dollars e 095a) for each of. thefollow ing elections in which the candidate is on the ballot or is awrite-in candidate: a primary election, a general election, a special
election or spec.ia runoff election.(c) No Person shall make to an committee which "peorts oropptses any leclative candidate a nosuch committee sMalleptfrovm each such person a contribution or contributions totaling morethan one thousand dollars ($,000) per year.dI No organization shall make to any committee which supports oro mp iee ny legislative candidate and no such committee she! actfrom each suc organization a contribution or contributions totalingmore than twx thousandfive hundred dollars 0Z5W) per ear.8530. Limitations on Contributions from Small Contri or o it-ical Action Committees(a) No small contributor political action committee shall make toany candidate for legislative offuce and the controlled itt ofsuch a candidate a no such c rndidate and the candidate k controlledcommittee shall accept from a small contributor Political actioncommittee a contribution or contributions totaling more than fvethousand dollars (AOOO)_for each of the following elections in whichthe candidate is on the ballot or is a write-in candidate.. a primaryelection, a general election, a special election or special ru noff election.(b) No small contributor political action committee shell make toany committee supporting or opposing a legislative candidate and no-such committee shall accept from a small contributor Political actioncommite,, a contribution or contributions totaling more than fivethousand dollars (n5/Ko) in a two)-year period.85302 Limitations on Contributions to Political Parties and Legis-latv Cajuous Comamittees

No P~iaw4 inicluding an organization ore small contributor politicalactioi comn iittee, shall make to any political party committee support-ing or (Ipptosing legislative candidates or legislative caucus, and no suchpart T m ivcrn nitlee or legislatiuj caucus committee shall acceptfrom eachs-uch persn a contribution or contributions totaling more than five

I
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Date 10 May 1988 :
T6. Social Association 68K""
Geneza Cowici
LW Enforcement
Fedbr.1 Electlon Commissio.
999 ., St-W N'w. C .4
'Uasbimgtouz DCe. 20463
Tkis in in regards to conversation your Office 9 Mq 88. -
Regading ,Enclosed Newspaper Article. Dated Saturday Aug. 1, 1987'.
Caifornia Secretary of Sti te Mrs.. (arck Fong EU v-

er own statement ,so statesshe violat.FedaL Election Lams.(Crit i
For the Soul phfrpose of Getting Elected to Federal Office.
So= of hew- Duties as Secretary of State or as Follows. CD
She owerse& Legislators FlzuclaL Disclosure Statements at State LeveL. -
Plum Cevtify, State Initatives for the Voters to Vote On.

I Mrst. Zal.al.d , the Fair PoliticL Practise Commission. of the State of Cali-.
rornaw Date 9 Way 1988 They Said , they couLd not take Action on the attar
because it is FederaL Levelo There nmber 1-916 -. 322-5660 Have record; of

,n -Qal on my.- Phone EPll. Because man. had to call me Back , Name was either
Ken: or enrth.
Enclosed is Some of the Initatives as a sample.
The Attorney General , Prepares official. Titles, Summary . and is given. the
Etra Power of For or Xminst Said InitatIve..
Plus as exuample 68 . enot only has & Political. interest . ES also could

n gain. Finaacdll. also to gais that. Political. adwta,0e
The same goes for the rest. of the Politicans on Initates,

This matter leaves & very heavy Cloud; over the Whole Election System in tbe
State of California..
The date on. the Article will show. ,there has been. no action. , E State

Vr Ele.-tion Commissiom or the State Attorney General Office.
The Article States Fud were Collected . by. which method s U.S., Mail.?
Plus it. has left the Impression. z- Vote has ben Deglete& to a big Fat Zerc.

Inlosing I have pernission. fromi. eporter to use her Articlew
Or Phone 215- 744t--8ooo City Deske.

Thank .Dou

Caence Re. Hill0e
133,w S. Hwbor ie: Avwe.
San Pedro,, CC. 9073
Phine 21* - 83-3247
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CAT. NO. MPSW
TO 1tS CA (0-6S

(Individual)
0 TICOR TITLE INSURANCE

lpenoay known to me or
proved to me on tbe basis of isfics evidence to be
the person.._ whome ofn =ubscri._to the
within instrument and ackwledged tha exe-
cuted the same.
WITNESS my official seal.

signature ,40- -A

:1 SEAL.

P M~iCIK GRIDB11, , . l f • ,CLO AtsXZZ,,..,,

(This am for offciJ moauiml wad)
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Husbad's
She admits crime initiative was designed to skirt election laws

Iu ii me Z* ows wae t wirk. i Auy. hm hu sban lime that rve am I'd 1 l* a.
tI'l o f te t s e . h . f " fr to h m ul a s m 

p memuo" 111191perw DVI~a to ft4harwcd brook. Masdi s Mule fORehbaed bobsd ed 0 pm AN too mseut ,O otia l np WINO. -0r.mm mm ,q mm mo
Sre of State March FORS red a1 w p A411011 ren of Yesterday. Its ibee

Eu ackno uwle e ye e ay tha f lew s Ne s K u8 e h how ec h iesrm ly salloted. mew m o en d te eam pe
I " A geMe sSn e C r m e s . d a e m e e k e p y s f r Me ew u. me m m ug ae e gmo lAm

iniiative w caJoacess Falk 10seeims1 1 afns= -."* n ohyso ." " aq m 1be' U i ~ it *6qA- 'I elEuOlE
L emewe. w e IINo I" In" hrmileho ft"s. to.~h~L heu limed do dlde's knew wm ae be- sinO *A

obelbuud 9im mnug A.1

AM today. But If you're going to
take me a beting stupid, What can I
do? I'm bepliem ... And that's the
Id of a-- I doe' want to put up
with."

The 4W y 44r1d Eu, beaten and
robbed is her lsacek Park home
within a week of winning her
fourth term last November,
hunc h a Senate bid and initiative
dr ve 1tle liuW taxes to beef

li oiefences.
Calle "Dimes Against Crimes."

It would mdd a Went tax to each
alftpint of liquor.

But A she admittedly %as UR-,
ble to robe money for her Senate
OW IIWAO"M eta adjuers

.Slid ber So initiative drive could
"help b) providing publecIt) and
aiwil her to rW large sums of
OROeI troi wealthy Individual

.' w ab Pointed out too Bi.
during our dousaons and it ddn
K.Fi 0In ie 110s denied Z bt
Shautuie was linked to her

. o e II s get a "Lot.

114O1nl i-Imn" arou fed
eral euoa laws. Elu sld. 1"
r C40 led that you thiank Im a

4 a already has helped
She pve She insiaiy*5o.0o PU
her leftover Selt campaign money
ineligible for the Senate bid as it
was donated in large sums

Eu first wa 6Wept t0 Stle I.'
office In 1974 by her initiatlve to
ban pay toilets in publi building.
She has nt led a nmapr polisc
initiative since

Tony Miller, het chieF o blair
Agreed "'S e really has had nothine
to go on since pay totlet" Were
tryIng to replace pay tollel h%
Of# beyond fIo flghling critm.

As fur her husband. Hemiry Eu i
itizen of SeegapOre. Eu said stw

only recently asked for financial
details becaue Of A Herald ani
I report de ail" her Inco.
-dete bismclre report

1 said So him. Ireportersl are'
giving me a lot of touble .And I
said you knuow i they keep this up.
it's going to hie tO on my
campaign. But be still refuwed o
divulge any amas.os

Ironically, Eu overses klima.
tor1s' financial disclosure reports at
the state level.

'e~e-t-Etbks Committee staff
administrator Bonnie Parker said a
rusw such "as Evu's has never arisen.
so it will be "asligned to an
lliwne). wbo will look for a

precedent and present the situation
to the chairman" Parker didn't
kno% if the situation could fore*e u
from the race

Democratic Lt Gov. Leo Mdcar
thy and KABC.TV comfeufslltor Bill
Pres also are welghigthe race for

ter t' mo m to Chle Vitus uessaing." 1i aid hV Ylit ,uithl hNO s ether wivell u
Is Mic. Slo. Pa. Wlon teely ltneam h1law an o pase wives

If" AA fe-1 i. Ell Nol Me would SO eW Helings Ut a oendh da do Yle try so Irtpik bar lab i n r rMuea for a e i m i filet
she -Se ite, iu ds . lo is . h e ll they jus wee't tell yes."
f srlme heOtdbree ffieekegiers are ag ea VA am. agre" ba ivdlowss se r isqui ea hiut e isn, i the s f -could im" smdlr to that of IN4his fnanc. .n .o..

In IsI, *6emlymumu i's ew hives ake. Demoratic vime prasiiliau sm-retired. hat o said. "I don't huiee r ."*hn I'm over ther his ins a ae, s I w ld la no erraros blnMd. Jokn Za-
him bedoesnt go to Aeyff " 11a1ing hi camrro. temporaly refused to ds

hi jM~tiewican: cle his incom tax retaus. whichW-wt s a o lter mes te -s oweddoS tinsk hi e s... I a . bs as hack taxes Tke wsesY also" wo s caused Zarro mumeris legal
Sired. swayed an a vowIn ba e So little as known of Henry EnUpon thir 074 marriage. v im e m hve istu is 'e . .t
Sai be wiu e" E doom i~.Wths. tha M hEus Ais a ltery toth e
b te . w uld thiat her dealinsge r e. he f io w m st n

Unable so sriI hew such her wish her sklhem' e4 wh ded's a VI ind billel.husband pays fir this rnek owmhm .Naeaedti spea h gdfiu
b u l d ey I o w "m u b is 1 '6 an " u Is l~ a m I

Park aimto I gl . 'Th a,,wmwvvoemr ows tosseei."blim mWhb to S A L" ut Ike my iry.l Ip aee
adn e Cen pay fied mI wieW44e* find oue theme " HWriet ritsis "

- *
~'. 'p,

J.jv

0'

'Nb 3
r

C

4
4

.e. :10,

S

PL

.. '. " ....;.. ., : ,
. :..

4

F



'p.

g

BALLOT
PAMPHLET

Compiled by MARCH FONG EU Secretary of State
Analvses hv ELIZABETH G. HILL "hindwAnhmt



S904
MARCH FONG EU
SecwiAwy of state
1230 J STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95614

In am enfort to redce eec" coa, the Sea Legisatu rm aauhori the Secret ay .
Stsud comuas hvmig this cae h t mil oady am ballot pampL rN s
whem mars them e t with m marnme resides you w ddit pemd c
YOU may obtainm them by mlmg w wtg to yow coy ler o rw wt vdoe

CERMFICATE OF.SECRETARY OF STATE
1, March Fong Eu, Secretary of State of the State of California, do hereby certify that
the foregoing measures will be submitted to the electors of the State of California
at the PRIMARY ELECTION to be held throughout the State on June 7, 1N, and
that et hs been correctly prepared inaccordance with law.

W -y hand and tw Great Seal of the State in
Sacramento, Calirnia, this 4t day of April 1U

MARCH FON; EU
screwry of stiate

b
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~No sneday registraUm
It Is no coiniec that Wvlle Srown,, iie

Dewratic Speaker of the Asamiy. who hasbacked A01204- which pemit wayone, and Ido mean anyone, to regitW to vote on thesame da theyvote-I is o Jesse Jaliskon's
national campaign mnagier.This despicable bill ha8 alreadyp P theAmbly and Is now In the stt Sentw. Isinc"r hope that me senoM s t

dec ncard fairness to the taxpaying legaity,gistered votem of California regardless oftheir party affiliation.
Jackson'a campaign appeals fo what iscommonly called the have-o -. pWeonswho have nothing, not even a sense ofmponsibility. Thereore ty rik nothing,SInMe anything ty get is mor than what they

have.
If AB1204 passes, there will be busloads ofvagrants- euphemistically calledhomeless" illegal and legal aliens and

) 
other perSons who will place their mark where

It is bad enough th them i now voterE 
egiStratlon by mail, whereby anyone can

regis&t*r by mail by simply statng that he is acitizen of the United States, under penalty ofMOMerjy Lately Owes noiM In the post officeare only In English, but until recently they werealso in Spanish!
Every concerned citizen and voter should

write his state to, this unfair bill
outbiCo~r PUSL5T V

c2IA9



c urb Spending, LfAit InIfhlte-Peddlinghand whep fnanc legslaive ampagns

By FREDRIC WOOCHER

When the state's top political leaders

recently announced their united opposition
to Proposition 68, the campaign-reform
initiative on the June ballot, they helped to
clarify the political battle lines that have
formed around the initiative.

Those battle lines do not pit Democrats
against Republicans, or conservatives
against liberals. They pit those who have
the most at stake in today's system of
financing legislative campaigns-party
leaders and major special-interest con-
tributors-against a coalition of citizens'
groups and civic leaders who want the
system changed.

The initiative would mandate dramatic
changes in our electoral and political
systems. Proposition 68 would promote
equity in our politics by limiting and
equalizing the spending by candidates. It
would strengthen the role of the average
individual contributor by limiting large
contributions from special-interest groups.
It would encourage electoral competition
by establishing a state fund that would
match modest contributions raised by can-
didates who agree to abide by limitations
on their expenditures. The initiative would
also ban the transfers of campaign funds
from one politician to another, and would
prohibit fund-raising in non-election
years.

Support for Proposition 68 is broad-
based, ranging frori the California Business
Roundtable, Sierra Club, Common Cause,
League of Women Voters and the PTA. to

several-of the state's mo~t prominent|
elected officials, includuf AtY. Gen. John |
'Van de Kamp ad Los Angeles Mayor Tom
Bradley. " -

In opposing Propoition 68, Gov. George
Deukmejian and legislative party leaders
Willie Brown. David Roberti, Pat Nolan
and Ken Maddy have now officially placed
themselves on the wrong side of a line

dividing them from respected citizens.
groups.

The governor argued that the initiative
would favor incumbents. Yet, under the
present system, incumbents regularly col-
lect millions of dollars while in office-
almost exclusively from Sacramento-
based lobbying groups-and before chal-
lengers have a chance to raise a dime. In
the 1987 non-election year, for example,
state legislative incumbents raised more
than $25 million; their potential challeng-
ers raised $400,000.

With such a fund-raising advantage, it
stands to reason that in 1986 not one state
legislative incumbent who sought reelec-
tion lost. Clearly it's hard to imagine a
system more protective of incumbents than
the one now in place.

The governor and other Republican
opponents of Proposition 68 also decried
the use of taxpayer dollars to help finance
campaigns. Admittedly the public financ-
ing element, even though wholly volun-
tary, Is the initiative's most controversial
provision. But the availability of public
matching funds reduces a candidate's reli-
ance on special-interest contributors. Even
more important, the U.S. Supreme Court
has ruled that the offer of matching funds
to a candidate is the only constitutionally
approved way to inpose the critical spend-
ing limits.

Although they say that they are opposed
to public financing. just last year Deukmeji-
an, Nolan and Maddy voted for (or signed)
legislation creating a new tax credit for
political contributions. Under that new law,
which could cost taxpayers as much as
$18 million to $20 million a year, any Cali-
fornian can get a $25 tax reduction for a
contribution to any political candidate. O.

Such a tax credit is clearly a form of
public financing. The Republican leaders'
support of the tax-credit proposal casts real
doubt on the sincerity of their objection
to Proposition 68's use of public matching

!

fund& to heip fmance iftgsative cmpainmThe DMo Uc leaders' oppotUM is no
more permuasive. At sponsoring legla-
tion almost IdenUa to Proposton U for
five years, Speaker Willie Brown has
concluded-now that there is a real chance
of its adoption-that its reforms do not go
far enough.

The logic offered by the Proposition 68
opponents appears specious at best. The
logic that does make sense is that these five
leaders-who have been unable to agree
on almost anything else in the past six
years-see Proposition 68 as a direct threat
to their primary means of maintaining their
personal political influence.

No one in Sacramento raises more
campaign dollars than t Gang of Ive.

Between 1985 and 1987 they received more
than $33 million in campaign contributions.
Many of their colleagues, as well as vir-
tually all challengers in competitive races.
are heavily dependent on the ability and
willingness of these leaders to raise the

funds to pay for their campagn. During
the 1966 elections, for example. Nolan.
Roberti and Brown red approxi-
mately $7 million to candidates in targeted
raceL Those "transferred" funds came
almost exclusively from Sacramento-based
lobbying groups that wanted and expected
to get something for their money.
There is a heavy price to bq paid when

legislative leaders build their power bases
by rasing funds from lobbying groups.
That price is a public policy that is unduly
influenced by those contributom.

Proposition 68 wlU help end the spending
arms race and reduce the clout of tho

of that reform is a bit les power for those

who now wield the most power, so be it.

redra Woocher, ic dirm-
Stor te Yea em fupu1ss U *sI

il o eW mw -&th Ceutefr jtLow ins th



Campaign Ri f aie Only
Propositions 68 and 73 Fail to Offer Meaningful Change
By WILLIE L BROWN JR. insufficient to pay for campaigns it a A second problem is the complete ban' %..

meaningful number of candidates opted to off-year fund-raising. What this provision
When California voters go to the polls on amounts to is a wholesale abrogation of the

June 7. they will be offered two proposals e inadequate revenues probably ae First Amendment during odd-numb.i ed
that aim to enact campaign-finance re- not going to be too much of a problem, years. While limits on off-year Contribi-
form-Propositions 68 and 73. Unfortu- however, since the spending limits con- tions might withlstand judicial review, it
nately, neither proposal will accomplish tained in Proposition 68 ar so low that almost inconceivable that a total prohibi-
the reforms that its supporters claim, almost no one running for office in Califor- tion would pass muster.

Indeed. Proposition 73 will effectively nia-at least not in a highly competitive The measure also contain a number of
prohibit meaningful reform, since it out- contest-will agree to them. The only limits on expenditures made Independea
laws any limits on campaign spending. candidates who will have any incentive of a candidate. The courts generally have
Without spending limits, the proposed to accept these limits are incumbents in held such restrictions unlawful
"reforms" will duplicate the congressional very safe districts (who seldom, if ever, I am certain that the proponents of
campaign system under which we just two have a contested race) an. of course, Proposition 68 mean welL I have, in fact.
years ago witnessed the moat expensive extremist candidates. Extremists would met with them and expressed my disagree-
U.S. Senate race in California's history. have no chance of winning, yet would gain ments with their proposal. Unfortunately

On the other hand, Proposition 68, which a platform for their views because they in their seal to accomplish reform. Common
enjoys the enthusiastic support of organi- would have nothing to lose by using the Cause in particular has had a hMtoy of'
zations like Common Cause, makes a feeble easy-to-get public financing. This is hardly failing to understand just how far they can
attempt at grappling with spending limits the sweeping reform that Proposition 68's restrict electoral and political behavior'
but ultimately falls short of the mark. authors had in mind, without trampling on First

Meaningful campaign-finance reform, , e-appropriate model for campaign-: rights. For example, Common Cause was
above all else, must limit the total number finance reform is the system by which 1 among the staunchest supporters of spend-
of dollars that candidates can spend. presidential elections are held. After qual- ing limits for congesonalcampaigns th*1 1
Achieving that objective is not as simple as fying "thresholds" or levels of private l the court smack down on First Amendment-q,
it seems, however. Thq U.S. Supreme Court contributions are met by a candidate in the grounds in Bucldey vs. Valem Here in-,,
has held (Buckley vs. Valeo, 1976) that early primary stages, public funds become California, several provisions of the FaiC"
the right to spend money in a campaign is available. By the general election, only Political Practices Act, another Common'
intimately tied to freedom of political public money is spent; each nominee has Cause initiative, were overturned by tbhe
speech and, as such, is a right protected the same limit, and there are no special- courts as violating the Firt Ame dment.
under the First Amendment. The only interest dollars influencing the contest A similar fate most likely awaits major
circumstance under which the courts have That is meaningful campaign reform. provisions of Proposition 68 A very real
allowed limits to be placed on spending is Not only is Propositio . 68 not meaning- danger lies in such systemic tinkering t h
in exchange for some tangible benefit- ful, it is dangerous. Sever' i-| our electoral process. No one knows baw
namely, public financing. What that MwrD'r#IeN ut- onable constitutional many of Proposition 68's provisions wil be
means, very simply, is that we can limit validity. One o -es , Maim I e left standing when the courts are fiaished
campaign spending only if we provide for limit on the aggregate number of dollars or how that tattered system would work.

P- public financing of campaigns. - that a political-action committee can con- Neither Proposition 68 nor 73 will ac-
"- ' position 68 tries to do that, but its tribute to all candidates in an election complish the kind of reform that is needed.

authors have made two fundamental er- cycle. The courts generally have accepted If they are enacted, the public will buy
._...jors. Fearful that their measure might be and protected the right of Individuals tinto a promise of iegor in 188 only to be

defeated on the issue of public funding, band together in PACs to amplify their dslusionedonceagsinby 190..
they have proposed a system of taxpayers participation in the electoral proem. It is
voluntarily placing $3 of their taxes in a highly questionable that the courts would J Wle L. Dro Jr. (Dat.su - bosw )

c---state fund. Such a fund would be woefully let tis ot reKrit stand,. it Me Spwker of Me 0C.*rmi AamW

"It " 4 i-di_
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHtGTOW. D.C. 3N Jun 2, 198

Mr. Clarence A. Hilleke
13 S. Harbor View Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90732

Dear Mr. Hilleke:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter, which we

received on June 1, 1988. Your letter was not properly sworn

As e nformed you by letter dated May 1q, Iq9e. you

must swear oefore a notary that the contents of your com-

plaint are true to the best of your knowledge and the notary

Uf) must represent as part of the jurat ttTat such swearing

occurred. A statement by the notary that the complaint was

sworn to and subscribed before her will be sufficient. We

0 are sorry for the inconvenience that these requirements 
may

cause you, but we are not statutorily empowered to proceed

with the handling of a compliance action unless all the

statutory requirements are fulfilled. See 2 U.S.C. 4379.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please

contact Retha Dixon, Docket Chief, at (202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noole
General Counsel

By: Lois 6. Le rao
Associate 6~rlCounsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2043 Jum 15, 1988

Mr. Clarence Hilleke
133 S. Harbor View Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90732

RE: MUR 2621

Dear Mr. Hilleke:

This letter acknowledges receipt of your complaint, receivea
on June 1, 1988, alleging possiole viclations cf the Pederal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amenced (the "Act"), by March
Fong Eu, and the March Fong Eu For Senate Committee and Richard
Koo, as treasurer. The respondents will be notified of this com-
olaint within five days.

Yf-u will be rotified as soon as the Federal Election Commis-

Sion takes final action on your complaint. Should you receive

ary acci-tional information in this matter. Please forward it to
the Of+4ice of the General Counsel. Such information must me
sworn to in tne same manner as the original complaint. We have
num.bered this matter MUR 2621. Please refer to this number in

o all £U-Lure correspondence. For your information, we have at-
tached a brief description of the Commission's procedures for
handlnq complaints. If you have any questions, please contact

o Retha Dixon, Docket Chief, at (202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

By: Lois G. erner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASMHINGTON. D.C. 2063 Jur 15, 1988

Richard Koo, Treasurer
March Fong Eu For Senate
Committee

PC Box 15265
Los Angeles, CA 90015

RE: MUR 2621
March Fong Eu For Senate
Committee and Richard
Koo, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Koo:

The Federal Election*Commission received a complaint which
alleges that the March Fong Eu For Senate Committee and you, as
treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of

0 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A -copy of the complaint is
to enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2621. Please refer

-o this number in all future correspondence.

The complaint was not sent to you earlier due to administra-
tive oversight. Under the Act, you have the opportunity to
demonstrate in writing that no action should be taker against the
March FonQ Eu For Senate Committee in this matter. Please submit
any factual or legal materials which you believe are relevant to
the Commission's analysis of this matter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath. Your response, which
should be addressed to the General Counsel's Office, must be sub-
mitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no response
is received within 15 days, the Commission may take further ac-
tion based on the available information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a) (4) (B) and Section 4379(a) (12) (A) Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Beverly Kramer,
the staff person assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G erner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

cc: Te n -cwmbln Idh diP zu
0 Sm1reta of State of Cal JIMa

123O JStret -

1A #209
Sacrmto, C 25814

0rC



FEDEAL ELECTION COMMISSION
wANkW.M. D.C. MW Jun 15, 1988

The Honorable March Fong Eu
Secretary of State of California
130 J Street
#209
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: MUR 2621

March Fong Eu

Dear Ms. Secretary:

WThe Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have violated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint is

enclosed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2621. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

The complaint was not sent to you earlier due to administra-
tive oversight. Under the Act, you have the opportunity to
demonstrate ir writing that no action should be taken against you
in this matter. Please submit any factual or legal materials
which you oelieve are relevant to the Commission's analysis of
this matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted

qW under oath. Your response, which should be addressed to the
General Counsel's Office, must be submitted within 15 days of

C receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
0. days, the Commission may take further action based on the avail-

able information.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 43 7 g(a) (4) (B) and Section 4379(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made punlic. I+ you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.



If you have any questions, please contact Beverly Kramer
the staff person assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

By: Lois G L er
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Procedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement

0
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June 23, 1988

Lois G. Lerner, Associate
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: NUR 2621, March Pong Eu

Dear Ms. Lerner:

Please find enclosed a OStatement of Designation of
Counsel" authorizing me to represent the respondent in the
above-referenced action.

The material you provided is largely unintelligible due to
the poor quality of the copying or the nature of the
originals. From reading the material, I am unable to
ascertain the specific allegations of the complaint. I am
unable even to ascertain whether the complaint is against
respondent in her private or her public capacity. I am,
therefore, responding as her attorney representing her,
alternatively, in both capacities.

Please specify the provisions of law alleged to have been
violated in order that a reply can be submitted. I await
your response in this regard. 1,

-rn

-4,

- 0c

CA) t;

-:o•r -c'n

.,er

Enclosure

.3 . 163VOT POINTED AT PUSLIC EXPEISE



or inusz~ua aNlal

-.. 2621

-orADORNS -W€~ig
AmTHO= L_ MTT.T.WR

1230 J Street, #209

Sacramento, Ca 95814

916-445-6371

The above-named Individual is heceby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my behalf before

the Commission.

6/23/88

Date -

RISPOMD IS IM:
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us D Pm
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March Fong Eu

1230 J Street, #209

Sacramento, California 95814

916-445-6371
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 3040

July 1, 1988

cv-_-.:mm i -. t*._
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t~e'=, ....n ~iet,=,U im a c~t-da-e with Sec-
... T.. _=. a ( nd Section 4 7 (a) (_-.} ) c+. Tit:le 2 unes

• 'o. . i :, .. ....the Cerxi =-ion in w'-itin9 that y-ou. wish t, _= matte;- to
ze mC public, -. you intend to be rep,-esenteo by counfsel In

_ please advise the Cmmission by comletins tne
encio=_.ed crn statinc_ the name, adress: arc telephone number o.f
s counsel, and authorizin0 ,'uch counsel to receive any
noti7catons ac other communications torr the Cmsion.



Iz vou I-iave any qUeSriafls, pl~ease c--ntact Bevgri/ Kramer,

the st.R,!f Pr~on assign~ed to this ma~t -er, at (2o' 7-SCO For
i normation, ve have azzacned a b--ie+ desCritiofl m+tn

cm, rssion's pecedurvs fcr handlirg comrpaints.

S inc er~ely,

a;,encP M. Ncble

29n~eral Counsel

As=-ciate Seneral C-irse'

Z. r-.:edures
-. Des natior O+ :OL1sel =tatement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 30*

July 1, 1988

Mr. Anthony M iller, T.-easure.r

Dimes Acainst Zrimes

Sacramento, CA 95A2

RcE: Ur'4 ~ b2

Dimes Against Crimes
arc Anhor.,N0 MIl er,
3s -~SLre-

-,ear Mr. Miller:

The Peoeral Electicn Commisslcm rece:,.,ez a : aint whi-h
a~leses t-at D!mes Against C,-imes ant y- as treasure-, may have
'.'ioIatec the Federai Electin Camai-r + "---OT as a ence
( :ne t' . A c~pv o tne Wai : :s e-2ised. 4e have num-
cerea this matter MU. 2 . ase -erer to ts number- all-C 4t 1 _ c=-resma.-der=9.

U7

--. _ , ,:= "  " a:. t: '-. :, -- = .... :' -
S .. '--.-a 1 '17 t ;I Sn t ' E,~ C ti Z' C ,t n- S-= 7 L= S¢ S C U

-.TS.s AgMainst Zrimes -r -nis snater. 4e-se s::mit any Za=-
U~ :r ieal Materials WhiCh VCL. beli _E- e r a rvant t the-M -issi-n 's analys~s oz tn~s ma- -er. sea:' its"Iate-

men s sIcud be s u 1-te1 ..eder at cur respcnse, whic
-soul te adesec tc the -a -ic e must be sub-

-A -s--iz '1 o response
i-.,. -. '5 ays, t''e Cf av ta'e ZL-?2-ther ac-
tior baset on the ava-ia~ie riatazn

,,is -natter will remain conficential in a=c=rdance with Sec-
tlop .,(a) (4) and Section 4z7(a) (12) (A) o Title 2 unless
you noti:y the Commission in w-itinq, that ".. wish the matter to
be made public. If you intend to be representeo by counsel in
this natter, please advise the Commission by ccmpletin- the
enclosed 4orm statirg the name. address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and authorizin9 such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.

.'L''" : ':



If you have any juestions, Please contact Ewverly Kramer,
th. staff person assigned to this matter, at ('02) 776-S'00. For

your information, we have attached a trief escripticn Of the

Commission's procedures +or handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

By: LoIs G. Lerr r

Associate Gneral Counsel

Er- losures

4. Complaint
2. Pocedures

. esignatior oF Counsel Statement

to



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. MW

July 1, 1988

mr. 'ra-k Watase, 7reasurer
--tiends cz Marc! Fons EU

RE: MUR F6.1
=riends ci larch cnq

Eu anc Frank tatase,
as teas.trer

-0 The ec 2ral Eiecticn Ccmmissicn rG C =v_. .. a Fiit vjtnch
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"his 'atter wi'l r-emain con.idential in accordance with Sec-

t:' 4 7 a) (4) (S) and Section 477q(a W12) (A) c Title unless
you noti'-1 the Commission in -ritrns that you wis=h the matter to

be made Fubic. I you intend to be repesented by counsel in
t.is matter, Please advise the Commissicn by ccmpleting the
enclosed 'orm statin 9 the name, address, and telephone number o+
suh counsel, and authorizinc such counsel to receive any
notiticaticns and other communications trom the Commission.



Iyou. have an~y questiors, Aiease can-actEev~1
the sta-,; peeson assigrmea tc this maltter, at I c:)cr~: :
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.Z~jSsjon's procedures .ror handI&Jm? cclimts.

Ey: 'Lis G. Lern
Assc:iate Serneral Couns1el

1. ccmplairt
-oed 7res

-. Desir.atic, Oi Coun~sel Stat-emen~t
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHOWTON. D.C. 0*3 uly,

Anthony L. Killer, Esquire
1230 1 Street #209
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: XUR 2621
March Fong Eu

Dear Mr. Miller:

This is in reference to your letter dated June 23, 1988,
which we received on June 29, 1988, regarding the complaint filedo0 against your client in the above matter. I understand that a
member of our staff, Beverly Kramer, spoke with you by phone on
June 28, 1988, addressing the identical concerns raised in your
letter. If you have any further questions, please do not
hesitate to contact us again.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counel

00

By: LLern rAssociate Ge eral Counsel
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July 15, 1988

In ,

Lois G. Lerner, Associate
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: NUR 2621, March Fong Eu; Friends of March Fong Eu and rz -.

Frank Watase, as treasurer; March Fong Eu for Senate
Committee and Richard Koo, as treasurer; Dimes Against
Crimes and Anthony Miller, as treasurer.

Dear Ms. Lerner:

This office represents the above-referenced committees and
individuals with respect to the subject 'complaint'. A
'Statement of Designation of Counsel" has previously been filed
with respect to respondent Eu. A 'Statement of Designation of
Counsel' is enclosed with respect to Dimes against Crimes and
Anthony Miller, as treasurer. Similar statements of designation
with respect to the other respondents will be forthcoming.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to determine from the
material submitted the specific basis of the "complaint".
However, based on my previous discussion with Ms. Kramer of your
staff, it is our understanding that the scomplaint" relates to
March Fong Eu's aborted campaign for the United States Senate in
1987. Specifically, your office is construing the "complaint"
as alleging violations of Title 2, Sec. 441(a) (making or
receiving contributions in excess of $1,000 to/by a candidate
for federal office). The "basis" of the allegation is a
newspaper article which suggests that contributions to an
initiative campaign violated the contribution limits of federal
law. In the absence of additional information, we assume that
this is the only alleged violation. If you construe the
material to allege additional violations, please advise in order
that we have the opportunity to respond.

The respondents deny, specifically, generally, individually, and
collectively, that there has been any violation of section
441(a) or any other provision of the Federal Election Campaign
Act or any other law. We respectfully submit that the
"complaint" is frivolous and utterly devoid of any merit
whatsoever and should be promptly dismissed.

Ln



2

March Fong Eu was a candidate for the United States Senate last
year and filed appropriate qualifying documents and reports
under the Federal Election Campaign Act. She and her comittee
complied scrupulously with the contribution limits imposed 14
the Act. At no time did she or her committee solicit or receive
any contribution prohibited by state or federal law to promote
her candidacy for the United States Senate.

March Fong Eu wast during 1987, the proponent of a statewide
initiative proposal called "Dimes against Crimes'. This effort
involved an attempt to qualify a measure for the California
ballot pursuant to article II, section 10(a) of the California
Constitution. The proposal stemmed from Dr. Eu's efforts to
help fight crime in California following a savage attack on her
person and property. In order to promote this effort, March

0Fong Eu did solicit and did receive lawful contributions and
SW. loans under state law. However, at no time were these

contributions or loans used to promote a senate candidacy which
C%; had actually been suspended by the time that the campaign to

gather signatures began. There was no commingling of staff,
O contributions, or resources with respect to the initiative
tO campaign and the suspended campaign for the United States

Senate. A complete accounting of the receipts and expenditures
is available in reports filed under state law. The initiative
signature-gathering effort was, ultimately, unsuccessful. The

oD campaign for the senate was also aborted and appropriate
committee termination statements were filed.

There is simply no basis for alleging any violation of federalC law with respect to the senate campaign or the initiative
campaign. However, if I can provide you with any additional
information in this regard, please do not hesitate to let me

Cr know.

*ncere

A ONY L ER

ALM:GL

Enclosure
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,a2621

m 0E .3 Anthony L. Miller

5496 Pacific Avenue

Pleasant Grove, Ca 95668

916-443-6924

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authocized to receive any 
notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my f before

the Commission.

7/15/38

Date

ISUID -T S HAM3-

BIJlawS goo

Dimes against Crimes and Anthony Miller, as treasurer-

p 0- Rnx 66S

Sacramento- California 95668

916-443-6924
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August 12, 1988

Lois G. Lerner, Associate
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2621, March Fong Eu; Friends of March Fong Eu and
Frank Watase, as treasurer; March Fong Eu for Senate
Committee and Richard Koo, as treasurer; Dimes Against
Crimes and Anthony Miller, as treasurer.

Dear Ms. Lerner:

CV Please find two original "statements of designation of counsel"

o with respect to the above-referenced matter. With respect to
Richard Koo and Frank Watase and the respective committees to

tO which they relate, I hereby request that the information
contained in my letter of July 15, 1988 be incorporated by
reference as their response to the complaint on file.

0 S c rly,

ANTHONY L. ILLER

Enclosures
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Anthony L. Millr

5496 Pacific- Avyn-a

Pleasant Grove, California 95668

916-443-6924

The above-named individual is hereby designated 
as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications 
and other

communications from the Commission and to act on 
my behalf before

the Commission.

Date(

Ra.omman": NA

ROMEB PBX=m:

BusINE10 PHO:

Signature

Richard Koo
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M cr cng M:1 Anthonv L. Miller

5496 Pacific~ Av~nn~

Pleasant Grove. Californip 95668

916-443-6924

The above-named individual is hereby designated as my

counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on 
my behalf before

the Comission.

r ,0"42

USOD'S AIM: Frank Watase
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHNGTO. D.C. nm August 22, 1988

Anthony L. Miller. 3 squire
5496 Pacific Avenue
Pleasant Groves CA 95668

RE: NUR 2621
March Fong Eu; Friends

of March Fong Eu and
Frank Wataseas
treasurer; March Fong
Eu for Senate

-10 Committee and Richard
Koo, as treasurer;

ane Dimes Against Crimes

CV and Anthony Miller, as
treasurer

0
Dear Mr. Miller:

La
On June 15 and July l 1988, your clients were notified that

the Federal Election Commission received a complaint from
o Clarence R. Hilleke alleging violations of certain sections of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that

Vr time your clients were given a copy of the complaint and informed
that a response to the complaint should be submitted within 15

odays of receipt of the notification.

0On August 11, 1988, the Commission received additional

information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations in
the complaint. Enclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

If you have any questions, please contact Beverly Kramer,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Lawrence N. Noble
General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Ler r
Associate General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 30463

August 22, 1988

Mr. Clarence . lilleke
133 S. Harbor View Ave.
San Pedro, CA 90732

RZ: MUR 2621

Dear Mr. Hilleke:

This letter acknowledges receipt on August 11, 1988, of the
supplement to the complaint you filed on June 1, 1988, against
March Fong Eul March Fong Eu for Senate Committee and Richard
Roo, as treasurer; Dines Against Crimes and Anthony Miller, as
treasurer; Friends of March Fong Eu and Frank Watase, as

C10 treasurer. The respondents will be sent copies of the
supplement. You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election

0Commission takes final action on your complaint.

tLn Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
o General Counsel

BY: Lois G. Lerer
Associate General Counsel



September 1, 1988

Lois G. Lerner, Associate
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

CA)
m"-a *~

-;X
CD .4Y

Re: MUR 2621, March Fong Eu; Friends of March Fong Eu and
Frank Watase, as treasurer; March Fong Eu for Senate
Committee and Richard Koo, as treasurer; Dimes Against
Crimes and Anthony Miller, as treasurer.

Dear Ms. Lerner:

Thank you for your letter and enclosure of August 22, 1988.

It is obvious from the enclosure provided by Mr. Hilleke that
his complaint to the Federal Election Commission in this matter
is jurisdictionally misplaced with respect to the
above-referenced parties. I respectfully submit hat the
complaint be dismissed. S

Sin ereiy ,

ONY L. ILLER

ALM: gl
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999 3 Street, L.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRsT GENERAL COUNSL' S RNPORT

COMPLAINANT:

RESPONDENTS:

RELEVANT STATUT

Lft
INTERNAL REPORT

OE
4W FEDERAL AGENC IE

MUR # 262
DATE CO&INT RCEIVEXD
BY OGC June 1 1988
DATE .OFWM T OW
TO RESPONDENTS June 15, 1988
and ,UU iy 1, l988

STAFF MEMBER Beverly Kraur

Clarence R. Rilleke

March Fong Eu, California Secretary of State
March Fong Eu for Senate Committee and

Richard Koo, as treasurer
Dimes Against Crimes and
Anthony Miller, as treasurer

Friends of March Fong Eu and
Frank Watase, as treasurer

Californians for Eu and Anthony Miller,
as treasurer

7E: 2 U.S.C. S 433(a), 5 434(a)
11 C.F.R. S 102.6(a) (1) (iv)

S CHECKED: Public Record
Advisory Opinions 1977-54,
1978-15, 1980-95, 1982-56

S CHECKED: None

I. GENERATION OF MATTER

On June 1, 1988, Clarence R. Hilleke filed a complaint with

the Commission, which he supplemented on August 11, 1988.

II. FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. The Facts

1. The Complaint

The complaint generally alleges violations of Federal

Election Laws by California Secretary of State March Fong Eu, the

only person specifically named in the complainant's cover letter.

March Fong Eu was a candidate seeking election to the United

AW
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States Senate in 1988. An basis for the complaint, the

complainant relies on an attached news article (dated August I#

1987) which states, in relevant part, "Secretary of State

March Fong Eu acknowledged yesterday that her 'Dimes Against

Crimes' state initiative was concocted partially as a way to give

her fledgling U.S. Senate bid 'a boost' and skirt $1,000

contribution limits required in a federal race." The article

reports Dr. Eu "acknowledged that advisers told her an initiative

drive could help by providing publicity and allowing her to raise

o large sums of money from wealthy individuals.* According to the

news article, Dr. Hu gave the initiative $150,000 of her leftover

state campaign money 'ineligible for the Senate bid as it was

donated in large sums.'
Ln

The complainant also submitted an incomplete copy of the

California Ballot Pamphlet for the June 7, 1988 Primary Election,

compiled by Secretary of State March Fong Eu and apparently

distributed to Californians, including the complainant. An

accompanying letter states that the pamphlet contains the ballot

title, a short summary, the Legislative Analyst's analysis, the

pro and con arguments and rebuttals, and the complete text of 12

propositions. The only crime-related initiative listed in the

table of contents is one entitled 'Second Degree Murder of Peace

Officer, Minimum Term.' All pages relating to this legislative

initiative were omitted from the materials submitted to the

Comm iss ion.



In addition, the complatnaot ob*it* i t atles,.

apparently authored by state and local PQ)%t # p*aboL -

stating their views regarding PropositoQ* • W$ t Lct waste)

and Propositions 68 and 73 (re: campaign i reforms)

Although the significance of these artiol*g v "Ijot clear ly

presented by the complainant, he appearstio suggest that other

politicians are seizing the opportunity tOo61l attention to

themselves by supporting various initiatives._/

It should be noted that the complaint is written in broken

mom English and is largely unintelligible. Neither the allegations

CV nor the underlying facts are clearly presented in the

Ok complainant's letter. However, the attached news article
0

regarding March Fong Eu's 'Dines Against Crimesw initiative

contains facts which appear to describe violations of the FECA,

o specifically 2 U.S.C. S 433(a), 5 434(a) and 11 C.F.R.

S 102.6(a)(I)(iv). The possible violations are predicated on the

assertion that the 'Dimes Against Crimes' initiative was, in

truth, an effort to get March Fong Eu elected to the U.S. Senate.

i/ On August 11, 1988 the complainant submitted supplemental
materials consisting of an August 7, 1988 newspaper article from
the Los Angeles Times. The article reports that lawsuits were
filed against California's Attorney General John K. Van de Kamp
accusing him of preparing false and misleading ballot titles and
summaries for two insurer-backed initiatives and writing
falseholds against them in arguments for official ballot
pamphlets. The written complaint accompanying the article states
in relevant part 'This gives credence to what I sent you on this
case. Ms. March Fong Eu has the final point in the publishing of
initiatives. Conflict of Interest is rampant."



*ed onti~ls initial prem~ie, th~e aplaint appears to allege

that the oranoization 'Discs Against Cri ms' is A political

*emaittO under the Act and. that its failare to register and

report results in violations of 2 U.S.C. S 433(a) and S 434(a).

Moreover, the complaint appears to allege that Bu's State

campaign committee, "the Friends of March Fong Ku", became a

political committee under the Act when it transferred $150,000 to

the Dimes Against Crimes and, that its failure to register and

report results in violations of 2 U.S.C. 5 433(a) and S 434(a).

Additionally, the complaint appears to allege that the Friends of

March Fong Ku transferred to Dimes Against Crimes campaign funds

that included contributions that appear to be impermissible, i.e.

o excessive, in violation of 11 C.F.R. S 102.6(a)(1)(iv).2/ Dr. Eu

tn appears to be individually implicated in these alleged violations

as the article indicates her direct personal involvement in an

alleged scheme to circumvent the Act's contribution limitations.
qr

2. The Response

On July 18, 1988, a response was submitted by counsel on

cbehalf of all the respondents. Counsel states that the

respondents deny that there has been any violation of the Act or

2/ In California, corporate and labor union contributions are

permissible for use in state election campaigns. Hence, this
matter may also concern the issue of whether a violation of
2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a) occurred.
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any other lawV_ and submits that the complaint should be promptly

dismissed as being "frivolous and utterly devoid of any merit

whatsoever."

The response more specifically denies that Dr. Eu and her

Senate committee solicited and received contributions prohibited

by state or federal law to promote her candidacy to the United

States Senate. The response provides the following information

concerning the origin and purpose of a statewide initiative

proposal called 'Dimes Against Crimes."

According to the response, March Fong Eu was, during 1987,

the proponent of the Dimes Against Crimes initiative proposal.

The effort involvee an attempt to qualify a measure for the

California ballot pursuant to Article II, Section 10(a) of theUO

California Constitution. According to the response, the proposal

stemmed from Dr. Eu's efforts to help fight crime in California

'V following a violent attack on her person and property. The

response states that in order to promote this effort, March Fong

Eu solicited and received lawful contributions and loans under

state law. The response avers that at no time were these

contributions or loans used to promote a Senate candidacy. The

3/ The response states that based on a discussion with a member
6f our staff it is the respondents' understanding that the Office
of General Counsel is construing the complaint as alleging
violations of Title 2, Section 441a (making or receiving
contributions in excess of $1,000 to/by a candidate for federal
office). In fact, the discussion between the respondents'
counsel and this Office included a discussion of all the
allegations set forth in the preceding pages.



repneclaims that br* 1ss I14 b
su2spended by the t ime thR tti 0*~mt#~ersgaue

commingling of staff, a *Ir r : -Oswith respect to

the initiative campaign Ad he : 64 e agn for the United

States Senate. Acording to the respcOfe, the initiative

signature-gathering effort was, ultimatell. unsuccessful and the

Senate campaign was aborted.

B. Analysis

The Act defines a political committee to include any

committee, club, association, or other group of persons that

receives contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a

calendar year or makes expenditures aggregating in excess of

$1,000 during a calendar year. 2 U.S.C. S 431(4). Upon

qualification as a political committee, such an entity is

required to register with and report to the Commission.

2 U.S.C. S 433(a) and S 434(a).

The threshold issues presented by the complaint are whether

March Fong Eu's involvement in the statewide initiative "Dimes

Against Crimes" should be considered a part of her Senatorial

campaign effort and, if so, whether funds contributed to and

disbursed by Dimes Against Crimes are considered contributions

or expenditures of sufficient magnitude as to incur registration

and reporting obligations of a political committee under 2 U.S.C.

S 433(a) and S 434(a). The Act defines a "contribution" to
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mney or anytbiag, of Vrolu eo. tnrr$E f '+C the u? of

lufluenc ing ran* eleocti. t OWfsral, ia . ...

5- 431(8)(A)). Similarly, the. 6dfiao *VonditQ to

include *anypurchase, V-pawnn.,%di trb+++%4o jaui, advance,

deposit, or gift of money, or anything of value made by any

persons for the purpose of influencing any e.lection for Federal

Office. 2 U.S,C. S 431(9) (A),

Neither the Act nor the Commission's regulations define the

phrase "for the purpose of influencing. In numerous advisory

opinions requiring application of this language to specific

situations where officeholders who are Federal candidates engage

in public activities that may help their campaigns, however, the

Commission has applied the test of whether the major purpose of

the activity is the nomination or election of a candidate (e.g.,

Advisory Opinions 1978-15, 1982-56). In each instance where the

Commission has opined that officeholders may engage in such

activities without being subject to the Act's limitations and

prohibitions on contributions or expenditures, the Commission has

conditioned its opinions on the assumption that the public

activities will not involve (1) the solicitation, making or

acceptance of contributions to the officeholder's Federal

campaign, or (2) any communication expressly advocating the

officeholder's nomination or election to Federal office or the

defeat of any other candidate for Federal office. Advisory

Opinions 1978-15, 1978-4, 1977-54.
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In this case, the respondents are claiming that Dr. Ru's

involvement in the activities of Dimes Against Crimes was not to

promote her Senate candidacy but to promote an effort to help

,fight crime in California following an attack on her person and

property. In support of their claim, respondents note that Ru's

Senate campaign had actually been suspended by the time that the

campaign to gather signatures began.

The response does not provide any dates or tineframe

corresponding to the suspension of Eu's Senate campaign and the

NO comencement of the signature-gathering campaign. However, the

(V news article which forms a basis for the complaint may provide a
CV

reference point. The article, which was published on August 1,

1987, refers specifically to the signature-gathering campaign.

rh% Therefore we can reasonably assume that the signature-gathering

c campaign was organized by August 1, 1987, the date of

IT publication.

C" In order to verify the respondent's claim that the Senate
campaign had been suspended prior to the commencement of the

signature-gathering campaign, this Office reviewed the public

record. As we show below, the information on the public record

is inconclusive and raises questions which, in our view, need to

be explored before this case can be resolved.

On the one hand, the disclosure reports filed by Eu's

principal campaign committee, "March Fong Eu for Senate" ("the
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Seftate Comittee,) indicate that fundr. ii ,g-ttts on behilt- Of

u's Senate campaiga may have oeased by x-14 198? ,#

S cnate Committe's schedules of idi LOCI dsthot

the last contribution was received on u1 1, 1987. .i+t+p.
fundraising expenditures are reported as having been madwe on or

about this date with one additional fundraeing expenditrwe

reported as being made on September 22, 1987.

On the other hand, the Senate Committee,s disclosure reports

disclose multiple expenditures for consulting and travel through

the early part of November 1987, suggesting that perhaps campaign

efforts continued past the time Dimes Against Crimes was

organized. One other troubling factor concerns the Senate

Committee's disclosure of transfers. On line 18 of the Detailed

Summary Page designated as for "transfers to other authorized

committees," the Senate Committee lists disbursements totalling

approximately $87,000. On a corresponding schedule, the Senate

Committee itemizes a transfer of $50,000 to *Dimes Against

Crimes" on September 14, 1987. The Act clearly defines the term

"authorized committee" to mean the principal campaign committee

or any other political committee authorized by a candidate to

receive contributions or make expenditures on behalf of such

candidate." 2 U.S.C. 5 431(6). By its disclosure, the Senate

Committee suggests that Dimes Against Crimes was perhaps more

than just an effort to help fight crime in California, and that

(V
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Based on teaoeitff8SttDmeAgainstOie a

have Incurred registrat o jnd rpabi~ ~ligations ofa

political committee under the Act. he oro, the office of the

General Counsel recommends a finding q reason to believe that

Dimes Against Crimes violated 2 U. $.C<,.,4 433(a) and S 434(a).

For purposes of developing the facts, thi*Office has attached

proposed interrogatories and requests for document production.

The Office of the General Counsel also recM-mends that the

Commission take no action at this time against the other

respondents. Once the facts have been developed, this Office

will make further recommendations with regard to the other

respondents and the other issues raised by the complaint. 5/

III. RECONMERDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe that Dimes Against Crimes and Anthony
Miller, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 433(a) and
S 434(a).

2. Take no action at this time against March Fong Eu;
March Fong Eu for Senate and Richard Koo, as treasurer; and
Friends of March Fong Eu and Frank Watase, as treasurer.

4/ This Office notes that across the top of the schedule
corresponding to the entry for line item 18 of the Detailed
Summary Page (transfers to other authorized committees) the
Senate Committee typed 'Transfers to Other Committees." The
omission of the word "authorized' may indicate their confusion as
to how this particular transaction should have been reported.

5/ As noted infra, the allegations against March Fong Eu,
Friends of March Fong Eu and March Fong Eu for Senate are based
upon the premise that Dimes Against Crimes is a political
committee under the Act.
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

March Fong Eu, California Secretary
of State

March Fong Eu for Senate Committee
and Richard Koo, as treasurer

Dimes Against Crimes and
Anthony Miller, as treasurer

Friends of March Fong Eu and
Frank Watase, as treasurer

Californians for Eu and Anthony
Miller, as treasurer

MUR 2621

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of October 12,

1988, do hereby certify that the Commission decided by a

vote of 4-1 to take the following actions in MUR 2621:

1. Find reason to believe that Dimes Against
Crimes and Anthony Miller, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. § 433(a) and § 434(a).

2. Take no action at this time against March
Fong Eu; March Fong Eu for Senate and
Richard Koo, as treasurer; and Friends of
March Fong Eu and Frank Watase, as treasurer.

(continued)

*0



Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification for MUR 2621
October 12, 1988

3. Approve the letter, factual and legal
analysis, interrogatories and request
for production of documents as recommended
in the General Counsel's report dated
October 4, 1988.

Commissioners Elliott, Josefiak, McGarry, and Thomas

voted affirmatively for the decision; Commissioner Aikens

dissented; Commissioner McDonald did not cast a vote.

Attest:

&dz IA 9A
V Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Date

is



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. C. 2043 c 18, 1988

Anthony L. Miller, Esquird
5496 Pacific Avenue
Pleasant Grove, CA 95668

RE: MUR 2621
March Fong Eu; March Fong
Eu for Senate and Richard
Koo, as treasurer;
Friends of March Fong Eu
and Frank Watase, as
treasurer; Dimes Against
Crimes and Anthony L.
Miller, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Miller:

(V On June 15 and July 1, 1988, the Federal Election Commission
notified your clients of a complaint alleging violations of

0 certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

namended ("the Act"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
Ocomplaint, and information supplied by you, the Commission, on

October 12, 1988, found that there is reason to believe Dimes
Against Crimes and you, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 433 and
5 434. The Factual and Legal Analysis, which formed a basis for
the Commission's finding, is attached for your information. The
Commission made no finding at this time with respect to March
Fong Eu, March Fong Eu for Senate and Richard Koo, as treasurer,
Friends of March Fong Eu and Frank Watase, as treasurer.

Under the Act, you have an opportunity to demonstrate that
no action should be taken against Dimes Against Crimes and you,
as treasurer. You may submit any factual or legal materials that
you believe are relevant to the Commission's consideration of
this matter. Please submit such materials to the General
Counsel's Office along with answers to the enclosed questions
within 15 days of receipt of this letter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under oath.

In the absence of any additional information demonstrating
that no further action should be taken against Dimes Against
Crimes and you, as treasurer, the Commission may find probable



Anthony L. Miller
Page 2

cause to believe that a violation has occurred and proceed with
conciliation.

if you are interested in pursuing pre-probable cause
conciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the aflre of the
General Counsel wili make recommendations to the Commission
either proposing an agreement in settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of the General Counsel may recommend that
pre-probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time
so that it may complete its investigation of the matter.
Further, the Commission will not entertain requests for pre-
probable cause conciliation after briefs on probable cause have
been mailed to the respondent.

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely
granted. Requests must be made in writing at least five days
prior to the due date of the response and specific good cause
must be demonstrated. In addition, the Office of the General

cv- Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

0 This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
V)2 U.S.C. SS 437g (a) (4) (B) and 437g(a) (12) (A) unless you notify

the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions, please contact Beverly Kramer,
the staff member assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8200.

Sincerely,

Thomas J. Jos f iak
Chairman

Enclosures
Interrogatories and requests for
production of documents

Factual and Legal Analysis
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Lois G. Lerner, As
Counsel

Office of the Gene]
Federal Election C
Washington, D.C. 2(

Re: MUR 2621, March Fong Eu; Friends of March Fong
Eu and Frank Watase, as treasurer; March Fong Eu
for Senate Committee and Richard Koo, as treasurer;
Dimes Against Crimes and Anthony Miller, as
treasurer.

Answers to Interrogatories and Request for
Production of Documents directed to Dimes Against
Crimes, Anthony L. Miller, Treasurer and to Richard
Koo, as Treasurer, March Fong Eu for Senate
Committee.

Dear Ms. Lerner:

This is in response to the letter from Chairman Josefiak
dated October 18, 1988, and attachments, which were
received by the undersigned on October 24, 1988. This
response is being transmitted to you by Federal Express in
order to ensure its receipt within the fifteen days
specified in that letter.

Please find declarations and supporting exhibits
establishing the following: (1) Dimes Against Crimes,
the state committee, was formed for the purpose, and did
make every reasonable effort to carry out the purpose, of
attempting to qualify an initiative measure for the
California ballot pursuant to article II, section 10(a) of
the Constitution of California. (2) The qualification
effort stemmed from the savage attack on the person and
the property of Dr. Eu on November 10, 1986. Within a
week of that attack, Dr. Eu publicly announced a campaign
to fight crime in California, a campaign which took shape
in the form of Dimes Against Crimes. See, for example,
Exhibits N-56 and N-100. (It should be noted that Dr.
Eu's interest in fighting crime has not diminished. See
copy of speech to Mothers Against Drunk Driving dated

U)

osmtssion -,,

44, 1988
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October 7, 1988, enclosed as Exhibit 8-44.) (3) No funds
were solicited, contributed, or spent by Dimes Against
Crimes for any purpose other than qualifying the
initiative measure for the ballot. See Exhibit A. (4)
Neither Dimes Against Crimes nor any other entity or
individual violated 2 U.S.C. sections 433(a) and/or
434(a), or any other provision of state or federal law.

The enclosed documentation, some 1,378 pages of news
articles, news releases, state campaign reports,
correspondence, and other material, is unequivocally clear
with respect to the foregoing.

Please do not hesitate to let me know if I can provide any
I," additional information regarding this matter. In the

meantime, please acknowledge receipt of this letter and
Mthe attachments by returning the acknowledgement form

enclosed. A postage prepaid envelope is provided for this
V! purpose.

0 Sinc ly,

THN . MILLER

Enclosures

1. Answers of ANTFONY L. MILLER, as Treasurer,
Dimes Against Crimes/Supplemental Answer

2. Answers of RICHARD KOO, as Treasurer, March Fong
Eu for Senate Committee;

3. Exhibit "A"---Declaration of JAN WASSON
4. Exhibit "B"---Airline tickets invoice
5. Exhibits D-1 through D-6---State Campaign

Disclosure Reports
6. Exhibits E-l through E-8---Endorsement Letters
7. Exhibits L-1 through L-14---Correspondence
8. Exhibits N-1 through N-165---News Articles
9. Exhibits P-i through P-14---Petition Information
10. Exhibits R-i through R-17---Press Releases
11. Exhibits S-i through S-44---Speeches
12. Acknowledgement Form
13. Return Envelope



Answers of AMTHONY, L.- MILLER, Treasurer,
Dimes against, Crimes, to Interrogatories

In the Matter of
HUR 2621

1. On July 27, 1987, Dr. Eu announced the

beginning of the signature-collecation effort for Dimes

against Crimes. In announcing this effort, she stated at

press conferences in Los Angeles, San Diego, and San

Francisco the following:

Nothing is more important to me,
personally and politically, than

0qualifying and passing this measure.
I am, therefore, PUTTING MY CAMPAIGN
FOR THE UNITED STATES SUMT ON HOLD
UNTIL 'DIMS AGAINST CRIMES" QUALIFIES
THIS DECEMBER. THE SENATE CAMPAIGN WILL
HAVE SIMPLY HAVE TO WAIT. FIGHTI CRIME
IS TOO IMPORTANT NOT TO GIVE IT MY TOP

Ln PRIORITY. (Emphasis added) See Exhibit R-11.

The senate campaign was publicly "suspended" at this

point. As a factual matter, neither Dr. Eu nor her senate

campaign committee had actively solicited support or

contributions for at least several days prior to that

announcement nor were support or contributions actively

solicited thereafter. Signature-collection for Dimes

against Crimes began on July 27, 1988. See Exhibit R-7.



2. March Fong Eu ceased to be a candidate for

election to the United States Senate sometime during the

month of September. However, she had not actually

solicited support or contributions since sometime in July

of 1987. She publicly withdrew from the race on October

299 1987. See Exhibit R-16.

3. March Fong Eu publicly announced that her

r~-. campaign for the United States Senate was on hold on July

27, 1988. See Exhibit R-11. She announced that she was

withdrawing from the race on October 29, 1988. See

Exhibit R-29.

I~r4. "Dimes against Crimes" organized as a state

coo, committee under the California Political Reform Act of

0 - 1974, as amended, on April 2, 1987. See Exhibit D-1.

5. The campaign to actually collect signatures

began on July 27, 1987. See Exhibit R-11. Organizational

efforts to prepare for the collection of signatures began

shortly after April 2, 1987.



6. March Fong Eu was the proponent of the

initiative measure which Dimes against Crimes sought to

qualify for the ballot pursuant to Article 11, section

10(a) of the Constitution of California. As the

"1proponent", she had the rights and responsibilities as

set forth in the California Elections Code and the

Constitution of California. She made repeated appearances

and was actively involved in solicitation efforts for

funding, signatures, and support in behalf of qualifying

the measure. No such appearances or solicitations were

0) linked to her aborted campaign for the United States

Senate. See Exhibits.

CD
7. A thorough review of committee files and my

personal recollection does not indicate any instance where

CT. there was a reference made to the fact that March Fong Eu

Cr was a candidate for Federal office in any endorsement

letters or public appearances in behalf of Dimes against

Crimes except to the extent that Dr. Eu indicated in press

releases and appearances on or about July 27, 1987 and

October 29, 1987 that her campaign was "on hold" or that

she was "withdrawing" as a candidate. See Exhibits. Any

and all references to any candidacy or campaign for

federal office --- past, present, and future --- were

conscientiously avoided in all campaign efforts in behalf

of Dimes Against Crimes. See Exhibits.
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8. No. The activities of Dines against Crimes did

not involve the solicitation, making or acceptance of

contributions to March Fong Bu's senate campaign.

9. See Exhibits. It should be noted that the

exhibits provided include "representative samples" of

correspondence. Much of the "correspondence* consisted of

"form letters". A copy of all such correspondence is not

available or has has not been included because of

repetition. Copies of letters in response to individual

letters have not always been included because of

questionable relevancy. With respect to speeches, copies

of suggested texts are provided. Dr. Eu did not

necessarily give such speeches without some deviation

although it is likely that her actual remarks were not

substantially different than the remarks contained in the

texts provided.

10. Dimes against Crimes did not make any

expenditures in connection with March Fong Euls Senate

campaign. See Exhibit A and copies of campaign disclosure

reports filed pursuant to state law marked as Exhibits D-2

through D-6.
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11. For documentation describing the purpose of

Dimes Against Crimes, see, generally, Exhibits.

Specifically, see Exhibit P-4.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the

State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 4, 1988 at cramento, C i rnia.

ANTHONY L. MILLER

cc



000

SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER OF ANTHONY L. MILLER

With Respect To

Answers to Interrogatories directed to RICHARD KOO,

Treasurer, March Fong Eu for Senate Commlittee

Note: Jan Wasson prepared the Termination Report filed

with the Commission for the period covering July 1, 1987

through December 31, 1987. The report was thereafter

submitted to Mr. Koo for his signature. Mr. Koo was not,

however, personally familiar with the documentation which

provided the basis for the report. See Exhibit A. He has

requested that I respond to Interrogatory (3) directed to

La him since I am the custodian of the supporting

documentation.

I have reviewed the documentation which was the basis for

CIO, preparing the report in question and I have searched my

CC own recollection as to the activities of the March Fong Eu

for Senate Committee for the period in question. Such

review and search indicate the following:

3. With respect to "consulting fees", the senate

campaign kept individuals on the payroll to perform

essentially clerical functions for the senate committee



after Dr. Eu announced that she was putting her campaign

"ion hold" on July 27, 1987. Two were paid small'amounts

to assist in closing down the office through September.

The consultants processed mail, paid bills, and helped to

"1close the office". They were not involved in behalf of a

senate candidacy which was no longer "active".

Solicitation for funds and for support had ceased. Jan

Wasson remained as a consultant to assist in the

preparation of the campaign financial disclosure reportsa.

The primary consultants and employees, those hired to

develop and implement campaign strategy, terminated on or

Ln before July 1, 1987.

0 The travel expense entry to Delta Airlines dated October

qT 23, 1987 represented payment for a trip taken by Dr. Eu
e and a staff person to Portland on or about August 21, 1987

to attend the 8th Biennial Convention of the National

Women's Political Caucus. See Exhibit B. There is no

record of any remarks given by Dr. Eu, if any were given.

However, I recollect that the purpose of the trip was to

encourage the election of women to public office. In that

the purpose of the trip did not relate to qualifying Dimes

Against Crimes for the ballot, senate campaign funds were
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used. Other travel expenses indicated on the report were

incurred in connection with closing down the office.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of

California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on November 4, 1984 atacrmento, Ca ornia.

Irir
ANTHONY L. MILLER

to
0

C"



Answers of RICHARD KOO,, Treasurer,
March Fong Eu for Senate Committee, to Interrogatories

and Request for Production of Documents
in the Matter of

MUR 2621

1. 1 was not involved in the active day-to-day

management# the formulation of strategy nor the

implementation of said strategy with respect to Dr. Bu's

campaign for the United States Senate. Staff in my office

did help prepare the required campaign disclosure reports

for the period concluding June 30, 1987. However# my

staff was not involved in such preparations thereafter.

IV All records were transferred to the committee after the

campaign was "put on hold" in July 1987. 1 am informed

and I believe that all such records are currently in the
Lfl

custody of Anthony L. Miller. I do not know when March

0 Fong Eu ceased to be a candidate for election to the

Nr United States Senate. Based on the information contained

C., in Exhibit "A" attached hereto, I believe that her

CIP campaign was put on hold sometime prior to July 27, 1987

Cr and that she was no longer a candidate sometime prior to

October 29, 1987. See Exhibit "B".

2. March Fong Eu publicly announced that her

campaign for the United States Senate was "on hold" on

July 27, 198'T. See Exhibit "An. She announced that she

was withdrawing from the race on October 29, 1987. See

Exhibit "B".



3. 1 did not personally prepare the Termination

Report filed with the Commission for the period covering

July 1, 1987 through December 31, 1987. 1 an informed and

I believe that the report was prepared for my signature by

Jan Wasson at 3449 Beethoven Street, Los Angeles,

California 90066 (213-391-5140). The supporting

documentation for preparing the report is not in my

possession. I am informed and I believe that it is in the

11) custody of Anthony L. Miller. I have asked him to respond

T!, to your interrogatory in this regard since he has the
04 supporting documentation and because I have no personal

knowledge or recollection concerning this matter.

C 4. 1 did not personally prepare the Termination

Report filed with the Commission for the period covering
July 1. 1987 through December 31, 1987. 1 minformed and

I believe that the report was prepared for my signature by

Jan Wasson at 3449 Beethoven Street, Los Angeles,

California 90066 (213-391-5140). I have no specific

recollection as to why the entry was made indicating that

the transfer of $50,000 to Dimes Against Crimes on

September 14, 1987, was to an "authorized committee".

That entry is erroneous. Dimes Against Crimes was not an
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"authorized committee' within the meaning of the Act. Its

purpose was to qualify a measure for the state ballot. It

was not authorized to promote Dr. Eu's candidacy for the

United States Senate and, to the best of my knowledge, it

did not do so.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of

California that the foregoing is true and correct.

I~rExecuted on October - , 1988 at Los Angeles, California.

LI)
RICHARD KO0, Treasurer

P.-



Declaration of JAN WASSON,
In the Matter of MUR 2621

I, JAN WASSON, declare that:

1. 1 was retained by the March Fong Eu for Senate

Committee to assist in the preparation of the Termination

Report covering the period from July 1, 1987 through

December 31, 1987.

2. I prepared said report for the signature of the

committee treasurer, Mr. Richard Koo.

3. On Schedule B of the printed form for said

cy report I indicated the transfer of $50,000 from the March

CZ, Fong Eu for Senate Committee to Dimes Against Crimes on

LI) September 14, 1987. I indicated other transfers to other

state committees as well. Under the heading "Itemized

Disbursements", I typed "Transfers to Other Committees".

I have no specific recollection at this time what prompted

C% me to type these words under the heading. I suspect it

or, was based on conversations I had with staff of the Federal

Elections Commission. That, however, is speculation.

4. On the Detailed Summary Page of said report I

indicated on line 18 transfers to other "authorized"

committees in the amount of $87,098. That entry was

clearly erroneous. I failed to note or I failed to

consider the significance of the word "authorized". If I

Exhi1IeiL
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noted it at all, I assumed that the word "authorized"

referred to Comittees approved by Dr. Eu pursuant to

state law. I did not realize that it referred to

committees "authorized" to promote Dr. Eu's senate

candidacy. These committees, quite clearly, had no such

authority and, to the best of my knowledge, never did so.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is

true and correct.

Executed on October ,2 .j/ , 1988 at Los Angeles,

California.

JAN WASSON

C

C

Ok
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Mirdh 10, 1989

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Comai.salon

FROM: Lawrence*PS Robl J
Generar uzase.

SUBJECT: MUR #2621

Attached for. the Comuislon's reviewvs a brief stating the
position of the Generel Counsel on thelegal and factual issues

oy of the above-captioned latter. 6 a.0p bf this brief and a letter
notifying the respodent of tb #haral Coun~ik's intent to

1W recommend to the Cogssion a fiding of no p*Obable cause to
believe were maild on March 10 e 1989. Following receipt ofCV the respondent's reply to thi* notice, this Office will make a
further report to the Commission.

10
Attachments

1-Brief, 2-Letter to respondent

FEDtL ECTION COMMISSION
WASMW.INCT. D.C. W14
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WAIIN() 0N I) 204 ,1

March 10, 1989

Mr. Anthony L. Killer, Esquire
5496 Pacific Avenue
Pleasant Grove, California 95668

RE: MUR 2621
Dimes Against Crimes, and
Anthony Miller, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Miller:

Based on a complaint filed with the Federal Election
o Commission on June 1, 1988, and information supplied by you, the

Commission, on October 13, 1988, found that there was reason to
believe Dimes Against Crimes ('Committee') and you, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and 434(a), and instituted an
investigation of this matter.

0
After considering all the evidence available to the

Commission, the Office of the General Counsel is prepared to
recommend that the Commission find no probable cause to believe
that violations have occurred.

The Commission may or may not approve the General Counsel's
recommendation. Submitted for your review is a brief stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues

Cof the case. Within 15 days of your receipt of this notice, you
Omay file with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (ten copies

if possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to
c the brief of the General Counsel. (Three copies of such brief

should also be forwarded to the Office of the General Counsel, if
possible.) The General Counsel's brief and any brief which you
may submit will be considered by the Commission before proceeding
to a vote of whether there is probable cause-to believe a
violation has occurred.

If you are unable to file a responsive brief within 15 days,
you may submit a written request for an extension of time. All
requests for extensions of time must be submitted in writing five
days prior to the due date, and good cause must be demonstrated.
In addition, the Office of the General Counsel ordinarily will
not give extensions beyond 20 days.



Anthony L. Killer
Page 2

A finding of probable cause to believe requires that the
Office of the General Counsel attempt for a period of not less
than 30, but not more than 90 days, to settle this matter through
a conciliation agreement.

Should you have any questions, please contact Thomas J.
Whitehead, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
8200.

[ Lawrence M. Noble
~General Counsel-

-- Enclosure
Brieft

C)

In -
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BE=ORE WE FEWDEAL ELECTION CO SSION

In the Matter of ))
Dimes Against Crimes, and ) MUR 2621
Anthony Miller, as treasurer )

GE1RAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

I. 52T2EMN OF TIE CASE

This matter originates from a complaint brought by Clarence

Hillete against California Secretary of State March Fong Eu, a

candidate for election in 1988 to the U.S. Senate. The gravamen

of the complaint was that March Fong Eu, the proponent of a

statewide initiative proposal called 'Dimes Against Crimes,"

allegedly used the initiative to promote her Senate candidacy and

as a means to circumvent the Act's contribution limits. As its

0basis, the complaint relied solely upon a newspaper article

V) reporting that 'March Fong Eu-acknowledged yesterday that her

'Dimes Against Crimes' state initiative was concocted partially

as a way to give her fledgeling U.S. Senate bid 'a boost' and

skirt $1,000 contribution limits required in a federal race."

The complaint raised the question of whether Dr. Eu's involvement

cc in the statewide initiative should be considered part of her

Senatorial campaign effort and, if so, whether funds contributed

to and disbursed by "Dimes Against Crimes' are considered

"contributions" or "expenditures" of sufficient magnitude as to

incur registration and reporting obligations under 2 U.S.C.

433(a) and S 434(a).

The response to the complaint claimed that 'Dimes Against

Crimes,' a state committee, was formed for the purpose of
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attempting to qualify an initiative measure for the California

ballot. According to the response, the qualification effort

was one in which Dr. Eu became personally involved following a

violent attack on her person and property. The response denied

that *Dimes Against Crimes' was an effort to promote Eu's

candidacy, asserting that, in fact, Eu's Senate campaign had been

suspended prior to the time that the signature gathering campaign

for "Dimes Against Crimes* had begun.

On October 12, 1988, the Commission found reason to-believe

that "Dimes Against Crimes' violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and

V, 434(a). Interrogatories and requests for production of documents

were also approved and sent to *Dimes Against Crimes' and the

March Fong Eu for Senate Committee. A response was received into

early November, 1988 from Anthony L. Miller, as treasurer for

CI 'Dimes Against Crimes" and as Counsel for March Fong Eu.

Mr. Miller also submitted answers to interrogatories and

extensive documentation.

The evidence shows that "Dimes Against Crimes" began its

signature collecting activity on July 27, 1987 following Dr. Eu's

announcement at a press conference that she was "[plutting [her]

campaign for the United States Senate on hold until 'Dimes

I/ The referrendum would have raised the tax on alcohol and
gasoline and turned over the money so raised to local law
enforcement agencies to bolster staffs, purchase equipment, and
generally be used in the enforcement of the criminal laws of
California. Because of the failure to gather enough signatures
for qualification, the initiative did not get on the ballot.
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Against Crimes' qualifies this December." The evidence further

shows that Dr. Eu's Senate Committee discontinued soliciting

contributions several days prior to that date and did not

actively solicit contributions thereafter; the Senate campaign

was ultimately abandoned.

In her many public appearances after July 27, 1987 on

behalf of "Dimes Against Crimes', Dr. Eu did not make any

references to her candidacy for the Senate, neither soliciting

contributions nor attempting to influence her election. Dr.-Eu

Vr publicly withdrew from the race for the Senate seat on

October 29, 1987.

The evidence submitted on behalf of the Committee showed

A that there were expenditures made on behalf of the Committee

after the above mentioned July 27, 1987 date for such items as

Oconsulting fees, travel expenses, and fundraising, all of which

suggested that campaign efforts by the Committee continued after

"Dimes Against Crimes" was organized. In addition, there was one

particularly troubling entry, namely, the itemization of a

transfer of $50,000 on September 14, 1987 to "Dimes Against

Crimes' designated as 'Transfers to other authorized Committees."

?j Mr. Miller submitted copies of over 40 speeches made by
Dr. Eu on behalf of "Dimes Against Crimes" from mid 1987 through
early November, 1987. These speeches were delivered to
organizations such as Neighborhood Watch Committees, County
Sheriffs Associations, Senior Citizens Associations, Womens
Organizations and the like. In none of these speeches is there
any reference to her Senate race.
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In connection with expenditures for *consulting fees", it

was stated that the Committee kept individuals on its payroll to

perform clerical functions including processing mail, paying

bills and "closing the Office". One "consultant" assisted in the

preparation of campaign reports.

The one travel expense reported represented payment for a

trip taken by Dr. Eu and a staff person in August, 1987 to attend

a convention of the National Women Political Caucus. Because the

trip did not relate to 'Dimes Against Crimes', the trip was

'0 billed to the Committee.

Ltr
As to fundraising expenses, the only item listed is an

(V
expenditure paid to the candidate on September 22, 1987.

LE) As to the transfer of the $50,000 mentioned above, which was

listed as part of "transfers to other authorized Committees,' the

eaffidavit of the preparer of the report indicates that the

listing was a mistake made because of an erroneous understanding

by her that the reference on the report was to state committees

and not to committees "authorized to promote Dr. Eu's Senate

candidacy."

II. ANALYSIS

The Act defines a political committee to include any

committee, club, association, or other group of persons that

receives contributions aggregating in excess of $1,000 during a

calendar year or makes expenditures aggregating in excess of

$1,000 during a calendar year. 2 U.S.C. S 431(4). Upon
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qualification as a political committee, such an entity is

required to register with and report to the Commission. 2 U.S.C.

S 433(a) and S 434(a). The Act defines a wcontribution' to

include *any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of

money or anything of value made by any person for the purpose of

influencing any election for Federal office.' 2 U.S.C.

S 431(8)(A)(i). Similarly, the Act defines 'expenditure' to

include 'any gift of money, or anything of value made by any

persons for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal

10 office. 2 U.S.C. S 431(9) (A).

tr Neither the Act nor the Commission's regulations define the
phrase "for the purpose of influencing.' However, the Commission

has rendered advisory opinions in which it considered this

language in relation to specific situations where candidates for

oFederal office engage in public activities that may help their

campaigns. The Commission has considered the nature and purposes

of an event sponsored by a group and involving the active

participation of a-candidate for Federal office to determine if
C"

such an event is campaign-related. The Commission has stated

that if an event involves (i) the solicitation of political

contributions or (ii) the express advocacy of a candidate's

election or defeat, then the event would be viewed as a campaign

event for the purpose of influeincing a Federal election; the

Commission has also concluded that the absence of express

advocacy or solicitations will not preclude a determination that



public appearances are campaign related. See Advisory opinions

1986-37, 1984-131 1982-50 and 1982-16.

Dr. Eu appeared before gatherings which appear to be

interested in solutions to criminal activity such as law

enforcement groups, neighborhood crime watches, women's

organizations and the like. Because she had suspended her

campaign for federal office and her remarks in all cases were

confined to "Dimes Against Crimes' and did not contain any

references to her candidacy, it is the opinion of this Office

Nthat her appearances were not "apinrelated."

1" The Commission found reason to believe that wDimes Against
CV

Crimes" had violated the Act by failing to register as a

political Committee and to file periodic reports. However, the

evidence seems clear that "Dimes Against Crimes" was a state

0 committee organized to obtain the necessary signatures for a

proposed referendum which would raise alcohol and gasoline taxes

C--* and turn over the tax proceeds to local law enforcement agencies

to bolster staffs, purchase equipment and generally be used in

the enforcement of the criminal laws of California. At no time,

did Dr. Eu utilize this committee to further her campaign for the

Senate. Indeed, the evidence shows that Dr. Eu virtually

discontinued her Senate campaign after the July 27, 1987

announcement mentioned above. Therefore, the Office of the

General Counsel recommends that the Commission find no probable

cause to believe that Dimes Against Crimes and Anthony Miller, as

treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and 434(a).
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1. Find no probable cause to believe that Dimes Against Crimes
and Anthony Miller, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. S 433(a)
and 434(a).

wrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Date

0

Lfl
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March 15, 1989

Office of the Secretary
Federal Elections Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2621
Dimes Against Crimes, and
Anthony Miller, as treasurer0,

Gentlepersons:

For the reasons set forth in the General Counsel's 
Brief

dated March 9, 1989 and our previous submissions to the

Office of the General Counsel, Dimes Against Crimes and

all related parties join in supporting the recommendation

of the General Counsel that the Commission find no

probable cause to believe that a violation of the Act has
occurred.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/

ANTHONY L.MILLER,
Treasurer, Dimes Against
Crimes and Counsel for Dimes
Against Crimes and all
related parties

cc: Office of General Counsel

0

V)



March 15, 1989

Office of the Secretary
Federal Elections Commission
Washington, D.C. 20463

Re: MUR 2621
Dimes Against Crimes, and
Anthony Miller, as treasurer

Gentlepersons:

For the reasons set forth in the General Counsel's 
Brief

dated March 9, 1989 and our previous submissions 
to the

Office of the General Counsel, Dimes Against Crimes 
and

all related parties join in supporting the recommendation

of the General Counsel that the Commission find 
no

probable cause to believe that a violation of the 
Act has

occurred.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/

ANTHONY L.MILLER,
Treasurer, Dimes Against
Crimes and Counsel for Dimes
Against Crimes and all
related parties

cc: Office of General Counsel
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March lFong Ku )o e;Cmte NeUN oh2eq2nette te

T~r' --oWmi

M ~patt of the j*#estigation in NUft 2421, the reports of the

March long ft for i~*n ommittee were checked. One item lj44ted
as a travel expense on Oatober 23, 1987 was a payment of $679 tO

Delta Airlines. In:iosponse to interrogatorieI, a spokesman for

the March Fong Eu for Senate Committee (the 0Committee') stated

that this item represented payment for a trip taken by.Maich Fong

Eu and a staff person to Portland Oregon *taken on or about

August 21, 1987 to attend the 8th Biennial Convention of the

National Women's Political Caucus.* He stated that since the

trip was not related to qualifying Dimes Against Crimes on the

California ballot, it was paid for by the funds of the Committee.

II. ANALYSIS

2 U.S.C. 5 439a prohibits a candidate or incumbent from

using campaign contributions for personal expenses, other than to

defray any *ordinary and necessary expenses incurred in

connection with his or her duties as a holder to Federal office.

See also 11 C.F.R. 5 113.2(d). Dr. Eu is the current Secretary

of State for California; she has not and does not hold a federal

office. Clearly then, the use by her of contributions to her

Senate Committee to defray the cost of the airplane fare for her

and a staff person to attend a convention of the National Women's



Political Caucus vas a violation- of 2. U.S-,C. I 439a. Thoefet ,

there io reason to believe 1.that, Xarc lbong Eu Violated 2 U4.NC.

439a; how*ec -It Is the. opiniont of the- offic, of General

Counsel that because of the small almount of funds involved ,s'd

the apparent, unftailiarity with the Act of the respondent, the

Comuission should take no further action on this violation.

1. Find reason to believe that March Fong Eu violated 2 U.S.C.

S 439a, but take no further action as to this violation.

2. Approve the attached letter and factual and legal analysis.

3. Close the file as it pertains to March Fong eu.

Lavrence N. Noble
General Counsel

Lr)

~-/~-i)g} 2 ~By:
o Date ' ./ rAssociate G eral Counsel

0Attachment

1. Letter to Respondent, March Fong Eu
2. Factual and Legal Anaysis



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. 0 C 20463

MEMORA-DUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCFADDJ

COMMISSION SECRETARY

MARCH 1, 1989

OBJECTIONS TO MUR 2621 - General Counsel's Report
Signed February 27, 1989

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Tuesday, February 28, 1989 at 11:00 a.m.

Objection(s) have been received from the Commissioner(s)

as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

0)

0D

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josefiak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed

for March 7, 1989

on the meeting agenda

Please nctify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.

x

x

x



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 204b3

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCFADDE \
COMMISSION SECRETARY

MARCH 2, 1989

OBJECTIONS TO MUR 2621 - General Counsel's Repprt
Signed February 27, 1989

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Tuesday, February 28, 1989 at 11:00 a.m.

Objection(s) have been received from the Commissioner(s)

as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josef iak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for March 7, 1989

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.

x

x

x

x

X



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINCTON. D C 20463

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCFALI *

COMMISSION SECRETARY

MARCH 2, 1989

OBJECTIONS TO MUR 2621 - General Counsel's Report
Signed February 27, 1989

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Commission on Tuesday, February 28, 1989 at 11:00 a.m.

Objection(s) have been received from the Commissioner(s)

as indicated by the name(s) checked below:

LO)

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Commissioner

Aikens

Elliott

Josefiak

McDonald

McGarry

Thomas

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for March 7, 1989

Please notify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHI4C TON, D C 2046 1

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCFADD V

MARCH 2, 1989

COMMENTS TO MUR 2621 - General Counsel's Report
Signed February 27, 1989

Attached is a copy of Commissioner Mcdonald'svote

sheet with comments regarding the above-captioned matter.

Attachment:
copy of vote sheet
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of )
) MUR 2621

March Fong Eu )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Enons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of March 7,

1989, do hereby certify that the Commission took the

cy, following actions in MUR 2621:

1. Failed on a vote of 3-2 to pass a motion to
U) find no reason to believe that March Fong

Eu violated 2 U.S.C. S 439a and close the
file as it pertains to March Fong Eu.

0 Commissioners Elliott, Josefiak, and Thomas
voted affirmatively for the motion.
Commissioners McDonald and McGarry dissented.
Commissioner Aikens was not present at the

wtime this matter was under consideration.

2. Failed on a vote of 3-2 to pass a motion to

a) Find reason to believe that March Fong
Eu violated 2 U.S.C. S 439a, but take
no further action as to this violation.

(continued)



Federal Election Commission Page 2
Certification for MUR 2621
March 7, 1989

b) Approve the letter and factual and
legal analysis attached to the
General Counsel's report dated
February 27, 1989.

c) Close the file as it pertains to
March Fong Eu.

Commissioners McDonald, McGarry, and Thomas
voted affirmatively for the motion.
Commissioners Elliott and Josefiak dissented.
Commissioner Aikens was not present.

3. Decided by a vote of 5-0 to take no action
on the recommendations contained in the
General Counsel's report dated February 27,
1989.

Commissioners Elliott, Josefiak, McDonald,
McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively
for the decision; Commissioner Aikens was
not present.

Attest:

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Date

. a - I -4ff-



In the Matter of )
Dimes Against Crises, and ) MUR 2621
Anthony Miller, as treasurer )

Sim-RA coJ3u 1-s- WOW? APR l8UIe
I. DMc: aau

This matter arose as a result of a complaint received from

Clarence Hillete against California Secretary of State March Fong

Eu, a candidate for election in 1988 to the United States Senate.

Complainant alleged that "Dimes Against Crimes" a committee

formed under the laws of California for the purpose of attempting

to qualify an inititative measure for the California ballot was

being used to promote the Senate candidacy of Dr. Eu.

On October 12. 1988, the Commission found reason to believe

that "Dimes Against Crimes" violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and

434(a); as to respondents, March Fong Eu, individually, March

Fong Eu for Senate and Richard Koo, as treasurer, and Friends of

March Fong Eu, and Frank Watase, as treasurer, the Commission

voted to take no action pending further investigation.

Interrogatories and requests for production of documents were

also approved and sent to "Dimes Against Crimes" and the March

Fong Eu for Senate Committee. A response was received in early

November, 1988 from Anthony L. Miller, as treasurer, for "Dimes

Against Crimes" and as Counsel for March Fong Eu, Mr. Miller also

submitted answers to interrogatories and extensive documentation

as it pertained to all respondents.
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After analyzing the evidence submitted by the treasurer of
"Dimes Against Crime#" this Office by letter of March 10, 1989,

forwarded a brief to the Committee and its treasurer in which it

proposed to recommend a finding of no probable cause to believe

that the Respondents had violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433(a) and 434(a).

The evidence failed to show any violation of the Act by the other

respondents. A reply dated March 15, 1989 was received from

Anthony Miller, the committees treasurer, in which he concurred

in the recommendation of no probable cause (See Attachment 1).

I1. ANALYSIS

See the brief of the Office of the General Counsel, dated

March 9, 1989.

UP IlI. IU TIONS

1. Find no probable cause to believe that Dimes Against Crimesviolated 2 U.S.C. S 433(a) and 434(a).0
2. Close the file as to all respondents.

3. Approve the attached letter.

Date iLawrence !M. ble -

General Counsel

Attachments
1. Letter from Anthony L. Miller
2. Letter to respondent
3. Letter to Complainant
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MORE THE FEDERAL MLUCTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of ))
Dimes Against Crimes, and )
Anthony Miller, as treasurer )

MUR 2621

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Enmons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Commission executive session of April 18,

1989, do hereby certify that the Comuission decided by a

vote of 6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 2621:

1. Find no probable cause to believe that Dimes
Against Crimes and Anthony Miller, as
treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a)
and 434(a).

2. Close the file as to all respondents.

3. Approve the letter attached to the General
Counsel's report dated April 7, 1989.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Joseflak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date S Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

(,



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHIN(C;oN. DC .41

April 24, 1989

Mr. Clarence Hilleke
133 South Harbor View Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90732

RE: MUR 2621

Dear Mr. Hilleke:

This is in reference to the complaint you filed with the
Federal Election Commission on June 1, 1988, concerning alleged
violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended, by March Fong Eu, The March Tong Eu for Senate Committee

'and Richard Roo, as treasurer.

Based on your complaint, the Commission on October 13, 1988
Cfound that there was reason to believe that Dimes Against Crimes

and Anthony L. Miller, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a)
oD and 434(a), provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of

1971, as amended and instituted an investigation of this matter.
After an investigation was conducted and the General Counsel's
Brief and respondents response were considered, the Commission on
April 18, 1989 found that there was no probable cause to

o believe that Dimes Against Crimes violated 2 U.S.C. 55 433(a) and
434(a). Accordingly, the file in this matter was closed on
April 18 , 1989.

CThis matter will become part of the public record within 30

Cdays. The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's

or dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. 5 437g(a)(8).

If you have any questions, please contact Thomas J.
Whitehead the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
8200.

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report



FEDERAL ELECTION-COMMISSION
* WASHIN; T)N. )( lWI

Apr1 24, 1989

Anthony L. ller,. Esquire
3496 Pacific Avenue
Pleasant Grove, California 95668

RE: 4UR 2621
Dimes Against Crimes
AnthOny L. Miller, as
treasurer

Dear Mr. Miller:

This is to advise you that on April 18 , 1989, the Federal
Election Commission found that there is no probable cause to
believe Dimes Against Crimes ("Committee6) and you, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. SS 433(a) and 434(a). Accordingly, the file in

CV this matter has been closed.

0 This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days. Should you wish to submit any factual or legal materials

tn to appear on the public record, please do so within ten days.
-Such materials should be sent to the Office of the General
Counsel.

If you have any questions, please contact Thomas J.
Whitehead, the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-
8200.

Sincerely,

General Counsel



IWIE FILD WSPEA NDC.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASNWCTOW. D.C. AM

THIS IS X EDPJR OF MX


