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CAT. NO. NNOOS827

TO 1944 CA (9-84) . TICOR TITLE INSURANCE

(Individual)
STATE OF CALIFORNIA } s,

cowtvor _Los Mnvseses

On May &&&_ before me, undeysigned, a N
said State, personally appeared “P VD P - 2 é Zee P Pa

otary Public in and for

, personally known to me or

proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be
the person__ whose name /S ____ subscribed to the
within instrument and acknowledged that _44€_ exe-
cuted the same.

WITNESS my h. official seal.
Signature g

(This area for official notarial seal)
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CAT. NO. NNO0OS27
TO 1944 CA (0-84)

(Individual)

STATE OF CALIEORMIA

COUNTY OF .
o __‘77_?1.&_42& before
said State, personallf sppeared <

@ TICOR TITLE INSURANCE

igned, a Notary Public in and for

. personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be
the person__ whose name subscribed to the
within instrument and acknowledged that _ﬁ exe-
cuted the same.

WITNESS my

Signature
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: \%\@L Secretary of Sinte
‘ \Q\* SACRAMENTO 98014

~ T October 31, 1986

133 South Harbor View
San Pedro, California 90732

r N
Q‘i Mr. Clarence Hillete
h\

Dear Mr. Hillete:

N‘ - v

_\Y_\é‘ Thank you for your telephone call this morning
N indicating your concern regarding the article

o’ A authored by Mr. Van de Kamp which appeared in

. V0 \ today's "Metro" section of the Los Angeles

wn Times. '

o

"\‘\{ \‘) No provision of law precludes Mr. Van de Kamp \
q\(:, from publicly stating his views regarding a

? ballot measure notwithstanding the fact that he

N~ is Attorney General and may, if re-elected, be \J
\--1-—-} in a position of enforcing its provisions should |
S it pass. It will be up to the courts, i

ultimately, to interpret Proposition 65 should D\
OK it be approved by the voters. \\
. o n

Sincerely,

,.-v,,c;/‘?&l’_ﬁ"tc_» A
e

e

-




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

Official Title and Summary Prepared by the Attomey General

LEGISLATIVE CAMPAIGNS. SPENDING AND CONTRIBUTION LIMITS. PARTIAL PUBLIC FUNDING. INITIA-
TIVE STATUTE. Limits political contributions to state legislative candidates per election to $1,000 from each person,
$2,500 from each organization, and $5,000 from each “small contributor™ political committee, as defined. Establishes
Campaign Reform Fund to which individuals may designate up to $3 annually from income taxes. Provides legislative
candidates who receive specified threshold contributions from other sources, and meet additional requirements, may
receive with limitation matching campaign funds from Campaign Reform Fund. Establishes campaign expenditure
limits for candidates accepting 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 from
tax return designation to Campaign Reform Fund is estimated at $9 million starting in 1988-89. Annual state
administrative costs will be about $1.9 million. Any surplus state campaign funds which exceed $1 million after the
November general election will go back to the state’s General Fund. If the amount of matching funds claimed by
candidates 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
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 mot impose any similar limits on political
campaign contributions. Both federal law and the state’s
Political Reform Act of 1974, however, require candidates
for public office to report contributions they receive and
money they and their campaign committees spend.

Federal law permits individuals to designate $1 of their
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.

Proposal

In summary, this measure:

e 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,
are 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-

217

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 $200,000 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
$200,000 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.

e Contributions may be made to any candidate for
legislative office only in those years that the candi-
date’s name appears on the ballot.

e 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.

o 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 legisldtive candidate is

P88
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Legislative Campaigns. Spending and Contribution Limits,
Partial Public Funding. Initiative Statute

Argument in Favor of Proposition 68

ME\:"S['!"E FOR HONESTY AND INTEGRITY IN GOVERN-

VOTE TO LIMIT CAMPAIGN SPENDING!

VOTE “YES” ON PROPOSITION 68, THE REAL CAM-
PAIGN REFORM INITIATIVE!

It's time to stop the corrupting influence of money in
Sacramento. Campaign spending has skyrocketed out of con-
trol. Some politicians now spend over a million dollars for an
office paying $37,105.

Where do the g)oliticians get that kind of money? From a
handful of wealthy special interest lobbyists with a financial
stake in legislative decisions! 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 CONTROLLED BY SPECIAL INTER-
ESTS. When the lobbyists pay the campaign bills, we pay the

rice:
P ® The state loses billions of dollars a year in tax loopholes for

gcial interests.
e Consumers pay hundreds of millions more each year under
laws that favor major contributors.

& The environment and the public’s health and safety are

repeatedly ificed to the ial interests.

MONEY IS CORRUPTING THE DEMOCRATIC PROCESS!
Citizens feel powerless and alienated. The million-dollar cam-
Eaigll_rs, mudslingins ads, laws based on money, not merit—ITS

OT TO STOP NOW!

THE SOLUTION: PROPOSITION 68 WILL:

@ Limit campaign spending in legislative races. California
currently has no laws to stop wasteful spending and end
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
spend their time magu'ng laws, not money. Almost all
off-year money is giuen 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-
tarily earmark 83 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 MESSACE TO SACRAMENTO: IT'S TIME TO
SERVE THE PUBLIC, NOT THE SPECIAL INTERESTS.
Proposition 68 is sponsored by a broad coalition of civic and
citizens’ groups—business, labor, law t, consumers,
environmentalists. Proposition 68’s proposal for reform has been
endorsed by virtually every leading newspaper in California. A
partial list of suEporters includes:
Walter Gerken, Pacific Mutual
Sierra Club
California Council of Churches
Laborers’ International Union, AFL-CIO
William Honig, Superintendent of Public Instruction
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 Eorporation
California Conference of Machinists
Hollywood Women'’s Political Committee
Edmund “Pat” Brown, Former Governor and
Attorney General
National &ouncnl 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 California

RAOUL TEILHET

Administrative Director, Califosnia Federation of Teachers

DANIEL LOWENSTEIN

Professor, UCLA School of Law

Former Chasrman, 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 i
interest contributions to qualify for matching taxpayer dollars?

How can we believe that Proposition 68 will limit campaign
spending. when its actual provisions say its “spending limits”
can b lagally broken by any candidate who chooses to do so?

Th - +-uth 1s that Proposition 68 proposes to “limit™ campaign
spencin to TWICE what was spent in Senate campaigns in
1985 a1:d THREE TIMES what was spent in Assembly races.

And Proposition 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 Practices Commission

ALICE HUFFMAN

President, Commitiee to Protect the Political
Rights of Minorities

LEWIS K. UHLER

President, National Tax Limitation Commiiiee

14 \rcuments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for gccﬁracy by any official agency
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Argument Against Proposition 68

TAXPAYERS BEWARE!

Proposition 68 is a wolf in sheep's clothing.

. Its backers say there’s too much special interest money
influencing our Legislature. And who can disagree?

What is their solution? They want to use your tax dollars to
belp the politicians pay for their campaigns!

ill this reduce the influence of special interests? ABSO-
LUTELY NOT1

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

Under Proposition 68, every $250 check a candidate gets from
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 Proposition 68 pass, it
will give legislators a blank check to vote themselves bli%'
increases in tax dollars for their campaigns WITHOUT A VO
OF‘;V THE PEOPLE. e :

orse yet, Proposition en e ex-

tremist gx%uetps to run candidates formum to

wﬂ:‘ir election, but to become eligible for tax dollars to finance
cause.

Proposition 68 makes candidates backed W such groups
eligible for millions of your tax dollars, NO MATTER HOW
REPUGNANT THEIR VIEWS OR HOW FEW VOTES THEY
e supporters of Proposition 63 ell intentioned, b

supporters oposition 68 are w: ut
mxsgmdegp'?hen “reforms” will only make a bad system even

worse.
Please, VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 68!

JOHN KEPLINGER
Former Executive Director
California Fair Political Practices Commission

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.

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 penny!

Our schools, our law enforcement agencies, our health care
services are not getting their fair share in Sacramento because
they 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 they want their
tax dollars spent! Proposition 68 lets you voluntanily 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
i/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

BILL HONIG
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State of California

P88 Arguments printed on this page are the opinions of the authors and have not been checkWny official agency 15




“shousand dollars ($5.000) in a tuxr-year period.
85303. Limitations ou Contributions from Political Parties and

~ Legislative Caucuses

No more than a total of fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) in the case
of an Assembly candidate, and a total of scventy-five thousand dollars
(875.000) in the casc of a Senate candidate, for a general election or
special runoff election, shall be accepted in contributions from #hla-
Sve caucus committees and political t)arfy committees by any candidate
and the controlled committee of such a candidate. No legislotive caucus
eommittee or political party shall muke a contribution to a legislative
candidate running in a prinary election or special election.

85304. Seed Money

The limitations in Sections 85300 and 85301 shall not apply to
eontributions to a candidate for legislative office until the candidate
&as raised thirty-five thousand dollars (835,000) in the eloction year.

85305. Limitations on Contributions from Non-Individuals

No, more than a total of fifty thousand dollars (850,000) in the case

an Assembly candidate, and a total of seventy-five thousend dollars

$75,000) in the case of a Senate candidate, for either a primary,
:neml. cial or special runoff election, shall be accepted in contri-
tions from non-individuals by any candidate and the controlled
eommittee of such a candidate. Contributions ‘{mm political parties and
fegislative caucuses shall be exempt from this provision.

85306. Limitations on Total Contributions from Persons

No person shall make to legislative candidates or to committees
spporting legislative candidates contributions aggregating more than
fwenty-five thousand dollars (825,000) in a two-ysor -
Sons to and contributions from political parties and legislative caucuses
fhall be exempt from this provision.

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

No organization or small contributor political action committee shall
make to legislative candidates or to committees su ng mﬁw
eandidates contributions aggregating more than two hundred nd
dollars ($200.000) in a two-year period. Contributions from political
parties and leﬁislah’w caucuses shall be exempt from this section.

85308 Prohibition on Transfers

(a) No candidate and no committee controlled by a candidate or
esndidates for legislative office or controlled by a legislator or legisla-
fors, other than a legislative caucus committee or political party, shall
make any contribution to a candidate running for legislative office or
#o any committee supporting such a candidate sncluding a legsslative
aeucus committec or party committee.

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

85309. Prohibition on (l){f Year Contributions

(a) No legislative candidate or legislator or any controlled commit-
y e of such a candidate or legislator sgaII accept any contribution in any
pear other than the year in which the legislative candidate or legislator
#s listed on the ballot as a candidate for legislative office.

(b) No legislat:: ¢ caucus commiitee or political party committee
sspporting or“(y) <»y:u§x{egislative candidates shall accept any contri-
bution in an -numbered year.

85310. Limitations on Payments‘?f Gifts and Honoraria

No legislator or legislative candidate and any fund controlled by
such a person shall receive more than tuo thousand dollars (82,000) in
bonoraria and gifts in a two-year period from any person other than a
member of the candidate’s family as specified in Section 82030 (b) (9).

85311.  Return of Contributions

A contribution shall not be considered to be received if it is not
segotiated. deposited. or utilized. and in addition it is returned to the
donor within fourteen (14) days of receipt.

85312 Agaregation of Payments

For purposes of the contribution limitations in Sections 85300-85307,
inclusive. and Section 85310. the following shall apply:

(a: All payments made by a person. organization or small contrib-
utor political action committee whose contributions or expenditure
activity is financed. maintained or controlled by any business entity.
dabor organization. association. political party or any other person or
committee. including any pareni. subsidiary. branch, division, depart-
ment or local unit of the business entity. labor organization, association,
political party or any other person, or by any group of such persons
shall be considered to be made by a single person, committee or small
contributor political action committec.

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

di (1) The entities share the majority of members of their boards of
irectors.

(20 The entitice share tiwe or more ffi. -

(31 The entities are ouncd or c¢onir Nd bu the same majority
sharcholder or shareholders

(47 The entities are in a parent-subsidiiry relationship.

(ct An individual and any general partiership in u:fich the indi-
wdual is @ partner. or an individual and anv: corporation in which the

pos &

individual vwns a controlling interest, shall be treated as one person.

(d) No committec which supports or opposes a candidate for legis-
lative officr shall have as officers individuals who serve as on
any other committee which supports or opposes the same candidate. No
such committee shall act in concert with, or solicit or make contribu-
tions on behalf of, any other committee. This subdivision shall not
apply to treasurers of committees (f these treasurers do not participate
in or control in any waey a decision on which legislative candidate or
candidates receive contributions.

85313. Loans

(a) A loan shall be considered a contribution from the maker and
the guarantor of the loan and shall be subject to the contribution
limitations of this chapter.

(b) Every loan to a candidate or the candidate’s controlled commit-
tee shall be by written agreement and shall be filed with the candidate’s
or committee’s campaign statement on which the loan (s first reported.

(c) The of a loan made to a candidate by o commercial
lending institution in the regular course of business on the same terms
available to members of the public and which is secured or guaranteed
shall not be subject to the contribution limits of this chapter.

(d) Extensions of credit (other than loans pursuant to subdivision
(c)) for a period of more than thirty (30) days ave subject to the
contribution limita this chapter.

85314. Family Contributions

(a) Conmbuuomlz @ husband and wife shall be treated as sspurate
contributions and shall not be aggregated.

(b) Contributions by children under 18 shall be treated as contri-
butions by their parents and attributed proportionately to each parent
(one-half to each parent or the total amount to a single custodial

parent).

85315. Candidate for Statewide or Local Office

The contribution limitations shall not apply to any contributions to
a candidate for legislative office where such contributions are made to
support the candidate’s campaign for a specifically named statewide or
local elective office, and alfu the jollowing itions are met:
bd(a ) mhmndidaw specifically” names the non-legisiative office

sought.

(b) A separate committee and account for the non-legislative office
being sought shall be established for the receipt of all contributions and
th;_ making of all expenditures in connection with the non-legislative

ice.

(c) The contributions to be exempted from the contribution limita-
tions in this chapter are made directly to this separate committee’s
account.

(d, No expenditures from such an account shall be made to support
the legislative candidate’s campaign, or any other candidate’s cam-
paign for legislative office.

&5376. Campaign Committee and One Checking Account per
Candidate

A legislative candidate shall have no more than one campaign
committee and one chackl'nﬁ 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.

8531° Time Periods for Primary Contributions and General Elec-
tion Contributions

For purposes of the contribution limitations, contributions made at
any time before July 1 of the election year shall be considered primary
contributions. and contributions made from July 1 until Dwemgal of
the election year shall be consi eneral election contributions.
Contributions made at any time after the seat has become vacant and
up through the date;.y 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
be considered contributions in a special runoff election.

Article 4. Expenditure Limitations
85400. Expenditure Limitations for Assembly Candidates
No candidate for State Assembly 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) One hundred fifty thousand dollars ($150,000) in a primary
election.
(b) Two hundred twenty-five thousand dollars ($225000} 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 ($250,000) in a primary
election.
(b) Three hundred fifty thousand ($350,000) in a general, special or
svecial runoff election.




Proposition 68: Text of Proposed Law
. Continued from page 13

(e) islative candidates are raising less money in small contribu-
fons and more money in large individual end organizational contri-
Sutions. This has created the public impression that the small contrib-
otor has an insignificant role to play in politicol campaigns.

(fi High onmpau'?n costs are forcing lators to spend move time
on fundraising and less time on the public’s business. The constant
pressure to raise contributions is distracting legislators from urgent
Igislative matters.

(g) Legislators are responding to high campaign costs by raising

lsrge amounts of money in rs. This fundraiving distracts
ﬁahmm _fm:{ important public mayt:m cnw{:"ueu ot tions
ich may have e corrupting and gives incumbents an unfair

Jundraising edvantage over potential challengers.

(h) Incumbents are raisi money than cha In the

more

984 fmm incumbents ou ¢ their lengers
dya l¢-to-] ratio @ mlw; their contests. In 1983 a non-election
pear, incumbent lators 814.3 million whils their

waised less than {i thousand dollars (850,000). In 1984, out of 100
egislative races in ¢ ﬁmcndmlm only two incum-
bents were defected. Jundraising advantages of incu are
diminishing e | competition between incumbenis and cha -

ous.
(i) The in the logisiative process, the tiveness
;"npaigm an?:urglg confidence iu?qi:lah‘u oﬁmt::: all dlmigi(
85102, Purpase of this Chepter
The enact this Act to eccomplish the following purposes:

(a) To ensure that individuals end interest ps in our soclety
Beve l: air and equal opportunity to mrﬁdpat‘e":': the elective and

Ingislative processes.
M2 "(b) To reduce the influence of large contributors with o specific
ncial stake in matters before the mﬁlamn, thus countering the
o wmrception that legislation is influenced more by the size of contribu-
g;:tha;themaﬁnofkgﬁlcm“themmmd people of
-— c) To assist serious candidates in raising enough to commu-
wicate their views and 7 adequately to the public without
excessive itures or contributions, thereby promoting public
O diacussion of the important issues involved in political campaigns.
d) To limit overall itures in legislative campaigns, thereby
11s) ng the pressure on legislative candidates to raise large campaign
sewr chests beyond the amount necessary to communicate reasonably
asdth voters.
"~ ) To provide a neutral source of campaign financing by allowing
; oiduamzpawrs volunterily sz dedicate afpom'on of their state
o taws to defray a portion of the costs of legislative campaigns.
: ) To increase the importance of in-district contributions.
) To increase the importance of smaller contributions.
(i) To eliminate off year fundraising.
(i) To reduce excessive fundraising advantages of incumbents and
Bus encourage competition for elective office.
C () To allow candidates and y:lators to spend a lesser proportion
their time on fundraising and a greater proportion of their time
o~ ssing imporiant I?islah'w issues.
(k) To improve the disclosure of contribution sources in reasonable
and effective ways
o (1) "To ensure that serious candidates are able to raise enolﬁh money
s communicate their views and positions adequately to the public,
ﬁrebyfromoh’ng public discussion of the important issues involved in
pelitical compaigns.
(m) To help restore public trust in the state's legislative ond
dlectoral institutions.
Article 2. Definitions
85200. Interpretation of this Chapter
Unless the term is specifically defined in this chapter or the contrary
isstated or clearly appears from the context, the d;jgm'ﬁom set forth in
Qhapter 2 (commencing with Section 82000) shall govern the interpre-
sation of this chapter.
85201 Legislative Caucus Committee
“Legislative caucus committee” means a committee controlled by the
amcus of each political pa each house of the Legislature. Each
-rg(o each hcuse may establish only one such committee which shall
wet be considered to be a candidate-~controlled committee. A “legislative
amucus committee” moy make contributions to any candidate running
S legislative oﬁfw‘
85202.  Small Contributor Political Action Committee
“Small contnbutor political action committee " means any committee
wdach meets all of the following criteria:
(a) All the contributions it receives from any person in a twelve
wmenth period total $50 or less.
¢b) It has been in existence at least six months.

2

(y It contributes to at least five candidates.
(d) It is not a candidate-controlled committec.,
85203 Qualified Campaign Expenditure
) “Qualified campaign expenditure™ for legislative candidates

(o,
includes all of the following:
(1) Anv;f nmajobyawndidale or legislative office, or by
2 committee controlled such a candidate, for the purpose of
influencing or attempting to influence the actions of the voters for or
agalgr;:l:‘the eloction of any a:;'lldddal?'orlleglslﬂu gvmoeh. A
ny transfer of anything of value made the legislative
am(dldateg m"ml‘#lad {omvgm«w to any other committee.
or with
lder or

(3) A non-monetary contribution provided at the request
te or lative office-

3,
the approval of the lative candidate, legislative
oomm':zee am%ollcd by the lagislative amdkg:'
(4) That portion of a slate mailing or other campaign literature
produced or nuthodzz by more than one laghlaﬁw candidate which is
the oost actually paid by the committee or controlled
the legislative candidate or the proportionate share of the
such candidate. The number of legislative candidates
sharing costs and the emphasis on or space devoted to each such
undmte shall be considered in determining the cost attributable to
each such candidate.

(b) “Oualﬂ campalgn expenditure” does not include any pay-
ment if it ,ﬁz v m the surrounding circumstances that it was not
made for purposes.

. Two-Year Period .

“Two-year * means the period commenci

an odd-num year and ending with Decem

numbered gar.
85205. m Rﬁ’orm Fund
“Campaign ;:]‘g"rm und* means the fund created by Section 18775

of the Revenue and Taxation code.
Organization
“Organization” means a proprietorship, labor union, firm, partner-
ship, joint venture, syndicate, business trust, company, corporation,
association or commitiee which has 25 or more employees, shareholders,
contributors, or members.
Article 3. Contribution Limitations
&i”;v Limimm on fontn’buﬁons ‘drom ;ev:;oml office and
(a) No make to any candidate for legislative a
’led committee o{; such a candidate a

h
£kl

the contro nd no such candidate
and the candidate’s controlled committee shall accept from each such
person a contribution or contributions totaling more than one thousand
dollars (31,000) for each of the following elections in which the
candidate is on the ballot or is a write-in candidate: a primary election,
a general election, a special election or special runoff election.

(b) No organization shall make to any candidate for legislative
office and the controlled committee of such a candidate and no such
candidate and the candidate’s controlled committee shall accept from
each such organization a contribution or contributions totaling more
than two thousand five hundred dollers ($2500) for each of the
following elections in which the candidate is on the ballot or is a
write-in candidate: a primary election, a general election, a special
election or special runoff election.

(ci No person shall” make to any committec which supports or
opposes any legislative candidate and no such committee shall accept
from each such person a contribution or contributions totaling more
than one thousand dollars ($1,000) per year.

(d' No organization shall make to any committee which supports or
opposes any legislative candidate and no such committee shall accept
from each such organization a contribution or contributions totaling
more than two thousand five hundred dollars (32500) per year.

85301. Limitations on Contributions from Small Contributor Polit-
ical Action Committees

(a) No small contributor political action committee shall make to
any candidate for legislative office and the controlled committee of
such a candidate, and no such candidate and the candidate’s controlled
committee shall accept from a small contributor political action
committee a contribution or contributions totaling more than five
thousand dollars ($5,000) Bgor each of the following elections in which
the candidate is on the ballot or is ¢ write-in candidate: a primary
election, a general election, a special election or special mnofl'f election.

(b) No small contributor political action committee shall make to
any committee supporting or opposing a legislative candidate and no
such committee shall accept from a small contributor political action
committe> a contribution or contributions totaling more than five
thousand dollars ($5,000) in a two-year period.

85302 Limitations on Contributions to Political Parties and Legis-
lative Caucus Committees

No person, including an vrganization or a small contributor political
action committee, shall make to any political party committee support-
ing or vppusing legislative candidates or legislative caucus, and no such
party committee or legislative caucus committee shall accept from each
such person a contribution or contributions totaling more than five

2/ s
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Date 10 May 1988 i
Toe Social Association g8hn 18 Fil 1146
General Council

Law Enforcement

Pederal Election Commission

999 E. St. N.W.

Nashingtom DC, 20463

Th:la is in regards to conversation your Office 9 May 88.
ﬁldih& sEnclosed Newspaper Article, Dated Saturday Aug. 1, 1987.
fornia Secretary of State Mrs. March Fong EU,
Eez own statement ,so0 states,she wiolatedFedsral Zlection Laws.(Cri
For the Soul pirpose of Gettin& Elected to Federal Office.

Some of her Dutieg as Secretary of State or as Follows.
She overses Legislators Fimamrcial Disclosure Statememts at State Level.
Plus Ceptify, State Initatives for the Voters to Vote Om.

I first Called ,the Falir Political Practise Commission of the State of Cali-
forna, Date 9 M‘ay 1988 They Said ,they could not take Action onm the matter
because it igs Federal Level. There number 1-916 -322-5660 Have record of

Gall on my Phome B1ll,. Because man had to call me Back , Name was either
Ken or Kemnth,

00 ..gud £1 AVHEB

Enclosed is Some of the Initatives as a sample.

The Attormey General , Prepares official Titles, Summary , and is given the
Extra Power of PFor or Agains® Said Imitative.

Plus as exsample 68 , Henot only has a Political interest , He also could
gain Financially also to gainm that. Political adsantage.

The same goes for the rest of the Politicans om Ini tatives,

This matter leaves a wery heavy Cloud over the Whole Electiomr System im the
State of California..

The date on the Article will show ,there has been no action ,, By State
Election Commigaiom or the State Attorney General Office.

The Article States Fumd were Collected , by which method , U.S. Mail ?

Plus it has left the Impressiom my Vote has been Depleted to a &ig Fat Zera.

Inclosing I have permission from Beporter to use her Article.
Phome 213- 744--8000 City Desic..

Thank You,

.
Clarence R, Hilleks

133, S. Harbor View £Lve.

Sam Pedro, CA, 90732

Phome 213 - 833-3247




CAT. NO. NNODS27

TO 1944 CA (9-86) - TICOR TITLE INSURANCE

(Individual)
STATE OF CALIROR)S

, personally known to me or
proved to me on the basis of satisfictory evidence to be
the person__ whose name 2/ subscriped to the S e

within instrument and acknowiedged that exe- 1 PAIRICIA 1. GP,B:]N
\-o e R 'SLC

G GTAPLE HERE =P

(This area for official notarial seal)
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Continued from page A-1

am todsy. But if you're going to
Lake ime as being stupid, what can [
do? I'm beipless..and that's the
:l:n:olo—ldoﬂ-mllopulup
b
The 65yearold Eu, beaten and
robbed (n ber Hancock Park home
within & week of winning her
fourth term last November,
lsuncbed a Senate bid and inftiative
drive (0 ralse Lquor taxes (o beef
up police forces.
lied “Dimes Against Crimes."
% would add a 10cent tax 1o each
-pint of liquor.

sbe admittedly as ypa .

ise money for her Sengte
‘kadwiedge advisers
an lwmlve drive could
' _providing publicity and
her o rakse targe sums of
from wealthy individus)

S et —— e ..

3

Y 8

A0
/

S8y Linda
Heraid poiics witer

Secretary of State March Fong ¢
Eu u'km?hdled qu that
her “Dimes Against Crimes” state
initiative ‘:urgouch !
$L.000

cgatribution lmits requirad
face.

’
usband’s mon ,
She admits crime initiative was designed to skirt election |

work . busbaad shert
.l , f amy. ber o

wha

a

ws

time that I've
for Senate,” she
Asked sbost 8a

Weary.

do,
“That was pointed wut to me
dun? our discusaions and il dsdn )
s8Und ke a bad Idei.” con
G, Who in (B¢ past has denied thgt
{he mimtive was lnked to her
r Mpiritidhs
would Be ARR. if 1 get a boost
"~ Told thai amounted io a "prece:
dentsetting end-Fin” around fed
eraf #i2clion laws, Bu sald, “|'
eomsu‘zmud that you think I'm a
ler.”

uctic already has helped

She gave the inltiative $)30.000 of

ber leftover stale campaign moncy
ineligible for the Senate bid as it
was donated In large sums.

Eu first was swept to statewde
office In 1974 by her intliative 1o
ban pay toilets in public buildings
She has not fed a mayr policy
initiative since

Tony Miller. her clhucl of saff
agreed “She really has had nothing
{0 go on since pay toilets We're
trying 1o replace pay toilets by
roing bevond to tighting crime

“I'm_boping, 1

in

As fur her husband. Henry Eu o
cuuen of Singapore, Eu said she
oaly recently asked for financial
detalls because of a Herald Exam

detailing her incom-
m disclosure report

“l said to him, (reporters) are
£Iving me a lot of trouble . And |
said you know if they keep this up,
it's going to be tough on my

iner
~plete

@ campaign. But be still refused to

divulge any (nformation.” ,——

Ironically, Eu oversees legisla-
tors’ financia) disclosure reporta at
the state level.

Senate Etbics Committee staf(
adminisirator Bonnie Parker said a
case such s Eu's has never arisen,
80 il will be “assigned to an
attorney. who will look for a
precedent and present the situation
(o the chairman” Parker didn
know if the sftuation could force Eu
from the race

Democratic Lt Gov. Leo McCar
thy and KABC-TV commentator Bl
Press also are weighing ehe race for

—— - c——

their party'’s nomination 1o chal
m blican Sea. Pete Wilson

pkll':r‘lﬂ.n:;u et funs
over for
e e, et s s
tul . because,
until now, sbe never inquired about
bis finances.

Ia fact, she only assumes he's

y finve with bas Six other wives in
her states

“F'm sure all of you llar\’r.:n::
nd bushends bl you
:nme kind of Iinformation from
them and they just won't teil you,
Eu said. agreeing her situstion
“could be" similar to that of 1984 -
Democratic vice presideatial nomi-

 Bee Geraldine Ferraro

swayed on a mh'g;‘b«

who could have interests erna.

thonal trade.

Ferraro's .ubuc'. John Za- -
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MARCH FONG EUV
Secretary of Stare
1230 J STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 93814

CA 90732-3233

In an effort to reduce election costs, the State Legislature has suthorized the Secretary of
State and counties having this capability to mail only one ballot pamphiet to addresses
whaete more than one voter with the same surname resides. If you wish additional copies,
you may oblain them by calling or writing o your county clerk cr registrar of volers.

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY OF STATE

I, 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, 1988, and
thnt this pamphlet has been correctly prepared in Aaccordance with law.

ﬂ;_ggssmyhandnnddyCreatSealoftbeSutem ;
Sacramento, California, this 4th day of April 1968.

—@wz&

MARCH FONG EU
Secretury of State

—— — - —




No same-day registration

nbnoeoincideneamwmbam. the
Democratic Speaker of the Assembly, who has
backed AB 1204 — which permits anyone, and
domnnnm.bmghmbmmm
same day they vote — is also Jesse Jackson's
national campaign manager.

This despicable bl has already passed the

Senate. |
8i hope that the senators see th
e ccares b o ™
Gecency and faimess to the taxpaying, legally
registered voters of California, regardiess of
their party affiliation.

Jackson's campaign appeals to what is
commonly called the *“have-nots*” — persons
whohavemwno.mtevenamod
responsibility. Therefore they risk nothing,
simcanymmgmwumlhmwhatm

it AB1204 passes, there will be busloads of
vagrants — euphemistically called
+ “homeless” — illegal and legal aliens and
other persons who will place their mark where
fold

h that there is now voter
registration by mail, whereby anyone can
ngisterbymailbysimplysuﬁngmtheha
citizen of the United States, under penalty of
perjury. Lately these notices in the post office
are only in English, but until recently they were
also in Spanish! 3

Every concerned citizen and voter should
write his state s or to tosg this unfair dill

9 0
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Curb Spending, Linfit InfPuence-Peddling

By FREDRIC WOOCHER

When the state’s lop 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 hiberals. 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 staie 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 frora the California Business
Roundtable, Sierra Club, Common Cause,
League of Women Voters and the PTA, to
several_of the state’s most prominent
elected officiale, including Atty. Gen, John
‘Van de Kamp }sd Los Angeles Mayor Tom
Bradley.

In opposing Proposition 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. N—m——————

The governor argued that the initiative
would favor incumbents. Yet, under the
present gystem, 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 Lo 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 rell-
ance on special-interest contributors. Even
more important, the U.S. Supreme Court
has ruled that the offer of matching funds
lo a candidate is the only constitutionally
approved way to impose 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 lax 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

funds to help finance legislative campaigns.

The Democratic leaders’ opposition is no
more persuasive. After sponsoring legisla-
tion almost identical to Proposition 68 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 this Gang of Five.
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 campaigns. During
the 1886 elections, for example, Nolan,
Roberti and Brown transferred approxi-
mately $7 million to candidates in targeted
races. Those “transferred” funds came
almoat exclusively from Sacramento-based
lobbying groups that wanted and expected
to get something for their money.

There is a heavy price to be paid when
legislative leaders build their power bases
by raising funds from lobbying groups.
That price is a public policy that is unduly
influenced by those contributors.

Proposition 68 will help end the spending

'arms nceandreduce the clout of those

Foup: e result
ol that reform is a Nl leu power for those

contribution to any political candidate. ==&  who now wield the most power, 30 be it.

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

Fredric Woocher, communications direc-

tor for the Yes on Preposition 68 campaign,
is on leave from the Center for Law in the

B i M e
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| Campaign Reform in Nahie Only

Propositions 68 and 73 Fail to Offer Meaningful Change

By WILLIE L. BROWN JR.

When California voters go to the polls
June 7, they will be offered two proposals
that aim to enact campaign-finance re-
form—Propositions 68 and 73. Unfortu-
nately, neither proposal will accomplish
the reforms that its supporters claim.

Indeed, Proposition 73 wiil effectively
prohibit meaningful reform, since it out-
laws any limits on campaign spending.
Without spending limits, the proposed
“reforms” wiil duplicate the congressional
campaign system under which we just two
years ago witnessed the most expensive
U.S. Senate race in California’s history.

On the other hand, Proposition 68, which
enjoys the enthusiastic support of organi-
zations like Common Cause, makes a feeble
attempt at grappling with spending limits
but uitimately falis short of the mark.

Meaningful campaign-finance reform,
above all else, must limit the total number
of dollars that candidates can spend.
Achieving that objective is not as simple as
it seems, however. The U.S. Supreme Court
has held (Buckley vs. Valeo, 1976) that
the right to spend money in a campaign is
intimately tied to freedom of political
speech and, as such, is a right protected
under the First Amendment. The only
circumstance under which the courts have
allowed limits to be placed on spending is
in exchange for some tangible benefit—
namely, public financing. What that
¢ means, very simply, is that we can limit

campaign spending only if we provide for
public financing of campaigns. «~————--—

“~ Proposition 68 tries to do that, but its
authors have made two fundamental er-
~—~——ors. Fearful that their measure might be
defeated on the issue of public funding,
they have proposed a system of taxpayers
voluntarily placing $3 of their taxes in a
~state fund. Sucii a fund would be woefully

insufficient to pay for campaigns if a
meaningful number of candidates opted to

not going to be too much of a problem,
however, since the spending limits con-
tained in Proposition 68 are so low that
almost no one running for office in Califor-
nja—at least not in a highly competitive
contest—will agree to them. The only
candidates who will have any incentive

to accept these limits are incumbents in
very safe districts (who seldom, if ever,
have a contested race) and, of course,
extremist candidates. Extremists would
have no chance of winning, yet would gain
a platform for their views because they
would have nothing o lose by using the
easy-to-get public financing. This ia hardly
the sweeping reform that Proposition 68's

;E;!'ﬁo_mm_———b——-ﬂ
e appropriate model for campaign-

finance reform is the system by which
presidential elections are held. After quali-
fying “thresholds” or levels of private
contributions are met by a candidate in the
early primary stages, public funds become
available. By the general election, only
public money is spent; each nominee has
the same limit, and there are no special-
interest dollars influencing the contest
That is meaningful campaign reform.

Not only is Proposition 68 not meaning-
" ful, it is dangerous. Several ol Its provi-

onable constitutional
validity. One of these, e

limit on the aggregate number of dollars
that a political-action committee can con-
tribute to all candidates in an election
cycle. The courts generally have accepted
and protected the right of individuals
band together in PACs to amplify their
participation in the electoral process. It is
highly questionable that the courts would
let this sort of restriction stand. -

A second problem is the complete ban on/
off-year fund-raising. What this provision
amounts {0 is a wholesale abrogation of the
First Amendment during odd-numbered
years. While limits on off-year contribu-
tions might withstand judicial review, it is
almost inconceivable that a total pmhlu
tion would pass muster.

The measure also contains a number ol
limits on expenditures made independent

of a candidate. The courts generally have‘
held such restrictions unlawful

I am certain that the proponents of
Proposition 68 mean well. I have, in fact,
met with them and expressed my disagree-
ments with their proposal. Unfortunately
in their zeal to accomplish reform, Common
Cause in particular has had a history of
failing to understand just how far they can
restrict electoral and political behavior:
without trampling on First Amendment
rights. For example, Common Cause was
among the staunchest supporters of spend-
ing limits for congressional campaigns

the court struck down on First Amendment<e~

grounds in Buckley vs. Valeo. Here in—
California, several provisions of the Fair”™

Political Practices Act, another Common =~

Cause initiative, were overturned by the"'
courts as violating the First Amendment. =<

A similar fate most likely awaits major
provisions of Proposition 68. A very real
danger lies in such systemic tinkering with
our electoral process. No one knows how
many of Proposition 68's provisions will be
left standing when the courts are finished
or how that tattered system would work.

Neither Proposition 68 nor 73 will ac-
complish the kind of reform that is needed.
If they are enacted, the public will buy
into a promise of reform in 1968 only to be
disillusioned once again by 1990. ,

Willie L. Brown Jr. (D:-Sas . Jyancieco)
i the Speaker of the California Assembly.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 June 2, 1988

Mr. Clarence A. Hilleke
132 S. Harbor View Avenue
San Fearo, CTA 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

A we informed you by letter dated May 19, 188€. vou
ausSt swear oefcre a notary that the contents aof your com-—
plaint are true to the best of your knowledge and the notary
must represent as part of the jurat thmat such swearing
occurred. A statement by the notary that the complaint was
swarn to and subscribed before her will be sufficient. We
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. 437g.

I+ you have any questions concerning this matter, please
contact Retha Dixon, Docket Chief, at (202) 376-3110.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Nooble
General Counsel

oy )7

By: Lois G. Lerner
Associate eral Counsel
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 June 15, 1988

M~, Clarence Hilleke
133 5. Harbor View Avenue
San Pedro, CA 90732

MUR 2621
Dear Mr. Hilleke:

This letter acknowledges receipt cf your complaint, receivec
on June 1, 1988, alleging possinle viclations cf the Federal
Electicn Campaign Act of 197!, as amenoced (the "Act"), by March
Fong Eu, and the March Fong Eu For Senate Committee and Richard
Yoo, as treasurer. The respondents will be notified of this com-
plaint within €ive days.

Yzu will be rotified as socon as the Federail Electicn Commics-
s:on  takes <$final action on your complaint. Should you receive
anry accitional information 1n this matter, please forwaro it to
the Office of the General Counsel. Such information must be
sworn tc in tre csame manner as the original complaint. We have
numbersd  this matter MUR 2621. Please refer to this number in
all +uzure correspondence. For your information, we bhave at-
tached a brief¥ descrirption of the Commission s procedures for
handling complaints. If vou have any questions, please cortact
Retha Dixon, Docket Chief, at (202) Z76-3110.

Sircerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

0
Lois G. erner

Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
Procedures
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 June 15, 1988

Richard Koo, Treasurer
March Fong Eu For Senate
Committee

FO Box 1526S

Los Angeles, CA 90015

FE: MUR 2621
March Fong Eu For Senate
Commi ttee and Richard
oo, as treasurer

Dear Mr. Kpo:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
allieges that the March Fong Eu For Senate Committee and you, as
treasurer, may have violated the Federal Election Campaign Act of
197, as amended (the "Act"). 4 -copy oOf the complaint is’
encloseda. We have numbered this matter MUR Z621. FPlease refer
To *his number in all future correspondence.

The complaint was not sent to vou earlier due to agcministra-
tive aversight, Under the Act, you have the oapportunity o
cemcnstrate in writing that no action should ke taker against the
March Fong Eu For Senate Committee in this matter. Flease submit
any factual or legal materials which vou believe are relevant to
the Commission’'s analysis of this matter. Where appropriate,
statements should be submitted under cath. Your recsponse, which
should be addressed to the General Counsel 's Cffizce, must be sub-
mitted within 1S days of receipt of this letter. If no responce
is received within 1S5 days, the Commission may take further ac-
ticn based on the available i1nformation.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437gta) (4) (R) and Section 437gia) (1Z) (A) =+ Title 2 unless
vyou notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. I you intend to be represented by counsel in
this matter, please advise the Commissicon 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.
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1f 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

=19 Z——

By: Lois G. Werner
Associate General Counsel

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

’

cc: The Honorable March Fong Eu
Secretary of State of California
1230 J Street -
#209
Sacramento, CA 25814




'FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

The Honorable March Fong Eu
Secretary of State of California
123C J Street

#20°

Sacramento, CA 95814

MUR 2621
March Fong Eu

Dear Ms., Secretary:

The Federal Election Commission received a complaint which
alleges that you may have vioiated the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended (the "Act"). A copy of the complaint ais
enc losed. We have numbered this matter MUR 2621. Please refer
to this number in all future correspondence.

The comeplaint was not sent to you earlier due to administra-
tive oversight. Under the Act, you have the opportunity tco
demonstrate ir writing that no action should be taken against you
1n His matter. Flease submit any factual or legqal materials
which you believe are relevant to the Commission’s analysis of
this matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitteag
under gath. Your response, which should be addressed to the
General Councsel’'s 0Office, must be submitted within 1S days of
receipt of this letter. If no response is received within 15
davs, the Commission may %take further action based on the avail-
able i1nformation.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with Sec-
tion 437g(a) (4) (B) and Section 4%7g(a) (12) (A) of Title 2 unless
you nectify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public. I+ you intend to be represented by counsel 1in
this matter, please advise the Commission by completing the
enclosed form stating the name, address, and telephone number o+t
such counsel, and authorizing such counsel to receive any
notifications and other communications from the Commission.
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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.[ Lerner
Associate General Counsel

Enclosures
1. Complaint
2. Frocedures
3. Designation of Counsel Statement
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Becretary of Sta

1230 J Stmanr
Sacramento, Cavronnia 95814

June 23, 1988

Lois G. Lerner, Associate
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission

Washington, D.C. 20463

1 B L) pe
I KOILUE73 TVY3

Q3A1303Y

Re: MUR 2621, March Fong Eu

2

et

HOISSIHIWG

Dear Ms. Lerner:

9g :|IHY 62 NI 88

Please find enclosed a "Statement of Designation of

Counsel® authorizing me to represent the respondent in the
above-referenced action.

o
LN

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.

N0 497

R

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.

rd

Sﬂncerely,
! 7

Enclosure

NOT PRINTED AT PUBLIC EXPENSE




1230 J Street, #209

Sacramento, Ca 95814

916-445-6371

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.

6/23/88 ' M C}Mﬁﬁ/\/
Date Signature ' /

March Fong Eu

1230 J Street, #209

Sacramento, California 95814

916-445-6371
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FEDERAL ELECTIOMN COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

July 1, 1988
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act Eeverly KkKramer,

1¢¥ you have any gue2stioans, pleass2 contact
the sta<+ person assizred %o thiz matisr, at (20I2) IT746-8Z70. For
“gur  information, we have attacned a crief descriptidn of tne
commissior ‘s srocedures focr handlirg complaints.
Sincerely,
Lawrsnca M. Ncble
Czneral Counsel
Hyy Lais
Asscciate Gensral Cours=al
EaflosursE
le Compiaint
Z. Frzzedures
Z. Designatiorn of Counsel Statsment

et
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

July 1, 1988

Mer, Anthony Miller, Treasurer
Z2imes Amairet Crimes

B0 Zoy &43

Sacramenteo, CA F5212

XER MR et
Dimes Against Crimes
anc Anthorv Miller,
s LTressurss
e ioseaa Tl Ml ehys

The Fegeral Electior Commissicn rece:iwec 3 zZomrlaint  whizhk
alleges tnat Dimes Q3ainst Crimes ang voux, as trzasurer, may nave
violateZ the Federei Electicn Campaicn Szt or 1571, 2s amenced
the "egt"i. A copy of the cocmpiaint is snzlicssd. W2 have num-—
cereg  *this matiser MUK 2521, Plzase refer to this number In all
*uturs corresoordence,

The comzlalnt wss SOt o=2nT tTowoU &7l =dmin e
TiveE TveErsisTT U-gew trhe Az, VU navE o=tamisy o
Zemorstirate In o writinz that no sction EACGIC rzainst sou
amo Dirves AQgainst Zrimss o Tnis matter. = mit any Tz~
Tusi Tpr lezal materielis which yvou belisve = ant  toc the
Commissicon’s analysis of taisz matser. An=w iate, state-
ments swculid be submittec Lnder cath. ¢ ohse, which
shoul? e adorecsszed o the Goerme«wal o s must Se sub-
mitr=d wit~ir 1T cave c¥f receizt of i izttt no resgonce
iz ~ecsivad «iz-ir 1S days, tne Tommissicon surtner  ac-
tizn bhasec on the avariablie 1nformaticn.

This matter will remairn conficent:al in accordance with Sec-
tiom  &TZ7alal) (43 (R and Saction 4Z7g(el (12) (A} D# Title Z unless
you notify the CTommission in writing that v2ou wieh the matter to
be made pfpublic. If you intend *o be representsd by counsel in

this natter, pl=ase advise %tr= Commiss:i:on by completing the
enclosed 4orm statirg the name, address, and telephone number of
such counsel, and autheorizing such counsel o receive any
notifications and other commuricaticons from the Commission.




I1f vou have any questicns, please contact Feverly ramer,
the staff person assigned to this matter, at (202) I7&-3200. For
yocur information, we have atiached a trief descripticn 0f the
Commiesion ‘s procecdures for handling complaintes.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

&@%

igis G. Lerngr
Associate Gé&rneral Counsel

losures

Complaint

Srocedures

Designatior o+ Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

atase,

July 1, 1988
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I+ you have any questions, aleass contact FPeverlys
sta<r person assigred tc this matter, ast 202y ITE-3I00.
irnformation, we Save attacnzd a brief decscrintion Of the
issinn’'s procedures +a» handling compiainte.
Sincerelyv,
_awmrence M. NMobile
Zereral Counsel
zy: 'Lois G. Lerngr
Aescziate General Counssl
osures
Complaint
Frocedures
Decsicraticn of Counsel Statement
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

July 6, 1988
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 Y O

Anthony L. Miller, Esquire
1230 J Street $209
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: MUR 2621
March PFong 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 filed
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 M. Noble
General Counel

Z

Lols G. Lerner
Associate Gepheral Counsel
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July 15, 1988

Lois G. lLermer, Associate
General Counsel

Federal Election Commission

Washington, D.C. 20463

A0

Gt b ey
SsiWHoI K}

IO

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.

wot

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 "complaint" 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.

Lo
{ on
n~
o
N
~
o
<
C
o
o

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.




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 committee
complied scrupulously with the contribution limits imposed by
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 was, 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
Fong Eu did solicit and did receive lawful contributions and
loans under state law. However, at no time were these
contributions or loans used to promote a senate candidacy which
had actually been suspended by the time that the campaign to
gather signatures began. There was no commingling of staff,
contributions, or resources with respect to the initiative
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
campaign for the senate was also aborted and appropriate
committee termination statements were filed.

There is simply no basis for alleging any violation of federal
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
know. )
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Enclosure




NUR 2621

RAME OF COUMSEL: _ 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 authorized to receive any notifications and other

communications from the Commission and to act on my b f before

the Commission. '
7/15/38 %
Signature ( » )

Date

Dimes against Crimes and Anthony Miller, as treasurer -

D_0. Bax 6A8

Sacramento, California 95668
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916-443-6924
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Date 7 Aug.1988
Lawrence M, Noble
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
#ashington , DC. 20463
Case Number MUR, 2621

This gives credence to what I sent you on this Case.
Ms. March Fong =U, Has tne Final Point in the Publis
Imitiatives. Conflict of Interest is Rampant,

This falls in Lime with my Complaint about Prop.65
Mr, Van de Kamp Handle.

ds Stated in thig article and my Past Knowledge

Of Both there Actions , and the Filing of Said Law

Sujt , is ‘truthful ﬁ Jm
s
ml clce
133 5, Harbor View Ave,

San Pedro, CA, Q0732
PHe 213~ 833-2247

Sunday LA, Times
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FEDERAL H"gﬂ'ﬂl COMMISSION | 6’ ! 5‘ Avenue

Phleasant Grove, &gﬁﬂw 659
88AUG 16 AMID: 11 ywﬁf@,g 44,3.@3.;95

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:

Please find two original '"statements of designation of counsel"
with respect to the above-referenced matter.

With respect to
Richard Koo and Frank Watase and the respective committees to
which they relate, I hereby request that the information

contained in my letter of July 15, 1988 be incorporated by
reference as thelr response to the complaint on_file.
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MANE OF COUMSEL: __Anthony L, Miller
ADDRESS : —2496 Pacific Avenue
Pleasant Grove, California 95668

TELEPHOWR : 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.

‘TZ}Jo‘/l | £
Date / Signature

Richard Koo
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S 2621
NAME OF COUMSEL: ___Anthonv L, Miller
ADDRESS : 5496 P

Pleasant Grove; California 95668
TELEPHOME : 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,
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< RESPONDENT'S NAME: Frank Watase
- ADDRESS:: Aq4G U 16 ST
o [preone  Cax
« 90y0 §
HOME PHONE: bﬁb X20- 3708

BUSINESS PHONE: \gg) 96v- /v &
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463 August 22, 1988

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

: MUR 2621

March Fong Eu; Priends
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

6

Dear Mr. Miller:

On June 15 and July 1, 1988, your clients were notified that
the Pederal Election Commission received a complaint from
Clarence R. Hilleke alleging violations of certain sections of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. At that
time your clients were given a copy of the complaint and informed
that a response to the complaint should be submitted within 15

days of receipt of the notification.

On August 11, 1988, the Commission received additional
information from the complainant pertaining to the allegations in
the complaint. BEnclosed is a copy of this additional
information.

R 90407502

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

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

-z

BY: Lois G. Lernkr
- Associate General Counsel

Enclosure
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

August 22, 1988

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

MOR 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 Eu; 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 Prank Watase, as
treasurer. The respondents will be sent copies of the
supplement. You will be notified as soon as the Federal Election
Commission takes final action on your coamplaint.

Sincerely,

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

CS%L/_)W
BY: Lois G. Lerper
Agssociate General Counsel




September 1, 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:
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 jurisdictionaily misplaced with respect to the
above-referenced parties. I respectfully submit that the
complaint be dismissed.




FEDERAL ELECTION CONMISSION
999 E Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20463

FIRST GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT 0 %
MUR § 2621 or 1%
DATE COMPLAINT RECEIVED P4 %
BY OGC June 1, 1988 4
DATE OF NOTIFICATION
TO RESPONDENTS June 15, 1988
and Jul% 1, 1988

STAFF R Beverly Kramer

COMPLAINANT: Clarence R. Hilleke
RESPONDENTS : March Fong Bu, 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

RELEVANT STATUTE: 2 U.S.C. § 4353(a), § 434(a)
11 C.FP.R. § 102.6(a) (1) (iv)

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Public Record
Advisory Opinions 1977-54,
1978-15, 1980-95, 1982-56
FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None
X. GENERATION OF MATTER
On June 1, 1988, Clarence R. Hilleke filed a complaint with
the Commission, which he supplemented on August 11, 1988.
IX. 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 Pong Eu, the

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

March Fong Eu was a candidate seeking election to the United
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States Senate in 1988. As basis for the complaint, the
complainant relies on an attached news article (dated August 1,
1987) which states, in relevant part, "Secretary of State
March Pong 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
large sums of money from wealthy individuals.®™ According to the
news article, Dr. Bu gave the initiative $150,000 of her leftover
state campaign money "ineligible for the Senate bid as it was
donated in large sums."

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 FPong 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

Commission.




In addition, the co-plainaﬁf subnitéci’ﬁﬁtbd articles,
apparently authored by state and local pclitiniln!u publicly
stating their views regarding Propouition 65 tmis toxic wasto)
and Propositions 68 and 73 (re: campaign tinnncg.tQIOtus).
Although the significance of these articles is not clearly
presented by the complainant, he appears to suggest that other
politicians are seizing the opportunity to call attention to
themselves by supporting various initiatives.l/

It should be noted that the complaint is written in broken
English and is largely unintelligible. Neither the allegations
nor the underlying facts are clearly presented in the
complainant's letter. However, the attached news article
regarding March Fong Eu's "Dimes Against Crimes®” initiative
contains facts which appear to describe violations of the FECA,
specifically 2 U.S.C. § 433(a), § 434(a) and 11 C.F.R.

§ 102.6(a) (1) (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.
1/ 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 officiai 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 Bu has the final point in the publishing of
initiatives. Conflict of Interest is rampant.”




‘Based on this initial premise, the complaint appears to allege

that the organization "Dimes Against Crimes® is a political
committee under the Act and that its failure to register and
report results in violations of 2 U.8.C. § 433(a) and § (34(&).
Moreover, the complaint appears to allege that Eu's State
campaign committee, "the Friends of March Fong Eu", became a
political committee under the Act when it transferred $150,000 to
the Dimes Against Crimes and, that its fajlure to register and
report results in violations of 2 U.S.C. § 433(a) and § 434(a).
Additionally, the complaint appears to allege that the Friends of
March Fong Eu transferred to Dimes Against Crimes campaign funds
that included contributions that appear to be impermissible, i.e.
excessive, in violation of 11 C.F.R. § 102.6(a) (1) (iv).2/ Dr. Eu
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.
2. The Response

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

behalf 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. § 441b(a) occurred.
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any other law3/ and submits that the complaint should be promptly

dismissed as being "frivolous and utterly devoid of any merit

whatsgoever."

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 involved an attempt to qualify a measure for the
California ballot pursuant to Article II, Section 10(a) of the
California Constitution. According to the response, the proposal
stemmed from Dr. Eu's efforts to help fight crime in California
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
of our staff it is the respondents' understanding that the Office
of General Counsel is construing the complaint as alleging
violations of Title 2, Section 44la (making or receiving
contributions in excess of $1,000 to/by a candidate for federal
office). 1In fact, the discussion between the respondents'
counsel and this Office included a discussion of all the
allegations set forth in the preceding pages.
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response claims that Dr. lu'nllgntt V'Ig&iqn haﬂ actually been
suspended by the time thtt thc»canpllgn to'gathor signatures
began. Moreover, the tetponlt-clailt that there was no
commingling of staff, cqpt:tbutionpg_o: resonrces with respect to
the initiative campaign and the uﬁiﬁén&qdvﬁhiﬁaign for the United
States Senate. According to the response, the initiative
signature-gathering effort was, ultinately, 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. § 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. § 433(a) and § 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.

§ 433(a) and § 434(a). The Act defines a "contribution”" to




include “any gift., -ubscript loau. u&vm«, or deposit: o.‘.'
money or. anythinq of valuo 'ud. .by any pouon Tot the purpose of
influencing any eloction for !hdcral o!tico.‘, 2 U.8.C.

§ 431(8) (A)(i). Similarly, the aAct doﬁtneq.fexponditure' to
include “any purchase, payiﬁnt, disttibutidh}'loan, advance,
deposit, or gift of money, or anything of'va;ue made by any
persons for the purpose of influencing any éiection for Pederal
Ooffice. 2 U.S.C. § 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). 1In each instance where the
Commission has opined that officeholders may engage in such

activities without being subject to the Act's limitations and
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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
officehclder'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. Eu's
involvement in the activities of Dimes Against Crimes was not to
promote her Senate candidacy but to promote an effort to help
tight crime in California following an attack on her person and
ptopetty. In support of their claim, respondents note that Eu'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 timeframe
corresponding to the suspension of Eu's Senate campaign and the
commencement of the signature-gathering campaign. However, the
news article which forms a basis for the complaint may provide a
reference point. The article, which was published on August 1,
1987, refers specifically to the signature-gathering campaign.
Therefore we can reasonably assume that the signature-gathering
campaign was organized by August 1, 1987, the date of
publication.

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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Senate Committee®) indicate that tundralqlngao!tarts on bohalf.og_
Bu's Senate caupaigh may have ceased byriia§331y11981; The
Senate Committee's schedules of itenized“tocq;btl disclose that
the last contribution was received on Ju;f 15; 1987. }nultiple’
fundraising expenditures are reported as having been made on or
about this date with one additional fundraising expenditure
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. § 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
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it may have been authozi:qd to rcc.iv‘ eout:ibutions and nakc ‘
‘oxpenaitures to futthe: Bu's bid for Qlcetion to the United

States Senate.4/

Based on the above, it appears that Dimes Against ctines may
have incurred registration and :oportinq obligations of a
political committee under the Act. Thetefote, the Office of the
General Counsel recommends a f£inding ggjtgéson to believe that
Dimes Against Crimes violated 2 0.8.05“3.433(a) and § 434(a).
For purposes of developing the facts, thlq Office has attachod.
proposed interrogatories and requests for document production.
The Office of the General Counsel also recommends 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. RECOMMENDATIONS
ks Find reason to believe that Dimes Against Crimes and Anthony

Miller, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 433(a) and

§ 434 (a).

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
upcn the premise that Dimes Against Crimes is a political
committee under the Act.
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~ General Counsel

Associdte General Counsel

Attachments

1. Response
Letter
Factual and Legal Analysis
Interrogatories and request for production of documents




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:

o
N
r

©
-
c
o

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

8

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)




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.

Qo 13 1988

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Attest:
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGCTON, D C. 20463 October 18, 1988

Anthohy L. Miller, Esquire
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:

On June 15 and July 1, 1988, the Federal Election Commission
notified your clients of a complaint alleging violations of
certain sections of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended ("the Act®"). A copy of the complaint was forwarded to
your clients at that time.

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, 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. § 433 and
§ 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
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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.
§ 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Office of the
General Counsel will 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. 1In addition, the Office of the General
Counsel ordinarily will not give extensions beyond 20 days.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. §§ 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. Joséfiak
Chairman

Enclosures
Interrogatories and requests for
production of documents
Factual and Legal Analysis
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Lois G. Lerner, Associate General
Counsel

Office of the General Counsel
FPederal 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.

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
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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
additional information regarding this matter. In the
meantime, please acknowledge receipt of this letter and
the attachments by returning the acknowledgement form
enclosed. A postage prepaid envelope is provided for this

purpose.

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-1 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-1 through P-14---Petition Information

10. Exhibits R-1 through R-17---Press Releases
Exhibits S-1 through S-44---Speeches
Acknowledgement Form
Return Envelope
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Answers of ANTHONY L. MILLER, Treasurer,
Dimes against Crimes, to Interrogatories
In the Matter of
MUR 2621
1. On July 27, 1987, Dr. Eu announced the
beginning of the signature-collection 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 1is more important to me,
personally and politically, than
qualifying and passing this measure.
I am, therefore, PUTTING MY CAMPAIGN
FOR THE UNITED STATES SERATE ON HOLD
UNTIL 'DIMES AGAINST CRIMES" QUALIFIES
THIS DECEMBER. THE SENATE CAMPAIGN WILL
HAVE SIMPLY HAVE TO WAIT. FIGHTING CRIME
IS TOO IMPORTANT NOT TO GIVE IT MY TOP
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.
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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

29, 1987. See Exhibit R-16.

3. March Fong Eu publicly announced that her
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,

4. "Dimes against Crimes' organized as a state
committee under the California Political Reform Act of

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.
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6. March Fong Eu was the proponent of the
initiative measure which Dimes against Crimes sought to
qualify for the ballot pursuant to Article 1I, section
10(a) of the Constitution of California. As the
"proponent', 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
linked to her aborted campaign for the United States

Senate. See Exhibits.

7. A thorough review of committee files and my
personal recollection does not indicate any instance where
there was a reference made to the fact that March Fong Eu
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 Dimes against Crimes did
not involve the solicitation, making or acceptance of

contributions to March Fong Eu'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 acainst Crimes did not make any
expenditures in connection with March Fong Eu's Senate
campaign. See Exhibit A and copies of campaign disclosure
reports filed pursuant to state law marked as Exhibits D-2

through D-6.

kvl Al R
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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, Califérnia.
(_\
7

ANTHONY L. MILLER
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SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER OF ANTHONY L. MILLER

With Respect To
Answers to Interrogatories directed to RICHARD KOO,

Treasurer, March Fong Eu for Senate Committee

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
him since I am the custodian of the supporting

documentation.

I have reviewed the documentation which was the basis for
preparing the report in question and 1 have searched my
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 payrecll to perform

essentially clerical functions for the senate committee
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after Dr. Eu announced that she was putting her campaign
“on 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
"close 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 reporﬁs.
The primary consultants and employees, those hired to
develop and implement campaign strategy, terminated on or

before July 1, 1987.

The travel expense entry to Delta Airlines dated October
23, 1987 represented payment for a trip taken by Dr. Eu
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. 1In that
the purpose of the trip did not relate to qualifying Dimes

Against Crimes for the ballot, senate campaign funds were




133 940750243

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 at Sacramento, Calf¥ornia.
Z o

/
ANTHONY L. MILLER
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Answvers of RICHARD KOO, Treasurer,
March Fong Eu for Senate Committee, to Interrogatories
and Request for Production of Documents
In the Matter of
MUR 2621
l. I was not involved in the active day-to-day

management, the formulation of strategy nor the
implementation of said strategy with respect to Dr. Eu'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.
All records were transferred to the committee after the
campaign was "put on hold" in July 1987. I am informed
and I believe that all such records are currently in the
custody of Anthony L. Miller. I do not know when March
Fong Eu ceased to be a candidate for election to the
United States Senate. Based on the information contained
in Exhibit "A" attached hereto, I believe that her
campaign was put on hold sometime prior to July 27, 1987

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, 1987. See Exhibit "A". She announced that she
was withdrawing from the race on October 29, 1987. See

Exhibit "B".
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3. I did not personally prepare the Termination
Report filed with the Commission for the period covering
July 1, 1987 through December 31, 1987. I am 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
custody of Anthony L. Miller. I have asked him to respond
to your interrogatory in this regard since he has the
supporting documentation and because I have no personal

knowledge or recollection concerning this matter.

4. I did not personally prepare the Termination
Report filed with the Commission for the period covering
July 1, 1987 through December 31, 1987. I am 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). 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. 1Its
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.

Executed on October 22 , 1988 at Los Angeles, California.

RICHARD KOO, Treasurer
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Declaration of JAN WASSON,
In the Matter of MUR 2621

I, JAN WASSON, declare that:

1. I 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. 1 prepared said report for the signature of the
committee treasurer, Mr. Richard Koo.

3. On Schedule B of the printed form for said
report I indicated the transfer of $50,000 from the March
Fong Eu for Senate Committee to Dimes Against Crimes on
September 14, 1987. 1 indicated other transfers to other
state committees as well. Under the heading '"'Itemized
Disbursements', 1 typed "Transfers to Other Committees'.

I have no specific recollection at this time what prompted
me to type these words under the heading. I suspect it
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 1
indicated on line 18 transfers to other 'authorized"
committees in the amount of $87,098. That entry was
clearly erromeous. I failed to note or I failed to

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

Exhibit_A—




noted it at all, I assumed that the word '"authorized"
referred to committees approved by Dr. Eu pursuant to
state law. I did oot realize that it referred to
committees "authorized" to promote Dr. Eu's senate
candidacy. Thése 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 7 2 » 1988 at Los Angeles,
California.

JAN WASSON
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

March 10, 1989

H The Commission
FROM: Lawrence M. Noblﬂ'\
General COunsel
SUBJECT: MUR 02621

Attached for the Commission's review is a brief stating the
position of the General Counsel on the legal and factual issues
of the above-captioned matter.: A copy of this brief and a letter
notifying the respondent of the General Counsel's intent to
recommend to the Copmission a finding of no probable cause to
believe were mailed on March 10, 1989. .Following receipt of
the respondent's reply to this notice, this Office will make a
further report to the Commission.

Attachments
l-Brief
2-Letter to respondent
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON DO 20468

March 10, 1989

Mr. Anthony L. Miller, 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
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. S§§ 433(a) and 434(a), and instituted an
investigation of this matter.

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
of the case. Within 15 days of your receipt of this notice, you
may file with the Secretary of the Commission a brief (ten copies
if possible) stating your position on the issues and replying to
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.
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Anthony L. Millét
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
Brief

R 9940750285 |
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BEFORE THE PEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

In the Matter of

Dimes Against Crimes, and MUR 2621

Anthony Miller, as treasurer

GENERAL COUNSEL'S BRIEF

)
)
)
)

I. STATEMENT OF THE 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
basis, the complaint relied solely upon a newspaper article
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
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 § 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

1/

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. §§ 433(a) and
434 (a). Interrogatories and requests for production of documents
were also approved and sent to "Dimes Against Crimes" and the
Margh Fong Eu for Senate Committee. A response was received in
early November, 1988 from Antﬁony 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.

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

1/ 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.Z/ Dr.- Eu
publicly withdrew from the race for the Senate seat on
October 29, 1987.

The evidence submitted on behalf of the Committee showed
that there were expenditures made on behalf of the Committee
after the above mentioned July 27,‘1987 date for such items as
consulting fees, travel expenses, and fundraising, all of which
suggested that campaign efforts by the Committee continued after
"Dimes Against Crimes®™ was organized. 1In 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.”

2/ 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
billed to the Committee.

As to fundraising expenses, the only item listed is an
expenditure paid to the candidate on September 22, 1987.
As to the transfer of the $50,000 mentioned above, which was
listed as‘part of "transfers to other authorized Committees," the
affidavit 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. § 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.
§ 433(a) and § 434(a). The Act defines a "contribution" 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.

§ 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
office. 2 U.S.C. § 431(9)(A).

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 conside;ed this
language in relation to specific situations where candidates for
Federal 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
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




g e ot L 2 T e <o R T A s e it e . woo . — - ¢
A SRR R e A e R i e i e R S e S e

=6~

public appearances are campaign related. See Advisory Opinions
1986-37, 1984-13, 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
that her appearances were not “"campaign related.”

The Commission found reason to believe that "Dimes Against
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
committee organized to obtain the necessary signatures for a
proposed referendum which would raise alcohol and gasoline taxes

and turn over the tax proceeds to local law enforcement agencies

to bolster staffs, purchase equipment and generally be used in
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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. §§ 433(a) and 434(a).




IIT. GEMERAL COUNSEL'S TI

1. Find no probable cause to believe that Dimes Against Crimes

and Anthony Miller, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 433 (a)
and 434(a).

7

Date awrence M. Noble

General Counsel
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March 15, 1989

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

60:S 14 02 4iHED

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

4

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

3 0407502%5¢9

cc: Office of General Counsel
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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 trgasurer

rd

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 vlolatlon 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




“In the Matter of

~ March Pong Eu & ) MUR 2621

GENERAL COUNSBEL'S REFORT

As part of the 1nveltigation in MOR 2621, the reports of the

March Fong Eu for Senate Committee were checked. One item listed

as a travel expense on October 23, 1987 was a payment of $679 to

Delta Airlines. 1In response to interrogatories, a spokesman for

the March Fong Eu for Senate Committee (the “"Committee") stated

that this item represented payment for a trip taken by March 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. § 439a prohibits a candidate or incumbent from

8904075026

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.

§ 113.2(d). Dr. Eu is the current Secretary

See also 11 C.F.R.

she has not and does not hold a federal

of State for California;

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 was a violatiqn of 2 U.S.C. § 439%a. Thoro!otq;é-;
there is reason to believe that March Pong Eu violated 2 UQﬁuc.

§ 439a; however, it is the opinion of'the Ooffice of Genétaii
Counsel that because of the small amount of funds involved and

the apparent unfamiliarity with the Act of the respondent, the
Commission should take no further action on this violation.

I1I. RECOMMENDATION

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

Lawrence M. Noble
General Counsel

221 )89

Date
Associate Geheral Counsel

Attachment
l. Letter to Respondent, March Fong Eu
2. Factual and Legal Anaysis
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R 9040750

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

e s TR

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D C 20463

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA McFADD%,U‘
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

Objec

as indicat

This

for March

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

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

ed by the name(s) checked below:

Commissioner Aikens X
Commissioner Elliott
Commissioner Josefiak X
Commissioner McDonald
Commissioner McGarry

X

Commissioner Thomas

matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

7, 1989

Please nctify us who will represent your Division before the

Commission on this matter.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON, D C 20463

MEMORANDUM
TO: LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL
FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS /JOSHUA MCFADDE f{\
COMMISSION SECRETARY
DATE: MARCH 2, 1989
SUBJECT: OBJECTIONS TO MUR 2621 - General Counsel's Report

Signed February 27, 1989

The above-captioned document was circulated to the

Coniidsion 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 Aikens X
Commissioner Elliott X
Commissioner Josefiak X
Commissioner McDonald X

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas X

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

WASHINCTON, D C 20463

LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL COUNSEL

FROM:

MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCF
COMMISSION SECRETARY

DATE: MARCH 2, 1989

SUBJECT: 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:

Commissioner Aikens X

Commissioner Elliott

R 90407570

Commissioner Josefiak X

Commissioner McDonald

Commissioner McGarry

Commissioner Thomas

This matter will be placed on the meeting agenda

for March 7, 1989

Please notify us who will represent ycur Division before the

Commission on this matter.



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINCTON. D C 20463

MEMORANDUM TO: LAWRENCE M. NOBLE
GENERAL CQUNSEL

FROM: MARJORIE W. EMMONS/JOSHUA MCFADD
DATE: MARCH 2, 1989
SUBJECT: COMMENTS TO MUR 2621 - General Counsel's Report
Signed February 27, 1989
s .
Yo Attached is a copy of Commissioner McDonald'svote
o sheet with comments regarding the above-captioned matter.
-
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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. Emmons, recording secretary for the
Federal Election Commission executive session of March 7,
1989, do hereby certify that the Commission took the

following actions in MUR 2621:

X, Failed on a vote of 3-2 to pass a motion to
find no reason to believe that March Fong
Eu violated 2 U.S.C. § 439a and close the
file as it pertains to March Fong Eu.

Commissioners Elliott, Josefiak, and Thomas
voted affirmatively for the motion.
Commissioners McDonald and McGarry dissented.
Commissioner Aikens was not present at the
time this matter was under consideration.

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

(continued)
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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.

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:

F-7-£7

Date

Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission

Page 2
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- BEFORE THE PFEDERAL BLECTION COMMISSION .
89 APR 10 AMIO: 48
In the Matter of

)
Dimes Against Crimes, and ) MUR 2621 ﬂm
Anthony Miller, as treasurer ) b ' :

GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT
I. BACKGROUND ‘AF"! 11;]989

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. §§ 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 aﬁd 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. §§ 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).
II. ANALYSIS

See the brief of the Office of the General Counsel, dated
March 9, 1989.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Find no probable cause to believe that Dimes Against Crimes
violated 2 U.S.C. § 433(a) and 434(a).

2. Close the file as to all respondents.

3. Approve the attached letter.

o/-/37 ///ZZ%/ /

Date // Lawrence M. Noble ©
General Counsel

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

In the Matter of

Dimes Against Crimes, and

)
) Mur 2621
Anthony Miller, as treasurer )

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W. Emmons, recording secretary for the
Federal Election Commission executive session of April 18,
1989, do hereby certify that the Commission 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. §§ 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, Josefiak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Mhyleg

Attest:

Marijorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission




FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON D C 20461

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

Based on your complaint, the Commission on October 13, 1988
found that there was reason to believe that Dimes Against Crimes
and Anthony L. Miller, as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 433(a)
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
believe that Dimes Against Crimes violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 433(a) and
434(a). Accordingly, the file in this matter was closed on
April 18, 1989.

This matter will become part of the public record within 30
days. The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended,
allows a complainant to seek judicial review of the Commission's
dismissal of this action. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(8).
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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
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D C 2068

april 24, 1989

Anthony L. Miller, Esquire
$496 Pacific Avenue
Pleasant Grove, California 95668

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

Dear Mr. Miller:

This is to advise you that on April 18, 1989, the PFederal
Election Commission found that there is no probable cause to
believe Dimes Against Crimes ("Committee") and you, as treasurer,
violated 2 U.S.C. §§ 433(a) and 434(a). Accordingly, the file in
this matter has been closed.

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

elice ble
General Counsel
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