Matt Trappe <trappemia vahoo.com= on 89/13/2002 02:30:16 PM

To: BCRAPartl 1GGFEC
cc:

Subject: COMMENT: FEC proposal to gut campaign finance reform

»Attn: Mia T. Dinh

>Acting Assistant General Counsel
»Federal Election Commission
Dear Mia,

I read the following news story with great dismay. The bipartisan Campaign
Finance Reform passed by congress and signed by the President was a small
first step in reducing the blatant and unbridled bribery in cur political
system. Now it seems that the FPEC is considering a twisted interpretation
of the law that is directly in opposition of its gcals and the desire of
the American people to reduce cerruption in our elections. You are
suppesed to protect the integrity of the electoral system, not pervert

it. I cannot express strongly encugh my oppesition to unlimited funding of
candidates by peolitical parties or anyone else. This is undisguised
legalization of bribery and corruption and your commissioners ought to be
ashamed of themselves. Your are servants of the people, not of corporate
interests {am I naive here?). The American pecple want big money influence
out of elections. It is very clear, and very simple. What don't you
understand? Whose interests are you really serving here? NOC UNLIMITED
CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION LOOPHQLE!!!! KEEP UNLIMITED BRIBERY OUT OF QUR
DEMOCRACY! 11!

Matt Trappe
24245 Ervin Rd.
Philomath, OR 97370

New Election Spending Route Mulled

Sep 13, 12:31 BM (ET)

By SHARON THEIMER

WASHINGTON (AP} - As one avenue of spending closes to political parties
for the

next presidential election, another route may be opening.

Federal election officials are considering letting the parties for the
first time spend

uniimited amcunts on behalf of their nominees, even if the candidates
accept

» ‘taxpayer money and the spending limits it brings.
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Federal Election Commission attorneys raise the possibility in the FEC's
propeosal to

implement spending rules in the nation's new campaign finance law, which
is set to

take effect after the November election. The commission Thursday began
seeking

public comment on it.

At issue is the level at which outside groups and pelitical parties may
spend on

behalf of candidates for Congress and the presidency, and the degree to
which

they can share information about their spending with those candidates
without it

counting against spending limits.

"There have been major disputes and issues over many years on what the
apprepriate standard for coordination ought to be, and it's going to be a
major challenge tec reach consensus, " said Commissioner Michael Toner,
former general counsel for the Republican National Committee.

The allowable degree of coordination between and among candidates,
party committees and outside groups and individuals takes on added
importance under the new law, which prohibits the unlimited donations
from unions, companies and others known as soft money.

Party strategists have predicted that outside groups will take on some
of the spending.

An increasing amount of the major parties' soft-money spending has been
directed

tc political issue ads run during presidential campaigns. Such ads can
mention

candidates but not directly call for their electicn or defeat.

The new law prohibits the national parties from spending soft money on
such ads

or on anything else; they can only spend limited contributions from
individuals and

pelitical action committees.

A proposal the FEC is considering could open a new source of spending in
presidential races, however. Commission attorneys, citing a 1%96 Supreme
Court

ruling on coordination, suggest letting the national party committees spend
unlimited amounts directly in support of their presidential nominees, as
long as the

spending is conducted independent of the candidates' campaigns.

In the past, parties have been able to spend only limited amounts on
behalf of

presidential candidates in coordination with the campaigns. Under the
propesal, the

parties could continue to spend limited amounts in concert with the
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campaigns,
but would also have the option of spending as much as they wish if it's

done
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independently.

They could spend unlimited amounts even if the nominees accept taxpayer
money
to finance their presidential campaigns.

"It would basically allow the political parties to supplement any public
funding the

presidential campaigns took and to basically run shadow campaigns
alongside the

presidential campaigns," said Larry NHecble, executive director of the
Center for

Responsive Politics, a nonpartisan group that tracks campaign finance.

During the 2000 campaign, Republican George W. Bush turned down public
financing for the primaries and raised more than $100 million from
individuals. The

new law doubles the amount an individual can give to a presidential
cCampaign,

making it possible Bush could raise $200 million or more for the 2004
primaries if he

turns down public funding.

Bush accepted federal financing for the general election. He and Democratic

nominee Al Gore each received $67.5 million in public funding by agreeing

to

> spending limits. With the coming increase in contribution limits, it's not
> 1inconceivable that Bush could do without taxpayer money for the 2004
general

> election as well.
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» Democratic strategist Robert Farmer said he doesn't think the FEC

> proposal would

> make much difference for Democrats facing a Republican spending advantage.
>

> "You'll put more money into the system on both sides, but you're not

> going to level

> the playing field," Farmer said.

>
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»Attn: Mia T. Dinh

»Acting Assistant General Counsel
>BCRApart110@FEC. Gov

»Federal Election Commission

>389 F Street, NW

>Washington, DC 20463

»{800) 424-9530




