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B.Z TRE CC:C4ISSIOIi: lie have been asked the followxnq . 
questions by Jo?m Cm Flarrlssey, Pacific Gas and Electric . 
Company: 

The Pacific Gas and Electric Compan'y (hereinafter 
PG;X:) ersploys several 1oboy:sts and approximately 26,080 
other residents of the State of Callfornra, amonq '.ihom 
there are undoubtedly certain individuals !.no are leqisla- 
tive officials, agency officials, state candidates, or 
members 05 tne immediate families of such officials and 

,-- candidates. PGE% has asked tne follo\:lnq questions con- 
, cerningsiks reporting obliqatrons as an employer of lobbyists: 

(13 AK< salary payments to such persons sub]ect 
to disclosure as exchanqes under Government Code Section 
86109(d)??/ 

(21 If such salary payments are subject to drsclo- 
sure as czxchanqes, are "frirqs benefits" and other forms of 
indirect compensation paid for the 'benefit of employees 
also subject to dzsclosure and included in determininq 
whether the employee has received ln excess of $1,000 1n 
salary? 

(3) Are salary payments to such persons subject to 
disclosure as -payments to influence leqlslative or admlns- 
trative action- under Section 86lOY(c)? 

(41 If such salar; payments are subject to disclo- 
sure as pyments to influence, are "frinqe benefits" and 
other forxs of indlrcct compensation paid fcr the benefit 
of all crmployces also subject to disclosure? If salary 
payments to such individuals are ssJb]ect to disclosure by 
PG&E, cltier as gexchanqesN or Wpayments to influence 
leqrslative or administrative action,M tk,cn 

.-al statutory references are to the Government Code 
unless oK.herwrse noted. 
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BEFOPE THE FAIR POLITICAL PPACTICES COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

Opinion requested by 
Dugald Gillies, Vice President 1 
California Association of Realtors ) 

) 

No. 75-063 
November 4, 1975 

BY THE COMMISSION: We have been asked the following 
questions by Dugald Gillies, Vice President of the California 
Association of Realtors: 

The California Association of Realtors will sponsor 
its fourth annual Legislative Day in Sacramento. It will be 
attended by realtors, realtor associates and employees of 
local boards of realtors. The event this year is scheduled 
to parallel with a meeting of the Association's Board of 
Directors, and some of the people attending Legislative Day 
also will attend the Board of Directors' meeting. The salient 
facts are as follows: The program involves, among other things, 
contact with legislators from the districts of individual real- 
tors. Employees of local boards attending the program will 
not be paid compensation for this activity. It is, however, 
the practice of many local boards to reimburse their members 
for expenses incurred in attending the program. 

The California Association of Realtors is an employer 
of a lobbyist. A few of the local boards of realtors also are 
employers of lobbyists, but this opinion is not concerned with 
these boards. 

(1) If a local board expends $250 or more during a 
month to reimburse individuals for expenses incurred in attend- 
ing Legislative Day and the Board of Directors' meeting, is this 
a payment to influence legislative or administrative action? 

(2) Would such a board become an employer of a lobbyist 
and be required to file a report? 

(3) If a report were required, but no further amounts 
were expended in subsequent months, would reports be required 
for the subsequent months? 
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(4) If a board sponsors a dinner to which their legis- 
lative representatives are invited, and the board incurs $250 
or more in expenses, what are the reporting requirements under 
Proposition Nine? 

(5) Would the answer to question No. 4 be different 
if the legislator paid for the cost of his meal at the dinner? 

(61 In the event that a local board did not incur 
any expenses in connectron with Legislative Day, but did incur 
$250 or more in expenses in connection with sending members to 
the Board of Directors' meeting, and if the proportion of 
participation in activities related to the legislative program 
resulted in $250 or more in expenditures for that purpose, would 
the local board thus become an employer of a lobbyist and be 
required to report? 

CONCLUSION 

(1) A payment of $250 or more reimbursing expenses 
incurred by attendees at Legislative Day and the Board of 
Directors' sessron is a payment to influence legislative action. 

(2) A local board would not be an employer of a lobby- 
ist but would be required to file a report. 

(3) No reports would be required for any month in 
which no payments are made. 

(4) The local board is required to report the amount 
expended on dinners which their legislative representatives 
attend as a payment to influence legislative or administrative 
action. 

(5) The conclusion to question No. 4 is not altered 
by the fact that the legislator pays the cost of his dinner. 

(6) A local board making a payment of $250 or more to 
send members to the Board of Directors' meeting for the purpose 
of participation in the legislative program is required to re- 
port, although rt does not thereby become an employer of a 
lobbyrst. 

ANALYSIS 

(11 Any person who makes payments of $250 or more in 
value in any month to influence legislative or administrative 
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(51 and (61 ;t the present tJre, the 1obbyJst 
employer has no affJr.7atJve 0blJgatJon to 0otaJn tne nanes 
of SpecJflcd parsons. For the purposes of rcp@rtJnq under 
Section S6109(d), the lobby:st c-player 1s dccT?d to hav.J 
used reasonable dJlJgence Jn the preparatlcn of tha rei'ort 
Jf the cnplo>er reports on the basJs of Jnformzticn ?n his 
~oss+2ssion at ths tJma of f111nq.~~ The erplo;er 1s not 
requlrcd to make spccJfJc inqulr; conccrnlnq t!-ic status of 
Its employees unless such JnciuJry would be xade Jn the 
0rclJnary course of busJncss. If the Pair PolJtJcal ?ractJces 
COLILSS~CJ~~ p~1b1ishe.s a list cf elective state offJcJals, 
1egJslatJve offJcJals, aqency officials, state cardJdatcs 
and thcJr JmlwdJatc far?Jlles, the 1obbyJst e-nployer 1~111 be 
deeRed to have kno,-ledge of sucn persons and !.Jll be recIuJred. 
to repor-t those e:.chanqes whJcn exceed $1,000, Jn accordance 
wJth 2 Cal. AdrnJn. Code ScctJons 18cx5@(c) and (d), whJch 
provide: 

1.’ 

' (cl In the absence of a 1Jst of specJfJed 
persons and spezifled ousJ"ess entJtJes 
published by the C@mTJssJon, fJlers report:nq 
exchanges under Go:er;~meht C&e Sections 
86107 and 86109 are requJrcd to report @nl- 
other!jJse reportable exchanqes !-J.th persons 
or busJncss entJt:cs ac~uall; kn@!/n to me 
specJfJed persons or spccJfJed buslncss 
fJnLltlcs on the bas1.s of JnformatJon Jn the 
poss'essJon of filers at the I-Jae of the 
f111ncJ. There 1s no rec;uJrerrent to make 
specific JnquJ:y of persons or business 
entJtJen unless suc11 JnquJry hould b? made 
in [the] ordJna.ry course of business. 

fdl In the extent the CwJTJssJon publishes 
a 1Jst of spcc~f~ecl persons ?L- a list of 
specJfJed business entItles or both, then 
fJlers J-eportJnq e:.cYJangcs pursuant to thJs 
sectJon !:rll be cleeqcd to ha\e knoxledqe of 
the names of persons or LusJness entItles 
which arc shown on such 1Jsts. 

Approved by the CorrAlJs?Jon on October 1, 1975. 
Conc.urrJnq: Drosnahan, Lo;,cnstc~n and l!Jllcr. ~orm~s~oners 
Carpenter and Waters b'erc absent. 

DanJei H. Loi cnsteJn 
ChaJrman 

Sec;ion SlOO4 rcquJrcs reports to be verJfJcd, 
stating that the fJlCr has used all rcasonaolc dJl:qcnce 
Jn Jts prcparatrcn. 


