
tate af Catriforr$a
ffi
iH Air Political Practices Commissio4

4L
i.o. sox goz. SAcRAMENTo, 95804 "' lloo K srREEr BUltDlNG, sAcRAMENro, 95814

liovenber 10, 1976

Dear Mayor Quig 1eY:

At its November ine6ting, the Fair Political Practices
Conmission instructed the staff to send you thj's letter in
iieu of the formal opinion which you requested. The Conmission's
action was based on ihe fact that in light of recenl1y concluded
litigation in the ltendocino County Superior Court, your
Jpinlon reguest no longer raises a substantial question of
interpreta€ion un<jer ehe Political Reform Act.

In your opinion request, you asked whether an
attorney who is a puUlic official must disclose the identity
of a client, pursuint to Governnent Code Section 87207 |b\(2),
when the client has paid the attorney's 1aw firm a fee of
which the attorney's Pro rata share is $1,000 or more. You
stated that the altorney's rePresentalion of the client was
a matter of public recoid but the client had reguested -thatthe attorney not disclose this fact in his statement of
Econonic Interests.
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The Honorable william P. Quigley
I4ayor, City of Merced
800 liest 20E,h St.reet
Merced, CA 95340

t7a-50/

Re: opinion Reque sc
No. 75-119

On october 7, 1976, findings of fact and conclu-
sions of law were signed and judgment $ras entered in the
case of llays v. wood, No. 36319 (Super. Ct., oct.7,1976l
(copies otEEese-aoc uments are enclosed). This action involved
preiisely the' sane issues posed by your opinion request and
Lhe court, rejecting each of the arguments suggested to you
by Mr. Adams in his letter of Apr il 22, 1975, concluded that,
Section 87201 (b) (2) is val id. Specifically, the court held
that:

Governnent Code section 87207, subdivision
(b) (2) ls a valid provision of law as applied
to attorney-public officials. It does not
violate the attorney-client privilege, the
right of pr ivacy of either t-he attorney-
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official or his clients, or the riqhtequal protection of the'1aws:"- -""'
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ff you have. any further qquestions concerning this:i$;:, please conracr ,ui"r,""i"iir"=I]="n attorney on our

Sincerely, /a

N/'^9-'*^/
Michael Bennett
Executive Director


