Robert P. Dickson|Attorney|rdickson@dicksonlegal.com

August 4, 2016
Via email and first class mail
Philip E. Stutzman
Public Disclosure Commission
PO Box 40908
Olympia, WA 98504-0908
phil.stutzman@pdc.wa.gov
Re:

Response Complaint Filed by Chris Hurst, PDC Case 6365

Dear Mr. Stutzman:
The purpose of this correspondence is to respond to the assertions made regarding Mr. Darrel Dickson in a letter
dated July 8, 2016. After an exhaustive review of the circumstances, including the relative positions of the
participants alleged to be involved, it is clear that Mr. Dickson is innocent of the allegations put forward against
him at the behest of Representative Chris Hurst.
Enclosed, please find the following exhibits:
A. Email correspondence (between Connor Edwards and Holly Dickson)
B. Email correspondence (between Connor Edwards and Karen Jensen)
C. Email correspondence (attached to Rep. Hurst’s PDC complaint filing)
D. C-1PC form – Concerned Citizens of Enumclaw
E. C-1PC form – Citizens for a Better Enumclaw
F. Declaration by Susan Etchy
The issue at the core of this investigation is the proper use and reporting of campaign donations. Specifically,
Mr. Dickson is accused of having failed to report in-kind contributions associated with the creation and
distribution of a political mailer and the publication of an editorial. The following are responses to the specific
allegations contained in the July 8, 2016 correspondence.
1. Accepting over-limit in-kind contributions from Karen Jensen and Citizens for a Better Enumclaw
because of Mr. Dickson’s involvement in designing and facilitating two mailers that opposed Kimberly
Lauk that were sponsored by CBE as Independent Expenditures (RCW 42.17A.405(14)).
RCW 42.17A.405 outlines the limitations for campaign contributions. For independent Political Action
Committees, direct contribution limits are $1,000. Rep. Hurst alleges that the independent Political Action
Committee operated by Karen Jensen (Citizens for a Better Enumclaw) made an in-kind contribution to Mr.
Dickson’s campaign by facilitating mailers that opposed Ms. Lauk’s candidacy (Rep. Hurst’s daughter).
The renewed complaint is based on information provided to Rep. Hurst by Conner Edwards, a former aide to
Senator Pam Roach. Mr. Edwards volunteered to assist in Mr. Dickson’s reelection. He was never granted
decision-making authority on behalf of the campaign. Specifically, Mr. Edwards worked to produce a campaign
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mailer about Ms. Lauk’s troubled financial past. Mr. Dickson generally disfavors negative campaigning, a fact
that was fairly widely known. After some discussion, Mr. Dickson rejected Mr. Edwards’s proposed mailer. After
Mr. Dickson’s rejection of the mailer, Mr. Edwards moved forward with the mailer’s production on his own.
During Mr. Dickson’s initial dealings with Mr. Edwards, the mailer was done with an eye towards using Mr.
Dickson’s campaign committee, entitled Concerned Citizens of Enumclaw (“CCE”). At no time did Mr. Dickson
authorize or coordinate the distribution of any mailers through other independent PACs. In fact, the email
exchanged between Mr. Dickson to Mr. Edwards, rather than raise concerns about Mr. Dickson and his alleged
coordination, it demonstrates legal activities of a campaign:

Exhibit C.

As indicated in Exhibit C, Mr. Dickson contemplated using his campaign committee (CCE) to distribute the mailer,
not an independent PAC (CBE). Furthermore, the mailer was never distributed by Mr. Dickson. Consequently,
no contribution, in-kind or otherwise, was generated in relation to Mr. Dickson’s consideration and rejection of
Mr. Edwards’s proposal. There has been no violation of the RCW by Mr. Dickson or his campaign committee.
2. Failing to report in-kind contributions from Karen Jensen and Citizens for a Better Enumclaw for the
value of its two mailers (RCW 42.17A.240).
The correspondence contained in the new PDC complaint seems to indicate that Mr. Edwards was confused
regarding the roles of the different committees alleged to be involved. For instance, the email contained in
Exhibit C was in response to Mr. Edwards’s request to review the proposed mailer. As noted above, Mr. Dickson’s
reelection committee is “Concerned Citizens of Enumclaw.” It is not an independent PAC under the RCW. Exhibit
D. (Ms. Jensen’s filing is attached as Exhibit E.) In 2015, Mr. Dickson change the name of his campaign committee
from “Friends of Darrel Dickson for City Council” to “Concerned Citizens of Enumclaw.” Id. It appears that Mr.
Edwards is confused about the characterization of Mr. Dickson’s campaign committee. This is evidenced by Mr.
Edwards’s own email that accompanied the PDC correspondence. Specifically, he states the following:

Exhibit C.
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There was no coordination between Ms. Jensen, CBE and Mr. Dickson. In fact, Mr. Dickson disapproved of the
mailer. See Exhibits A and B. Mr. Edwards’s efforts to find another entity to publish and distribute the mailer is
the antithesis of coordination with Mr. Dickson. Rather, Mr. Edwards went ahead with his project after the
candidate refused, because “he no longer wanted to send this [mailer] out because he thought it was too
negative.” Ex. A.
In an email exchange with Mrs. Holly Dickson (Mr. Dickson’s wife), on September 22, 2015, Mr. Edwards
acknowledged that Mr. Dickson had rejected the ad.

Exhibit A
Clearly, not only did Mr. Dickson separate himself from the project, he expressly did not want the mailer sent.
On his own volition, Mr. Edwards chose to push forward. Exhibit B.
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Exhibit B.

It appears that Ms. Jensen accepted the invitation from Mr. Edwards to produce and distribute the mailer. Ms.
Jensen did not have a role in his campaign. She was not a decision-maker, nor did Mr. Dickson coordinate with
her regarding reelection strategy. Ultimately, Mr. Edwards approached Ms. Jensen contrary to the candidate’s
wishes. Ex. B. Representative Hurst’s second round of allegations is as meritless as his first.
3. Failing to report in-kind contributions from Susan Etchey for the value of her online news magazine,
Enumclaw Echo, because of Mr. Dickson’s alleged involvement and funding of Enumclaw Echo (RCW
42.17A.240).
Mr. Dickson did not receive in-kind contributions from Ms. Susan Etchy for the value of her online publication.
Ms. Etchy confirmed as much in a written statement enclosed with this correspondence:
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Exhibit F.
Representative Hurst appears to be seeking to use the PDC as his personal investigative arm, to gather
intelligence on political opponents of him and his family. His scurrilous websites and wild conspiracy theories
make clear that whatever compelled production there may be to the PDC will be fodder for him – information
that, absent the meritless accusations, he would never be granted access to and that he could not use to retaliate
against those who disagree with him. The PDC should not allow itself to be used by Rep. Hurst in this manner.
His efforts to get the PDC to investigate an on-line newspaper raise serious questions under the protections
under the First Amendment and Washington’s constitution to the right to speak and publish. I expect that any
effort to compel production of additional information from the Enumclaw ECHO would face prompt
constitutional challenge. Until last year, had Rep. Hurst attempted this tactic individually, he would have been
exposed to serious liability under Washington’s Anti-SLAPP statute.
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Conclusion
This allegation of failure to report in-kind contributions was already examined by the PDC. Based on our review
of the facts, Mr. Hurst has provided nothing new to prompt re-opening the investigation. First, the underlying
evidence refutes any violations by Mr. Dickson or CCE. Mr. Dickson ultimately rejected its publication and
distribution of the mailer. See Exhibits A and B. As a result, no “contributions” were generated and
consequently, RCW 42.17A.405 limitations were not triggered. In fact, at the time of the initial work on the
mailer, Mr. Edwards’s communiques indicate that his proposal was to use Mr. Dickson’s campaign committee
(not CBE or any other independent PAC).
Second, as indicated by Mr. Edwards’s emails between parties, Mrs. Jensen did not act on behalf of, or in
coordination with, Mr. Dickson. See Exhibit B. Rather, after Mr. Dickson withdrew his support of the mailer prior
to its dissemination, Mr. Edwards took it upon himself to find an alternative outlet to distribute his mailer. Id.
Finally, Ms. Etchy denies ever receiving funds from Mr. Dickson in exchange for the publication of a favorable
piece in her online news publication. Ex. F.
This investigation should conclude with a prompt PDC finding that Mr. Dickson did not violate any campaign
finance laws and a second dismissal.
Sincerely,
DICKSON LAW GROUP PS

Robert P. Dickson
cc: Client
RPD:3073-072116
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Exhibit A
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Exhibit B
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Exhibit C
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Exhibit D
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Exhibit E
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Exhibit F

