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May 1, 2023

VIA E-MAIL 

Roy Q. Luckett, Acting Assistant General Counsel
Christal Dennis, Paralegal
Federal Election Commission
Office of Complaints Examination and Legal Administration
1050 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20463
Email: CELA@fec.gov

Re: MUR 8105 (Representative Katherine Porter)

Dear Mr. Luckett:

We write as counsel to Representative Katherine Porter in response to the January 24, 2023, 
complaint submitted by the Committee to Defeat the President. The complaint alleges that Rep. 
Porter somehow received a prohibited contribution from the University of California, Irvine 
(“UCI” or the “University”) by continuing to live in her own home and pay her own mortgage
under terms she entered into years before first running for Congress. This allegation is meritless. 

Rep. Porter began working as a law professor at the University in 2011. At that time, she 
purchased a home under a University program available to her as a professor. She continues to 
live in that home with her family and personally pay the mortgage and all the relevant taxes and 
expenses. When Rep. Porter was elected to Congress, she took an unpaid leave of absence from 
the University under a pre-existing University policy, and her leave has since been renewed. 
Rep. Porter is decidedly not alone in taking such leave and has not been granted any special 
treatment by the University in taking this leave. Many other University employees have taken 
similar leaves of absence under the exact same policy while also performing government service
or other activities. Under pre-existing University policy, Rep. Porter is also automatically 
allowed to remain in her home while on leave. There is no indication that the University took any 
action with regard to its leave policy or Rep. Porter’s home for the purpose of influencing an 
election. Rep. Porter was able to both acquire her home when she first started working as a 
professor and then to take a leave of absence under the terms of her employment with the 
University and completely irrespective of her candidacy. 

The relevant precedent from the Federal Election Commission (“FEC” or “Commission”) is on 
point and clear. The Commission has already held that there is no violation of campaign finance 
laws when a college or university grants leave to a professor under a pre-existing policy, 
including when the leave involves a continuation of fringe benefits and even if the University 
exercises some discretion in granting the leave. The key question is whether there is a “long-
standing policy [that] is generally applicable to all employees [], and not one that was created for 
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this particular situation.”1 This is plainly the case here, where numerous other faculty members 
have taken leaves for similar periods of time and for similar purposes. There is no indication that 
Rep. Porter received special treatment by continuing to pay her mortgage and remain in her 
home during this time. Indeed, if the University had forced Rep. Porter to sell her home, this 
would have been a severe departure from both standard University policy and the standard 
contracts Rep. Porter signed long before she ran for federal office. 
 
Moreover, in this instance, it is decidedly unclear what the actual ongoing contribution from the 
University to Rep. Porter is alleged to be. Years before first running for office, Rep. Porter was 
entitled to buy her home through a University program. The complaint alleges that the amount of 
the mortgage payments that Rep. Porter currently pays could constitute an in-kind contribution 
because they may be less than the payments that one might pay for some theoretical other home 
under a different mortgage in the area. This is a comparison of apples and oranges. Rep. Porter’s 
housing arrangement through the University is subject to several abnormal encumbrances: for 
example, she owns her home but not the land, the amount she can sell her home for is capped far 
below normal market prices, and she is limited in what changes she can make to the home and 
even to whom she can sell it. When working full time as a professor, she received a standard 
benefit by being able to buy her home, but currently, she is personally paying for her home and 
the limited property rights she receives, and those monthly payments are not being subsidized by 
the University in any ongoing way. There is no justification for the Commission to conclude that 
a contribution has resulted from this arrangement, which was negotiated to reflect the value of 
exactly what was being received without regard to any future potential candidacy.  
 
In sum, there is no basis for the Commission to find reason to believe that a violation of 
campaign finance laws occurred, and therefore it should immediately dismiss this complaint 
against the University and Rep. Porter. 
 

I. Factual Background 
 
Representative Katherine Porter was elected to the United States House of Representatives in 
2018 and has been reelected twice since. She is currently a candidate for United States Senator 
from California. 
 
Rep. Porter is also an attorney and law professor. In 2011, she became a tenured professor at the 
University of California, Irvine School of Law and she remains a tenured member of UCI’s 
faculty to date.2 
 

A. UCI’s Leave Policy 
 

After Rep. Porter was elected to Congress in 2018, she requested a year-long unpaid leave of 
absence from UCI’s law school for service in government, which was granted. Since that time, 
she has requested renewals of her unpaid leave of absence to correspond with her time in 
Congress, which have also been granted.  
 

 
1 FEC Adv. Op. 2014-14 (Trammell) at 3-4 (internal quotations omitted). 
2 Katherine Porter CV, https://www.law.uci.edu/faculty/full-time/porter/porterCV.pdf (last visited May 1, 2023).   
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UCI’s leave policy is governed by the University of California’s Academic Personnel Manual 
(the “APM”), which applies uniformly to all academic personnel in the University of California 
system. The University policies permit leaves of absence for a range of reasons, including 
military service, government service, service to non-profit organizations, innovation and 
entrepreneurship activities, a visiting appointment at another institution, professional 
development, medical reasons, and family and health accommodations. When Rep. Porter first 
requested unpaid leave in 2018, Section 759 of the APM (Leaves of Absence/Other Leaves 
Without Pay) provided that “leaves of absence without pay for other good cause may be granted 
to academic appointees.”3 Last year, the policy was updated to clarify that “Good cause in this 
section may, in appropriate circumstances, include, but is not limited to, leaves for: service to 
non-profit/nongovernmental organizations, innovation and entrepreneurship activities, a visiting 
appointment at another institution, professional development, or medical reasons [], when an 
appointee’s paid leave has been exhausted. When a request for a leave without pay involves 
service or activities with an entity or organization outside the University, the request may be 
approved when the purpose for the leave is one that will enhance the academic appointee’s 
contributions to the University after completion of the leave.”4 The updates further clarified that 
“Academic appointees on an approved leave of absence without pay under APM - 759 remain 
University employees and must continue to comply with University policies on conflict of 
commitment and outside activities.” 5 Additionally, APM Section 750 provides that a “Leave of 
absence may be granted to academic appointees for consultation or other services to 
governmental agencies.”6  
 
UCI requires faculty members taking unpaid leave to submit a request form, the UCI-AP-76. 
Government/public service is listed as one of the reasons for which leave will be granted. The 
first year of leave may be approved by the Dean of the faculty member’s school, while leaves 
greater than one year, or which combined with other leaves total more than one year, will need to 
be approved by the Vice Provost.7 Rep. Porter submitted her leave requests using this form, and 
each leave was approved by the appropriate University administrator. 
 
Under UCI’s leave policy, it is not uncommon for faculty to take extended unpaid leaves of 
absence from the University—in the last decade, at least eight members of UCI’s faculty have 
taken unpaid leaves of three years or more.8 Similarly, it is Rep. Porter’s understanding that 
University of California faculty across the state, all subject to the same policies, routinely take 

 
3 University of California Academic Personnel Manual, Section 759 (2021 redline of Dec. 14, 2000 version), 
https://www.ucop.edu/academic-personnel-programs/_files/apm/apm-759-sys-review/apm-759-sys-rev-redline-
copy.pdf (demonstrating language in place until the 2022 amendments) (last visited May 1, 2023). 
4 University of California Academic Personnel Manual, Section 759 (July 1, 2022), https://ucop.edu/academic-
personnel-programs/_files/apm/apm-759.pdf (last visited May 1, 2023). 
5 Id. (emphasis added).  
6 University of California Academic Personnel Manual, Section 750 (July 1, 2021), https://ucop.edu/academic-
personnel-programs/_files/apm/apm-750.pdf (last visited May 1, 2023). 
7 UCI Office of Academic Personnel, APP 7-18: Leaves of Absence – Other Leaves Without Pay, 
https://ap.uci.edu/policies-procedures/app/7-18/; but see UCI Office of Academic Personnel, APP 7-14: Leaves of 
Absence – For Service to a Government Agency, https://ap.uci.edu/policies-procedures/app/7-14/ (allowing the 
Dean to grant leaves without pay that are greater than 30 days) (last visited May 1, 2023).  
8 See Seema Mehta, What to know about Katie Porter’s housing situation at UC Irvine, L.A. TIMES (Sept. 13, 2022), 
https://www.latimes.com/politics/story/2022-09-13/katie-porter-housing-agreement-with-uc-irvine (last visited May 
1, 2023). 
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extended leaves of absence for government service. 
 
If Rep. Porter is not elected to the U.S. Senate in 2024, she expects to resume teaching at UCI 
once her current term in Congress is complete. 
 

B. University Hills Housing 
 
When Rep. Porter joined UCI’s faculty, she purchased a single-family home in the University 
Hills development on campus. She and her family still live in this home. 
 
The University Hills development was created to provide UCI faculty and staff with housing 
options for purchase or rent near their jobs. University Hills is maintained by the Irvine Campus 
Housing Authority (“ICHA”), a California nonprofit public benefit corporation formed in the 
1980s by the Board of Regents of the University of California (the “UC Regents”) for this 
purpose. ICHA is separately incorporated from UCI and the UC Regents, with its own board of 
directors. 
 
In order to maintain the UCI-centered nature of University Hills, ICHA limits to whom 
University Hills homes may be sold and at what price. This means that while UCI faculty can 
purchase University Hills homes at reasonable prices set by ICHA, they also must sell their 
homes at capped prices set by ICHA.9 Owners of University Hills homes cannot build the same 
equity through rising home prices over time as do homeowners in ordinary circumstances. ICHA 
also provides ground subleases to University Hills homeowners at reasonable rates, and 
University Hills homeowners are eligible to obtain mortgages for their homes from the 
University of California itself. The ground subleases and mortgage agreements may only be 
terminated under specific circumstances, such as separation from the University or a permanent 
change in appointment status. 
 

1. University Hills Subleases 
 
University Hills homes are located on lots owned by the UC Regents, rather than by the 
homeowners themselves or their homeowner’s association. The UC Regents lease this land to 
ICHA, which in turn subleases the land on which the houses sit to homeowning faculty.10 As 
such, when an individual purchases a home in University Hills, either from ICHA or from the 
previous homeowner, they do not purchase the land on which the home is located—instead they 
sublease it from ICHA for a fee.  
 
Because the land on which each house sits is subleased from ICHA, each homeowner enters into 
a standard Ground Sublease Agreement (a “Sublease”) with ICHA when they purchase their 
home. This Sublease governs when a University Hills homeowner must sell their home. 
 

 
9 See ICHA Home Resale Requirements and Resale Restrictions, https://icha.uci.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2017/05/HOME-RESALE-REQUIREMENTS-AND-RESALE-RESTRICTIONS.pdf (last visited 
May 1, 2023).  
10 ICHA, Abstract of Lease for Homebuyers, https://icha.uci.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Abstract-of-Lease-
for-Home-Buyers.pdf (last visited May 1, 2023).  
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ICHA’s standard Sublease, which Rep. Porter signed when she purchased her home, does not 
require UCI faculty to sell their homes when they take unpaid leaves of absence. Instead, the 
contract grants the University the option to require the sale of the home under any of the 
following circumstances: (1) “The Home Owner is an employee of the University who 
voluntarily resigns his position, or whose contract with the University expires and is not 
renewed, or whose employment is terminated by the University”; (2) “The Home Owner is an 
employee of the University who in the determination of the University experiences a permanent 
change to an appointment status not considered to be a career or regular position or to an 
appointment status not considered to be in full-time service to the University”; or (3) an 
individual who is not associated with the University gains ownership of the home (for example, 
through divorce).11 
 
The Sublease makes clear that “In all other cases of changed circumstances including, without 
limitation, the retirement of a Home Owner who is an employee of the University or the 
temporary or permanent disability of a Home Owner who is an employee of the University, the 
Home Owner may continue to hold his or her interest in the Property and to own and occupy the 
improvements on the Property on the same terms and conditions as prevailed before such change 
in circumstances.”12  
 
When a professor is on leave, there is no discretion by the University or decision to be made with 
regard to their housing. While on leave, Rep. Porter is entitled to remain in her home under legal 
agreements she entered into years before first running for office.  
 

2. University Hills Mortgages 
 
Rep. Porter obtained the loan she used to purchase her home through the University of California 
Home Loan Program Corporation’s Mortgage Origination Program. These loans are made by the 
UC Regents, and UC faculty who borrow through the program are required to sign Condition of 
Employment Riders when they sign their loan agreements.  
 
Under this program, “If employment is terminated or, in the case of academic appointees, there is 
a permanent change to an appointment status not considered to be in full-time service to the 
University or UC Hastings, the Program loan is to be repaid within 180 days of such date of 
separation or change in status.”13 However, “Program participation may continue during 
absences for sabbatical leave or other approved leaves of absence.”14  
 

II. Legal Analysis 
 
Rep. Porter’s unpaid leaves of absence during her time in Congress, during which she was 
automatically entitled to remain in her home under her current mortgage, do not amount to a 
corporate contribution from UCI because the leaves were granted pursuant to a pre-existing and 

 
11 Exhibit A, ICHA Ground Sublease Agreement, Section 3.06(b) (emphasis added).  
12 Id. § 3.06(c). 
13 University of California Employee Housing Assistance Program Requirements (July 15, 2022), 
https://policy.ucop.edu/doc/3600675/EmployeeHousingAssistance (emphasis added) (last visited May 1, 2023).  
14 Id.  
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neutrally administered University policy, just as in two recent Commission advisory opinions 
concerning leave for professors, Trammell and Brat. Further, Rep. Porter’s ability to remain in 
her home is not a corporate contribution from the UC Regents or ICHA because any University 
Hills homeowner on unpaid leave is entitled to retain their mortgage with the University and 
retain ownership of their home, per standard contracts and policies. Finally, regardless of the 
University’s leave policy, Rep. Porter is not receiving a corporate contribution because she is 
paying for the value of her home and her limited property rights on an ongoing basis; any 
comparison with how much she would pay for a different home with radically different property 
rights is simply inapposite.  
 

A. UCI’s decision to grant Rep. Porter unpaid leave pursuant to pre-existing and 
neutrally administered policies complies with Commission regulations and direct 
precedent.  

 
Rep. Porter’s unpaid leave from the University comports with previous Commission advisory 
opinions approving leave granted by educational institutions to professors. The Commission’s 
legal analysis in the Trammell and Brat opinions applies equally here and there is no basis to 
reach a different conclusion in this case.  
 
As set forth in the Commission’s previous opinions, the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, 
as amended (the “Act”) and Commission regulations generally prohibit corporations from 
making contributions to candidates in connection with federal elections.15 Pursuant to this 
restriction, “[a] corporation or labor organization may not pay the employer’s share of the cost of 
fringe benefits, such as health and life insurance and retirement, for employees or members on 
leave-without-pay to participate in political campaigns of Federal candidates.”16 However, there 
is also a longstanding and clear exception to the general rule: this prohibition does not apply to 
“fringe benefits for employees on annual leave or other leave which the employee has the right to 
take as a result of a contract and which may be used by the employee for any purpose.”17  
 
Furthermore, employment-related payments are not considered contributions to a candidate 
under 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6)(iii) where “A. The compensation results from bona fide 
employment that is genuinely independent of the candidacy; B. The compensation is exclusively 
in consideration of services provided by the employee as part of this employment; and C. The 
compensation does not exceed the amount of compensation which would be paid to any other 
similarly qualified person for the same work over the same period of time.”18 Under these 
regulations, the Commission has frequently permitted employers to continue to provide 
employees with fringe benefits while they are on leave to run for federal office or through 
severance packages where the employee’s entitlement to take leave or to the benefits is governed 
by a pre-existing and neutrally administered policy.19 

 
15 52 U.S.C. § 30118(a); see also 11 C.F.R. § 114.2(b). 
16 11 C.F.R. § 114.12(c)(1). 
17 Explanation for Part 114, H.R. Doc. No. 95-1a, at 117 (Jan. 12, 1977), https://www.fec.gov/resources/cms-
content/documents/95-44.pdf. 
18 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(6)(iii).  
19 See, e.g., FEC Adv. Op. 1992-03 (Reynolds Metal Company) (permitting corporation to continue providing 
benefits to employee under a “has a pre-existing policy covering fringe benefits and unpaid leave which is 
generally applicable to all employees,” which was “apparently not one created for the benefit of a 
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Specifically, when it comes to a professor taking leave under a university policy, the Trammell 
and Brat opinions control. In these opinions, the Commission held that a college could continue 
to provide fringe benefits to two professors on leave to campaign for federal office.20 Rep. 
Porter’s unpaid leave and her ability to remain in her home during her leave meets the standards 
provided in these regulations and advisory opinions. In particular, the FEC discussed three 
factors in approving the leaves in the Trammell and Brat opinions and those factors apply 
equally here. 
 
First, the Commission observed that it did not appear that “the College [was] creating a benefits 
policy to give [anyone] an advantage as a federal candidate-employee” because the College had a 
“policy of granting sabbaticals for a variety of purposes and generally approving payment of 
fringe benefits during those sabbaticals indicat[ing] the College is according [the requestor] the 
same treatment it affords other employees who are granted leave for other reasons.”21 Second, 
the leave “was a form of conditional compensation for employees,” and third, the leave was “part 
of a consistent policy available to all qualifying employees that is designed to afford [the 
requestor] the same treatment as other faculty members who take sabbaticals for non-political 
purposes.”22   
 
The exact same is true for the UCI policy and Rep. Porter’s leave. First, her leave was granted in 
accordance with a pre-existing policy under which a faculty member may be granted unpaid 
leave for “good cause,” including military service, government service, service to non-profit 
organizations, innovation and entrepreneurship activities, a visiting appointment at another 
institution, professional development, medical reasons, and family and health accommodations. 
Under the University policy, leave is granted if “the purpose for the leave is one that will 
enhance the academic appointee’s contributions to the University after completion of the leave,” 
and/or for service to the government. Rep. Porter’s leave is for an explicitly permitted purpose 
(government service) and will also undoubtedly enhance her contributions to the law school 
when she returns with years of experience as a federal legislator under her belt. Second, Rep. 
Porter’s ability to take her leave was part of her compensation as a law school faculty member 
because it was part of the rights to which she was entitled under her employment starting years 
before she first became a candidate. Third, just like in Trammell and Brat, the contours of Rep. 
Porter’s leave are part of a consistent University policy available on the same terms to other 
University personnel and applicable on the same terms whether an employee wants to serve in 
Congress or take leave for a variety of other non-political purposes. Numerous faculty members 
at UCI and other UC campuses have taken multiyear unpaid leaves of absence in accordance 
with this policy, and nothing in the complaint suggests that Rep. Porter received special 
treatment by being granted this leave for service that will enhance her legal pedagogy when she 
returns.  
 

 
particular employee-candidate); cf. FEC Adv. Op. 2004-08 (American Sugar Cane League) (permitting corporation 
to provide severance package to employee who resigned to run for federal office where providing similar severance 
packages to employees with similar work histories at the company was already standard practice); FEC Adv. Op. 
2011-27 (New Mexico Voice for Children) (same).  
20 See FEC Adv. Ops. 2014-14 (Trammell) and 2014-15 (Brat).  
21 Id. at 4.  
22 Id.  
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The complaint incorrectly asserts that there is a campaign finance issue with Rep. Porter’s leave 
because there is formally a decision that needs to be made by a University official to approve the 
leave; in other words, there is some “discretion.” However, the process and standards under the 
UCI policy is substantively the same as those in the Trammell and Brat opinions. There, the 
relevant college policy stated that “leaves of absence may be granted by the Provost for such 
reasons and for such duration as the Provost believes are in the best interest of the applicant and 
of the College.”23 The Commission found that although the University formally made a 
discretionary decision under the policy in deciding whether to permit the professors to take 
unpaid leave, because continuations of benefits are “generally approve[d] . . . for those granted 
leaves of absence under a pre-existing and ‘long-standing policy [that] is generally applicable to 
all employees of the College, and not one that was created for this particular situation,’” the 
continuation of benefits was not a contribution from the college to the candidates.24 The same is 
true here. There was not some discretionary decision to give Rep. Porter leave that isn’t also 
available to everyone else under the exact same policy. Indeed, it is Rep. Porter’s understanding 
that multiple personnel have taken years long leave from UCI specifically, and that there is a 
long history of professors taking extended leaves in the University of California system for the 
purpose of government service.  
 
Ultimately, the Trammell and Brat opinions are on point and dispositive. The University granted 
Rep. Porter’s leave according to its universal and pre-existing policy, irrespective of her 
candidacy, and not for the purpose of influencing a federal election. Rep. Porter understands that 
the University liberally and routinely grants unpaid leaves of absence for faculty for a wide 
variety of reasons, including, frequently, government service. Just as in Trammel and Brat, and 
under the standards in applicable Commission regulations and a long line of previous opinions, 
there is no basis to find that Rep. Porter’s leave constitutes a prohibited contribution.  
 

B. Rep. Porter’s ability to remain in her home during her unpaid leave is governed by 
standard contracts she signed six years before she ran for Congress.  

 
As referenced above, the entities that are responsible for Rep. Porter’s housing arrangements 
have not taken action to remove Rep. Porter from her home because they are not entitled to under 
the standard pre-existing contracts they signed with her in 2011, years before she ran for 
Congress.  
 
Rep. Porter’s ability to remain in her home is governed by a standard sublease agreement that all 
University Hills homeowners sign upon the purchase of their home. Under that agreement, ICHA 
cannot force her to sell her home simply because she is on an unpaid leave of absence from the 
University. If ICHA did attempt to force Rep. Porter to sell her home because she is on unpaid 
leave, such action would be both a breach of her contract with ICHA and a clear “departure from 
customary practice.”25  
 
Similarly, the UC Regents are not permitted to accelerate repayment of the loan unless Rep. 
Porter resigns her position or other otherwise undergoes a permanent change in her appointment 

 
23 Id. at 2.  
24 FEC Adv. Op. 2014-14 at 3-4.  
25 Id. at 4.  
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status—an event that has not occurred. She is therefore entitled to remain in her home under her 
existing mortgage agreement, just as any other employee on unpaid leave would be. To do 
otherwise would be to subject her to special treatment. 
 
Neither the UC Regents nor ICHA has made a discretionary decision to allow Rep. Porter to stay 
in her home or provide her with a housing benefit while she is a member of Congress. Because 
Rep. Porter is on leave (under the University’s standard policy), she is entitled to stay in her 
home under the contracts she signed years before first becoming a candidate.  
 

C. The allegations in the complaint do not support the conclusion that Rep. Porter is 
receiving something of value from a corporation. 

 
The complaint alleges that Rep. Porter’s ability to remain in her home while she pays the 
sublease fee determined by her 2011 sublease agreement and the monthly mortgage payment 
determined in her 2011 mortgage agreement amounts to an in-kind of fringe benefits because the 
applicable fees and mortgage payments might be less than what other homeowners might pay for 
Irvine property outside of University Hills. However, there is no basis to conclude that Rep. 
Porter isn’t paying exactly the fair market value of what she is receiving as negotiated in arm’s 
length transactions years before she decided to run for federal office. Any comparison to what 
one might pay for a home outside of the University Hills program is inapposite because that is 
not what Rep. Porter possesses.  
 
To be clear, the University is not making any ongoing payments to Rep. Porter in connection 
with her home. Rep. Porter pays her own mortgage and other associated home expenses herself. 
To support the argument that Rep. Porter has received something of value by remaining in her 
home, therefore, the complaint cites historical and present-day University Hills and Irvine home 
prices and argues that Rep. Porter should be paying more. However, Rep. Porter does not have 
the type of property ownership that accompanies a typical Irvine home. The complaint ignores 
that one of the primary benefits of homeownership—the ability to gain substantial equity in the 
home through mortgage payments, and to collect on that equity when the home is sold, is not 
available with the mortgage at issue here. The complaint explains that in 2011, the median home 
price in Irvine was $656,800, and by 2022, it had ballooned to nearly $1.4 million. During that 
time, Rep. Porter’s home, which was originally purchased for $522,645, only increased in value 
by $136,724.26 The numbers cited in the complaint do not indicate that Rep. Porter is getting a 
sweetheart deal, but conversely, illustrate that her arrangement does not have the same benefits 
as typical property ownership. Had Rep. Porter purchased a home outside of University Hills, for 
a similar price but without all the restrictions placed on University Hills homeowners, her home 
would likely be worth much more than its current value of $659,369. Additionally, as stated 
above, numerous other restrictions apply to Rep. Porter’s home: she rents rather than owns the 
land on which her house sits, there are strict limits on whom she can sell the property to, and 
there are significant limitations on what changes or improvements she can make to the property, 
in addition to other encumbrances. As such, while Rep. Porter’s monthly housing payment may 
be less than what some non-University Hills homeowners pay, the value of what she is receiving 
for those payments is substantially less, and it is therefore unclear whether she has received 
anything of value by remaining in her home during her time in Congress.  

 
26 Compl. ¶¶ 14-17. 
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Given the speculative nature of any value Rep. Porter has received by remaining in the home she 
purchased years before she ran for Congress, the Complaint has failed to demonstrate that this 
arrangement resulted in an in-kind contribution to Rep. Porter from a corporation.

***

For the foregoing reasons, Rep. Porter has not received a corporate contribution and/or anything 
of value from any UC entity because she has remained in her home during her unpaid leave from 
the University. As such, the Commission should find no reason to believe that a violation of the 
Act occurred and promptly dismiss this matter.

Sincerely,

Graham M. Wilson
Andrea T. Levien
Counsel to Representative Katherine Porter
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