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SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

, The bill is passed. 

CLERK: 

Page 7, Calendar 677, Substitute for Senate Bill 

451, AN ACT CONCERNING CERTAIN REPORTS REQUIRED TO BE 

MADE, AND NOTICES GIVEN, IN CONNECTION WITH LOBBYING, 

as amended by Senate Amendment Schedule "A". Favorable 

Report of the Committee on Government Administration and 

Elections. 

SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

Rep. John Atkin. 

REP. ATKIN: (140th) 

Mr. Speaker, I move acceptance of the Joint Committee 

Favorable Report and passage of the bill. 

SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

Will you remark? 

REP. ATKIN: (140th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. What this bill would do 

would be to require the Ethics Commission to notify public 

officials in the legislative or executive branch when 

their names or family member names appear on a lobbyist's 

financial report. Traditionally the bill would permit 

a business organization, to which one or more registrant 

belong to file, a single financial report on behalf of its 



registrants, rather than a separate report for each 

registrant. 

At this time, I'd like the Clerk to call an amend-

ment, LCO 2364, previously designated Senate "A". In fact, 

could he call and read. 

SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

The Clerk has an amendment, LCO 2364, Senate "A". 

Will the Clerk please call and read. 

CLERK: 

LCO 2364, designated ^n^jeJ;'A'L, offered by Sen. 

Daniels. 

In line 82, strike out the word "seven" and insert 

the wore! "thirty" in lieu thereof. 

REP. ATKIN: (140th) 

Mr. Speaker, I move the amendment. 

SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

Will you remark? 

REP. ATKIN: (140th) 

Yes, Mr. Speaker. Basically what the amendment 

does is require the Ethics Commission to report back to the 

public official within a 30 day period instead of a 10 

day period. The Ethics Commission indicated, particularly 

when we are in session, that seven days would be a little 

onerous to report back to every legislator who may have 



been listed on a lobbyist's report, so I would urge 

adoption of the amendment. 

SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

Will you remark further on Senate "A"? Will you 

remark further? Rep. Schmidle. 

REP. SCHMIDLE: (106th) 

Mr. Speaker, I don't have the amendment. I don't 

know if anyone else does, but I have not seen it, Senate 

"A". 

SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

There it is, madam. Very brief amendment, inserts 

30 for 7. Will you remark further on the amendment? 

If not, all those in favor of the amendment, please indicate 

by saying aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

All those to the contrary, nay. The amendment is 

adopted. Will you remark further on the bill? Will you 

remark further? If not, will members please be seated. 

Staff and guests to the well of the House. The machine 

will be opened. 

CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by roll. 



Members please return to the Chamber immediately. The 

House of Representatives is now voting by roll. Members 

please return to the Chamber at once. 

SPEAKER STOLBERG: 

Have all the members voted and is your vote properly 

recorded? If all the members have voted, the machine 

will be locked, and the Clerk will take a tally. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER FRANKEL: 

The Clerk please announce the tally. 

CLERK: 

Senate Bill 451, as amended by Senate "A". 

Total number voting 132 

Necessary for passage 67 

Those voting yea 132 

Those voting nay 0 

Those absent and not voting 19 

DEPUTY SPEAKER FRANKEL: 

The bill as amended is passed. 

CLERK: 

Page 7, Calendar 681, Substitute for Senate Bill 

No. 568, AN ACT CONCERNING POST-JUDGMENT REMEDIES, as 

amended by Senate Amendment "A". Favorable Report of the 

Committee on Judiciary. 
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O'Neill and have their photograph taken with him. So, the 

members here are Fire Chief Edward McGee who directed the 

operation, Captain Joseph Casini, Past Captain Gene Sharkey, 

Assistant Chief Jack Keefe, Third Lieutenant Nicholas Keefe, 

Past Captain John Granite, Jr., Eugene Atkas and John Thompson. 

So if you will please give them our usual welcome, I would 

appreciate it. (Applause) 

THE CHAIR: 

Are we ready to proceed? 

THE CLERK: 

Yes, Mr. President. 

Page two of today's Calendar, under the heading Favorable 

Reports, Cal. 274, File 416. Substitute for Senate Bill 

No. 451. AN ACT CONCERNING CERTAIN REPORTS REQUIRED TO BE 

MADE, AND NOTICES GIVEN, IN CONNECTION WITH LOBBYING. Favorable 

report of the Committee on Government Administration and 

Elections. The Clerk has amendments. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Daniels. 

SENATOR DANIELS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I move the 

adoption of the Committee's favorable report and passage of 

the bill. 
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THE CHAIR: 

The Clerk please call the amendment. 

THE CLERK: 

The Clerk is calling the first of two amendments. 

Senate Amendment Schedule A. LCO 2364. Senator Daniels. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Daniels. 

SENATOR DANIELS: 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the amendment and 

waive its reading and be allowed to summarize please. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, you may proceed. 

SENATOR DANIELS: 

All this does is simply inserts or erases the word seven 

and inserts in its place "thirty." Basically what the amend-

ment does is give the Commission thirty days in which to let 

a legislature know what lobbyists have put him or members of 

the family on the list. I move its adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 

Do you wish to remark further? If not, all those in 

favor signify by saying Aye. Those opposed Nay. The Ayes have 

it. SENATE AMENDMENT SCHEDULE A IS ADOPTED. 
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THE CLERK: 

The Clerk has Senate Amendment Schedule B. LCO 2383. 

Senator Skelley. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Skelley. 

SENATOR SKELLEY: 

Mr. President, I move adoption of the amendment and ask 

that the reading be waived and I be allowed to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, you may proceed. 

SENATOR SKELLEY: 

Mr. President, the amendment before us basically says 

that the Ethics Commission may not investigate anonymous 

complaints against any individual that it happens to have 

jurisdiction over. It is my feeling that those of us in pub-

lic life, public office, and recognize the fact that we live 

in a goldfish bowl, and we accept that freely, but it is my 

feeling that any individual can make a frivolous or false 

complaint against that individual and that, in fact, if he 

is unscrupulous that that individual can then go to press or 

to the media and if the press is irresponsible, which they 

never are, would then probably end up publishing that and 

putting it in the paper. Well, we all know basically that 
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if anyone of us happens to be accused of a wrongdoing, we 

probably would end up on page one. After the Ethics Com-

mission found out the complaint to be frivolous and, in fact, 

unwarranted, we would probably end up in the D section on 

page twenty-seven. 

My feeling is that and my discussions with Mr. Eaton 

has been that he concurs with that. He said that it would 

not disrupt the way in which the Ethics Commission currently 

does business since the only way they can investigate an 

anonymous complaint is through the Commission directing them 

to do so. He has been very helpful in working this out and 

I would ask the circle's support. 

THE CHAIR: 

Do you wish to remark further? Senator Zinsser. 

SENATOR ZINSSER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. If I could, Mr. President, a 

question to Senator Skelley, through you, sir. 

THE CHAIR: 

You may proceed. 

SENATOR ZINSSER: 

Senator, did I understand you to say that you have talked 

with Mr. Eaton at the Ethics Commission and he approves this 

amendment? 
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THE CHAIR: 

Senator Skelley. 

SENATOR SKELLEY: 

Through you, Mr. President, both Senator Daniels and I 

have spoken to Mr. Eaton, sir. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Zinsser. 

SENATOR ZINSSER: 

And he does approve of this amendment? 

SENATOR SKELLEY: 

Yes, sir. He had no problem with it. 

SENATOR ZINSSER: 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Do you wish to remark further? Senator Schneller. 

SENATOR SCHNELLER: 

Yes, Mr. President. Through you, a question to Senator 

Skelley. I just want to make sure that we are looking at the 

same amendment. Is it LCO 2383. 

THE CHAIR: 

Correct. You have the right amendment, Senator Skelley? 

Yes, you do. 



SENATE 1642 

18 
ROC 

SENATOR SCHNELLER: 

Well, if I read this correctly, the amendment on lines 

25 and 26, eliminates the ability of the Ethics Commission 

to investigate any matter on its own complaint. That's my 

question because it eliminates from present statutes "or 

upon its own complaint," and I am concerned that it would 

tie the hands of the Ethics Commission and it was my under-

standing that the thrust of your amendment was that the 

Ethics Commission would not be able to investigate a matter 

that was submitted by an anonymous individual. Wasn't that 

the intent of your amendment? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Skelley. 

SENATOR SKELLEY: 

Through you, Mr. President, that is correct. If the 

amendment is flawed, I would be more than happy to P.T. it. 

SENATOR SCHNELLER: 

I am a little concerned that the amendment wa<§ not 

corrected and that we are using here the old amendment and I 

think that we should P.T. it. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, the matter is P.T'd. 
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Is that what you wish to do Senator Daniels? 

SENATOR DANIELS: 

Yes, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, .so ordered. 

THE CLERK: 

Cal. 487, File Nos. 203 and 741. Substitute for House 

Joint Resolution No. 41. RESOLUTION CONCERNING CANADIAN 

HYDROPOWER, as amended by House Amendment Schedule A. 

Favorable Report of the Committee on Government Adminis-

tration and Elections. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Daniels. 

SENATOR DANIELS: 

Mr. President, might I ask that this be Passed Retaining 

its Place? 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, the matter is Passed Retaining. 

THE CLERK: 

Returning to Page two of today's Calendar, Cal. No. 274, 

File 416. Substitute for Senate Bill No. 451. AN ACT 
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CONCERNING CERTAIN REPORTS REQUIRED TO BE MADE, AND NOTICES 

GIVEN, IN CONNECTION WITH LOBBYING. Favorable Report of 

the Committee on Government Administration and Elections. 

This matter was previously P.T'd. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Daniels. 

SENATOR DANIELS: 

Mr. President, I believe we already moved for the 

adoption of this bill and we also had the amendment approved. 

With your permission, I would just simply like to state 

what the bill as amended is about. 

THE CHAIR: 

Now was there an amendment "B". 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, Amendment "B" was called. 

SENATOR DANIELS: 

Mr. President, I believe Amendment B has been withdrawn 

by Senator Skelley. 

THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, it was officially called and it is my 

understanding that now it should be officially withdrawn. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will someone move that the amendment Schedule B be with-

drawn. 
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SENATOR DANIELS: 

I so move, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered. 

You may proceed on the bill as amended, Senator Daniels. 

SENATOR DANIELS: 

Mr. President, this bill will require the Ethics Com-

mission to notify public officials in the legislative or 

executive branches when their names or the names of members 

of their immediate family or their staff appear on a 

lobbyist's financial report. Such notification will be re-

quired to be sent within thirty days after receipt by the 

Ethics Commission and include the name of the lobbyist who 

filed the financial report. That is basically the bill, Mr. 

President. 

If there is no objection, I ask that it be placed on 

the Consent Calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

Hearing no objection, so ordered. 

THE CLERK: 

Page five, Cal. 433, File 622. ^enate Bill No. 418. 

AN ACT CONCERNING PAYMENT FOR AUDITS OF EDUCATION GRANTS. 
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MS. DOW: (continued) 
ask you not to give this proposal your favorable vote. 

REP. ATKIN: Thank you, Linda. Questions? Thank you. 
J.D., followed by Representative Baronian. 

MR. J. D. EATON: Good afternoon. I'm J. D. Eaton, Executive 
Director and General Counsel of the State Ethics Commiss-
ion. I'd like to comment on 4 bills: Senate Bill$ 
265^51, and House Bills 5480 and 5664. 

Two of the bills, Senate Bill 265 and House Bill 5480 
suggest — direct that the Code of Ethics be applied to 
sheriffs in one case and to judges in another. And that 
in each case they file Statements of Financial Interest 
with the Ethics Commission. 

The Ethics Commission has no objection to having the 
Code of Ethics apply to sheriffs. It would hope that 
the — that what sheriff sees applied to the — Code 
applies to would be spelled out in the bill. 

It strongly recommends that they not be required to 
file Statements of Financial Interests. Many of you 
have just filed or are going to process a filing of 
statements, you're familiar with what that statement 
requires you to disclose. It's business of which 
you're associated, real estate interests, securities 
that you own over $5,000, income but no amount of income, 
just the source of income, and if you get income of over 
$1,000 from that source. I'm not sure what the — what 
the basis is for having sheriffs file Statements of 
Financial Interests. My guess is that it's not going to 
help reveal conflicts of interest on the parts of sheriffs. 
It may be that it's so dimly related to a State purpose 
that — it's a question whether you can ask and to file 
this information. 

With- regard to having the Code of Ethics applicable to 
judges, I'd like to, for the — insofar as probate judges 
are concerned, support what Linda Dow has already said. 
And the same thing is true with respect to judges. Judges 
are subject to both statutory — both probate and superior 
court judges are subject to both statutory restrictions 
on their conduct and to their separate Codes of Judicial 
Conduct. These are administered by a council that's somewhat 



MR. EATON: (continued) 
like the State Ethics Commission. Each council has 
some public members. They file Statements of Financial 
Interests that are pretty much identical to what the 
— what people file with the State Ethics Commission, 
although in the case of probate judges, they —- their 
requirements for reporting fee and honorarium are a 
little more stringent. 

And in a cases of judges, the — they have to report 
not only the source of income, but they have to report 
the amount of outside income. 

Both bodies or both types of judges are subject to 
punishment under the Statutes, that's greater than the 
Ethics Commission can assess. They can be suspended 
from office, which the Ethics Commission cannot do. 

And it seems to me that the judges hold a special 
position in our society, in our political system, and 
that the slight differences that there are between the 
procedures and rules for judges and those for the rest 
of the public officials and state employees in Connecticut 
are justified by that special position. 

I think you all know that although the probate — the 
Council on Probate Judicial Conduct used to have all 
confidential proceedings. They and the Council — Judicial 
Review Council now have preliminary confidential proceedings, 
and then open proceedings. 

So the systems are very much the same and I think that 
Ethics Commission recommends that they remain the way 
they are and that you take no action on that bill. 

Senate Bill 451 would require the Ethics Commission to 
send a copy of any financial report filed by a lobbyist 
which h^s the name of that public official or a member 
of his family or Staff on it. And the reason it would 
be on it is because the person had been a beneficiary 
at a — at an occasion costing $50 or more which is hosted 
by that lobbyist. 
I've -.- I've got some statistics and a statement here which 
show what happens in a typical month/— what I. think is a 
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MR. EATON: (continued) 
difficult month. May 83, there were 37 registrants reported 
posting 73 reportable occasions at which legislators have 
benefited 337 times, other public officials 45 times and 
about 250 family and staff. 

The legislators and public officials add up to 382 and 
derive from these 37 financial reports we'd have to make 
382 copies. We would not have to send that many envelopes 
because some public officials appear on more than one 
lobbyist report. But copying and sorting and mailing 
these copies would be a significant administrative 
burden and expense that the Ethics Commission could 
handle. 

In addition to the 73 agents and that's for one month, 
the 382. In addition to the 73 occasions reported at 
which the named persons would benefited, there were a 
half dozen or so committee parties and five receptions 
for which no names or the names of only a small percentage 
of the guests were supplied. And one of these was a 
reception at which every legislators was invited and 
over 500 people attended. 

It's been the practice of the Ethics Commission if it's 
pretty clear that the food and drink consumed by an 
individual at one of these receptions for it's very difficult 
to keep track of who is attending, not to demand the 
names if it's pretty obvious that there is no, that the 
food and drink is per individual is going to be under 
$50. If in order to fulfill the requirement imposed by 
this bill, hosts are going to have to keep track of who 
comes to these things. The host can probably do a pretty 
good job on it. But I think the Ethics Commission is 
going to have a severe administrative load. And as you 
see there are a couple of unanswered reports enclosed 
which examplify the report that the Ethics Commission 
gets. 

I'm loosing my voice as I get to the most important bill. 
Yes, I know. The last bill is 5664 and this is the one 
that is based on a discussion that the Committee had with 
me and with Pat Sullivan at a previous public hearing. 
It has three parts. One would have the, one that would 
modify both the codes to have the Ethics Commission notify 
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REP. ATKIN: I noticed the last two bills, the Ethics 
Commission has not yet taken!, the action 

MR. EATON: That's correct. 

REP. ATKIN: Is this more or less your opinion? Is the Ethics 
Commission going to be meeting shortly? 

MR. EATON: Wednesday. 

REP. ATKIN: Wednesday. Okay. So we have a meeting scheduled 
for Wednesday. Perhaps we'll put off action on these 
until the Commission meets. And if you could be available 
at the actual meeting where we take final action to 
discuss the Commission's final opinion on these it would 
be handy. 

MR. EATON: Your meeting, I think, is at 10 o^clock, And the 
Ethics Commission meets at 2. 

REP. ATKIN: Right. Well, we won't put these on the --

MR. EATON: Oh, that would he fine. 

REP. ATKIN: We'll hold them off till a further meeting. I 
just have one quick, question on the 451. Concerning 
the Commission notifying legislators of, if they're 
interested on one of these reports, 

You said that you doubt the present Commission's staff 
would be able to carry out the terms under the bill of 
this bill and 265 under which sheriffs and deputies would 
file statements. How about if that one didn't pass? 

MR. EATON: I think it would unless you really want to know 
if these 500 person receptions. If yon want to know 
everybody who is there, then you've got a monumental 
administrative task. 

REP. ATKIN: Well, obviously — 

MR. EATON: But it's not the way it is now. 

REP. ATKIN: The way it's filled in now, I noticed one of 
them says legislators. It doesn't even list their 



REP. ATKIN: (continued) 
names. So obviously the Commission would not be 
responsible for notifying legislators if the word 
legislators appeared on a report. But if the individual 
name was listed, it would. The other inequity in looking 
at this form is that you may ask the Commission to address 
say, rather than necessarily response now. A couple of 
cases says Phil Robertson plus 5 people, Rep. Beckett-Rinker 
plus 200 other legislators. 

MR. EATON: Well, I can't explain that either. 

REP. ATKIN: But the point is, it would certainly be unfair or 
I'm not sure if it's unfair, but there is a problem with 
one legislator being listed and obviously 200 is inaccurate 
but if it said 20 other legislators, perhaps clearing up 
the justification for listing one legislator and others. 
You know, having one name listed on the report. Maybe 
you can discuss that with the Commission. 

MR. EATON: It depends upon how concerned the legislature is 
about having this information. If they are really concerned 
I think that the people will be much more careful about 
keeping track and they can do it. 

REP. ATKIN: Representative Jaekle. A question? 

REP. JAEKLE: Yes. On judges filing of their financial statements. 
Are those statements open to the public? 

MR. EATON: Yes, they are. 

REP. JAEKLE: The way the legislators' statements are? Are 
the requirements virtually identical? They must publically 
disclose sources of income in excess of $1,000, Ownership 
beyond a certain threshold. Board of directorship, member-
ships, officers of bank or big corporations. 

MR. EATON: They don't have to require, they aren't required 
to report business of which they are associated with. 
And that may be that is a matter of practice/ They 
aren't under the code of judicial conduct. They aren't 
associated with many. As far as income is concerned, they 
have to report both the source and amount of outside income 
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MR. EATON: (continued) 
where everybody else just says over a $1,000. 

REP. JAEKLE: Does it extend to members --

MR. EATON: Yes. 
REP. JAEKLE: Excuse me, I'm sorry. Does it extend to members 

of their immediate family? 

MR. EATON: Yes, it does. 

REP. JAEKLE: Members of the legislators. 

MR. EATON: Members of their immediate family report essentially 
identically with everybody else. Business which associated, 
soure of income over $1,000. 

REP. JAEKLE: They have to disclose real estate, homes. 

MR. EATON: Real estate holdings, securities. Just about 
everything that everybody else did prior to this year. 
It doesn't have to — 

REP. JAEKLE: But not businesses with which associated with. 
Meaning an officer of a bank. They have to disclose that? 

MR. EATON: The judges do not. 

REP. JAEKLE: The judges do not. 
MR. EATON: They would have to report if they were a director 

and they got any income whatsoever, they would have to 
report that because they have to report sources and 
amounts of income other than their judicial salary. So 
I think it would come out that way. 

REP. JAEKLE: Okay. Actually I was very happy that my name 
didn't appear on neither of the samples that you submitted 
to us on the lobbyists reporting. But it did strike me 
that having seen this, I'm not a drinker for one, but 
I guess that I do see that there would be some benefit 
of legislators realizing that every time they're partaking 
the generousity of a lobbyist that their name is indeed 
is in black and white. 



REP. JAEKLE: (continued) 

This is the first time I have every seen one of these 
and I would think if a legislator was routinely getting 
a couple of these per month, a few a month, he indeed 
decide he should analyze the amount of lobbying contacts 
for the type of law being contacted, he has, and that 
this disclosure to the legislator that is listed, might 
indeed be one of the more meaningful disclosure that we 
could require in our statutes. If we could overcome 
what apparently you're saying is an administrative 
obstacle or certainly a problem in getting this out 
to the legislators. I just think having seen this, 
I'm probably a little more mindful and I would think 
legislators in general would be if they were getting 
copies that their names appear on. Do you see that as 
a benefit to legislators? 

MR. EATON: I'm not sure of the benefits to the legislators. 
I think it could be useful and it's useful to the 
Commission. And I think that people would be much more 
careful reporting these matters if they know that if they 
don't report it, a legislator is going to say I was there 
and I never got a copy of it, where's my copy. And then 
if we don't have anything to provide, we'll check into 
it. 

REP. JAEKLE: Thank you. 

REP. ATKIN: Representative Swensson. For a brief question. 

REP. SWENSSON: Yes. How many people do you have working in 
your office? 

MR. EATON: Four. Two attorneys and two paralegals. 

REP. SWENSSON: Oh. I don't realize. You're going to earn 
your money in the next year. You really are. 

MR. EATON: I hope I've been earing it in the past. I've 
tried. 

REP. SWENSSON: You've convinced me. Now the other one is 
on legislators, not just judges, but it seems that 
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REP. SWENSSON: (continued) 
as though I gave that form that we just received as a 
legislator to my husband and I thought that there was a 
new form inserted in that code of ethics of reporting 
what we have or what we own individually. I thought 
that was sealed and no one would ever see that unless 
you were called. 

MR. EATON: That's correct. The inserted part, the part 
listing clients and customers giving you over $5,000 
of net income, you or your spouse or dependent children 
and debts, assuming that a bill, a technical bill is 
passed by the 16th of April, debts will be a confidential 
thing. That's not seen. 

REP. SWENSSON: But that wouldn't apply to judges. They 
don't get that. 

MR. EATON: The judges spouses have to report the clients 
and customer in a confidential addenum. Everything 
else as I understand it,for judges is a matter of 
public record. 

REP. SWENSSON: But when I send mine in as a legislator 
with that private, someone does see that before it's 
sealed. It is available for the public. I mean I may 
have some secrets I'd like to keep quiet from my husband. 

MR. EATON: Everything is available to the public except 
your clients and customer list and your list of debts. 
The rest of it is a matter of public information and 
never gets sealed. Anyone come in and brouee through 
it. Yours and anybody else. 

REP. SWENSSON: I'm sorry that I don't have that with me, 
but it seems that my husband said, don't worry just 
put that down and its sealed and no one sees it. But 
maybe we — 

MR. EATON: There is only a part of it that's sealed. 

REP. SWENSSON: Is this something that was new this year. 

MR. EATON: Well clients and customers has been there all 
along and the debts is new and the changes that were made 



MR. EATON: (continued) 
to our statements of financial interest effective on 
January, don't appear in the Probate Judges and the 
superior court judges but other than that, they're 
pretty much the same. 

REP. ATKIN: Thank you, Dave. Rep. Torpey. Quickly we only 
have a couple minutes left on the agency head section. 

REP. TORPEY: On that 451 about the lobbyist or the Ethics 
Commission notifying the people that were on in the 
legislators, supposing that you just change that the 
lobbyists would have to send copies to the people that 
they listed on that report. 

MR. EATON: That would be splendid as far as I'm concerned. 

REP. TORPEY: That would cover the same thing. And the 
other thing is on the judges, why wouldn't they just 
everybody that files one of those statements of their 
holdings, why wouldn't everybody in the state file 
it with your committee. 

MR. EATON: We have a — you set up two councils by statute, 
one for probate judges and one for superior court judges. 
And it seems to me that if they got responsibility for 
everything else with regard to conflicts of interest 
and so on that they should be the repositories of 
those statements. And the statements are a little bit 
different, but in both cases, a little more demanding. 

REP. TORPEY: Thank you. 

REP. ATKIN: Further questions? Thank you, Dave. I have 
three more speakers. It's now three o'clock, if you 
each promise me a minute and a half, I'll go ahead with 
Rep. Baronian, Ryan and Ben Auger.otherwise I'm going 
to have to put you after the public sector and we'll 
call you when the time would come ahead. 

REP. BARONIAN: All right, I promise that I won't take 
longer than a minute and a half. Actually I'm here, 
State Representative Maureen Murphy Baronian, the 20th 
Assembly District, to testify to SB 448 which is the 
proposal by the Governor for an Office of Inspector General. 
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feel is a serious allegation, and therefore they don't 
act, and they only act, I think when there's some evidence 
that says that this allegation might obviously be a serious 
violation. 

I think it's really important when we look at this section 
of the law, to realize one of the most important parts of 
the Ethics Code is the enforcement power, and probably 
one of the most important things we did in 1977 when we 
passed the Ethics Code was to give the commission the right 
to act on their own complaint. This is one of the major 
provisions which our code has that makes it much better 
than some other states, though there are other states that 
have this revision, I think we have to be real careful 
how we do this so that we don't hamper that provision 
when we do it. 

Another section in there says that you can file one business 
entity, a partnership can file one report on all their 
clients. I am a partner in a group called Legislative 
Services. Between us we have seven clients, which means 
altogether for ourselves we file 14 reports, and we also 
file for a great number of those clients. So we probably 
file around 20 reports every month. I do not find that 
a huge, great burden, but if you want to try to eliminate 
some of those reports, I think it makes much more sense 
to say that when we both are registered for a client, we 
can file one report for the client. 

It's very difficult when you don't do an hourly rate to 
determine how much of the fee the client pays a partnership 
belongs to me, and how much belongs to Kathy. And I think 
so that's really important, that maybe you even get a 
better forum if you do it that way. The way the bill's 
drafted, I think what you're going to get is going to 
be very confusing. 

I also — Common Cause supports Senate Bill %*51, which 
is the notification of public officials. We believe this 
bill would allow public officials to be sure that the 
reporting requirements are being complied with fully and 
correctly. I understand Mr. Eaton's problem and I would 
strongly support more staff for Mr. Eaton's, the Ethics 
Commission, but I don't think we're going to get that, but 
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I do think that we should look at way we could do this. 
I think it would enhance the enforcement of the code. ^ 

We also believe that sheriffs and deputy sheriffs should 
be put under the Ethics Code. The financial reporting 
that you want from sheriffs, I think, if you looked at 
what you all fill out, it doesn't make much sense in 
terms of sheriffs. What we want to know, or at least 
what a lot of people I know are concerned about, is how 
much a sheriff actually earns from his duties. That will 
not under the filing system that you all file and if that 
is truly what people are trying to find out, then that's 
what they should report. They should not be required, — 
it's really going to be a useless exercise to have them 
required to do the same kind of reporting you all do. 

I have to admit that putting the judges under the Ethics 
Code is very tempting. Every time we think we finally 
have the judicial code being the same thing as the public 
officials code, we find another problem with it, and again 
this year we have found the problem with it, but I think 
we're better off if we amend the Code of Ethics for judges 
and the Code of Ethics for Probate Judges to deal with 
these problems instead of trying to put them under our code. 
We have tried to set up a parallel system. We still 
haven't quite gotten there, but we're getting there, and 
I think that that's probably the better way to go.. 

The last bill I'd like to speak to is An Act Preserving 
The Integrity of Voter Lists. We actually support a great 
deal of this bill, but I am concerned with Section 3, 
which limits the number of special assistant registrars 
that a registrar can deputize, and leaves it up to the 
registrar who those people will be, except in those instances 
where certain people can petition for a voter registration 
session, the registrar will decide where and when special 
registration sessions will take place. 

There are towns in this state where the registrar of voters 
makes a great effort to do door to door registration and 
hold registration sessions in public places, and there are 
towns in this state where such efforts only take place when 
outside groups initiate such efforts and do the registrations 
themselves, and there are towns where such efforts are very 


