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(Th'e House .. reconvened -at 8: 19 o'clock .P· :m., 

Speaker Donovan in the Chair.) 

SPEAKER DONOVAN·: 

The House will please. come :back to order. 

Will the "Clerk please .call emergency· Sertified 
.. t' 

Bill Nurtlbe·r 551. 

THE GLERK.: 

EI"(lergenc_y C:ert·ified Bill -55:1, AN ACT CONCERNIN.G 

C~EAN ELECTIONS. 

SPEAKE·~ .OONOVAt:J : 

Th~ Chair of tne .GAE committee, Rep.r.esentative 

James Spallone; you have the fl·oor, ·sir. 

REP. SPALLONE (36th.)·: 

T.han~· _you, "Mr.. Speake'r, and good evenin·g. 

M·r. S.peaker, ·I move for. pas·sage of the .emergenc_y 

certified bill. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Question is on pas~age of the bill . 

. will you remark? 

"REP. SPALLONE (36th) :· 

Thank you, ·Mr .. Speake·r • 

Mr-. Speake·r, ·the "bill be.fore us, s·en.ate Bill. 551, 

I' • ----.---
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is designed to ·react to a ruling by the Second Circuit 

Court of Appeal~ in the matter of Gre·e·n Party versus 

Garfield, a case conc.e.rning the .C.itizen Elec::;tion 

Program. 

An.d members will .recall that in 2005, in a 

-s.p.ecial ses:;;ion in December of that year, the 

Legislature. passed a campaign finance reform a.ct that 

was sweepirig ln scope. And that iristitu~ed, for the 

first time ~n the State of Connecticut, ~ public 

financing program for state elections, that of co~rse 

is v~luntary for candidates --·in which candidates may 

participate yolunt_arily· -- ·excuse me -- and it covers 

~he race.s· for soverno,r, constitutional o.f.fices and the 

St"ate .Legislature. And in 2006, it was -- in ~008,. it 

wa~ employed for the f.irs·t time· for -- in 2008, it wa~ 

employed for the 'first time for. ele.ction to membe·rs of 

tbis body, and by all accounts it wa·s succes·s·ful. 

un·qer th·e ·volun·tary public financing s_ystem, a 

candidate can ~ollect small contributions and receiv~ 

a .grant from the .Cit.:j.zen Election )?rogram. The 
. 

can.d_idate agre.es to. ·the spending limits that are se-t 

by_the progra~, can't accep~ other public funds, 

·private funds, can't .accept PAC contributions·. In 

addition to .enacted public f'inancing, this body also 

.. ' 

' ...... : 
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enacted a. ban on lobbyist co.nt·ributions and cont.ractor 

. contributions, and t·he· contractor ban was enacted, ~nd 

the record shows -- the legislati~e record and now the 

court record shows that it was enacted in reaction to 

certain scand~ls in our state concerning state 

contractors and their influence on government 

officials .throug}1 their. contribut-ions to campa.igns and 

their ·solicitation of contributions to campaigns. 

An~ as everyone kno~s, there were scand~ls 

involving b6th branches -- two, at least two of the 

branches of our state gove,rnment, municip·al officials 

and the most· famous one invo~ved our then sitting 

governor, Gov_ernor Rowland, who resigned. of.fice. 

Ther·e. w.as al.s-o included a lobbyist ban, and the 

lobbyi~t ban really followed in the wake of over 100 

years of concer.n p.bout the influence of lobbyi.sts 'in . 

. the capitol datin~ back to the late 19th century and 

moving through the. 2pth century, news reports dating 

f·rom as ear.ly as .189.4., with concern 'about toe passage 

of a bill and the improper influence of lobbY,ist.s 

then. In the Waterbury scandals of 1938 and then in 

the la_t·ter half of the 20th century, there were 

st.atistical studies and .surveys done concerning the 

influence of lobbyists on government activity an.d 
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ca~pa,ign,s and polls ·showing that bqth lobbyists and 

legisla.tors. we·re concerned abqut this influence. And 

so in 1990, this body passed a sessional ban s6 that 

lobbyists would not be able to make contributions 

while the L~gislature was .in. ses·sion in order to avoid 

undue influence or the 'appearance of undue. influenc.e, 

which our c.ourts have said i.s also an important factor 

for a legislative body t6 consider when passing any 

kind of restr-ict~o.rfs·. 

Mr. Speaker, shortly after this Legislature 

passed and Gover.h"Q'r :Rell s.igned the Citizen Election 

Program. bill, litigation was begun .in the federal 

district court here in Connecticut and that was 

started ·shortly, ·r·ea~~y shortly after passa~e of the 

bill ·and ·worked its w·ay through the system. 

During that "litigation, Judge Stefan Underhill 

found that the l~bbyist ban and t"he contractor· ban and 

' the solicitation bans were constitutionaL, struck down 

anqther part of the !"aw·concer.ning third-- minor 

party provisio.ns, and so-ca.lled i•trigC].er provisions" 

regarding supplemental g.rants t.o candidates. That was 

appealed to the Second Ci.rc.uit and the Second Circuit 

finally ruled"in the midst of this ~lection season on 

Jul,.y i3th of 20.10. And in the· Se,cond .Circuit's 

00.5690 
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op-inion, our lobbyist ban was struck down as 

uncons·ti tutional :infringement on. First Amendment 

rights. 

The contractor and lobby,ist solici ta·tion bans 

were also struck down. The contractor ban, the 

contractor cont.ributi.on ban, was uphe.ld, and the 

t·rigger provisions· ·re9arding S\.lpplemental grant-s t.o 

candidates who face high spending, pr,ivately-funded 

opponents, or certain independent expenditures were 

also s·truck down.·. 

•. 
Th~ good ne¥s is that the court uph~ld the core 

principles of the Citizen "EJection Prog_ram. Th~ 

·c.i.tizen· El~ction Pr.ogram and public financing are 

constitutional, ~nd that has-been law for over 30 

years c;iating· bac·k. t_o th.e cas.e of Buc-kley versus Val.eo, 

and the court f"ollowed that· and our system remains 

subs~antial~:Y in,ta.ct. However, we do have. these 

issues which 'we need to addre.ss. And :Mr. Spe.aker, 

this bill does meaningfully address ·the Second Circuit 
• I 

opinion-. 

And with that, I would-like to summarize the 

sections of t·h~ b.ill befor.e us this evening·, a bill. 

· ·that wi.ll .al.low us to move forward. in this ele·ction 

season. with the Citizen Election Program, with our 

.. 
; . . ~ 

. .. . . . . 
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Section 1 repeals the fLrst three sections of 

Section 9-717. And this is now what's known 

inf?J,mously qS th:e "tj,me bomb provision" o.r the 

"rev~rter clause," ar:tC:.l this ~as the section t.l:iat would 
. . 

provide that if the Cit.izen Electi.on P·rogr·am was. 

enjoiped from. giving .out. -grants to qualif.i"ed 

.· candidate.s for a certain perio_d of time, that the 

entire S~Y5tem ·would be automat~.~ally repeal.ed. and we 

w9uld retu~n tb 2005 election law. 

It would effectivel_y automat-ically repeal the 

Citi:zen Election ·Program. That time bomb provision~ 

that rev.erter clause, has been. ·rep·ealed .in this· bil1 

.:j,n -favor of a. traditional se.verabilit.y' c.l-ause, and a 

traditional s."ever.ability claus·e says that if a part of . . 

· thi~ law is £ound to be unconstitutional, then the 

other -part.s may stand ·and the program may conti.nue as 

designed. 

Several secti.ons of the bl.il are -- r~peal the 

supplemental grant provisions-,· and. the suppJ..emental 

. gr~nts w·e,J:"e designed in the· original syst.em t0 make. 

publicly financed candidates competi t:;i:ve i_n certain 

situations. And those situations were if a candidate 

was facing a· high-spending; ·nonparticipating opponent 

....... 
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or was the subject of independent expenditures that 

went beyond tne Citizen Election Program gra-nt. 

And toe· cou·rt held, ·following a recent Supreme 

Court decision, q.. case· of, I believe, .Davis versus 

FEC, that trigger p~o~i~ions chill the speech 
. . 

uncon~t~tutionally of those who would spend beyond the 

·· partic·ipating candidate 1 ·S lir;ttits .. 

So tho·se are al.l repealed in certain sections. 

Some section.s are conforming t.o make sure that the 

enti.re t-r.igge~ provis;io.n·s are repea.led. ·So Section 2 

.is part of that. T s·ho~ld add that Section 1 

clarifies that Ci tl.zen Elect·io.n ·program pa·rticipant·s 

may reta:i.n ·their funds if the ·program. is .a.ffected by 

court decision and S:pend those. 

No~~ in Sect.ion 3., the bil,l increase's the 

participating gubernatorial candid.ate grant, adjusts 

that grant fr.om 3 millio~. to. 6 mi·llion dollars 'for the 

gene.:ra·l election. That is do.n~ in o·~der t,o make in 

the· -- in order to fulfill the intent of the original 

Citizen Election Program law and to provide !3 
. . 

part~c.ipating cand;idat.e with a competitiv.e g.rant 

during the general e.lection sea·son.. It 1 .s· impo.rtant to 

note that . th-is gran"t:, thi.s adj ust~J~.ent cop._fo·rms to 

historic.al tre·nds i'n ·Spending by winning candidates in 

.-

... 
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·general elections for governor. And I think it's . 

. impor.tant, for the record, to point out som~ of the 

amo·unts -that were sp.ent in recent general elections. 

In 1998, the winning ti.cket of John Rowland and 

Jodi Rell spent. $.6, 940,3.42. In. 2002; the w-inning 

ticket spent 6,000 -- thank you~ Mr. Minority 

Leader -- ~pent $6, :S82, 070. A,nd in 2008, the win·ning 

ticket spent $4 1 08~,418. So your average winning 

amount i~ just over $6 mill.ion, and the average amoun.t 

'S.P~~.nt. by winners or losers is approximately 

$4.5 million. 

So ·the concept he.re is to make sure that, 'in the 

absence 9f ·the sys·tem that wq.s changed by the Second 

Gircuit Court of .App.eals, a candidate can be 

competi't.i ve ·as intended by the .original la.w. And in 

light. of .. adjustment~ being made and in iight of t'he 

law finally going through two election c.ycl.es, 

including a statewi~e'one, the ~ill at the end 

inc::ludes a comp~ehensi ve report th~t. will be done 

every two· years. by· ·the SEC ·regarding spending amounts, 

amounts ·returned, independent expenditures, and so 
. . 

forth, a.nd re·commendations regarding ·any adj'ustni.ents 

that are needed to the grants . 

Sections 4 Section 3 also contain~ an 

,.· . ,·. 

. . ~ .... 
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important provision defining when a candidate, who is 

a participating cand.:j..date i'n the program is ~n opposed 

candidate~ rt draws a bright line saying, if 

you '.re -- if a person .i,.s nominat·ed by petition or 

gets -- or en~orsement, et cetera, of another major 

party., y.ou are -- and. you're a participating 

candidate, you are oppo·sed throughout t:he· election 

season.·. 

Now, Section r contains so~ething new. Section 7 

defines '"b~ndl;i:ng" in Subdi v.:ision 27 and "slate 

committee·'', in Subdivisi.on 2'8. And bundling is ·the 

gather.ing toge-t'her and forwarding by a, lobbyist, a 

communic·ator lobb~i·st of contributions of five ·o.r :more 

that a.r::e forwarded ·to a .candidate committee or other 

co:rmnittee. ,And that· i.s defined .be:c.atlse it is g.Oing to 

. be ba·nned in· thi.s bill_. 

S.ect·ion 8 adds ·client lobbyist to existing law in 

order to clarify that. Section 9 restor~s the 

sessional lobbyist ban that was in place fqr nea~ly 20 

·yeax:s prior to the .el'l.act'meh:t of this law in order ·to 

make sure sine~ under the feder·al cour:t' s decision 

lobbyis.ts c:an make contribut.ion·s to make sure t·hey•·re 

n9t made during the session and unduly influencing 
. 

candiq~te_s and members .-()·f this body. 

· .. ·., 

... ·· . 
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And also lobbyists who are contributing to either 

p·arti.eipating or n.onparticipatin9 candi.dates are 

limited to a hundred-dollar contribution. And th~ 
' 

court made. it qui t:e c1ear ·that there's a big· 

di.stinct,ion be.tween an outright ban a·nd a limitation. 

And th~ court welcomed l.imi t.ations but. applied very 

strict scrutiny to.bans b~cause they affect 

fundamentai First . Amendment. rights. Whereas 1 the 

court ha.s he.ld that. y.ou have a ·right to a~ least 

express ~dur support for a candidate and the 

nominal -- the. limitation will accomplish that balance 

betwee:n .b~i.ng able to show that supp0rt and being able 

to -- to limit the po~sible· co.rr.osi ve influence of 

high contributions. 

The next section prohi.bit.s state contracto·r 1 

Sectio.n 10 1 .from. ina king solicitations from their 

employees or their subcontractor's principals after 

January ,11 20.11. Ag·ain.1 the court was not please.d 

with our g·ene~al ban on contractor .soli.citations, bu.t 

noted that limitations narrowly tailored to carry opt 

compellil')g. state interest-s are appropriate·. 

Sec~ ion .11 allow.s cont.r.ibutions. from comm·unicator · 

lobbyists and their famil.ies ·to be deemed qu.alify.ing' 
I 

contributions to Citizen Election Pro9ram candidates . 

. •, 
• I .• 

... . . . . "-
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Section 12· deletes the· reference to communicator 

lobbyists· t.o· comply wi t·h the qualifying contribution's 

-language.. And then Sect.ion l3 contains some te·ahnic·al 

. ' adjustments and changes to election la~ to, frankly, 

make things .a little bit mo·r·e. simple for our 

treasurers and emP.loy -a lit.tle bit o_f- common sense in 

some of these issues ~n order to -- for, first, food 

or beverages brought for consumptio.n at a committ·e_e 

meeting t-hat's not a fund-raiser. If they do~'t 

exceed, $·50, t~ey're· not -a cont-r_ibution; and de ml.nimis 

actions like e-ma·ils, ·mes.s·a.ges from comp.ute.rs, c.ell 

_phones .and so forth -- excuse me· and so forth are· 

not contributions. Display of a lawn sign is not a 

contribution. 

Th'is bill al"so contains language· to clarify the~-

value of la.wn signs for F>articipating: candida:te·s and a 

reduction of grants accordingly . 

.Section 15 is another repeale·r regarding t.he 

supplemen:ta·l g~ants for independent expenditl.lre·s, and 

S.ection 14, backing up one, .is the report I referred 

·to .. 

So, Madam ~pea.ker, thi,s bill on b_alance. provides, 

.as: I said at the beginning·, a meaningful .re·sponse to 

the S.e.c·on:.d Cireuit in that it, one, prevents tl:re ·time 

I', e 
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bomb in our law f·rom go.ing off; two, it more narrowly 

tail·o·rs .our r~gl.lla.t.i.on of contractor and lobbyist 

participation in elections so that the court ~ill not 

be conc~rned that-the xights of those i~diYiduals ~re 

unduly cu·rtailed, but at the same· time. we're 

recognizing t·he· co·rrosive influence of those 

contribut·ions or solicitat.ions and making sure that we 

are t~ying -- w~ ~~e removing, effectively, the undue 

inf.luence of special-.interest monies in our campaigns. 

And it al~o provides an element of iairnes~· in raising 

those bas~ grants·f~r the·~ubernatorial candidates, 

adjusting those g·~an:ts app-ropriately .. 

And s.o on ~alance_, Madam Speaker, this .is ·t:he 

bill tha·t ·.ne·ed$ to ·be passed by tni·s. General Assembly, 

signed by this Governo.J;" w,ho ~o ~-ffecti vely stood up 

for th~s underlying 1aw .five short years ago. And I 

urge _passage in .conc.urrence with the Senate. 

Deputy Speaker· Kirkley-Bey in the Chair. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Thank. you, Representative Spallone. 

Will y-ou remark furthe.r? 

Representati v~ McClus-key, you have the .floo.r.,· 

'ir• 

··,·.. ··~------:-~-
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sir. 

~E:P. McCLU_S_KEY (20th): 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

·_ A few ques-tions,~. through you,, to the proponent of· 

the emergency certified bill • 

.DE-PUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY--BEY: 

Representative Spallone, prepare yourself. 

Representative McCluskey, please proceed. 

REP_. t4cC:LU"SKEY (_20th) : 
.J 

:rhan-k you, Madam Spea ke_r . 

Madam Spea~er, for purposes of legislative 

=intent. The Second Circuit s·:t·ruck down the outright 

ban on . .lobbyi-st .contributions.. Th,e eme .. rg·ency 

certifiedbill before us Li~its contributions by 

lobpyists to $100 f"or par.ticipating and for 

nonparticipating candi_dates. 

What is the basis for the $100 li_mit_ amount? 

T.hr.ough you, ~adam Speaker. 

DEPUTY S·PEAKE-R KI:RKLEY-.BEY: 

_Representati:ve _Spallone. 

REP-. SPALLONE_ (36th): 

·Through_ y.ou, M.~dam Speaker, to Represent_ative 

.McCluskey·, when the Ci ti.zen Election: Progr.aii\ ·wa_s 

de_veloped in- 20-05, the Legislatur.e decic:l,ed that a 

- l -- -- -~- - --
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. range of ~5 to $100 was ·an appropr.i-ate range of 

contribut,ions to qualify for a grant unc;t."er the· Citize·n 

Election Program. 

And the General. Assembly_, at _the· time, felt that 

a hundred dollar limit .was .a-n appropriate balance. It 

allowed· individ"u.a.l_s to ·sl:low Sll:pport for a candida.te .. 
tha·t· they would like t·o see e.lected a·s a symbolic. 

sp·eech act., but. did ·not lead to an ~ppeara-nce of undue 

influe·nc.e -or the threat of corrut>t.ion. 

And the working g·ro1:1p members, of which I believe 

the gentleman .'was. one who worked on the final version 

~f the law, felt that there was a need for bo~h p~blic 

funding ~nd strict limits on t_he role of .lobbyists and· 

.co-ntracto.rs to c.ombat a public perception of· undue 

·~pecial-lnteres·t influence on policymaking. And the 

courts have found that combating eit:he.r actual or 

perceived con~·up~·ion i.s a ·legitimate state act·ion-. 

And, you know, the Second Circuit ruled there 

wasn't enough evidence on the record to b.an ·tne 

lobbyist contributions. The law wasn't closely drawn 

to ·our an-tic.orrupt-ion irite·rest, ·but the -court did 

welc·ome limit~ on such cont_ribut-ions that were 

rea.sonabie .. And this limit, bei.ng in line with our 

lim.it .on our upper liml t on qualifyin·g 

·005.7'00· 
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contribution$ strike.s such a ba1anc.e, Madam Speaker. 

DE.PUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Representative McCluske_y. 

REP. McCLUSKEY (20th)·: 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

Through you, another question to the -- to the 

proponent of· th,e. eme·rg·en.cy certified bill. · The Second 

C~.rc\lit. al:so stru.c.k down as unc.onsti·tut.ional ce·rtain 

parts of the grant program, as you're bringing out the 

bil+, you referred to the so-called ''t.rigger 

provisions," which ent.itled the parti·cipat·in.g 

candidates to more resources based on a 

nonparticipating ·c;andidate' s expenditures, and also · 

the provision had to do with additional 

resource·s based on independe·nt expenditures 

exp.endi t.ures- by outside or.ganizations. · 

This· legislation today cont.emplates raising· the 

init.ial ·grant to $6 million for the governor' s· ra·ce, 

only up from $3 million, but down from ·the $9 .million, 

w.hi~h ·the .P,articipating 9'·ubernatorial candidate would 

hav.e be.en eligible for had all three pools of ·mone.y 

maxed out. Does raising the grant amount conform to 

the cou.rt's the Second Circuit .Court's opinion . 

And why did we cboose tl:le $6 million figure? 

. .005701 
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Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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Through you to Representa t.i ve McCl uske.y, the 

$6 million fi·gure is a·rrived at through an historical 

analysis, which I mentioned at. the be.ginning .whe·n 
. . 

describing the bill, based on the average figures 

spent by winnin.g ticket.s in t"he last thre·e e.le·cti.on 

cycles. 

The Second. Ci.rouit wa·s. primarily concerned about 

the method by ·which the canoidate re.ceive.d tpe extra 

gr.ali.t mo.nies·. And the Court was quite c1ear i.n saying 

that .a Legis·l,ature cannot tie th.e fssuan·ce of grant 

money to the spend~ng ot an opponent. 

And so we've ;repealed those trigge'r provisions, 

but -- so in that respect, this bill. abSolutely 

complies with. t})e Second Circuit's holding and ·with 

the Supreme Court pre.cedent on which. the -court relied. 

In setting a base gr~nt, adjusting it to 

6 millio.n, we are. c-arryin.g out the original int.ent of 

the Citizen El·ection Program by coming up. with a 

.figur.e that is competitive, that can make a 

'· .,. 

00.5"702 
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pa_rticipating candidate. compet·i ti ve -.... ·one who 1 s 

not -- well,· at t.he same time not tying it ·to the 

oppon.ent 1 s spendi:ng· .. 

And as Repr.e.sentative McCluskey .·pointed out,- a 

c.andidate, a _participating candidate could act'ually 

have acces-sed up to $9 million with bot.h triggers in 

place for independent expenditures and for q. 

high-spending opponent. And here we are settling :at 

$·6· million. 

Through you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Representative McCluskey. 

REP. McGLUS.KEY (20th): 

Thank ¥0U, Mad~m s·peaker .. 

T.hro·ugh you, f·or -- al_so f"o.r· purposes of. 

le~islative ihtent, the Second Circuit also stru~k 
. . 

down on the gene·ral ban. on iobbyist and cont·ractor 

sol.icitation. And this bi.ll has a mor.e limited 

·prohibi ti~n on lobbyists soliciting thei.r own ctients 

and.the state ·contractor soliciting their employees or 

subcontractors' principals. I:s ·this more li~ited 

·· proh.il:>i tion permissible under the Second CJ·rcQj, t "s 

Through you, Madam Speaker . 

·. 
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Th-rough you., Madqm. Speaker, to Repr·esen tati ve 

McC.lu:skey. The Court didn't give direct on what 

hypothe.tical iaws w.oul.d. or would not pas~ 

constitutional mus·ter, but the Court did, in its 

opinion, .write about .how an .ou.tright ban .raises their 

c.oncern and r.eq:uir.es the app-lication .of the strict 

scrutiny standard because o.f t"he effect on the . 

person's .cons.ti tutional rights to free ~peech and 

politica~ opportunity. 

I,n fact -- and "the.y wrote that a ban accomplis·he.s 

what I just sa~d as opposed to a limit which, q:uotej 

merely ·restricts those First Amename·nt freedoms as 

oppo~~d to a ban which eliminates their rights to 

express. their sU·pport .. 

So in this case, in t-his -- excuse me .-- in this 

·bill, we've 1n$tituted a limit on both lobbyist 

sol.ici tat ion and on lobbyist donations, which I 

believe certainly follows the direction o£ the court. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLE.Y-·BEY: 

Repr-e.sentati ve McCluskey . 

• : .. REP. McCLUSKEY (20th).: 

. : 
·•. 

-...... -.-··---
. I 
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Madam Spe.a·ke.r, .my last ques·tion to t.he proponent 

.o.f" t~he emergency certified bill .is on bundling. We 1 ve 

defined bundling as a means· of forwarding 

contribut.ions. by a commu·nicato.r lobbyist or an agent 

of such .lobbyist, . i-nc.luding but not l'imited to f·amily 

members. This·bill ·will allow limited contributions 

by lobbyists now·, but ·will pr<;>hib,it tne ac.ti vi ty o·t-

J:mndl.ing for 

Do you believe that this prohibition is likely to 

run afoul of the ·second Cir·cui t 1 s rulin.g on f:t;ee 

· speech a.s thi.s couJ,.d be ·construed as soliciting, which 

the Cou·rt said we could not p.robibi t? ·Through you, 

M.adam Speaker. 

DE.PUTY S-PEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Representati.ve Spallone. 

REP. SPALLONE (36th): 

Throu9~ _you, Madqm Spea.ker·, t.o B:epresentative 

McCius.key, the bundling ban which. is ·included in this 

bill, which would not_~un afoul the Second Circuit's 

deci,sion because it is na.rr.owly· tailored. It 1 s 

n~rrowly tailored'to ban solicitation by lobbyist~ 

:f.rbm their own clients. 

It 1 s nar·ro.wly tailored to ban bundling itself, 

'I 
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rather than simple $Olici.tation: of persons other than 

their clients. And it's narrowly tailore.d·with 

respect to contractors because it. ban~ solic-itation 

·:from their employee·s and subcont·ractors. 

1\nd·~he court"-:-- while the working group's 

·proposal to ba.n l.obbyis~s from soliciting or fr_om-. 

donat~ng ~as broad and ·sweeping and accomp],i-shed the 

goal ·of removing. that influence frol"(l.. our .system, the. 

Cou·rt found that it· w.ent t.oo far. 

And in the c-a.~e Of N.ixori versus Shrlnk Missouri 

Government PAC, ·the court did state in spea.king o·f 

imprope.r influence·, it: spoke of opportunities for 

abuse. as well as quip pro qu.o arrangement·s and 

recognized a-concern not confined to bribexy only, but 

to the bro"ader ·threa:t f'rom _politicians to comply with 

"the wishes of large cont_.ributors. 

And in its decision, the Court wrot.e that whi1e 

the State, ,in the case, h.ad argued that the ban got to 

the heart o.f bundling, th~· Court, on page 30, wrote 

here ·the. State has not met its burden to show that t_be 

Campaign Finance Ref·orm Act solicitation ban is 

nqrrowly_tailored to address the problem posed by 

bundling. For the bal). prohib.i ts a wide range of 

activity unrelated to bundling, and the Court wrote, 

.-
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aii.d I emphasize, there are several les·s restrictive 

.alterna.tives that would more directly addres-s ·the 

p·erceived bundling·'threat. 

And t~e Court ~rote~ moving on in page _31, ~ less 

re::;t·rictive alternative to addres.s the problem of 

bundling wou.ld ·pe t.o ban only large-scale e·.ff.o·rts to 

solicit contributions. · For ex.ample, a. ban on s.tate . . . 
I . . 

co.nt_ractors organi,.zihg fundrq:i,Si:ng events of a ce.r.ta.in 

.size, et cetera. So this is narrowly ta~lored to 

fulfill the sta~e interests without running afoul of 

the· First Amendmen.t ·.r.ights. 
. .. 

Tnrough you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER,KIRKLE:"t-BEY: 

Rep.resentat·i v:e McClus.~ey. 

REP. McCLUSKEY (20th): 

Thank. you., Madam Spea·ker. And I thank the 

g·entleman. for "his ans·we.rs to my q:uestion. 

Ma.dam -:Speaker, as· t.he -- as the Chair of. the GAE 

committee alluded to, I was on the -~ referenced that 

I was on the campiitign-fi·:o:ance working group that 

Governor ·Rell convened. And I just wanted to sha.I'e 

·witn t·he Chambe·r a ·couple obser·vat'ions tha·t I have .. 

Firs·t of all, Madam Speaker, and being candid to the 

Charriber, I was ass.i9ned to the GAE: Committee. I 

: .·._· 

.. 
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didn 1 t. choose to be on the GAE Commit t·ee. 

And. Madam Speaker, at the time, I was f.i:r;st 

a~_signed to fhe GJ:\E Committee, I was convinced that 

Speake·r :Lyons had i"t in for me. I did not -- that was 
' 

not. one of .my choices to be on, but ov.er time I grew 

to appreciate the wo.rk of the GAE commit tee. When I 

·got elected, th~ ;i.$:su~$ that I really was interested 

in ·were kind of ~~-at and potatoes 'i$sues. 

You kndw, I care about -- in my opinion, I care 

about issues. that a·ffect real working everyday pe~ple. 

And. every. now and then I play around wi·th. trains. So 

these clean election is~lie.s -were really not my· area of 

e·xpertise or intere.st . 

. I w-as also. v:olunteer·ed to serv~ on the· Governor 1 s 

wo·rking .group. That. again w·as not something that I 

really ·wanted t·o do in the time tha.t we were not i"n 

·sess.ion ·or campaigning. But I do believe the w.ork. of 

the campaign w~rking gro.up. that Governor .Rel.l convened 

wa.s ·the reason -- was the i_mpetus behind the historic 

public f~nancing system that we have here in 

Conn.ec.ticut. 

And. -I. was·. proud to stand behind Governor .Rell 

when sne signed the bill in ~he Old State House. I 

think that 1 s one o-f: the more prouder moments I 1 ve 'had 

' I. 

·--...; .. ---
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And I've .seen, -since we've passed the bill, I 

belie·ve; and I .know it's a. subject for debate t"hat 

some. bills that I thought. would never see the light of 

day have now seen the light of' day ·because of this 

~egislation of p~blic financing~ 

·And so I '·m ·ve-ry proud of this, and I thin.k it has 

assisted in democr-acy, that whet.her or not the·re is a 

quid pro. quo somet;imes has .be.en alleged that the 

perception of a quid"p-ro quo had been in this Ch~mber 

trag_ically and in the other.. Chamber and I think this 

pub.l.ic financing sy·stem that we hav.e that Governor 

R~ll championed has. improved democracy in the state of 

Connecticut. 

And I also w-anted to give you, at lea.~t my 

pers·pectiv·e on the wor;kir:tg 1 group _of why· I. thin·k the 

sick -- cha~g"ing from the trigger mechanism, which the 

Second Circuit :nas ruled as· uncons·t·ittitional, to now 

going t·o a bas.e grant of $6 mil1ion for the governor's 

race, makes sense. 

We're all. experts in this chamber on how to get 

elected. I think even thou9h, you know, it was a new 

sy~tem, we p·retty much got· it rig·ht for the House 

rac.e.s and State Senate race:s becau.se. we know how to 

\I ·I •· 
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I think in the constitutional officers, and 

pa.rticularly the go.ver,nc;)r ,· we were doing something a. 

little. different. We act:ually set the .. base grant 

amount lower than we knew that the av.erage races -- as 

the distinguished chair of the GAE Committee said, the 

I • . 

average cost of the ~inning candidate in previ9us, you 

know_, four yea:r;s ago an.d eight ~.ears ago~ was around 

~he $6 million .figure that we're setting here in. this 

bill." 
..... , 

What we were trying to do.with the-- with the 

goyernor(s race and in the constitutionals was 

a.ctu·ally to -start. restraining the growth of campaigns 

because, you know, most of us don't do TV and r~dio. 

We don~ t s_pend a.n inordina.t.e amount .of money on 

consultaqts and all the kind o.f :modern, you k.now, 

appendag.es .. of campaigns. We can still walk our:: 

districts. We.don't need necessarily to have all the 

bell·s and whistl·es that a governo-r, even in. the small 

~tate of Connecticut, needs to have. 

So we actu.a;l"ly set the ba.se amount, Madam 

Sp.eaker, at a lower ra·te than we set our own race.s. 

Some people were.arguing tha-t the number we chose for 

tbe Ji,ouse races wa·s a l.ittle t·oo high. Some people in 

005710 
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differ~nt parts of the state t~ought the figu~e was 

too low, but t'~ genera.!, I think we 9ot the number 

right. We set the numbe·r high enough that people· 

thought it was a competitive amount so that they would 
' 

want to participate in the system. 

What we did for the governor's race, Madam 

Speaker .-- we knew that private -- ·private money, you 

kno.w, wealthy individuals and indepen~ent ·expend,itl,lre.s 

are much ~ore likely to occur in the governor's race 

than it.· is a.t our level. 
.. 

I mean quite frankly, Madam 

Speaker_, I can-'t think of a millionaire Democra·t or 

.Republican wh.o would want to spend so much money to 

sit in our chamber. But I do not under.stanc;l.· why they 

woui.d want to be willing to. spend thei~ mone.y and th,at 

o-f the:ir friends to ge·t elected. governor .. of the state 

of Connecticu·t. 

And so what we did is we set a lower amount than. 

· the .a.vera·ge, as as Representative Spallone s-ai·d,. 

but what w.e did is we said, look,. ;if we. can't c;:ompe1 

people to participate in the public fina·ncing· system 

so that if a participatih9 person is chaLlenged by one 

of these people who ·has access to we.al th, ·that there 

is a way that he. ca·n respond to that;. Doe·sn' t mean 

that there definitely is going to be another 

"I.. 
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candidate .. 

If there wer~ two p.art.icipat.ing candidates, Madam 

Sp~a:ker, we would only have a grant of $3 million, but· 

because we. can't compel people t.o participat.e in the 

public financing system, we. said, If you.' re f.aced with 

a candidate that has acces~ to a lot of money, ~e're 

going to --· we're going t·o have this mechani.sm to 

·supplement the ori.gina1 grant am~unt. 

· · ·so, .M.adam Sp.~aker., the courts didn't find as much 

wisdom in our ·solution as I would have li.ked them to 

have, but I thin·k Uti·s so·lution of adjusting the base 

amount so that it re'flects the winni_ng .amount. of the 

last. two gubernatorial campaigns that occurred four 

years ago and .eight years ago makes. a .lot of sense .. 

And Madam-Speaker, I hope that Governor Rell 

appreciates that· the -- replacing the matching grant-s. 

with .adjusting t~e base amou_nt is an int,egral part of 

having candidat(;:i·s willi.ng to participate in th_e public 

financing system a·t, the governor's level, Madam 

Speake_r. I don't believe .-- .if W·e do not set. a 

reasonable limit for the base a-mo1:1nt, pe~ple will not 

.pariicipate in the .. pub.lic fin.anci~g sy·stem ·for· the 

governor's office, Madam Speaker. And I ·u.:r:ge my 

colleagues to .support this emergency certified bill, 

... 
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and I hope t"he Governor listens to my comments. 

' 
Than·k you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY--B·EY: 

Thank yoi.i. 'Remember·, David; maz:ty -are called, but 

~~presentative Hetherington, you· .have the flo:or, 

sir-. 

I· t·ake that ba.ck. l :see you took your n:ame off. 

REP. HETHERINGTON. (125th): 

Madam Speaker ---

DEPUTY. s:PEAKER KlRKLEY-BEY: 

B,epresentative· Cafero· .. 

REP. }:IETHESINGTON ( 125th) :. 

Yes, thank ,you. 

REP. CAFERO .( 14.2nd) : 

Thank ·you, Madam. Spea·ker. 

LaCilies and g.en.tlemen of the Chaniber.,· this has 

always been a controversial issue, the whole world of 

· campaigp finance. And certainly of late, ·being that 

we are in the he~rt of campq.i.gn sea·son, sometimes the 

rhetoric has gotten high and loud and ·the tone, 

unpl.easant. 

And I do not want to e.ont.ribute to that and I 

would like to tone tn~ ton~ down., i·f I may, be.caus·e I 

, .. 
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truly believe ~hat ever~ p~rson h~re,· regardless of 

what their vote was or position back in 2005 or on 

Other occasions when campai9n finance came about. had 

the best of intentions. 

We w·ant a good· democratic proces.s. We realize 

that~ unfort~n~te~y~ in brder to have one in this 21st 

century, in order. to get ele.cted, in orde·r to have 

your ·message hea.r:d, money· .is. neces~ary. ·And the 

quest;ion really -revolved around how can. we supply 

ourselvesJ as people who are interested in running for 

public. 'office w'i th the nec.e~sary money to get our 

message, without ·taking mone.y from s.ources that might 

either give the appearance or, G.od forbid, actually 

have some undue -influence. And that· 1 s how thi·s whole 

thing started. 

But we passed the bill that~s been referred to 

back in 2005. -~e actually were discussing this 

far earlier for ye~r upon year, campaign finance and 

ptJ.blic c·ampaign .fi.nancing wa.s di.scussed. And I think 

it 1 s very nece.ssary to remi.nd ~verybpdy th.at when w·e 

tal.ked. about campaign finance reform, that was a ve·ry 

large urtlbre.lla. ·· And the pubiic eampaign finance 

portion of campaign financ.e. re:fqrm was only one part 

thereof. 

• I 
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For instance, many' of us -believ.e -- many_ of us 

believed that either the perception or, God forbid, 

that reality w~s that lobbyists, as many people have. 

alluded to, were having undue influence because of 

their :ability to give to us, as puoli.c o·t.ficials, who 

were running for b~firie. And it was done in a manner 

t.otally legal -- totally legal, where· funds were 

sdlic.ited by reg.is.tered lobbyists, go.od., decent people· 

who are adv9cates ·for their clients and giNen to us. 

Many of us f·e·l t that· t.hat was n.ot a good thing·. 

No disrespect to the lobbyists; theyrre good, decent 

p~ople. They're doing their jobs, and they were 

certain~y·acting within the law, .but human nature is 

human na-ture and mali..Y of us, we're very anxious to 

ban, with all .due resp·ec.t 'to the lobbyis·ts, lobbyists' 

. contributions. 

We were anxious to ban lobbyists' contributions 

because,· one_,: what. I just s-aid: We didn't. want ·to 

give the percep·tion . to anyone· that we were being 

influenced by thelr= dollar,. and two, quite. personally 

and sel.f·ishly., many o:f us were for banning lobbyist 

contributions .because we were in the· minority party 

and we were disadvantaged by it. 

Let me expla·in, if I may. Fo.r the past .32 out of 

·:·. 

:.:!. . .' 
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3'4 ye-ars -- and before I do, let me ·preface my remarks 

with the .Democrats happen to be in the m,q.jority. I. am 

not sug.gest-in,g what I am about. to expla.in would have. 

been a.ny· different if the Republicans were ih the 

majori"ty·. It just so happens t"hat. the Republicans 

we~e in the majority for two years in th~ last.36 and 

the De~ocrats.nqve bee~ in the major~ty for 34 years. 

And I mean that fAom ·tne ·bottom of my heart~ 

I a~ not s~ying that this is q. Democratic thing, 

because if .the s·ho.e was on the other ·foot and we were 

in p.ow·er for 3-4 ·years and you were. int.o the same 

situatio.ri, but· t'he way it works -- used ·t·o work was . 

this:· It wa$ perfectly legal for sitting members o.f 

this General Assembly to have. w.hat ·tney e:all, 

"solicitor meetings'' where various people would call 

in lobbyists and s.~y., We· need t.o rais.e mone.y to run 

our elections fo·:r c:mr caucus. We kn.ow you, Lobbyist 

Jone·s, repres·ent the ·Acme Company and the Burberry 

company, and the. sucb-.and_-such cQ~pa:t:ly ~nd the 

such-and-such c·ompany. We expect you to bring back to 

us -5,000. bucks. And you, Lobbyist Smith, we know· you 

rep·resent the company ·Z, X and Y. W.e expect you to· 

pring to u.s, et ce.tera . 

'Now, did the lobbyist.s hc:;~:ve to do that? Of 

': 

005716 

tf' 



~ ':. .... . = . 

••• 

•• 

• 

rb/mb/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

I 

46 
July 30, 2010 

course not. Did they want t.o do it.? Well, they do 

busi_nes_s here.. Major-ity party, r.emember regardless of 

what side of the ais·le, they do control the agenda. 

They do control the_~ills that: get ca.llec;i. They do 

control, in .man:y ca.ses, by vote what .lives or dies in 

committ~e. Don't want to tic~ them of.f. Love to 

~urry f~vor. Love to loo~ good, so maybe I'm going to 

come th-rough with that five grand., .et cetera. 

W~_ll, again, that disadvantaged the minority 

party. Qnder the· old s·cheme, PAC.s, controlied by the 

caucuses, used to raise money before an election 

season. The reason we did this ii because if-we had a 

challenger candidate or a candidate that wasn't doing 

t;oo well on his or her. own in. raising money, we would 

give them the money. We've got a. candidate that' .s 

rai.s.ed only 5., 000. In order· to be competitive, he 

needed J5. Hete'$ 10,000. 

Well, histori_cally the· :majority party wo.Uld. ra.ise 

four to ten times the amount of .mo.ney that the. 

minori t·y p~rty would _ra·ise. Well, so f_rom ·the 

:m;i.Q~:r;-ity party's perspective ·this who.le lobbyist being 

abl~ to ~onate, QOt a"good thing. W~'re getting the 

short end of the stick, so we w~re all for sort of 

g.etting rid of that. Then we had things like ad. 

···: 
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books, which many people would say ·were a way 

around that .business donatiqn t.h,ing·. Frankly, that 

never ·worked to t·he minority party's ~dvanta.ge either 

because .if yoti' eve·r go. tq· a fund-rai.ser for the 

majority party person, thei·r ad book was always this 

thick and ours was. like this· thick, but hey, that's 

l.ife. 

So a lot of us thought we .shou.ld ref.orm 

campaigns, that it's not good for lobbyi,sts ·to donate 

•for ·good rea.sons ·and. for some selfish reason's, and 

it's not good ·to have these ad books for good reasons 

and tor. some selfish reasons·. But we. also believed 

that we coQld·get r!~ of those two things without 

giving· public ·money, because some people tru.ly believe 

phi~osophically that to take taxpay~r money to pay for 

our 'bmnper stickers·aryd our buttons :Just didn't make 

sens.e. 

It might be going to a candidate· you don't want 

to .support or do.n '·t believe· in and yet, your taxpa·yer 

dollars were goi,o,g, to pay their . campaigns. :So that.' s 

where· th.~ ·'ba~t.le ra.ged. Go·od, decent ·people 

disagreeing on that. 

In 2005, history was made be.cause th.e State o·f· 

Connecticut did, adopt a public campaign financing 

.. • I,' ,•' 
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scheme. And,- people wo·rked v.ery,. very ha.rd on •it, and 

the:y didn_' t intend to pa$S it an~ have it be 

unconstitutional. 'We neve.r try to do that.. We want 

to make sure what we did was right, but yoQ don't 

always .g.et it right. It was new ground for a lot· of 

US·. 

. And obvious.ly, .a·s· we've. lear.ned from the court 

decisions we·'· re .z::eacting to, a·t le.ast in the mi'I'ld of 

the judi.cial b;ranc})., we d_idn'·t get it right. Thei.r 

opinion is we did so~e things that a;re 

unconstitutional, and that brings us to todayr We're 

trying .to fix those things . 

And ther~'s a lot of thing~ in the underlying· 

bill. t_hat we. agre.e- w.ith. s·ome· are a litt.le cle.anu,p 
' 

things like pesky little thi.ngs. that. said, how do you 

value your .leftover. signs? -And ·.p~ople sa-id, oh my 

God. I mean,· I don't even know how many leftover 

.. 
·signs I have and mc;~.ybe my neighbor has them. Y.ou' re 

g.oing to malce me·- qo. back .and figure out· what I paid 

for when and declare·them. So we take care of that in 

h.e.re. That's a good thing.· 

We aiso have a si.tuatio.n where, if you are going 

to a campaign meeting and you brin-g brownie-s, until we . 

cor.z::ect that situation, yo:u've got to. valu.e how much 

, .· 
.. .. . . 

. 
·' . ' .. 

.. 
• I 
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the' brownies were -and declare them as an in-kind 

contr~ibution ... I inean, c·ome on .. 

We have anothe.r situation where if s·ome fellow 

or gal has. a b~·siness and th.ey say, hey, I iike you. 

I w~nt to ·put a s.ign in my window. Well, now we have 

a ruling from the SEEC ~hat says we have to determine 

the commercial value of what it· costs to put ·a sign in 

the window and mark· that do.wn as an in-kind 

.contribution~. Come on. It makes no sense. So we,. re 

cleaning that up .. 

Anqth~r good thing that we,. re doing in this bill 

is .. we·• re putting in ·t_hat severabilit_y clause that say:s 

in the future; if some othe:J:" court ·finds t~at parts of 

what we have done are not const.itutiona.l, we don't 

have.to go through this all. My God, we're in the 

middle of an election season, and the-whole world is 

goin9 ·to blow up. So that's .a good thing we na.ve in. 

this. bitl. 

There's a couple Of things that are not 

insigni.ficant that we, on this side of the aisle, 

disagree with that are in this bill. We don't ass.ume 

they were done for anything othe'r than good public 

poli.cy. We assume that the· motives are certainly to . 

correct' ·and answer the court.' s decisio.ns, but we 

. . . 
, .. 

,. . . 

005720: 

' 



•• 

• 

••• 

·. 

rb/mb/gbr . 
HOUSE-OF REPRESENTATIVES 

" ... 

50 
July .JQ, "2010 

disagree with them, and I ~ant to explain. what they 

are. 

First ·of all, we '·ve heard ·a lot of talk about 

this trigger clau.se, b·ecause, as Rep.resenta·tive 

McCluskey pointed out and cert~inly Representative 

Spallone pointed. ·out, when the bil.l was orig.inallY. 

created,· ·we thought we will all.ow someone ·to z:un for 

governor and participat~., at which point, when they 

are nomina·ted, we. ·will give ·them .$3 ·million. 

I :f; they bp.ppen t.o· run against some.one who! s not 

partici:pating c;~.nd spenP,s a lot more mon·e.y -- in fact, 

at the time ironically we. ca.lled .. it t.he millioncaire 

.candidate·,. we . .had :never had mi.e. up to that point, a.Pd 

now they're coming out o·f. the· woodwork. But that 

'be.in9 s-a~d, we· said if we have. that. mul timii.lionaire 

candiQ.at.e and. ·they spend ·more, at 'least we' re. giving 

this participating·candi~ate can. opportunity to be 

matched to be comp·et.itive. And for that reason, the 

co.urt: s·aid, not: a good thing. 

So here we a.re in the middle of an election 

season wi"th .milliona~re aandi.da·te·s a.nd two 

participating candidatesr iron~cally on both sides of 

the ais·le. We're abo!-lt ten, eleven days ·before a 

,:p.r.imary and we·• ve got to deal with thi·s court 

V'--:. 
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The solution in .the bill-that's .befo~e us is, 

·w-ell; instead of giving them $3 million when and if 

they win the primary, if they're pa~ticipating, give 

them $6 mi.llion. ·And the justification f'or that was 

·this: that if you· look back over the las.t few electio.n 

cycles, you'll find th~t the average amount-spent in a 
'-

gubernatoria~ race was in e~cess of 6 million bucks. 

In f~ct, ·I bel:j.eve Representative Spallon,e 

indicated that-in 1998 the winning team of 

.Rowiarid/Rell spent 6. 9 million buc.ks. In 19 in 

2002, the winning team of Ro~land/Rell spent 6 and a 

.half million buc~·~ ~ And in .2006, tne winning team of 

Rell/Fedele spent $4.8 million. 

, That·; averages out,· according to Representative 
. I . 

Spallone, to $4.5 million. What has not :been said 
. 

r' think you said that. Did. you say that., or am .I 

wron.g with the math -- a little higher than that? 

Sorry, about 6 mill.ion bucks. Forgive me .. 

Wha·t it do~s.n·•t. say, however, i$ the ·tota.l 

combined amount in the hi.story of the State of 

Connecticut that has e·ver b~en Spent on a 

g.uberna.to~,ia_l race. ha.s never exceeded $9 million 

c·onibined, neye·r. 

. . 
•'. 

'· 
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What we are guaranteeing here is, in the event 

two participating candidates win the· primary, and the 

combined amount of tax -- taxpay~r money, what we 

refe-rred to in the past was· ·private money t.axpay·er 

~oney will be 11 and a· half -- $17 million. 

Now, _y.ou mig'~~ say., Caf·ero,. you're way· off on 

that beca_use 6 and 6 i·s 12, but what we haven 1 t been 

discussi-ng here .,is that those participating candidates 

·-
al·ready received -mo:ney for the pri_maries. 

Under our law,- you ge"t a million. anc;i a quarter 

dollar.s if you 1 re involved in a _prima.ry, and if _you 
., 

happen: t_o be ru~ning ·against a :mil.liona.ire and that 

·person -spends more. than a million. and. .a quarter, you 

get al.l the exce-s-s ·-qp to twice the amount. 

And guess wha_t? If l; 1 m not ~istaken, both o·f our 

·participa·t.ing candidates, one a Democrat, one a 
Republican, are runninq against people that outspent 

th·em to t'he point where both. of our participating 

canQ.id_ates, one a: Democ:;rat and one a Republican, 

already· -- alre-ady received two and a half mil-lion 

dollar-s each. Upon one or either of them winnin~ the 

primary,_they get an additional $3 milli0n under 

cur.r::ent law. Well, J million and 2 and a half million 

is 5;5 million~ So when we say we're only giving them 

. ,. ,. 
I 

---:--- ---
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3 million, but we should be giving th~m 6; we gave 

them, under ·cu'rrent law, $5.5 million e·ach. 

Now, we co~ld go back to these various other 

.races in 1998 "and 2002 and 2006, and when we s.aid that 

the wil'lnil'\g te-am spent 6. 9 million 'buc.ks, that's all 

they s·p~r'l·t. · Tha.t was the t.otal. We ~·re already, under 

the current law, given two candidates $5.5 ~illion if, 

in fact, the.Y·both win the primary. So we have to be 

accu.rate wj.th:'.what we're saying. 

The other thing we bave t6 be accurate for is, 

~es, it.is true that under the current law that was 

ruled unc~hstitutional, these candidates were 

e~igi~le, as ~ just de~c~ibed, for additional money if 

and only if the person they were running_against spent 

·more tha'n they .d;id. 
I 

:If the person theY.·w~re runnin9 against did not 

spend more than they did, then they· would stay with 

the .$3.million. The current fix to this law, that we 

have· b.efore us, do·e.s not .make that distinction. It 

gi,ves th1e~ $6 million, no .ifs, .ands, or buts oh to·p 

of -- on top of the 2 and half million dollars they 

already received. 

So if this law is passed that's before us today, 

a. winning part.icipa.nt candi.date; who wins. the primary, 

-.. 
-:· 
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,;.rill· get $8.5 million, not .six, not three, 8. 5 million 

taxpayer dollars. And if both happen to win t·he. 

prima·ry, th~n they will get 8. 5 million on. the 

Democratic si~e and 8.5 million on the Republican sid~ 

for ~ total of 11 million ta~payer dollars to run a 

gubernatorial race that. in the history o·f. the Stat.e 

combined has never cost·more· than $10 million to run. 

Now, why is that important in. "2.010? Bec·a.use 

folks, ·there·• s a lo.t .of peop~e hurtin9. There'~ . .:;~. lot· 

of p·eople hurting out ther.e. 

We have cut and scraped and sacrificed and gone 

without and. a.skeq other people to go without. In a 

whole lot of cases -- I don't ha,ve to remind you how 

.many times ·we've sa.t .in this room and discussed these 

kinds o.f things. And in the face of that, are we 

goi.ng to sa,Y, we need to s·pend pot.entiall.y $17 mi.lli.on 

of taxp·ayer money on a guber·natorial. r.ace·? That's 

what we've got to thin~· about. 

Second issue of cont·ention, going bac~ to the . 

·lobbyist contributions·., Rep.re.sentative Spallone, 

himself, said that t.he Supreme Court. said the 

followin9: that bans on lob~yist contributions ~re not 

good,· but limitations are oJ<,ay because of the. unique 

nature of what a lobbyist does before this body. So 

... - .... " · .... 
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we have built in to our current la~, and even to this 

e-xi-sting law, limitations on lobbyi.sts. 

For instance,· we say to ·them, you canno.t give any 

more than $109 whether it's a participating candidate, 

-whether it •:s a nonpartic-ipating candidate. Whether 

it's. a stat.e sena-tor, a st.ate r~p, a comptro.l.l.er, one 

of the constitutional officers, the governor, you 

cannot give more than $100. ~hat's dif~erent fro~ 

everyon:e e~se, but we're· allowing you to g;i, ve c:md 

e~e.rc-ise. your· First Alhenqment right. And I would 

·agree that the chairman. say·s tha.t the court ca.se 

a i.lows tna t· 1 imi t.a t ion . 

We also say that you can't .. g.i ve us any mo.ney, at· 

least those of us in the Legis·lature, while we are in 

session. That's· a.lways been our rule.. You can't do 

it. Other pe.op~e can. You can't do it. Another 

limi tati.on on lobby:i,.sts. We also put certain 

conditions on. when they c~n solicit because before, 

under the old l_aw, they couldn't solicit at all. ·They 

couldn't ask for .money on our be·hal.f. The cou-rt case 

w.as· very clear, saying·, you could solicit now~ We 

ha.ve to allo~ them to solicit. 

So as yo~ see, we've put restrictions.on. In my 

opini-on, not enough. In my opinion, ·what ·~e sbould. do 

• .. 
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qnd in many others' opinion is to say, if you qre. 

participating· in the Citizen's E.le-ction Fund 

voluntarily, ·then. lobbyists can donate to you. We've 

.got to comply wit:h the court decisic;m, but their 

donation should not be counted ~oward the qualifying 

amount.. As you all know, .in a state rep ·race, in: 

order to qu~lify th~re's two criteria; You have to 

·raise $5,000 in between s' and ro.o dollar increments, 

·· anO. at le.ast, of those do.nations 150 people must be· 

within. ·t·own -- or tolf!n-s within your dis·trict. Those 

are the two crite·ria you. ,})ave te mee~. 

What would be ·wrong' :Lf we s-aid,. ·Mr .. / 

Ms. Lobbyist;, you c-an give what you wa·nt u,p to· a 

hundred clollais,. but it can't be counted. So if, 

unde·r ·a hypothetical, I receive $5,000 .f·rom 

individuals and I happen tQ rece.:i,:ve .$5, 000 fr:otn 

lobbyist·s, I ~ould . apply for the gran.t. And ins.tead 

of getting the.25JOOO dollars, I get 20. 

What do.e"S ·that sol:ve? Number· one, .equal :playing 

field. Numbe.r two, we•·ve allowed the lobbyist to 

coQtribute, but .. we've also.limited or re.stricted, as 

is a,ppropriate,. and 'maybe limited the qppearance .of 

their .influence by not allowing it to be counted 

towards a qu-alifyi.ng amount .. 

.. 
. ·.·: . 
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~omeone might ask, yeah, but what if that 

lobbyist happens to liye within the district of the 

person that h~'s giving to state rep or state senator. 

You _.know what:? co~.nt t·heir body as one of the 150 or 

· 300 in the Senate, but don't count their money. 

Now; why do· I _sa·y that·? Because earlier, I g~ve 

you a scenario of what I know happened in the past 

when ~e .bad th.ose solicitors' meetings and peop.le we.re 

sat down in an o~fice in these buildings here, ·and 

said, M·r.. Smitb., .lobtiyist, I want ·you to raise '$5, 000. 

WellJ now·we're going to have a different 

scenario.or at l~ast the danger thereof. And here it 

is: let '{s assume an ·incumbent. representative is having 

dif.ficul~y raising tl'leir $5.,000'. Oh, sure. They 

could get 150 people who live .in th·e·ir district to 

' give them five bucks. That's pretty easy. So now 

they have ~750 -and the· 150 pe·ople, but they're shy 

$4,250 . 

. Well, it wouldn't be too difficult £or leadership 

to have a solicitor's meet,.ing, which is n:ow legal, and 

ask thos.e lobbyis·ts with tha't same client list to ta~e 

care of Rep Jones whois having a little difficulty. 

We expect you to ·raise in hundred dollar increments, 

42 -- solicit 4250 bucks. So now Rep Jones qualif~es 

005728 
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So you see how we could be .going bac~wards in 

time when the whole purpose was to.9o forward and to 

;have, ·quote, . clea·n elections. 

At. thi·s poi.nt, I w.ould like t.o ask a question, if. 

I may~ through you,. "Madam sp·eake·r, of the proponent of 

the .. bill . 

.DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Repr.esentative Spallone, prepare· yoursel~. 

Representative ca·f·e~o, please proceed. 

RE·P.. CAFERO ( 142nd) ·.: 

Thank ·you, M-adam Speaker .. 

And frankly, it's a relatively simple questio:n . 

. Within the context _:.., actually I have two.. Within t:h.e 

context of the bill that's before us, I believe you 

ind.ic;::ated that there are some future limitations on 

solicitation. I.s that co.·rr.ect?· 

Through you, Madam Spe·~ker. 

REP. SPALLONE (36-th): 

Through you, Mada·m Speaker, to the distinguished 

Min·ori·ty Leade·r, yes. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KI-RKLEY-BEY:· 

Rep·resentat·i..ve Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

,. 
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Madc;tm Speaker, when do thos.e limitations on 

solicitatiohs take effect. Through you1 Madam 

·speaker --

REP. SPALLONE (36th): 

Through you., Madam Speaker; January 1,· 2011. 

R~P. CAFERO ·c 14.2nd) .: 

Thank you, ~aaam. Speaker. 

That's the part I don't get. That's th~ part I 

don•·t. get. W.e're doing all this because we ~rein the 

middle of an electi.o:n se.ason. · We're in t·he middle of 

an e~ection seaspn. We're acting in a hu~ry .. You 
•' 

know, because of tbe c6u~t case we're giving extra 

money to gubernato-r-ial candidates, et cet~ra~ 

Why are we w.ai.ting to l.imit soLicitations from 

lobbyists Until January of 2011? 

Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY S.PEA:KER KI.~~L·EY-aEY.: 

Representative Spallone. 

REP. SPALLONE (36th): . 
. 

Through you, Madam Speaker; to Represen~ative 

.Cafero, this law· has b~en subject to litiga.tio·n since 

it was passed. And in recent week·s, it's been subject 

to a further flurry of litigation in our state ~ourt~ 

... 
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as well. as toe ~ederal courts wher.e this, . the case 

we've been discussing this evening, was filed. 

And concern raised -- ·na.s been r.aised that if we 

enact 'the solicit-ation limits and bans immediately, 

tha·t s·omeQne cbuld run to· court and seek a preliminary 

injuncti_on arid therefore, affe.ct the election during 

this election cy~le and ~hat we've :been. through quite 

a bit of litigation for the 1ast four years, and that 

i.t would be preferable to g·et through this el.ection 

.cycle :without inylting further .litigation. 

We 'fe.el very strongly that this bill is 

constitutional with respect to these solicitation 

limits. It wil~ stand up in court if it~s ever 

challenged bec.~us·~ t·b.ey ·ar.e. narrpwly tailored to 

fulfill our inter~sts as ~ state, but that having the 

so.licitation baJ,'l take effect immediately could, A, 

invite litigation. 

I think t.he·re' s a1so ·a practical component .in 

that there's· a public education component to those 

aft"ected by the .law -=-- excuse me fo·r that. s·omething 

jus:t fell from my makes"hi.ft desk here· -- and there's a 

. publi·C edUCatiOn c·ompOfient Where there I d be a lead 

time so ·that people underst.and what is allowed and 
. . 

what is not allowed with resp~ct to these·bans~ 

00·51"31 
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Through. you, Madam Speaker. 

DE.PUTY SPEAKER. KIRKLEY._;BEY·: 

-Representativ.e c-afero . 

. REP. CAFERO. ( 14 2-nd) : 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
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And I re.spect· the answer of. Repr.esentative 

Spallone and cer.ta.inly the thought process behind. it. 

But folks, think how that t·hing sounds. T))ink now 

that sounds to our constituents. 

Oka-y. Let me get this straight. Y.ou guys pas-sed 

a fix-it ~menQinent to the clean .eiections· law last 

ni-ght. Right.? . 

y·eah. · 

.And you·' re banning solicitations. Right? 

Yes. Intolerable.. Won't stand for it. Hav.e to 

restrict it. Whe·n does it take place.? 

J·anu_ary. 
. . 

Aren '. t you in th,e ·middle o.f· an election? 

Yeah. 

Aow come? 

.Well, _we don•·t want to-take. a chance.· 

Doesn't sound too good,, folks. Doesn.' t s·ound too 

go.od .. One .othe.r question, through you, Madam Spea-ker, 

to.Represeritative Spallone. 

.· 
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Repr.esentat.i ve Spallone -- through you, Madam 

Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KI'RKLEY-BEY: 

Piea.se pro·ceed., si.r. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Spea.ker. 

Mad'am Sp.eake·r,. to Representative Spallone·, I 

ref·e·renced one of. thos.e clea·nup. amendments ~ith r~ga.r,d 

to bringing coo~.ies or whatever. I·f' y·ou could find 

that within your· section and hel:P me ·understand it. 
. . 

I ·think t'he intent, very· hone.stly, was that if 

you had a. qamp.aign meeting or you we,r~ stllffi.l'.l.g 

envelC!pe.s w.i th ·your crew or whatever and s·o~ebody 

broug.nt. brow~ie.s or c.ookies, ·that it wouldn't :have to 

be lis·ted as an in-kind con~ribu·tion. That was ·sort 

. · of the the·ory behind it.. Is that cor.re:ct ?. 1 

DEPUTY. SPEAKE.R KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Representative Spallone. 

:RE.P. SPALLONE (36th): 

Tbrough you, Madam Speaker, yes. That,. s correct. 

REP.: CAFERO ( 14 2.nd) : 

And what is the limit, the de ~inimis li~it, that 

we· all'ow someone to bring t.o one of the·se thin·gs? 

DEPUTY SPEAKE~ .KIRKLEY-BEY·: 

.. , -~ .. · 
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Representative Spallone . 

_REP. SP1\.:4L0NE (36th) : 

Thr_ough you_, M~dam Speaker, $ s·o. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-.BEY: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Madam Spea.ker.. 

... 
' 

.. • 
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i~ the $50 restricted to an individual or to an 

event or an evening? 

DEPUTY SPEA~ER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

ReprE;!s-~ntati v:e Spall.one. 

Through.· you_; Madam. s·l'ea'ker. 

The legislation at --·beginnin9 at line 1237 

state~ that tne following is not a contribution 

·covered by the law: . "T.he donation of food o·r ·beverage. 

b:y.·an individual for consumption at a.s~a·te ca·ndidate 

legislative caucus, legislative leadership or party 

c.ommittee meetin.g, .event or activity that is not a 

·fund.-·raising af:fa.ir to. the extent that the cumulative 

value of the. fo.od · o·r beverages donated by an 

individual for a single meeting". -- sorry., .it to0.k .me 

a while to get there~ Representative Cafero -- "does 

.not. exc·eed $50." 

. . . • .. 
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·Thank· .you, Madam, Spea·ker, and l t'hink he:r·e '·s the 

technicality maybe I'm reading it wrong but what 

it allows is each individual to bring no mpre th.an $50. 

worth of food or beverage to an event, but ~t doesn't 

say that that's the .on1y pers.on that. could bring it .. 

In other words, if a hundred. peop.le went t·o an 

e-vent, ··e.verybody. is allowed to bring 50 bucks w.orth of' 

st~ff, you~ve goi a hec~ of a party going, and r·~ 

what I"m ·wonde,~:i~g is, ·was t.hat. the int.ent to l.imit it 

t.o $50. per event· or was it the intent to l.imit it to 

$50 per person .. , ·regardless of how m~n.Y people· bring 

th~ food to th.e eve'nt? 

Through 'you, .Madam Speaker. 

DE.PUTY 'SPEA.KEB. KIRKLEY-.BEY: 

Repres~ntative Spallone. 

REP. SPALLONE (36th): 

·T.hrougn you,. ~adam .Speak~r, to Representative 

Cafero. 

Looking at lines· 1241 and 1.24.2., it does. appear 

that the limitation. applies to ~n i:ndividu·al .b.ringing 

the fo.od or. be·~·erage to the event·. I think ju~t to 

add a·little bit to that, I think, in practice, an 

event that·' s not a· futld.-r·aiser would ·g.enera1ly be more 

.- .. . . 
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like the Minor.:ity Leader d.escribed, where. as set forth 

in this legislation ·wh~re it's a :meeting o·f ·people =and 

th.e refre.shments ?):re brought. to gi v·e some sust·ena·nce 

to the pec;>ple who are volunteering at the time, a.nd .so 

forth. 

DEPUTY' s·PEAKER i<I"RKLEY-BEY: 

Repr:e.sentativ.e. C.a.fero. 

RE~. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, ~adam Spea:ker. 

And ·I'm -- and I know that is the inte.nt, and I 

want to ·ge.t it out for.: legislative intent, .be·pa\,lse it 

could .be read a different way. And, ·as I said, 

inadvertently, yoU\ could have -25 _pe.ople bringing $50 

worth of food and go6di~s for ~ou could have. a hec-k 

of a pa.rty. 

In any event, ladies and gentlemen,· I outl-ined to 

. . i . 
you; I think, two major points where this side of the . 

aisle. dl~·ag·rees ·with :your side of the ais.le. And .in 

order to rectify ~hat, the Cler.k has an amendment, t..co 

5965·.. I a-s~ tha·t he .call .and I be allowed to 

summarize. · 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY.: 

Will the Clerk p.leas~ .call .. LCO 596-5, designated 

ijpuse "A." 

005736 



- .:. ... 

••• 

••• 
t 

·'1,· 

.. 

rb/mb/gbr 
HOUSE .o·F REPRESENTAT"IVES 

.. 

"66 
July 30,. 2010 

·And the Representat.ive has a-sked leave to 

summarize. Is there any objection? 

W.i:ll you pleas.e· call it. 

THE CLERK.:· 

LCO 59.6"5 House· "A," offered by Re.p.J:esenta'ti ves 

Cafero, _.H~-mzy and K:t..arides. 

DEPUTY· SP·EAKER KIRKLEY.-BEY: 

The Repr.e.sent-ative· has asked leav~ to summarize. 

' ' 

Is there any objection? · Is there any obj~ction? 

H~aring none, please proceed, sir. , 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Mqdam .Spe~ker. 

Madam Speaker, t~e amendment is relatively 

si~p.le. It c.ontains many pieces that are in the 

underlying bill with the fo1low.i·ng· differences: Like 

the_un(ierlying bil1, it repeals'the time bomb 

provision. ft .. makes techn.ical and conf'orming changes 

to the spending 1-imi ts for par:t,icipati.ng candidates. 

It --· wh-at else does it. do?· · That's in t·he 

bitl it has the longside valuation fix. It P,as the 

new defini.tion of bundling, which. is the same as in 

the underlying b;i.ll. It i.s effective upon passag-e 

tha-t communicator lobbyists or their 'immediate family 

membe.rs may not bundle contributions as in the 

.~ 

. . . ,:. ~ 
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underly~ng bill. It defines subcontractor as in the 

_underlyi.ng bill.· 

It let m~ see~. It takes care of these de 

minimis problems-~ as in the ·unde-rlying bill with 

regard to allowing people to put signs in businesses. 

It clarifies the little bringin9 cookies to a meeting 

thing, and limits it to $50 per event, as opposed to 

per individual, which is different than the underlying 

bill. 

But mo$t importantly, here are three big chang·es: 

Fi+st of .all, n·ow tn-at we are allowin.g lobbyi·st 

donati~ns, we th~nk it 1 s onl_y _fair that people know 

who 1 s been solicited by a lobbier -·- the lobbier -·-

lobbyist. Excuse.'me. So what we 1 r.e doing' is w·e 1 re 

propo.sing that we add to the d.onation certific.a.t.ion 

form. another line that says, Was your donation 

solicited· by a·ldb~yist? Yes or no? Check off yes. 

If you check of.f yes _ .... if so, whom7 

So it makes a .person -- there 1 s no penal·ty 

involved. The t·r·e.asurer is not going tc;> get fined or 

·w~a.tever, but it makes the world know and sort. of in 

an open manner, hey_, this donation was .solicited. by a 

lobby.ist. So that 1 s one change it makes . 

The. othe.r changes it makes are simiiar to what I 

... 

,. 
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t.alked about. It do.es al'low lobbyis·ts to give and 

donate· money, like ·the underlying bill, ll:P to a 

maxim~m of a hu~dred dollar$. The diff.erence is it 

-do~s not allow their money to be coun·ted ·towards a 

quali·fyi.ng amount i.f it's ·being give.h to a 

participatory· ca~d.ida.te ~ Their person wou.ld be 

coUnted ·t.owar.d"s the 150 or 300 .as -- .if they happen to 

li.ve wit'hin the. district. limits, but their ;money would 
l 

not be· counted to that. 

·second big chan~e is in handli~g this excess 

gubernatorial g~ant. We _allow a p~rticipating 

quali:!"ied candidate, who wins tne ·primary, to raise. an 

additional $3 ·mil.li.oh but t·o raise it t-hrough private 

funds just·for this election cycle because of the 

unique circumstanc.e. So they could raise that 

additional 3 .. million by _privat-e funds given the 

current rest-rictions, "$2, 500 pe·r _per·son, only a 

hundred dol.lars .from lobb_yists, and they could get 

there, to that $6·million, by raising it p~ivately as 

opposed to our C.itize·n Election Grant giving it t·o 

them. 

Those are the ·maj_or cha.nges, Mada·m Speaker, and I 
I 

wo.uld move adopt·ion . 

"DEPUTY SP.EAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

I ol • 

005739 
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The questiort before ·us L~ on adoption of 

· ~me.ndmen.t. Let me try your minds. 

R.E_P. CA~ERO · ( 142nd) :· 

Madam Speaker. 

'DEPUTY SPEA·KER KIRKLEY-BEY·: 

Yes. 

REP. CAFERO ·(i4.2nd): 

I ask that when the roll ·be taken -- excuse. me --

the v.ote be ta:ken by roll .call. 

DEPUTY SPE~KER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

A rol·l call vote has been .asked .for. 

All those iTt favor,. please sig.nify by saying·, 

aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

S P.EAKER .DONOVAN': 

1 All those oppos~d, nay. 

The ayes have it;.. The vote wil,l be tcike~ by roll 

call. Wil.l you r.emark furt·her . 

. Repr.esentat,ive Caf.ero? 

Representative Spallone. 

RE·P. S·PAL.LONE · (36th.) : 

Thank you, Madam ·Speaker . 

Ma:dam Sp.eaker, a .couple of questions to t·he 
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di-s.tinguished Minority Leader here at the -outset on 

the amendment. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY ... BEY·: 

Repre-s.entat.ive Cafero, prepare you.rs.elf. 

Representative Spallone, please proceed. 

REP •.. S.P.ALLONE (36th.) : 

Yes.' M·adam Speaker, thro.ugh you. 

With respect to ·the· portion of the event that the 

gentleman described ·where a co.nt7ibutor would have to 

cert·i.fy· wh.eth.er they ~ere solid. t.ed by a l,obbyist and. 

who that .1obbyis·t was, does the amen.dment r·equire that 

th~ .lobbyist introduce him. or ~erself as a iobbyist to 

the individual who h~ or she is sol~citing? 

DEPUTY s·PEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (1"42nd): 

Thr.ough you; Madam Sp~aker;· no it does not 

r~quire that. 

DEPUTY. SPEA~ER "KIRKLEY-BEY:· 

Representative Spallone. 

REP. SPALLONE (.3"6th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker., so how would the 

contributo.r: know whether they were be.ing solicited by 

a lobbyist £or the funds~ 

. .. 
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We.ll., they wo~ld ask: Are you =a regist·er·ed 

lobbyist of th~ Sta.:te· of Connecticut'? When they we.re 

solicited. Through you, Madam Spea'k,er. 

·DEPUTY SPEAKE-R KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Representative Spallone. 

REP. SPALLONE ( 36"th) : 

·Through yqu, ·Madam Speaker, how ·would a 

con~.ributor. know :that t;bat.' s an appropria.te question 

to a.sk? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER 'KI~KLEY-BEY: 

'Repre-sEi!ntat'i ve Ca.fero. 

RE'P. CAFERO (14.2nd) : 

Thank y:ou. Through you, Madam Spea k·er, it ' s: on 

th~ ·very f·orm the·y si.g-n when they give any donation. 

Through y.ou, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SP.EAKER. KIRKLEY-:BEY: 

Repr~sen.tative Spallone. 

REP. -.SPALLONE (36th): 

Through you,. Madam Speaker to Repre.se·ntative 

·Cafe-r.o . 

The 'section of the amendment concerning an 

00.5742. 
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adjus·tmen.t o·f ;t;he. system for part.icipat:i..ng c~ndidates· 

in the g.ubern.atorial race, just to clarify, is· that 

effect:l.ve.upon pass-age? 

DEPU~Y SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY! . 

Represent.ative Cafe_l;'o . 

. REP-. CAF.ERO ·(.142nd) : 

Yes, it ·is·. 

Xh.J:OlJ.gh you., ·Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY S.PEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 
. 

Representati!e gpallone. 

REP. SPALLONE (36th): 

Th.r.ough you, Madam Speaker, are there .limitat.ions 

on the size of the contributions? 

·DEJ?UTY S,PE~KER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Represen.ta·ti ve Cafero. 

REP. ·CAFERO (14~nd) : 
·. 

·Through you,· Madam Speaker, yes. It compor.ts 

with our currerit law for nonpartici_pating candidates 

meeting $2,5"00. And wi-th t"he t.mderiy.ing bill, it 

wquld ~lso limit lobbyist contributions to -a hundred 
·. 

dollars.· 

Throug.h y.ou_, Madam Spe-aker. 

DEPUrY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: . 

.Representat-ive Spall.dne. 

'I ,I 

005"743 



••• 
,. 

-...• . . 

•• 
•. 

I.- .. 

r;b/mb/gbr 
~OUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

REP. SPALLONE (36th)-: 

Than·k yO"u, Madam Speaker. 

·~ 

73 
July 3o, 201.0 

I thank the gent;leman· for his ans.wers, and I. rise 

i.n. oppos.it.i,on to ·the .amendment-. 

The und.erlying bill, witho:ut the changes that 

have been offered by Representative Cafero, 

meaningfully respond~ to the Second Circuit de·cision. 

It accomplishes what fs ·need_ed t.o preserve our syst.em 

of campaign f:inance in light of that. decision of 

several weeks ago. 

Tbe a:mendnu;!nt adds an addi tiona! bu·rden on 

contributors wha ~iready.are ~igning a certification 

re9ardin9 their status and so forth. At this time, 

'they would be asking whether ·a per.son is a l·obbyist, 

en~agirig i~ an additio~al c~nversation, and so forth, 

dur.io.g the simple act of. giving a contribution. 

· Secondly, with the issue of whether ~ lob~yist 

contribution can pe considered ~ qualifying 

contribution, ·well, there· are legitimate argum.ent"s as 

to whether their· lobbyist contributions should be 

considered qualifying contribUtions or not. We are 

facing a p:~etty forceful .decisi.on from the Second 
) . 

Ci.rcui t bas-ed ·on trends in camp·aign election law that 

·banning-- outright bans or he~~y restrictions on a . 

. . . .. • . 
• J • 
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per-son's participation or spe~cl) an.d their support is 

P!Oblemati.c. 

And so we would not want· to -- the' underlying· 

b~ll rather tries to comply with the case by treating 

lobbyists just like eve:ryo·ne else except ·that they're 

limited to a hundred dollars. 

Wi ~h respect t.o the gubernatorial grant changes 

or th~ option to r~i~e private money offered by 

Representative .cafero, one of the underpinning.s· ·of the 
. . 

Citizeh Election Proqram is that there'~ a period of 

qualifying -- and then· you receive a g.rant. So the 

candidate is no longer iettered by having to raise 

money, :t;>y ha,vi.n.g tq hold fund-raisers·, by hav.ing to·--

dial for dolla.rs, but in-ste.ad ·can fo.cus on forums, 

d~bates, direct voter contact, a~d so forth. 

And so under -- tha-t is one of th.e key features 

of our law, and that i~ a key·feature that is 

maintain.ed by the underly.ing bill.. So for a.ll of 

those ~easons and for the fact that we have a bill 

before us that we were·asking to pass in concurrence 

with the Seriate, which acted earlier today, I would 

ask that· the Chamber o.ppo·se. this .amendment. 

Than.~ you, Madam Speaker . 

·pEPUTY .. SPEAKER KIRKLEY-.BEY: 

~ .. . : 

.. 
I . 
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Wil.l ·sta.ff and gue-sts please come to the well of 

the }ious·e. ~embe.ra take. your seats. .The ma.chine wlll 

be ppen. 

THE c-LERK: 

1he ~ouse of Representatives is voting by roll 

c.al1. Membe·rs t-o the ·chamber. The House. i~ voting on 

House Amendment Schedule "A." by roll call. M·embe.rs to 

the c.hamb.er, plea:se .. 

OE'PU'r~ S-~EAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Has everyone c·~st a vote? J?lease· che.c.k the board 

to see that your vote has been p·roperly cast. The 

machine will be locked and the Clerk will prepare the 

tally~ Will the Clerk please announce the tally. 

THE· CLERK: 

House AmenQ!nent "A," on ·Emergen.cy Certified Bill 

551. 

To.tal N.umbe·r vot.ing 120 

Nec.essary· fo·r adoption 61 

Those, voting· Yea 29 

Those voting Nay 91 

Thos·e absent and not voting 31 

:oE·Pu'i'Y SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

LaQies and gentlemen, the .board on :my .left· is not 

.. ... .· ... 

0'05746 
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wo·rking p·roperl-y. The board on my right .:Ls, so if you 

want to -look, at the tally, pleas·e look at the board on 

my right. T.bank: you. 

The amendment·,. as· reco·rded by ·the Cle.rk, the 

amencbne;n·t f-ails .. Thqnk ·you .. 

Wit~l. you ~emark further? 

Repr·esen·ta:tive O'Brien, you ·nave the floo-r. 

REP~ O'BRI~~ (24th): 

·Thank you, Madam Speaker; 

~;que$t"ion, through you, to the distinguished 

chairman of. the ~overn.ment Administr·at.i.on and 

· ·Electio.n:s Committee .. 

. DE"PUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Representative Spa.llone,. pr-epare yourself. 

Repre·se.ntative 0' Brien, plea·se p-roce.ed. 

REP. ·o'BRIEN. (24th) :. 

Thank you, ·Madam Spealcer. 
. . 

Through you,-~n Section 13 of the bill, starting 

on line 1243, there is an effort in the bill to add to 

the e:'!temptions fr-om re.gulati.on under campaign fin-ance 

law certain. de mi.nimis. things inc-l'uding e.lect·ronic 

m~il .and Internet messages. It i~ increasingly c.ommon 

these. days fo.r electronic communication t:o occur 

t'.lJr.:oligh free services online- offered hy tb-ird parties, 

-., ,• 

, · .. ·. 
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s_ervice.s that are offered free of charge. And this 

cornmun·ication. takes many forms including e--ma.:l.ls, 

:so-ci,al networking bl.ogs_ and other types of networking · _ 

.services~ 

Throu~h you, ~adam Speaker, does the meaninq o£ 

. messages in the exemptions in tb.is ~ection include all 

type.s of -service-S offered for free. onl-in~, including 

thqse that I ·sp~ci,ficall.y mentioned? Through you,~ 

· DEPUTY SPEAKER ~IR~tEY-BEY: 

Repr.esentati ve Spa:llone. 

REP.. SPAL_LON.E; . ( 36tb) :: 

-Througb you~ Mad~~ Speaker, based on the language 

of' the subsection, the answe·r would Qe yes. _ 

REP. O'BRIEN (24th): 

( 
Thank you, Madam Speaker-. 

DEPUTX SPEJ.\~ER ~IR"KLEY-BEY -: 

Let's kee-~ it·· down over on this side, ,please, and 

get out of the middle aisl·e,. pl·ease. 

Thank you so very much. 

Repiesenta.tive O'Brien, .h~ve· y.ou concluded your 

tha·_nlc you. 

Representative. .l:letherington~ you have_ the floor·, 

sir. 

REP. llE'PHERINGTON (125th): 

.. ·. 

... ·. :~, ·-·· 

00.5748 
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If I may just direct a few questions to the 

_propo.nent, t.hr.ough you, Madam ·speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BE~: 

p·r~pqre yourself, Represen.tcltiv·e Spallone. 

Repres.entat.ive Hethe~ington, please proceed . 

. R:E:.-P. HE-THERINGTON (!25th.) : 

Than·k you. 

To ,Repres.entat-ive s·pallone, I appreciate the 

tho:t:ough e·xplanation ·that h·e has.· o.ffered-. As usual, 

h~'s been full~ prepared. 
~ 

I would just lik·e t.o ·confirm that ,be is the 

distinguished chair of the conunittee and I am ranking 

member o·f the conuni.ttee~ but -- and ordinarily 

leg-islation of this kine;!. would be. w.i thin the 

c~gn·i.zance of this comm.itt·ee, however, we had no 

meeting or hearing. 

T-his being emergency certified, so ther.e was no 

opportunity for a·nyone. to conunent .on this 'bill. Is 

that. right? Throug'h ·you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY S-PEAKER .K.I.Rl<LE¥-BEY :. 

Representat~ve Sp~llone. 

RtP. SPALLONE (36th): 

Through you, Madam Speaker ·t.o Representative 

•" I '1. 

005749. 
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Hetherington, there was, Unfortunately, due to the 

uJ;".g.(:mcy ·of this· matter, .no public· hearing on this 

pa.rticu.lar- l.Q..nguage, alt'ho.ugh, .there have be·en public 

hea·r;ings. on reacti.!lQ to ·the court de·cision. ·t·hat 

occurred durjjng .regu.la·r session. 

DEPUTY SPEA~ER :KIRKLEY-BEY: 

.Repres.entati ve He.therington. 

REP. J:iETHER.I'NGTON. (125th) :. 

'Than.k you, Madam Spe'aker. 

' 
W.itn respect. to. the se.verabil.ity language, and .I 

do applaud this as a sign·i.ficant improyement over the 

·way we .handled it. ,previously, but my question i:; this . 

·Tl'!is provision comes into effe·ct to save the. balance 

of the law if any ~~ov~sion of such act is held to be 

invalid. Now, the: original determinat.ion· holding by 

the U.S. District Court wa·s stayed pending appeal .. 

·would anything happen ·under thi.s provisio.n if you bad 

a fi-nding .of unconst·itut~onalit.y .such as that and that 
. . . 

it was stayed pending a .further process? Through you,. 

Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTV SP.E;AJ<E'R KlRKLEY-'J~EY·: 

Repre·sentative ·sp·a-llone. 

:REP. SPALLONE (36th): 

Through ·yo.u, Madam s·peaker, to Representative 

I • I ~ ; 

. ' 
' : 
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The answer is that it depends upon the. nature of 

the relie·f gran.ted 'b.y the Court, and whether the Court. 

construct.s -- construes, excuse me. -- the. new 

severability provision . . . 

So if the g.er'ltleman is saying, suppose a court 

rul.e·s -- ente.rs preliminary· relief and that 

preliminary rel;i:ef .is s·tayed pendin9 an appe~l and 

after a tr,ial, there 1 s .an injuncti.on ahd it 1 s stayed 

pending ar;t · appea.l '· we1 .. 1, then y·o\.i ma·y not even get to 

the severability provision .i.f there IS. a blanket sta·y 
. I 

in ·ef·fec·t pending an .appeal but th.e .severabil.i ty 

prov.ision may b.e litigated in that proce.ss. 

So it sort o~ dep.ends on how the cas.e ·plays out 

in .court anct wnether tn.e. cour·t :teaches severability. 

Through · ·Y.ou. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:· 

Repre.sentat.~ ve. Hetherington. 

REP.· HETHERINGTON ( i2Sth) : 

Thank you. 

Through. you, :Ma.clam Speaker, with .r.espec;:t to 

Sectiori 3, which increases the grants, is there a 

re~son that the ~ole beneficiary of the incre~se of 

the guperna:torial candida·tes, not any of th~ othe;r; 

. ·. .· .. 
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st-atewid.e: of·fices, or for that .matter., none ·of this --

non.e of the candidate·s by ·the Legislature? 

Through you·, .. Madam :Speaker:. 

DEPUTY Si?-E!\KE.R KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Repr.e.sentativ:e Spallone. 

REP. :SPALLONE· (36th): 

Through you, Madam Sp.e.a·k·er, to R.ep,resentat_ive 

- ' 
:Hetheringt·on, while the _ .... the. original law prov'iQ.ed 

supplemental grants thr.o·ugh trigger p.r.ovisl.ons in the 

even.:t· of nigb-spe~d:j.ng n.onpa-'r-ticipating opponents o.r. 
,· .. · 

independent· expenditure·s, it included -- t.ho·se were 

included f·or all, and !!11 have been. str:uck down for 

G.eneral Assembly,· . constitutional of.ficers and. the 

governor's offic~. \ 

The qov~rnor's g~neral election grant stands out 

·qs 'being· ..-- as discu~sed e.ar'lier, lower than 

hi.sto.rical a~ountl;? demon.str.ated to be needed ·to run a 

statewide campaign for g9ver~or .in the State· o.f 

Connecticut .. 

DEPUTY .·SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Representative Hethe~ington. 

RE·P. HETHERINGTON .(12.5th) .: 

Thank y.ou-; 

Thro.ugh you, Madam Speaker, so we would ·then 

.,. 
·, 

- . 
~ 
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conclude that, absent the supplemental grant :a.mount 

that the .h.istoric re9ord of· races f·or lieutenant 
. . 

gqvernor general -- ._atto·rney ·general -and so fo-rth as 

well as. the L_egi.~lature, ·t.hey would not· be below the 

historic lev~ls. of spending. Is that a f~ir 

conclusion? ·Through -you, .Madam sp·eaker. 

DE'PUTY SPEAKER KIRKl,.EY-BEY:: 

Represenfative Spallone. 

REP·-. SPAJ..LON~ (36th)-: 

Through you, -Mada-m Spe·aker, to Repres.entati ve 

Hetherington, th·e gr~nt- -- the _general election bas·e 

grant, under current iaw, for the constitutional 

o·ffices and -for the General Assembly p·rovi.de a 

competitive amount. 

Now, the tr.iggers· had a valid purpose at the time 

they ·were passed and that you can't predict the 

futu're, · as Repre$·ent~_tive Cafero' s speech, fo·r 

example, indicated, who would have e-xpect,ed th:e 

hiejJ_hest ·S:pendi'ng levels that had been se·em .. and say~ 

you know, the Senate ·race 'in 2006, ·and .so fo·rth. So 

Y.OU c~n-'·t neces:3arily predict the future, but the· 

ans-wer to the gentleman-'s question "is, ye.s, those 

gr.ants more close-ly reflect his·toric spending levels. 

DE.PUTY: 'SPE~KER KIRKLEY--BEY: 

. , . ~ 

'· 
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Throu.gh :you, Madam Speaker, I''·d like to address a 

question on the subje.ct of l.obbyists and their 

soli.citat.ions. c~.r.rently, =the form that ·the 

conunission $et·s f-orth and they set forth .a 

cont·ribut~on forB) both ,for participating .and 

noncontrib.ution ....... and nonparticipa.tin.g candidates and 

thos.e f.or-ins .a·sk wh.ether the. contributor is a. l·obbyi·st. 

Would you ~lit'icipate, ·through you, Madam Speake.r, 

t);l._at· any Iriodific;;ation. to that f.orm would be requir.ed 
. . . 

due to the tr:eatment we now have with resp.ect to -- or 

under this bill, we would·have witb ~e$pect to the 

contributions and·-- by lobbyists ·and sol.icitations by 

lobbyists·? Through you., Madam Speake.r. 

DEPUTY s·PEAKER .KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Rep-re$entat.ive Spallone. 

REP. SPALLONE (36th): 

Through you, t1adam Speaker to Represent~tive 

Hetherington, the f'orm is developed. oy the SEEC. It 

is not entirely mandated or en=t.ir·ely -- mandated by 

language in the .sta.tutes . 

I think after revi.ew .of these changes t'here may 

'.•. 

~ • , • I 

. .. "• .. 
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. be changes to the form. Certainly, you've a.lways had 

t·o state your occupation and employer, so now th~t a 

.lobbyist can. contr.ibut-e ·due to t.he court i-s ruling· .if a 

lobbyist, or to ~ake a contribution, th•y ~ould 

indicate -- tt:rey would. ind.icate their occupation a:s a 

lobbyist and their employer as to self or whateve.r · 

firm. they ·w·ork for so that that po·rtion of tn~ for.m 

would spe.ak .. for' itself in 'te·rms of di.sclosure. 

· DEPUl'"Y SPEA~E-.R. KIRKLEY-BEY': 

Represent~tive Hetherington. 

REP. HETHERI-NGTON (125th) : . 

Thank' you. 

Through yo~, Madam Speaker, one· las·t que·sti.on on 

th.at point. 

We ~estrict lobby.:j.st-s. from sol'iciting ·from their 

clients, but absent ~f.urthe·r disclosure, how wo·uld the 

commiss_;i.on know? How would .anyone k.n.ow whet.her or· not 

the. c9ntributor wa.s soiicited by a lobbyist with whom . . 

·that donor was a c1ient? Through you, Madam Speaker .. 

DEPUTY SPEA~ER KIRKLEY'-'BEY: 

Representative Spallon.e. 

'REP·. SPALLONE (36th): 

Thrpugh you, Madam Speaker to Rep.resenta.tive 

Hethe·rington, I hope I answer this eff.ecti vely ·for 

'· I 

·~ 
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him. The ban the new law will ban lobbyists from 

soliciting frC:>m the.ir own. clients. And the question 

is, h.ow ·would anyone know -whethe .. r;· they had solicited 

from a cl,ient·':? The SEEC would act upon complaint if 

it's .tece:ived. 

Fo.r .example;· t:o make an analogy it •·s illegal for 

a p·erson to· giye money to .another in order to make a 

contribution to a campaign. T.hat can be hard to 

tra.ck, but it can be :f.ound out t.hrou.gh appropriat·e 

investi.gation complaint, et cetera. 

DEPUTY ·SPEAKER KIRKLEY.-BEY~ 

Representative Hetherington . 

RE-P .. HETHE.RIN.GTON (125thl: . 

Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I thank the 

proponent for his answers. 

I ·would just comment briefly that, to the extent· 

pos·sib.le, our enforcement of these laws ought to 

op~rate from full disclos·ure. That. is the easiest, 

the most obv.iou.s way to s·ee wh.et"her or not the laws 
I 

are being comP,l.ied. wi.th. 

And I -- I'm troubled here. I don~t think that 

there is, :absent fu·rther que.stions f·rom the donor, -an 

.ade.quate way of. det.ermining whether- or not a lobbyist 

has, .in fact, viol·qted the ban from soliqiting from 

I' ~ • .... 

....... '\ . 
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And just ·finally·~ Madam Speaker, I 1 m troubled by 

the fa.ct that, although we·~ ve had some days since the 

Second Circ:uit offered its de.cision, i.t seems to me 

there was plenty of time. in which this committee, the 

Gove·rnment Administ.rat.ion .and Ele~-tions Cominittee· 

' could have .bee.n ~onvened to consider this bill where 

we could have had tes~imony from the public, for 

example, as to. "h9w· they wanted their taxpayer -- their 

ta.x ~one.y to be u·sed -as app_lied to campaign ·financing. 

I notic·e ·we were here at ten t.his mo.rrting. We 

could have even had; a .meeting t.his morning· and we 

didn 1 t. J;,nstead we had this bill that .wa.s .sort of 

aro.se f.ull-b.:)..own from the head of _lea~e·rshi? or. 

whe·rever it caine from. And I think that 1 s ver':l 

un.fortu.nate that Jwe 1 re. ta.king such a major -step, and 

we 1 re spending ·tq._xpayer money at a time when the·re 

isn 1 t a lot of it. to s.pend, when our economy is under 

stress. 

And I th.ink there. was ·no reason to avoid the· 

o.r~i-nary procedures for developing legislati.on, and I 

regret that. we have done tbat .. And I would urg.e the 

rejection Df this bill. Thank you, ~adam Speaker . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KI.RKLE.Y-BEY: 

~: 
r •; 
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Representative !Miller., you have the .. floo_r, sir. 

REP. MILLER ( 1.22nd) : 

1hank you, Madam -s·peak:er. 

DEPUTY SPE~l<E~ Kl:.RKLEY-BEY: 

y·ou ' re w(! 1 come . 

REP. MILLER (122nd)z 

I have a couple questions, minor questions~ 

DEPUT·Y' SP.EAKE-R KIRKLEY---BEY: 

Representativ-e Spa.ll-one, prepare yourself. 

· .Repr~sentative Miller, plea.se proceed. 

REP. MILLER (122nd)~ 

·Thank you, Madam Speak·er. 

I know th,at the sign question came ~P· If r or. 

my opponent. purchased 2, 000 Swiss Army manicure -- the· 

lit-tle knife .sets you put on your .ke.y ring -- and I 

bought 2, oo:o of the:rp. and they cost· about $2 a piec_e 

wholesale I gave awa·y 1, 000 duri.ng the last 

campa~gtl. l .have a thousand left. Also, can. openers,·· 

4,000 can openers··were purchased. T.hi,s is -- for 

Smith or .Miller or whoever· -·- I had 2, 000 can op.ener.s 

.left at about 70 cents a piece. 

How would this bill impac-t the fact that I had 

these things leftover and I'm going ·to 1,1se the:rn again, 

.. 
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fo·r t'he next campaign? Through .you, Madam Speq!cer. 

DEPUTY SPEA~ER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

R~presentqtive Spallone. 

REP. SPALLONE f3 6th) : 

Through you, Madam Spea.ker, to Rep.resentat'ive 
. 

Miller, on line-513 ~o 514 the bill states~ nothing in~ 
.. 

this subdivi•ion shall be construed to apply to any 

i tern othe·r than for la-wn s.igns. So for better or ·f.or 

wo·rse, t,h'i.s legisl·ation does not ·help. Representat.ive. 

Miller with respe9t .to those items that he mentioned 

in his que.s.tion· . 

The bill or tl)e section conc·erning lawn signs ,is 

dr'aft~.d in re·sponse t·.o a declaratory ruling from the 

E·lect.ion E'nforcement. Commi·ssion .regarding lawn signs. 

DEPUTY. S~~AKE~ ~lRKLEr-BEY: 

,• . Rep.resentati ve Mill~r .. 

REP. M·ILLER. ( 1'~.2nd) .: 

Thank you. 

I have no kn1.ves o:r can openers, Madam Speake·r .. 

Through you, a.gain, another question regarding 

food. The fodd is mentioned, $50 worth of in-kind 

cobkie donation. I was told just the other night that 

I'm going to hav.e to ·spend a hundred dollars in one of 

my towns. to pay for ·f.ood for the poll .workers. Does 

J 

.. I o ... -~ • 
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that impact it in any wa_y, because of the fact that 

cookies ~re now mentioned and.a $50 limit is sta-ted? 

T.hrough you, .Madam Speake·r .. 

DE'PUTY SPEAKE·R KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Repres.entati ve S'pallone. 

REP. SPALLONE (36th): 

Thr~>Ugh you, Ma_dam Speaker, t.o Representative­

Mi.l:ler, the 'bill specific(jllly addresses meetings, 

committees or campa(igns that are not fund-r.aise.J:s .. So 

it's drafted to address that issue. 

· For exampl.e, ·a D.emocratic: -~·own coml'nittee meeting 

or a Republican town c.ommitt.ee meeting, at· which 

.somebody brings refreshmen·t· for the member-s·, the 

exception applies to ~hat, and this is relie% that's 

been requested by treasurers and those who manage and 

volunteer on campaigns. 

bEPOTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-B·EY: 
I 

Repr·esentative Miller. 

REP. MIL.LE.R (.122.nd) : 

Thank· you, Madam .. Speaker. 

I have anothe.r question. Th-rough yo"U, Madam 

S,peaker, conun'unicator lobbyis·t,s, is that a registered 

lobbyis.t~ or could that be ·sc;>me nonp·rofit individual 

who comes -up_. her,e· and lobbies directly to -- f.or a 

· .. ' .J 
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Through you_, Madam Speake·r to Representative 

Mill_er ,. communlcator lobbyist, there's a ·reference 

bac~ to the· definit.ion of communica.to.r lobbyist, who 

is a· person who receives comp.en.sation of $2,.000 .or 

more in a ca+endar year to lobby th.e e.xecuti ve or 

legislative branch on behalf of a person or 

orga-nization. 

DE.PUTY S-PEAKER KI.RKLEY-BEY.: 

.Representative Miller. 

REP. MILLER (122nd): 

Thank ·you, Madam Speaker. 

Lastly, as far a·s bundling goes, if the s.ame 

person solic.itec.l funds from individti~l.s t'0 support h~r 

particul-ar nonprofit organiz·a.tion ·and she solicited 

fri.ends, .maybe from 10 or 1"5 ·people, a.nd bundl'ed them 

and brought them ::j..n; would that· person be subject to· 
. . 

any restrictions oz: fines, or is t'hat legitimate?-

T~rough you, Madam Speaker. 

D~PUTY SPEAKE-R KIRKLEY-BEY:· 

Representative Spallone, . 

005761 
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Through y.ou, .Madam_ Spea~er, the· bu·~dling :ban 

applies to lob~yist·s and contractor~ as· defined in t·he 

bill and no~ to otdinary ~ndividuals~ 

DEPUTY SPEAKER _K.lRKLEY.-BEY·: 

. ' 
· ~epresentative Miller. 

REP. MILLE:R' ( 122nd) : . . . 

Thank you, Madam S.pea~er. I thank _you fo·r the 

answers. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKL'EY-BEY: 

Representative .Rowe·, you have t'he floor, si'r . . , 

REP. ROWE ( 1.23rd) :-

Th~·nk you. 
.... 

G'ood e.vening·, Madam S.peaker. 

DEPUTY: SPEAKER .KIRK~EY-BEY: 

.Good evening. 

REP .. ROWE. ( 123rd) : 

Well,· priefly, why don't .I just call it·. The 

·clerk h~s an am~ndm~nt, 5.966. I would ask· that he 

call .it and I be a~~owed t.o ,br,iefly summarize. 

DE.PUTY S P.EAKER ~I'RKLEY-BEY : 

Will the Clerk please call LCO 5966, designated 

House ·amendmel)t· "B .. " 

THE· CLERK: 

LCO 5966, House "'B" offered .. by .Representatives . 

•.' 
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I will. And this is a simple amendment and I 

will be quite brief .. 

But one. thing that has troubled me about ·the 

Citizens' Election Program is the fact that we give 

unopposed canqidates funding, in essence, taxpayer 

dollars. So unopposed candidate$ for the General 
. ! 

As~embly and for statewide of~ices receive, in 

essence, taxpayer money . 

I know pepple· try ·to nuance that and say that's 

really· e$cheat .. s so it's not taxpayer money, but of 

course thatis -- that's really a legal fiction. Money 

that's taken from the escheats wo~ld have gone into 

ou;r general fu-nd and is taxpayer money. s·o t-he fiscal 

note -- well, it gbes beyond the fi~cal note, but the 

fisca-l note sa.ys· sav~ngs can be .realized up to about 

$300,000 and, in fact, the fiscal note d9esn't even 

contemplate if·there was an unopposed statewide 

candidate. like the COI'!lptrol.ler race was unopposed one 

year. 
\ 

It would be far the potential savings would be 

005763· 
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f:ar _in excess of ·the. $.300, 000 noted, but as I began to 

·sa.y, it always troubles me that we gave taxpayer money 

to unopposed. cand:i.<:lates and part·icularly ln this day 

and age, when we .a-re .fac·ing these str.uctural deficit.s 

of billions .and bil.lions of dollars-. If· we can't find 

sonte s·avings ~ere, if we, c.an't s:ave some mone·y, some 

taxpayer money and not, give. unopposed· candidate·s, 

candida·tes that pre going to· win qS long as they vote 

for themselve.s and live until they get sworn in, then. 

:forget it. W.e·sti·o.uld just call it a career. 

So I would ask-- I think it's.a friend!~ 

.arnendln~nt .. I .had a brief conve·r·sation with ·the chair 

of the ·GAE, .and I c;l"on' t know that he thought it was 

entirely friendly, but that being said, this cyc~e 

unopposed Senate candidates, because of the.COLA 

a'djus.tment, -a:r~ going to get s~mething li:ke· $26,500 

and Chang·e, .and "here i.n the .HO\.i-S:e, W~ I 11 be. eligible 

for r thinlc· :it·' s .~bout $7 I BOO. 

This is -- .qnd :Lt' s ,not a .l.ot of. money, but it is 

and it's a. bit s·y.mbolic., I think, that we've g·ot huge, 

huge fistal probiems to tackle, and it would just be 

nice if $Ort of ending this year we~re able to say 

that we mpd~ ~ little bit of ·progress . 

Now, mind you, ·the amendment it·self won.' t affect 

• • . • --o-. ------:--...... 
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this cycle. l't doesn ·, t go· into effect until next year 

so whatever end product w·e 'have t·oday 

DEPUTY SPEAKER K_IRKLEY-B.EY: 

Represen·tative Rowe. 

RE~. ROWE (123rd): 

Yes .. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ~I.RK.LEY-BE.Y: 

Could_you ~ove adoption first? 

RE-P. ROWE ( 12·3rd) : 

Yeah, a·ctuaiiy, I'm done. So -- well., l(:!·t me 

move adoption a.nd -- ·s.o I.' d ask I know the 
·. 

Democrat.s ove·r· there don't want to vote for Republican 

amendments and we do what we·' ve got to do.. I think it 

takes -- if you think it's a good bill, it makes it 

better. If you. ~hink it's not really a gpod bill, it 

·still maiees it bet.te.r. So with that bein9 sai.d, .I 

would" ask that wnen the. vote be· taken, it be taken by 

ro.ll. 

DEPUTY SP·EAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:· 

You have not asked for you ask f.or· adopt.ion 

and then you explain it. 

~he question is on adopt~on. 

So will you r·emark? 

So now you're a·sking for a roll call vote .. 

.. . 

~~-~---. 
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REP. ROWE (12.3rd) : 

Right. I 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIR~L:Er.-B~:t: · 

Okay. 

REP. ROWE (123rd): 

Did I not move for adoption? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER :.KJRK~EY-BEY.: 

I;' ' 
'', r 

95 
Juiy· .30, :2010 

Yes, you did, in the middle of the explanation. 

Thank you, sir. . ·. 

REP. ROWE (123.r.d) : 

I·~ sorr.Y- if I confused you, Madam. Spea.·ke·r.. I 

didn't mean to, ·but now· I would like to ask_ that when 

the votie :be taken, it be taken by roll. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER· KIRKLEY-BEY: 

All tnose in favor, please signif.Y by sa·ying_, 

aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye •. 

DEPUTY SPEAKE.R 'KIRKLEY-BEY: 

In the es.tima.tion of the Chai·r ,- the roll call 

will be enf.orced -- th~ rol.l c-all. yote. 

RE.P. .ROWE (12 3rd) : 

·Good. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER K!RKLEY-SEY: 

... .. . ..... : 
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Appreciate it. 
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Will you r-emark on the .amendment that is- before 

us? 

Representati.ve Spallori"e. 

REi?. S.PAti.ONE . (36th) :· · 

. ' 
Than-k y:ou, Mad~m Spe-aker. 

Madam- Speaker, I would rise in opposition. to the 

amendment.~ I do apprec.~a-te the spir:it in which it was 

offered by ~epres·ent·ative Rowe.. I apprecia·te the 

policy concerns he's r~ised. Ther~'s two things· I 

wo.uld mention. 
. . 
One., we are trying to pass, in c.oncur.rence with 

the Senate, qp important biil, which needs to get to 

the. Governor's desk as .s.oon .as I?Ossible .. in c:>rder ·to 

react to the Co.urt' s decision within .q. time, frame. 

There are -- unde·r tli.e original .law, ·there were some 

policy con.sider-ations .r.egarc:iing .en.cou~aging 

part'icipation in. t_he ·pr-ogram by --· by everyone 

consistently. You could have somebo.dy running for the 

first tiine who's unopposed, for exampl.e, ·q.nd JlO one: 

· .. 

005767 
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Nobody i~ compelled to spend the .mone.y, but. I do 

under-stand the sp.irit in which it was offered,. I'm 

sure the issu~ wil1 be revisit~d in the future, but in 

Order tO get this bill paS·Sed and_, hopefully 1 Signed 

into laiN, . and pe·nding some addit-ional review of the 

po.licy i·ssues·, I would ask that this Chambe.r-

respectfully oppose _the ~mendm~nt. 

Thank· you, Madam Spea-ker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER ·.KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Thank' you. 

Representative .Johnston, you :have. the floor, -sir . 

REP; JOH:NSTON. . ( 5l.s.t l : 

Thank you, Madam· Spea:ker. 

Madam Speaker, speaking in support of the 

amendment, .Representati.ve Rowe had·implored some of 

the members e.f the Chamber to consider it, even tbc.mgh 

it·• s ~ "Republican amendment.. And I think that's a 

sbe·er ·technicality. because when Repre.sentative Rowe 

was drafting this·, he missed me, bec,ause :I ce.r.:tainly 

would have signed on. So Representative Rowe and 

.members .of· the Chamber., conside'r it a bipartisan 

amendment- . 

. You knQw., there is thi-s i$ a s.imple amendment . 

005768 
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It jtist says wh~ in the heck woul~ we take taxpayer 

dollars to fund a campa-ign that·,· in all es.sence., is 

J?.Ot a c:;.ampaign·? ·It 1 s a. six month self-promotiona.l 

t·our for two or -four year~- later or for a future 

higher .office. 

We l're ·.fa.cing serious. budget dil:enuna·s in 'this 

state. 
I 

I v~nt~re to say if we. had a public hear.i·ng' on 

this, and. in my. mind we ce~ta-inly· :should have, .and an 

average citizen ··showed up in this building, I can 1 t. 

picture that th.·e·re 1 d be any: average citizens that 

didn't have a v"es-ted -i.hte·rest· in a politic~ I pr.ocess 

wbo would. think it make·s any sense of the world to 

take taxpayer 1 s · dolla~·s to fund a campaign of someone 

w.ho has .no oppone-nt. 

Tt. 1 s a simple step. Does·n 1 t cause a lot o.f 

trobble. ~e waited abdut 14 hours that the Senate has 
. . . 

tG> come in ·for an .additional day" for five minu-t:es t.o 

adppt a sl:lort amendmen~ like ·this. It certainly 'makes 

for a bet·ter bil,l. It ma·kes for saving·s for the 
- . 

peopl.e .. -- savings ·for ·the cit:izens of Connecticut, and 

.i~ 1 s one small step for conunon sen·se. Madam Speaker, 

I urge adopti·on . 

. DEPUTY SPEAKER KI~KLEY-BEY: 

\ 
I· •• 
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•• Representative. _Hamz.y, you have the f.loor, sir .• 

REP. HAMZY (78th): 

Thank. you, Madam. Speaker. 

I .rlse .also in st·rong support of this amendment. 

And if the rea.so ... n to oppose this is that the Senate 

ha.s· to come in and vote, I would venture· a .guess that 

if we pass this, i.t ~ould pass unani_mously upstairs in 

the Senate. 

And if that is how we are going to create and set 

public policy, that this ls golng to inconvenience 

another. leg.is.lati ve body· beca-qse they're going t.o have 
. . 

• .. to .come in .for- five minutes-_, wh.en every.one in thi.s 

chamber know·s that they .are ·all going to be coming 

bac~ for a veto se$sion~ that is a poor ex~use to 

oppose this amendment·. 

Just think about this for one Second, that we are 

going to give almost $8,000 for a state House 

candidate who has, no opponent and that we a.re going 'to 

g_ive approximately $·2.6, 000 to .a state Senate .ca.ndidate 

who has no opponent, taxpa·yer money. If that is not 

the height of conunon sense, that ·we shou1d change that 

po1ic·y, I don•·t know wha·t iS. 

I wou.ld urge the memt;>e.rs of thi"s ch-amber to just 

•• think about· it for .a minute and vote for thi.s· 

I·: 
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amendment. Th·ank you. 

DEFUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: 

Tba:nk you_, Representative. 

::.··· 
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Repr~-~entative -Miller, you have the flo.or·, sir. 

REP. MILLER (122nd): 

Thank you., Madam S:peaker .. 

I rise .in support of the amendment. Ju.st ·the 

other night, I had to give ~ state of the State report 

to my town co~i ttee and explain. :t·o. them how we 1 re 

going to have {ouz: year's. of· deficits and there is no 

way around it at th-is stage . 
.. 

And certainly., our whole entire f.iscal position 

in the stat'.e of Connecticut is· kind of dim. And I 

think that s·pending money unwisely, such as giving a 

candidate who· do·es not have .an opponent .money t·o burn; 

is the wrong w.ay to go. We ought to be setting ·a 

better examp:J.e and that -- I thi.nk t.hi.s is an 

amendment that 1 -s worthwhile voting for, and I than.k . . 

you, Madam. Spea.ker-. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY::..BEY: 

Thank yotJ, s.ir.. 

Will you remark? Will you -remark {u.r.ther on the 

amendment beto~e us? 

If· not, staff and guest-s please come to the well. 

•• f· ..•••. 
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Members take your seats. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERJ<: 

The Hou~e ef Representati~es Ls voting by roll 

call. Member·s to the chamber. The House is voting --
H.ouse Amendment Schedule "B" by roll call. Members to 

the c.hamber, ple.ase. 

(Speaker Donovan in the Cha.ir.) 

·SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Have· all the members vot.ed? Have all th.e members· 

voted? a.lease check the ·roll· call ;board. to make sure. 

your vote ~as been properly cast. I£: all the .members 

have voted, the machine will be locked.. The Clerk 

will please take a. t·ali,y. Will the Clerk· please 

announce the tally. 

T.HE CLERK: . 

. House Amendment Schedule "B". on, Emergency 

Certified Bill 551. 

··Total Numb.er voting 120 

Necessary for· .adop.tion 61 

Tho·se voting Yea ·46 

Those voting Nay 74 

Those ·absent and not voting 3l 

-005-772 
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SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

House amendment fa.ils. 

Will you remar.k further on the bill? Remark 

furt.her on tb-e. bill?· 

Representative Hamzy. 

REP. HAMZY· (78th): 

I p.romis·e I will be br.ie.f. Th-ank you, 

Mr . Spea ke·r . 

Mr. Speaker., I opposed the o·riginal l'assa9~ of 

this program because I had serious concerns about 

using t-axpayer mone.y to fund political campaigns 

and since -- since its ;implementation those concerns 

that I originally had, l thinkr bave been heightened, 

and they 1 ve been heightened by some of the a·c.tions 

that we 1·Ve se.en taking· 'place by the SEEC, specifically 

with z:egarq to extending deadlines arbitrarily for 

candidates in orQ.~r to· ensure that they qualify. 

I think stretching the rules to allow· other 

candidates, in an effo·rt to get as many people t0 
. . 

qualify as possible, allowing quest.ionable 

contr.il:rutions to be counted s.o ,that candidates meet 

the· ·threshold. required to qua:lify, that 1 s what we have 

seen during the course Qf this ~lection cycle~ 

And wha.t .I have also seen is· that t·here 1 s no 

005.773 
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opport·unity for prope.r challenges to. t'hese decisions 

to be made, because the first thing tha·t a court 

considers is. the equiti-es involve~. Any time a 

ca,mpq.ign seeks· an injunction, the equity, when t·hey' re. 

·weight·ed, is always dete.rmined to be· in favor of t.he 

cap.di:date who,' s ·seeking· t·o :participate. 

And so we .neve.r get t.Q :the merits Qf the 

decisi.ons that·. are being made by this commission tli.at 

I think- have ho b~sis· ,in law.. And that tr.ouble.s me. 

AnQ. I f.ear that. we- are going to continue ·to see these 

ru.I.es be.i:ng bent, laws bei.ng stretched, regulations 

be·ing interpre·ted . and x:nisinterpreted a,l.l ;i.n a.n effort 

to perpetu'at.e t·his flawed program. 

It'S for thdse r~asons that I opposed it in the 

beginning·, a!ld it's for those reasons that t. belie.v.e 

my oppos];tion. wa·s j ustifi·eQ. properly. And. it'$ f·or. 

those reasons that I' 11 be opposing this -bil1 ton-ight .. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

T.hank you, Repre·sentati ve. 

t;ould you care t-o remark further? WoUld you care 

t·o remark further? 

Representa-tive Spallone . 

RE~P.. S~PALLONE ( 3.6th) : 

. ' 

005774 
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A.s this debate draws to a close,· I would like to 
1 

make some concluding remar·ks regarding' the merits. of 

the ·legislation bef·ore us. 

This is a crossroads. This is a very important 

moment fo·r the· State ·o·f Connecticut:. Last August, 

when Judge Underhi.ll issued his ruling, Legislato·rs · 

and policyma·kers began to prepare a response to that 

ruling, and we knev that it was appealed to the Second 

Circuit Court of .Appeals. And peop.le in this. 

building, people. in the oth~r bodyr people at the 

Elec_tion Enforc·ement Commission, the Attorney 

General's off~ce, people of good faith wer~ putting 

their· heads t.ogether ·and trying to come up with a 

me~ning~ful response. The _problem was that the case 
. . 

was on appeal and the,re wa~ some disagre~ment in thi.s 

building as to whether to wait ~ntil the appeal was 

heard or whether to act now or whether to pass a 

contingent bill based on what happens in the appeal. 

And we did. dec.ide ·to wait.. That wa.s a legitimate· 

course for some; and because th~ Legislature can 

alwa.ys come and meet and act. And so we've shown now 

today tha:t when we need to act quickly,. ·we can do s·o . 

Wh.en we need to a.ct= responsibl.y, and in order to 

·oos11s 
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preserve an· important historical reform, w:e can come 

together and do ·that, and weire doing that tonight . 

. And so ~hat·we're doing with this bill, 

Mr. Speaker, is numbe.r .one, we'·re ·preserving the 

program in "t::he event of future li.tigatl.on :t;>y diffusing 

th~· so-call~d "t.ime bomb" by eliminating that ·re.verter 

clause and havin·g a normal constitutional ·$everabil:ity 

clause. 

secondlyJ we ar~ repealing what a court has found 

to be co.n·stitutiohally offensive. provisions. r.ega.rding 

trigger matching funds. and regarding lobbyist bans and 

sol.ici tat ion bans on contractors a.nd lobbyist.s. And 

what we've done with res_pect to the -- .and wh-at we've 

done with res .. pect "t:o those solicitation bans is we·' ve 

put· in narrowly· taiio.:ted r.easonable · restri.ctions on 

solicitation and b~ndling -s.o that the people o.f th.e 

state can 'have confidence that con.tractors, who were 

·implicated in _pr.ior ·scandals, and· l.obbyist.s, who the 

public knows through their common sense ha.ve -a great 

deal of influence in this building~ were reasonably 

limiting it in a way that the coprt dLrected. So this 

a yer.y posi t·i,ve tning. 

We're also ~nserting fairness into the system. by 

c'han.ging and adjus.t.ing the base grants for 

005776 
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gubernator~al candidates. We. are saying that those 

should be. competitive gra-nt·s. Those should be in l.ine 

with historical. precedent~ and. they should encourage 

par.ticipation in the prog~am. 

And so Mr. Speaker, I think everyone in t.his 

Chainbe.r. should j.o~n in the Senate· in pas·sing this 

legisla:tion. C.ampaign-finartce reform, a.s ·we passed 

fiv·e y~al;'s ago, i·s ·the law of this Stat.e. It's here 

to stay.. It qppea.rs to have strong support among· the 

public. I urge the ·G.overnor to sign this bill when it. 

reaches her.·de~~ in order to preserve the legacy she 
I • 

·so r-ightly de.se·rves; and. I urge passage o-f this bill 

th".i s ev.en.ing . 

Thank you, Mr~ Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Thank you; Representative. 

Would y~u care to remark further? 

If not,. staff and gu.est.s please· come t·o the well 

of the House. Members take ·t·heir seat-s. The machiQe 

will be _ppen. 

·THE CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by roll 

call.. Members to the chamber. "The .House is taking a 

· roll call vo.te. Membe_r~ to the chambe'r, please. 
I 

00·5777 
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Have aJ,.l the me:rn~Qe.rs voted? Have all the members 

voted? 

Plea·s·e check the roll call board to m~ke .sure 

your .vote has been properly cas_t. If all the members' 

votes have be~n ·.properly cast the machine will be 
r 

locked. 

The Cler.k will please take a tally. Cler·k, 

please announc~ the tally. 

THE .CL-ERK: 

Eme·rgency Certifie~ Bill 551. 

Total: .Number. voting 120 

Nece.ssary for adopt.ion 

Those voting Yea 75 

Those·voting Nay 45 

Tho.se absent and not voting 31 

SP·EAKER OONOVAN: 

Em~rgency :bill: pass~s. 

. ' Are tner:·e any· ann·ouncements. or introductions? 

Rep-resenta.ti ve Ta.llari ta. 

REP. TALLARITA (58th): 

Good ev.ening, Mr.. Speaker. For a. journal 

notation . 

SPEAKER. DONOVAN·: 

.· 

005778" 
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Thank y.ou, .Mr·. Speaker • 

S"P-EAJ<ER DONOVAN :. 

"Tha-Qk you, Representative. 

W.i.ll! m.embers ple~se st.and for a moment of· 

·silence .• 

Thahk. yo·u., Representative.· 

Will the Cl·erk ple-a$e. call Senate Bil.l 551. 
~. 

THE CLERK:. 

Senate.Bill ~Umber 551, AN ACT CONCERNINQ· CLEAN 

ELECTIONS, I:.CO· Ni.unbe~ 5943, introduced by Senator 

Williams and· Repre.$e~ta.tive Donovan . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Repres.entat·i ve Jamie Spallone. 

REP~ SPALLO~E (36th): 

Th-ank you, Mr. Spea:ker. 

Mr. Speaker r.·· .I move fo·r .reconsideration of Senate 

Sill 551. 

S PE~~ER OON.OVAN: 

The. ·question before th"e Chamber is on 

.re·consl.derat·ion of, Senat~ Bill 551. 

For the benefit .of toe·Ch~mber, I will note that 

Repre.sent.ative Spall.one ·was .~n the prevailing ~ide of 

thi-$ is.~ue when the. Chambe.t:' passed this measure on 

.Jul:y 30th, and i.s therefore an appropria.te member 

. ; 
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t·o -ma.k~ the motion for reconsideration. 

ls there OQjection to the motion to reconsider? 

All right.. Without objection, the· bill will be 

reconsidere'd . 

. Will you rei'Qark further on the mot.ion to 

reconsider? 

Representative Spallone. Represf:lnt.a.ti ve 

SI?all_one., .. you have the flo.or,. s.ir. 

REP.. SPALLONE· (36th_) : 

Th~nk Y?U, Mr. Speaker . 

. Mr. Speaker, ;r .mqve for _repass age of the .bill. 

'S PE.AKER. DONOVAN': 

T.he que~tion be.fore the · ·Chanlber .is on repassa·ge 

of the bill. Represen.tative Spallone, you have the 

floa·r. 

REP. $PALLONE (36th): 

Tn~n"Jc you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, .the memb~rs of the Chamber will 

recall that this "bill was. pas~ed. on June 30th in 

special session and ·that it·was vetoed by Governor· 

Rell and repassed by t·he Senate on -a vote of .24 to 10, 

-a few d~y·s :ago. 

And .since the bill was p:assed by this Chamber and 
. 

=those· events occur:r;ed,, two significant other events 

005787 
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occurred~ One, the August 10 primary took place 

earlier this wee·lc. And secondly, on Augus·t· 11th, 

Judge Underhill c;>f the feqeral district court· enter.e.d 

a permanent "inj.unct.i,on aga.in$t ce.rtain sections of' the 

law· that were held to be uncons,titution.al by the 

$econd Circuit Court of Appeals. 

So Mr-. Spea.ker, since there was signi·ficant anc;i 

lengt.hy debate on t.he. merits .o.f this bill, I will 

sl.mply summari·ze what ·the bill se.eks. to accomplish. 

First·, _it repeals the ex.isting reve·rter, or 

severabil.it'y clause, also ·known in shorthand as toe 

other pa·rts would remain . 

.Secoho, it repea.ls the provisions of the law that 

w.ere· found uncons.titutiohal, including supplemental 

grants, also called trigge.r's, the ban. on lobbyist 

contributions, and the ban ·on lo~byist and contr·a:ctor 

s·olici tat ions. 

lt replac·es the .supplemental grants on.ly with 

respect to the office.of governor with a change in the 

grant amount f·or. the base grant in the general 

election from $.3 m;i.ll.ion 'to $6 million.· It sets 

l9bbyist contributions that are ~ow allowed, due to 

' . 
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the cour-t's ruling, at $1.00 ac.r.oss the board, whether 

or n.o·t it is going to a participating or 

.nonparticipating. ·c-a-n~iidates. 

it prohibits client solicitation ·by lobb_yists 

e·ffective at the f.irst of .nex.t year. l~ ·prohibits 

.bundling ·by l.obbyi.sts effect . .:l.ve at· the fi~~t nel(t 

year·. It· -prohibit-s contract.or so.licl.tations· from 

employees and subcontractors effec·ti v~ il"t the f1rst of 

.next- year. 

It also ·makes t~chn,ical change~ to the law t_o 

ease compliance with certain aspects, and it also -

.• r.equires a. repo.rt ·by elec'tion enforcement concerning 

the recommended levels of grants going forward in the· 

filtur.e. 

Mr .. Speaker, the Governor-issued a veto message 

on 1:\ugust 2, 20:10-, i"n which s.he made several she 

mqde appro.ximate --· she ·made about seven points with 

respect to the l.egi.sla.tion, and I would like to 

briefly ·respond t·o those. 

·Firs·t, Governor Reil .said tha~ sh~ disagrees 

pro.foun_dly with ·the. adjustme·nt= of the grant fo.r race 

for governor for p·articipating candi.da:t·es from 

3 million to· 6 mi;_l_lion. dolla.r.s .. • ~-··. I want to make, this· clea.r tQ member·s of the 

. . - .. -. 
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Cba~er and members o£ the public that the change that 

tl:li.$ bill contemplates i"n changing the 9rant amount 

from. $3 millien to $6 million for those running for 
. . 

. governor \tlho have_ .(:hos.en voluntarily to participate in 

the: program, tnose monies do not repr.esent new money. 

This is not an appropriation. by thi·s General 

Assembly. The monies are in the fund. The citizen 
·' 

the State Election Enforcem~nt Commission had 

specifically set- .aside .a :r.ange of ·3 to 9 million 

dollars ·t·o. handle supplemental grants to candidates. 

·And also it should be noted that because. the 

trigger provi~ions were found. to be unconstitutional 

qnd, qre· no longer eff.ecti ve., there wili no longer be 

· .supplemental grant.s to people running for the General 

Assembly,. ·there will _be no supplemental .grants for 

people running for constitutional office, and there 

will be no supp;lelilental g-rar:tts for anyone running for 

any office except governor~ 

So again, the money i:s not new mone·y. It's in 

the Citize~ Elec;tion Prog:ram Fund. The- fund is funded 

thr.ough escheats of unclaimed_ pr9perty. It should 

also be ·noted for the record t"hat the triggers were 

. included in the law ·originally to account for the 

pqssibilitr of bigh-spending nonparticipating 

005790 
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opponents~ or when a participating candidate was 

facing large,· 'independe-nt .ex_penditure$ and a candidate 

for governor .could have received supplemen.tal grants 

up to $6 million on top of their $3 million .ba~e 
\ 

grant. Thi.sJchange only.goes to $3 million. 

Secondly, Governo~ Rell did note that sheJwas 

concerned that the'extra. monies received·by any 

candidate _might be used for negative advertisements. 

Certainly there '·s ·nothing in the law t·hat regulates 

the speech of candidates. It certainly was not 

contemplated when t·he law was pass.ed that ·the·re would 

b~ any such regulation and that any such regulation 

would certainly be unconsti tu.tional. I do share th~ 

G9vernor •· s concern about such things. I do find. them 

unpleasant, as qo most reside'nts of the stat·e, but it 

is part of our electoral process. 

The Governor also. said, additionally to ber fir_st. 

point, that t"he st·ate cannot afford w:hat we are 

propo·sing. And again, I ·note that this is something 

approp·riated, something that is already in the fund. 

The money would remain in the fund and roll over for 

future elections-. 

The Governor was concerned about high spending 

during this cycle and that t·his could become the floor 

00.5'791 
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amount .in the future, in 2014; in future years. . And I 

would respect.f.ully .respond ·that t"he ·high bar that is 

being. set for statewide elect.i.ons .is being set by 

ciandidates that are not particip~ting in the Citizen 

Election Progr~m, but is being set by candidates that 

are not ·participating or set in previous elections, 

including the cycle in 2006. 

The Governo.r · express.ed concern that this. law, 

this bill. if it become.s ·law, will allow l.obbyis·tf? to 

make qualifying con.tribut.ion·s for the Citiz--en Election 

Program. And, as I stated on the floor when the bill 

was o . .tig·inally pas~ed·, to bar such contributions 

could -- I ''m not saying it absolutely would, but it 

could raise additional F.irst Amendment problems if 

lobbyists were effectively barred from making 

contributions t.o now -- what is now the majorit:y of 

campaig_ns in the s-tate. 

It's been noted that Buckley versus Valeo .allows 

li·mits that are oth_erwise constitutional in publicly 

financed programs that are volunta_ry·, ·bu_t the quest·ion 

remains whether· this is ac~ually a ban ra~her than a 

limit if we were to prohibit· qualifying contributions. 

So it is prudent at this time· -- and this. can 

always be ·revisited, ~nd. I actually·· hope· it· is -- but 

.-, 

.. 
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it is pru(lent at this time t·o .avoid further 

1-itigt;~.tion to treat lobbyists primarily like any other 

citize.n tha.t is making contributions, except they are 

limited to a hundred dollars across the board. 

The Governor e~presseq concern that the 

solicitation ban would take eff~ct in Ja.nuary rather 

than right ·now. An9, I would only note that we a~e in 

·the .middle -o.f an election .cycle; al.ready making 

s·ignif'.j:G:·ant cb.an·ges and we wourd n.ot want t.o invite 

-further li tiga·t'ioq in t:hi.s litigious election cycle. ·by 

invoking addit~onal ·bans on communication at this 

.• time.. And further,. ·there is a ·public education 

compon.ent which we have to addres.s. 

• ··.· 

,. 

\ 

So·, Mr. Speaker, I make· those points in 

respect fur disag·reement with Governor R~ll, noting 

that she has t>een a st.rong 

supporter/pr:oponent./coauthor of this program. I'm 

sure she w.i.ll continue to be a supporter of i't. I" 

respect what she has .had to say, .but d.o respectful.ly 

disagree w~th it. 

Mr. Speaker, w.e do need to pas.s this bill today. 

As I noted, we are facing an injunction. Judge 

Undernill :has ·referred our current severability, 

slash,· reverter lang'qag~ ·to th~ St.at.e Supreme Court 
\ 

J· 
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for a.dvic.e and that ·court could certa-inly r.ule that 

the r.ever·ter ·does . take effect because· of the· othe·r . . . 

portions ·.of the ~rij-unct·ion and could .cau~e our prog.ram 

tCi> be aut-omatically repealed. 

So~ .Mr .. Speaker, time .is o·f the essence. We're 

in the midd,le of ·an elect·ion cycle, and i"t' s 

appropriat·e. to rep·ass tbi.s b"ill and move on and 

p.rot~ct this .C.i tizen Election ·Progr~_m today. 

Th~nk you, Mt. Speaker.. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

T-hank you, ·Repre$entat.ive. 

The. House· MinQrity Leade:r; Representative C~fero . 

You have ·t-he floor; sir.-
~ 

REP.~ CAFERO f142nd): 

Tha·n~ you, Mr. Speaker. 

Good morn,in~r, Iadie.s and gentlemen o.f the 

. Chamber. It looks like we have a full house.. August 

13th, :Friday fhe 13th, and fortunately we all found 

time. t_o be here ·t.oday to take up this .l.egi.slat.ion. 

The .Pill. ·that is before .us .for override is 

entitled, "An Act Concerning Clean Elections.·~ Ladies 

and· gentlemen, I don·' t imply· tha:t had tbe resu,lts of 

the primar-y been dif'ferent we might have been here as 

·.well. But the major portion of thi"S bill affects one 

005794 
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man. ·one man .. 

ln my 18 year.s in the Hpuse of Repres·entatives, I 

ant· nard-pressed to. remember tb,is body convening t.o 

.pass a bill f'or one man. .I say that .pecause the. major 

portion of this bill, which gives an additional 

$3.-mi.llion to a participating gubernatorial candidate, 

can .only go t·o one man, Dan Malloy .• 

As far as I'm. conce·rned, we should change -the 

title of the bill from, An Act Con~erning Clean 

Elections; to An Act C.oncern.irig Dan Malloy. 

SPEAKER D.ONOVAN: 

~epre·sentat·ive, .I .. r.emind you to speak oh the 

merits o.f the bill as you speak. 

REP·. CAFERO ( 142nd): 

I appreciate that~ Mr .. Speaker,· and. I certainly . 
will, but this portion of the bill that I'm addressing . -

affects only one· person,. a·nd .I need 'to identif.Y that 

person. And that is'whY. I used his nqm..e, and I don~t 

do .s·o in any disrespec.tful ·ma,.mer • 

. S.PEAKER 'DONOVAN : 

I am reminding you th.at we do not -- ·we talk on 
I 

the :merits of the bill an.d not th.e motivations of the 

members. 

REP. CAFERO (.142nd) : 

. '· . ·. ••• I 

00,5.795 
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Mr .. Sp.eaker, I very much appreciate and will 

abide. by that admonishment. However, I was not in .any' 

way!· s.h.ape or form talking about motivation. 

SPEAKeR DONOVAN :· 
' 

All r.ig,ht. Thank you, Representative. 

REP·. CAFERO ( 142nd) : 

·Thank you, Mr. ~peaker. $3 million, the 

·.additional $3 .million goe-s to one man., Dan ·Malloy· .. 

. Ladies an~. gentlemen, ~ronically the best 

argument against giving an ·additional $3 million was · 

made by Dan Ma-lloy. That's -t;he irony of us be.ing here 

• t.:.day·. The reason ·I' say that this is about Dan Ma·lioy 

is because he is the only parti'cipa.ting candidate that 

.. 

would be e-ligible to get. this: money_, the only one . 
. 

Lieutenant Governor Fedele was the other 

participating candidate in the gtibernatorial election. 

Had he won -- he came within 5, 000 votes of w-inning --

had he won, and Mayor Malloy won, they would have an 

equ?-1 amount o:( money; we would not. be here with, at 

least wit~\ regard to that. portion. Had :Mr. Malloy and. 

Mr. ·Fedele wort, ·the two candidates woQld ·have :been 

no~participating members, .we would not be here. But. 
,. 

we're .here because Mr. Malloy won, who's 

pa·rticipat'in,g ,. and Mr. Foley won, the "Republican 

005796 
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primary and he's not participating. 

So this bill~ which gives $3 million to • 

·par:ti.cipating .candidat.e affects one man,. Dan Mq-lloy. 

Now, why do I say that. ·Dan Malloy made the ·best 

argument as tp why we should. not pass that portion? 

.Let's loo~ qt the :facts. 

Our laws s-aid that once a particip·atin9 c.andi.date 

recebr.~·s- the nomination at a convention fo:r: their 

party,. they are entitled to ge.t $1~..225, 000.. So ba,ck 

on May 21st, when Lieut·enant Governer ·Fedele qua~ified 

for a primary p.nd. Dan Malloy won his party's 

conventio·n, both men got $1, 25-D, 000 of taxpayer. money. 

When .M·r. Mallo_y' s cand~date. opponent, Ned Lamont, and 

Mr. Fedele's candidate opponent, Tom Foley, spe~t more 

than twice that amount, they were given another 

$1,2.50,-000 t·o· spend ·on the p.rimqry. 

Now, the time from the ·convention to the p_rimar_y, 

coincidently; is 81 days -- 81 days. These two 

ge.ntlemen had to .~pend. ~ ·and a half million dollars t·o 

win thei.r _part,ies' .nomination, 81 days... Mr. ·Malloy 

spent 2 and a half million dollars ot taxpayer money, 

and gues.s~ what? He won. In fact, not only did he 

win, he kicked butt. He won big time . 

Mr. Malloy has always s.aid' that .it was experience 

005:797 
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money cannot buy. His opp·one.nt spent :betwe·en 8 and 

9 million doll~rs. And yet, the 2 and half million 

q~llars. of taxpayer money that Mr. Mallo¥ spen.t won 

him the primary :58 percent t.o 42 per.cent. The best 

argument that, thank G.od, money d_oes not buy 

elections, issues do, the.candidate does, field staff 

does. Money does .not and c-annot buy elections -- the 

best argument. 

~ow, we meet here today on August 13th with a 

general el_ect;i.on on November 2nd. .G.Uess what? That •.s 

8·i days to go. So in the first ·81 day-s froin the 

e.onventi'oil to ~he primary, 2 and half m;i..llion dollars 

of taxpayer money was goo~ enough to have an 

.overwhelming. victor_y_ statewide. How ·come in the next 
I 

81 days $3 million isn't enough? H.ow come? .I donit 

get that. Two and a half million dollars did it in 

th_e· first 81 days, ,but if w_e pass thi$ bill w~ say, 

$6 million needs to be had to get through the next 81 

days. ·I don't get it. 

IJ.:J. the. law that.· tne court found. unconstitutional; 
r 

at least at least we said, you only get the extra · 

money i·f your ~pponent spends more than you.. We. do.n' t 

know w,hat tbe candidates wi.ll spend in the next 81 . 

days, but this l:;?ill says, reg.ardless of what they 

'. 
005798 
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s:pend, we '.re going to give o.ne· ma,n an addi tiona! 

$3 million. · 

.I've had some conversations with member.s of the 

p..r;ess becau-se I expr.~.ssed. some. concern about the way· 

t~is whole issue· li.as been pu"t forth in the papers and 

in tne media. We ke~p talking about $3 million versus 

$6 million. .Ladies and gentlemen, realize that as we 

speak here "today,· one Il\an~ Dc;in- Ma,lloy has received 5 

and a half .million dol,lar.s o·f taxpayer mone_y; the 2 

·and a half million for the first. Bi days and the 

'3 million for the next 81 days. What thi.s bill says 

is1 let's give ahother $3 million. ·r don ' t g·et it . 

The other thing that we have to be aware of_, 

folks., i·s the c-limate that we a·re in ·right now. We 

just all r.ead th:at the United States Congres.s wrapped 

up some of their business, a:nd i.n partic.ul.ar, they 

settled on the amounts of money they're going to give 

to certain states, to all the states. 

We had some bad news here in Connecticut because·, 

you ·~ee, the budget that. we passed expected a certain 

amqun~ _of money to be given to us from the federal 

government. And we found out today that they ain't 

going to .. give us all that money . 

. As. a matter of. fact, ·they're going to give us 

I 
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between 85 and 190 million dollars. less than we. 

thought we we·re· g_oing to get.· Eighty-f.ive to 190 

million dolla·rs les~ than w:e t_nought we were going t.o 

get .. 

· So. as we speak :right ·now·, because of that news, 

~gencie·s thr.oughout· the S.tate are preparing to cut 

t;:hei·r l?udg.ets, or we're out of balance. They' re 

looking oyer every U,ne, I hope, ev.ery prog.ram· to see 

what· can we do without~ Ho~ car:t we ma·ke Ll:P this. 8.5. to 

190 million. bucks? And all of us.·-- .a.ll of us are 

going· to have t.o deal ·with that real.ity . 

We're. going ·t·o be bac'k in this room, either in 

January or sooner to f~9ure out how we're goi"ng_ to get 

thi·s money; because- programs have been cut. 1:\.nd ·_yet, 

we·' re going to give an additional .$3 million on top of 

the 5 and a hal_f we alre·ady ga.ve to. one man for the 

·.next 81 qa_y.s. I don't get it. I don't get it. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen., Uli.s i.s a veto 

over·ride. Our Constitution ·and our l.aw.s ind.i,ca.te that. 

,in order to ov·err.ide .a gubernatorial veto, both. 

chamber-s need to ove·rride .by t·wo thirds. The Senat·e 

m~t. a few days· -ago and overrode the Governor's. •veto; 

in. other words·, they had the 2 4 vote.s ·to do so. In 

this Chamber, b'y nuniber, we ne.ed 10'1. ~ hundred a·nd 

·'· ... 
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one of us n.eed ·to yote· t.o override thi.s veto. 

We were ju.l;lt he-re two weeks a.go on this very 

bilL Not a wor.d na.s changed. Can-'t change .it. 

c-an't amend i.t 'because ·th~ bu·.$;iness. bef·ore us is the 

ove·rride of a veto. .Well, if you look qt the. vote 

that we took two ·weeks· ago, you realize that in ord,er 
.... 

to override the. -veto., at least five of us who ·voted 

no, two weeks ago, have to sw.itch our vote to _ye.s 

today. 

At !.east f-ive of us who voted no, two· ·weeks. agot 

need· t.o change· their mind and vote yes today. What do 

• you say to people who as·k you, why did you change your 

vote? Did the bill cbange? No. What changed? The 

.... 

primary? Is. that ~hat makes an individual change 

their vote from ·wha.t t"hey did two weeks ago to today? 

How do you explain that? 

But it ·will be in order to override this veto, at 

least five o·f us who voteq no, ne·ed ·t·o do t.hat .. And 

you h~ve ·to do that f.n the context· of knowing that 

we're getting between 85 and 190 million dollars less-

from the .federal government tt:tan. we. ·thought we were 

going to get. 

So any o.f those who voted no, two weeks .a.go, have 

to think long and hard and say to themselves, the 

005801 
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wlioie world is· wat.ching,. the whole st-ate is watch,ing. 
1 

And in light o.f this economic news that has rocl.c~d. our .. 
. . 

Stata yet agaiq, in light of the fact that·we will 

have to make .even tougher decisions in the very near 

tuture, ·how can I, as a person who voted ·no, tw.o wee.ks 

ago, change. my vot·e ·two wee.!c·s later? Ladie.s and 

g'entl~men, I cannot· do tha~. I wi-ll vote to ·~us.tain 

the ·Governor's veto. 

·Thank yo:u, ~r. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DO~OVA~: 

Thank you, Re~re~enta~ive. 

Represent'ative Shawn Johnston . 

REP. JOHNSTON (S1st): 

Good morning· ·ppd_ than.k you, Mr. Speaker. And. 

thank you for the. ten o' cloc:k shaz;-p time.. I know· a 

loi of .us· lost a day of work a couple of weeks ago to 

be. her.e at ten .o'clock sharp, so we ar.e appreciative 

of being here early. 

Mr. Speaker, gping on a·very diffeient tack than 

Repres.entative. Cafe·ro wen.t on, I'm talJdng about 

the -- our vote today ensures ~hether the Cit~zensJ 

.Elec~ion Progr-am c.ontimies in its format or .doesn it. 

And I' rn ;not goi.ng to talk. abou.t the reality of· which 

:·· -candidate is going to get how much more addi tiona! 

oo·sso2 
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I-'m tal·k.ing more to o.ur t.houghts -and the 

opportunity th~t_ we had when we chose t.o come int·o 

special session two weeks ago to craft the bill that 

addressed the. -supreme Court dec.isi,on and to .craft a 

bill ··that went beyond qddressing the Supreme Court 

dec.ision -- which the bill that we d:id .pass that da.y 

did two thing-s.. It did address their de.cision, but it 

went. above and .be_yond ,in-t·o· some. other areas. 

·AJ?:d,· Mr. Speaker, i"t chose· not to do s.ome things 

that .it e.ould. have done.·· I think back to t·he original 

bill that we pass~d to create. the Cit·izens' Elect·ion 

Prog.tain, the- ori-g.:i,.nal unconstitutional bill that we 

passed, and was decided by the Supreme Court that it 

was unconstitu·ti.onal. Mr. Speaker, tha-t bill· was. 

passed in .. this Chamber at about. quarter of 12 on 

closing nig_ht. 

Aides were waLking up and down the aisles 

dropping ·abC?,Ut 110-page tomf;!S on our desk:s at 11:45 .. 

This Chamber receive~ a piece of paper ma,ybe with a 

do·zen bulle.t po.int.s summarizing that bill. There is 

no possible way that we could h.ave understood or 

grasped the reality of· it; yet, .in. about 13 minutes· we 

·were ·voting· to- ·spend·· u_pward;s about .20 to 30 millio.n 

, .... 
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dpllar.s o( public funding every election cycle based 

upoq bullet points. 

Mr. ·s.pe-aker, this bill that we're deci.ding· t.oday, 

whether we •.re going to override a veto, agai.n came to 

·us with 'very little public input. we· made a decision 

not to have a public hearing. We certainly could ·have 

had a publ.ic he.a.rin_g_. This i-~ .a very cons.cious 

decision that w~ did not want to do that~ 

Mr. Speaker, as y.ou. know, I hand deli.ve.red a 

letter t-o you:r o.ffie.e asking fo~; a copy of· the 

language three days before we debated. this bill and •J 

asking when I could receive a copy of that language . 

·I was· here on time· -when w·e did this bill tha,t day; no 

language was available. 

The Senate started the bill~ I ~eht upstairs 

because I st.ill had not received any lang_uag'e; 

listened to the Senate debate, and about 45 minutes -

into that debate; fin-aily the ·OLR anal_ysis and the OFA 

ana1y.sis -- wh"ich by our rule·s we require to be 

available wh.en a pil:l begins. debate. finally came 

online, and I was able to come down in the Hous.e 

.chamber and start t·o understand the bill that w~ w.ere 

going to. debate . 

M.r. Sp.ea'k.er, some of the things that we chose not 
.. 

0051t04 
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to do tha.,t day· that. we could. ha.ve: we. chose. not 'to 

eliminate spending money on ~lections that a candidate 

had ·absolutely no opposition .. There wa:s a~ amendmemt 

of'fered on the floor of this House that we all. h.:a.d the 

opportunity t.o vote. on to say, do we real.ly need "to 

~pend $7, BOO on a state representa.tive race when you 

have absolut·ely no opponent.? 

We chose not to do that.. We cho~e to continue to 

spend public fund_s for a candida·te who hacl no 

opponent. We chos·e to continue to .spend over $26,000 

on a Se~ate race if that senator, state ~enator, had 

no opponent . 
..... 

Incredibly1 M~. Speaker, ~ven in the bill that we 

passed two weeks ago we went be_yond funding 

uncontested r~ces by actu~lly doUbling the grant for a 

gubernatorial race i:f there·• s· no opponen.t. We 

actually ra..lsed the money that :you would ·spend, that. 

you' d. .be a:ble to. _sp~nd. of. public dolla·rs if you we.r.:e 

running for governor unopposed, =from 900, 000 to 

· 1. 8 million dollars.. We· voted to do that .. 

I don't think there'~ a person in the state that 

thinks we needed to double a grant if ever there's a 

circumst:an~e that we have a gov.ernor, that's a person 

running for gover:nor th·at' s so popular that no one 
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else in the state of Connectic~t chose to xun against 

t"h.em,_ but if that situation eve . .r; ari-s.es, two ~eeks ~-go 

we made sure tb-at t-ney got twice as much money to :run · 

an unopposed el·ectio_n. 

And, Mr. Spea·ker, we're giving a.- lot mpre money. 

to t:hi-s· prog-ram, ·$-3 mi.llion. ·That's admini~·te-red by 

t"he State Elect-ions 'Enforcement Commis;don, ·tha)t fo·r 

many oJ· us, as we obs_erve s:ome of their decis-ions and 

some· of their inte.J;"pretation~ and implementat.ions-, 

. quite ~f-ran.kly, leaves many of us scratching our: heads. 

And it leaves many constituents scratching their 

heads. 

I had express·~a concern about, _under the clean 

election or the Citizen~' Election P::r:ogram, .l_ast year, 

Mr. Speaker, when l ran for election.! was unopposed. 

A,nd so I made a de.cision that I was going to adhere t·o 

inc~edibly strict ~~pepditure limits. 

I told the Sta·te. Elect.ions EnforceUtent Commis_sion 

that I chose to .r~ise and. spend less than a thousand. 
- ' 

dollars. Pretty strict limits, yet .by the law that. we· 

·had ·passed in the C_it-izens' Election Program, 

Mt. Speaker, I had to- sign a fo_rm at th~ bottom tha.t 

. s·ays, making a false st-atement ·on tbis form- may 

_subject me to 9:riminal penalties or possibly 

-oos:so& ·. 
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And the title of the form I had to si.gn., 

Mr. Spe"ake·r, is an. Affidavit of Intent Not to Abide. by 
,. 

Expenditure Limits. I chose to ~bide by a $1,000 

expenditure limit., yet .by l·aw I was required t:o sign a 

form. entit.led ,;Affidavit of Intent Not to Abide by 

Expenditure Limit.s" -- leaves one's head scratching, 

and I've been trying f'or a c·ouple of years to just try 

to get'tti~~ to chan~e the title of that, which is 

incredibly_ misleading. 

And I argued that I was actually making a false 

• statement .by signing, that form. There was a choice: 

make a· false ~tatement. by signing the fo·rm, or not 

•• 

~.ign th~ f'orm and be penalized and possibly ·be 

impris·oned -- qoe~n' t make a lot of se.nSe. 

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I oppose the override today~ 

and I do ·so bec.a·use I think the evidence is. in, that. 

tbe Citi2;ens' Election. Program i·s· not having i'ts 

entire -- intended effect. We're. just coming off a 

primary season ·whe,re people qual_if'ied in all Of the 

major races, in many sta.te represe.ntati.ve and state 

.. senator rae.es for :public ·financ~ng !Jnq~r this pz:ogram. 

The origi!'lal intent of t·he program we heard over 

and over was to get people. out o.f backro.om -- 12 hours 

· .. , 
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• a day dialing for dollars. Tha.t we needed to open 

dialogue with t'he citizens of this state, the public, 

and actually debate the real issue$ and.oave this not 

be about ·people just getting contributions .f·rom 

special i'ntere·sts, to take the special interest out of · 

i.t completely and open up dialogue. 

And two years. a,g'o, Mr. Spea·ker_, we .ran all o.f 

us in this building had the. opportunit-y. to run under 

this program, and the. majority· of us. did. And so 

speci·al j.ntere.sts were out of the. building, because 

now we 1 ve got ci ti.zen~ 1 election funding . 

•• On the very first da¥ of this session, a bill 

.came befor.e us that -actually had an incredibly strong 

piece of special int~re·st le9islation. .It was an 

emergency certified bi.ll tha..t provided t.ax breaks for 

'any manufacturing company in one· o.f on.ly p.ine 

c.olilmuni ties in the .state if they missed a filing 

deadline to apply for this taK break in their local 

tpwn.. 'It J;ias upJN".ards of· 6. to 9 million dollars that 

we gave out that day w.ithout a public hearing . 

.I bet a few of those manu:facturing companie.s in 

some of those t.owns are considered a special interest, 

•• 
anc~ I bet they even had a lobbyist· oli. board. So I 

don 1 t t·hink, as you look at th.e results of tl1e way we 
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legislate Q"ase"d upon a_ll of the -sudden having ·to be 

able to ru_n clean election·s -- and . .I use the term, 

"clean:," because that' _s- wha:t we all have t.o hear 

that we ta·ke t'he spe.cial interests out of this 

buildi-ng. M·r. -Speak·ei, ~ t' s not out. of" this building .. 

. And lastly, wh.en we look at the- bar.rage of 

adverti~ing~ robbcalls, flyers clogging our mailboK in 

the last week, tha:t '·s what_ our- public money is ·spent· 

on. That's the- JllOney that i·s• Connectic:qt taxP,ayers' 

dollars. I know the·re' s an argument that it comes 

·:from the u·nclaimed property _fund, but the unclaimed 

property fund does not claim property of out-of-state 

residents. It's Connecticut residents-. It's -their 

.money, ·and if it doesn't _go into the Citizens' 

Elect-,i.on Program, Mr. ·spe_a~e_r·~ it's tra-nsferred ·to -the 

general fund .. So clearly it's public dollars'and it's-

Connecticut taxpayers' dollars. 

I spent a good part of election day, as many of" 

you did_, probably at _a poilirig station in our 

district. I'm not runnin·g for election, but ·I was 

there,- very ·concerned about some candidates and trying 

to talk to citizens. 

And, M·r. Speaker, I've got t·o tell you, all day 

not o.n·e single ·p_erson came o.p to me and said-, you know 

005809 
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what-the problem is, Shawn?. We need to spend more 

money on advertising ·and m·ore· money on campaigns ·for 

office. More taxpayer·s' dollars ought to go. int.o 

that.. We ought to double the g_r.ant for gubernatorial 

campai-gns, Shaw.n. We ought to sp·enc;:l more· -money on 

that. 

To the contrary, Mr. Speaker, all I heard all day 

long wa-s, .I am so sick and tired of the robocalls·. 

I i m ·s.ick o.t' ·these advertisements· where. p.eo_p·le are 

creeping behind bushes, z.eroing in a camera on 

~omeone.' s house and_ alluding that this per.s.on is 

wealthy and built thi~ house with taxpayers' fnnds, 

·watching a ·whit-e· and ·-- black-.and-white grainy film of 
. . 
someon·e pretending to .kick someone, .as my kids would 

say when they were younger, whe.re the sun. don,. t shine. 

We ne.~d more of tl:lat., Shawn., and we ought to s·p.end 

$3 million more so we can have mor~ of· that. 

advertisin·g. 

Mr. Speaker, to me t·his 'vote isn't about one 

indi vic:lual-. Th~s vote is .. about whet·her we ought. ·to 

continue in this Stat·e ·with the Citizen·s' Election 

PJ;ogram. And ·my vote will be. to not ove.rride, because. 

I think ·t·hat th.e evidence· is in, that this _prograll). is 

not a wise use of ta~payers' dollars and.especially in 
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this difficUlt economic· _environment, it Is not a wise 

use of ou·r. ·ta~pa.yers • do'llars today .. 

· Thank ·you, :Mr. Spea·ker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

~h~n~ you, Representative. 

Representative Hetherington. 

REP. HETHERINGTON ( 125th) : 

I thank y.ou, Mr. Spea.ker. 

You know, I nave a great sense of what we do bere 

as f>·e'.i;ng c>trr: corporate- re.sponsibility. What. we do in 

this Chamber, and indeed, in this Gene.r·al Assembly 

• becomes the _prqperty of· all of us. 

I know ·when .I go back .home and somebody says, 

well, why did· you do this? Or why did ·_you do that? 

And if you try t-o make the argument, well, you know, 

it was the Democrats who did that -- the Republicans 

did that, so and so. They don't want to hear that. 

We did that. We did that. so we take a corporate 

.responsibility for whatev.er we do in this Chambe':t. 
I 

And manY. times., sometii!J.eS. at ~e·a.st I-'m pro.ud o·f what 

we do. Sometimes. 'not -s.o much •. 

I fJilY ·that because. when we ·go back home aft·er 

toda.y, ·w~ al~l ·will have. ownership of what we do he·re, •• and that • s what concern~ me very much. I think w-e 

. '· 
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wi_ll make -a grave ·mistake both substantively and in 

the eyes of our constitQen.ts if: we vote to over.ride 

here today·. 

What will we have responsibility for? We will 

have r-esponsibility for taking 6 milli·on -- $3 million 

:more of taxpayer mone·.y to aid ope candidate, as in 

e.f.fect, in toe gubc~rrp.ato:r:i.a·l race. 

Now, I know the. a·l;'gument, is made: Well, it's not 

really taxpayer mone.yf it's in this special :fund. You 

see this is fund accounting -- and it belongs to the 

people of Connect~cut. If it didn't go to an 
. 

earmarked fund, it would go to pay th.e obligations of 

this Stat.e. And there's just no question aqout it·. 
I 

So this is $3 million that could g·o t·o pay for all the 

things we need to pqy for, but it.' s not. It's go.ing 

to go"to a campaign for governor. 

And b.y the way, in addition to the $3 mil!;ion 

that comes from eschea.ted property, sometimes we don't 

mention the.re' s also $3 inilli.on of the ge·neral fund, 

and there's no argument about that being from any 

~pec-ial fund_, the $3 million of the gen.e.-t:-al fund to 

pay for the exp.ens·es to administer the Citizens' 

Election Program. It must ·be something about 

$3 milli·on that ··s kind of s_pecial because, you know, 

005812 
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that -- tt).'at 1 ·s seems to come up ag.ain and again. 

Now, a ca.ndida,te fo.r· governor who I· s a 

partici.p~ti..ng candidate will, in total, recei·ve $8.2 

million, lf that can.ti'idate participated in the primary 

as a participating candidate and tnen in the. general 

ele.ction. $8.2 million to carry on a campa.igp. in .a 

state that has about; I believe, i.6·million 

reg.istered vote.rs. That's a pretty' good number, isn't 

it, 8.2 million to talk to 1.6 million registered 

voters? 

And. when I in the last few days, I've talked 

• to people in rdy dis-trict. And people have said to me, 

hey, what are ~ou. g:i,vi:ng these people mo.ney fo'r? You 

••• 

know·, I just g.ot. home, and I couldn 1 t find any room on 

my answering machine because it's all filled with 

people, r·obocalls and whatnot t·elling me_ why I should 

vote for theiJI.. ·Th~· mailbox is gro.wing under ·the ioad 

of campaign material. Anq people have said to me; you 

·m.eari I 'in paying for that? I 1 m subsidizin9 th-at?· 
. ' . ~ . 

I fra·nkly don't want to go .back and s~y, wel.l, 
·, 

yea,h, a.nd I helped do .it-. So I'm not going to vote 

for the override. It ma_y come as a surprt.s·e, but I'm 

not .. 

Three million dollars more that w.:kl-1 wind up: 

i/.' I -.1 

00.5813 
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helping ·one.candidate to .run .for governor-.-

.$.·3 million .. · What could that have been used for? Now, 

I .hear, em a regul.ar basis that teachers' j·obs are a.1;: 

risk. How m~ny teachers·could you•hire for 

$3 million? Or how many teachers' jo·bs could you save 

for $3 million? Whi;i.t about our Medicaid o.bl~gat·ions, 

which are underfunded -- and actually would be w~y 

under.funded, except Uncle Sam is helping u,s out . 

.Our un~~ployment 'Compensation fund has· f.or a long· 

time been insolvent, cmd ~e woul~n' t be able to pay· 

that, those uncompensated payments· --=- ·those 

u:neJilployment c.omp.ensa·tion payments unless the federal 

government wer~ helping us out. 

And we face. $3 .billio:n pl.us j.n deficit for the 

next fiscal year. In spite of all thjsl we're going 

to· spend -- 'give away $3 million more of the 

taxpayers' m,oney to aid a campaign in financing the 

election ef"fort .. 

I -- I '.m a•fraid there'~ a lot of pe.rception ·we 

have to consider. Now, I'm not goin9 to speculate 

well, for a couple o.f. reasons, ·I'm not· going to 

sugges.t what tne. motives may be.. One is I cannot look 

into any other Representative's heart. . I don't know· 

··what the motives were, and I won't speculate as to 

005814 
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what the motives were in bringing this legislation 

alon·g. the. w~y i·t .has. 

Be·sides, frankly, I believe the best o·f everybody 

in thl$ House. I really do. I think that i£ you had 

a one-on-one discussion witn any member of this. House, 

and I make no· exceptions·, that member would make the 

ri.ght choice because I really believe in the goodwill 

of my colleagues he:te. 

But I'll tell you what the perception is going to 

b~. The percept1·on is going to be,. back home, is 

that, look, you passed this campai·gn finance bill that 

• gave the gubernatorial candidat·es $3 mil'lion each, 

more·., those who participated in ·publi·c money. And the 

Governor vetoed it, and. then the Senate convened and 

' 
passed it over the Governor's veto and then we waited. 

We didn't do anything. I mean, the :primary 

happe·11:ec;L We saw the :tesul ts of the primary last 

Tuesday and Friday. ·»ere we a·re. Here we are, ready 

to repass that over the Governor's veto. Now that 

percept·ion is' terrible. The conclusions ·that people 

will draw from that are terrible. And I know, when .I 

go back, people are going to say to me, shame on you •. 

And you know what? They may be right. I therefore 

urge in this climate, in this economic climate with 
. '.'t 

., 
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all the challenges we face, that we do not override. 

the Gov.ernor' s veto. 

And r: would also mention, in closing·, other, one. 

Qr two other matters. The -- we're urged to conside.r· 

that this bill Js. important to save the program 

because· of severability. Didn.'·t we take car.e of that?· 

Didn't we pas:s legi.s.Iation·· that was supposed to 

anticipate the possib~lity th~t the federal court for 

the Second Circuit might_uphold the lowe~ court and 

conclude that the program in material respec.ts was 

' 
unconst·itut·i.on_q,l ?· I t.hought we did that. Now I 

• understand we hav-e t·o g·o bact<. and save that ·aga'in .. 

And ·then. we fin~lly mentioned the feature .of the 

bill, which I think is very troubling, and that i~ 

tha.t we perm'i t lobbyists to contribute and have their 

contributions count·ed as ·matching cont.ribut.i.o.ns for 

purposes of the Citizens' Election Prog~am. 

Whether o.r not a restriction in that re.gard would 

be const;i.tutional is speculative. We cannot say in 

advance wbat it might ~be,· but it --.·you may not be 

abl.e to -- it seems to me .logical to c·onclude that you 

may not have to -- you may not be able to 

1_ .••. 

_constitutionally pr.ohibit lobbyists from contributing 
' 
to campaigns, but you don't necessarily have to permit 

I. 
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those contributions to be recognized for the purp.os~ .. s 

o.f a special state program that actually funds 

campaigns wi.th public· mone.y. 

So I ~ould urge my colleagOe$ -- because I want 

to go back· to my di::;t.rict and I want to .be able to 

face· th~ voters, as .I know each ·of us does.. And I ca-n 

tell you, perc·~ption i.s go·ing ·to .be dre·adf.ul if .we 

vote ·this override. 

And without ~elabo:ting the point .further, 

~·r. Speaker, I ·wpuld simply urge that .we -allow the 

Governor 1 s vet.o t·o be sus.tain~d . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

~hank you, Repres~ntative. 

Re..present·ative Sawyer. 
l 

REP. SAWYER (55th.).:· 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

You know, we 1 re out on the campai·gn trail. 

There's . somebody for e_ve.r.y seat in thi.s .House that 1 s 

ou.t on the campaig~ tr-ail: And the is·Su.e that they 

.· talk about is the lack of mon_ey in the s·tate o.f 

Connec;:tic:ut for- the state government. It 1 s ·everywhere 
I 

we go. It 1 s in every discus·sion, including prima_ry 

day, just three da,ys .ago . 

If you were. ther·e, yo1,1 probably had someone come 

· oos·.s·11 
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out to ta.lk to you -about, how is_ your election going? 

How· is your fupd,i.ng going? And there ar·e those people 

oftentimes on primary· day who are wa.y in the know~ 

And· they came up to I_De and said, isn't it i"nterest.ing 

that the S.enate voted to override before the primary 

and the House i_s going t.o vote after the primary:?- Do 

-you suspect we -might be coming _in? 

If the election·~esults had been"reversed and 

this was a discussion, it's not as though people 

weren't watc~ing and. aren't watching. Tne esteemed 

chairman. o-f the GAE Committee -spoke. tw.o weeks ago and 

also spoke this time very eloquent.ly on what is in 

this blll. we'know that po otner race is getting a 

bump. No other r-ace. It is this Chambe:r; that is 

goi_ng t.o. give the .one race the bump, a $3 million bWJI.p 

you've heard so much about. 

We've heard that there's ~o many other things 

that we could be spending this money on.. I can tell 

you _certainly that for· public safety we have our _stat.e. 

police .helicopter that's essentially down because we 

can't find $700,000 for its major overhaul. Our -state 

·police helicppter· -- and we nave only one, ·Trooper 1. 

It. can hardly fly ·bec-ause it's down to· the last few· 

nours befo.re it has to go into its overhaul_. But we 

' . 
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don't hqve the $700, 000 to be able to do that maj.o·r 

5, 000-ho·ur overhaul. 

·we've · h~a·rd about ·the pensipns -- we know that 

the --. in the .last budget. thq:t we passed~ we . .didn't 

·put in $35· million i:nto the judges's pens ;ion fund. 

·They .got nothin.g. We didn't put anything in:t.o t·neir 

pension "f:u,nd. Zero for judges. Most of them are.n' t 

spring ch:i,ckens -- I gue.ss I can say that politely. 

- Let's go back· to th:i,s .. The Senate comes in 

before the p"rimary and the House comes in a.fter. If a 

millionaire wins on ·one side :...~-· a multimillionai-re 

• wins on on·e si.de' and $Omebody e·lse who doesn't who's 

·reliant on this state money, dpes it matter- what party 

they·• re from? It sure as hell looks like it today. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: . 

Repres~ntative Bartlett. 

REP. BARTLETT (2hd): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Earlier in the .debat.e the question. was asked, 

wha~t has changed? .And I j list tP,ought I would adqres.s 
~ 

that real quickly. 

Reality has ~hanged. Reality has changed in 

te·rms of time. It's August 13th. We're in the middle 

· ..•. : 
\, I • "I 

!Of-- in a very. important ~lection that will affect 

, .. 

.. ~ . ·-

- .. --------
. - . 
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t·he next four ~ears· and l'(l_aybe the next. decade, and CEP 

wili evaporate in ts days or the-reabouts if we. don't 

take actiori. And that would a.ff.ect all of our r:aces. 

And that woul~i.aff'ect poJ,.itics as we know it in the 

sta.te .of Connecticut. . So to preserve this program )lie 

.need to -act today. . 

Th.f! ot'h~r :t:h.in.g that has changed .is math. A 

.couple weeks ago, dur.ing ·the debate the math was a 
. I ' 

total pf .$17 millio.n . that could be e:xpe·p._ded ~:m the 

·g.uber.:nat·orial race. The. math has changed to 10 and a 

halt million~ 

.. · The third thi-ng that ha~ .. changed is that you 

.have, for sure, a m;i.llionaire versus a CEP, a c.iti.zens 

election c.andidate-. Tha.t has changed and, qul te 

·frankl,y, t:hat could have been 'in the reverse, and we 

all know .it. And t·hat was also· somethi_ng ·that was 

cited in the original debate of why we have this bill 

in the fi.t-'st · place. And a comment· was made that we 
. . ' 

neyer thQught we·' d have this many millionaires .. . . -

runni·ng, but cl~·q+.l.y this· year··we ~id. 

S.o f:or those· three reasons there's a lot of 

change~ The r~ality has changed, and that's why we 

need to pass this bill . 

Tnank you, Mr .. Speaker . 

00·5820 
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l'b:ank ·you~ Mr- .. Spea·ke:r:., and go_od morning·. 

~r. Spe~ker,~ obviously, I will be voting· to 
: •• J • 

sustain the Governor 1 s veto, and I 1·11 be doing so fo·r 

-·several differe11t reasons, one of wh.ich. was. alluded to 

by Representat·ive Johnston . . . 

L.ike him,. I am not running for reelection, but I 

' was at the ,polls 'T.uesqay morning. And the sing1e 

biggest complaint that I he~rd from peop'le coming in 

to vot·e was the tone _of the campaigns and the amount 

of negat~v:!.:ty that was .. exhibite·(i ih th~se primaries. 

And. negat;i,ve campa±g·ning obviously has be.en a 

part of American p.o:J.itic~ since it 1 s been 'established .. 

·Th.e difference "is .·tha't two· of the negative 

· c~Jnpa.igns -- r! m ·.so.Jr.ry, more ·than two were subsidized 
I' 

by Conl)ecticut ~axpayer·s ... That is ·the difference. 
' . 

. ·. ~. 

And the answer ,Q·r. the: re.spOJ1.Se to the complaints 

"that were· ·elicited by voters -i·s that we are going to 

further ·~ubs.idi-ze those types of negative camp~igns so 

that -=-· candidate who .:~runs .for. governor will not only 

receiv~ S·and ~half million dOllars of taxpayer 

. ' ·-

•I 
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money, tftat. that· wii!" be increased to .8 and a half 

million dollars· of ta·xpayer money with t'he override of 

this veto~ 

I·s. that a prop~.t us:e of .state funds? And I • m 

·going to call. ·them. state .funds,_ because as was 

demonstrated earl.ier, any of that ~n.claimed propert.y 

which :j..s used to funcl this program would not be 

returh~d to taxpa~ers if this ~rogra~ was eliminated. 

·That money would go into the general fund and pay f·or 

various items tha·t the State pays for. 

So what wLll this additional ·$3 million, which 

• will brin_g the total state grant to gubernatorial 

candidates to 8· and half .million .dollar.s, be us·ecl for? 

,. 

-. 

Mpre negat;i. ve ads.. .Mo.r~. negati v.e ril.aiiers. More lawn 

signs, more bumper .stick~rs and les-s d.trect care to 
, 
peopie who .need it, or direct ai"d to people ·who need 

it. 

. ' 
It will -also be used t.o promote a program whe_re 

de·ci·sion$ are made .arbi.traril_y without basis in 

regulation or law which will never be challenged. 

Because as I said before, the merits of decisions that 

are mad~ by· the SEEC will never be adqr·essed, because 

by tn~ time tbe equities are weighed of a temporary 

injunct.i,on, the issue has bec.ome·moot or the 

·--·--. . 
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• .candida-tes have no vested inter.ests in .challenging 

••• 

decisions made .by the SEEC. 

I al.s:o wa.nt to addre·~s remarks made earlier that, 

if. ·thi·s veto is not ove-~ridden, that t.here' s no other-
• I 

opp·or.tunity to make changes to the .Citizens I Election 

P·rogram. That .is: not c·orrec.t. The Legislature could 

call a speci~l session .and make those changes that 

we·re requ.ired .by the federal appellate cou·rt in order 

=~to. make this program constitutional. So just. 

becaus.e. -- just because th,is veto is sustain·ed."doe.s 

not _,mean that it.' s the· end of the·road f'or this 

pr_ogram. 

'It '·S ve·ry easy for the .Legisla,ture to call a 

.spec-ial sess.-ion arid make those narrow changes that 

we~e.required by the federal·appellate court to make 

the. program constitutional. So, no, the answer to the 

que·stion that was posed is that nothing has changed _in 

the ~l·ast two weeks which would justify or. merit a 

change in your ini,tial vote. If you voted. agai_nst the 

bil.l two w~e~s ago~ for. consistency's sake, you should 

vote not ·to over.rid,e the G.overnor' s. veto today :because 

nothing has chan9ed. 

The ·9hly thing that has changed is tnat., if this 

veto i.s OVerridden, you will 'have made a COn$CiOUS 

... 

·.·· 
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deci~ion to spend $3. mill.ion more in an ·economic;: 

recession that ~veryone is ~er~ happy to ~alk about 

but. fs not so happy to a-c"knowledge and act in 
... 

accordance. 

:My opinion is 5· and a. half million dollars for a 

.gubernatorial candidate is more th~n enough money to 

run a credible campai.gn. And this veto should .be. 

s~sta.ined. 

·Tha-nk you·. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

'Than·.~ ·_you, Repr.esentativ.e . 

-Represent.ati ve Miku·tel. 

REP. MIKUTE~ ( 4.5th) : 

Thank yoQ, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to explain why I am. 

con·sidering ·switching my vote and supporting the 

o.ve·rride .. For a long period. of time I have tr.ied to 

chan.ge the current ls;i.W and eliminate· funding for 

unoppo.sed candidates. I did try to propose an 

amendment t·o that effect in the past, a bipartisan . : 

amen·dment. I thin-k it's widely .known ·that I am not a 

f-an of spending taxpa_yer money· for unopposed 

·candidates . 

,. I am considering switchin9 my vote because I have 

.. •, ..... ·· . 
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a .c·omm.itment from the Speak~~ and tJ:le Majority Leade.r 

that they will c'hange that . and elirninat.e that .in the 

law· in the next se~s:io~. I think -- I think it .iS 

ridiculous that we· spend taxpayer money to fund 

candidat.es who. have no o.p~osi tion. 

I must. s.ay that I'm not· very pleased with the way 

state. money i·s :bei.ng e~pende'd by candidates, 
,. 

partic1,1'larly with t.t,te neg~tive ads .and. ·these ro~.ocalls 

and,. l(iihatever else ·t~j.ckery they want to use with state 

tax dollars. I doh't think that~s what the public 

wanted us to use their money for. W.e must be more 

resp.onsible in how we u·~e ··t,"hat money. 

And. I do QOt. use .that· money. I do not use that 

money·. I r1;1n oil m~. r.~.~ord, on my character. J\,nd I 

t'hin.k that will be sufficient if I ge.t my me.ssage .out . 
.. 
. But I'm also consider;i.ng. changing my mind, because 

what. }}as cha-nged? I 'think the ~ules :have -chang:ed. 

·The r·ule~ have :change~ as· they app.ly to the 
,. 

candidates, one of whom. wtii.ch,.. the Democratic nominee, 

got i~to a race unc;ie·.t ce.rt·a.in condi tiohs wi tli. the 

rules as he unders.tooq th~m then to be. Then the 

;rule~ were changed in midstream. I don,' t thin·k that's ...... 

fai.r. I think when you enter the 9ame, you play by 

. the rule .. s ·that were set a't the beginning ~·f the game . 

. . • 

.... :·,:· •' .. 
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.So I think it is a matter of fundamental fairness 

he-re.. So that is· ·~h·y Iim conside·.J;ing .swit_ching my 

.vote. . •.. 

Than.~· you, Mr·. Speaker·: 

'SPEAKER DONOVAN :. 

Thank you,_ Repre.sent.at·ive. 

Representative ~ebimbas. 

REP. RE'BIMBAS (70th) : 

Good ·morning·, Mr.. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Good morning; madam . 

REP. REBIMBAS (70th)·: 

.Mr. Speaker, I wasn't going to speak tnls morning 

on· the bill t'hat' s .now b~for~ ·us. And I. certainl.y 

will start off by s~yi~g that. I am in suppQrt of 

sustaining the Govern'or I s veto I but it' s very 

difficult to sit. here and to listen to .s·ome of the 

justifi.cat·ions that have been .stated as to why there 

is a consider-ation of changing a vote when onl_y i.n the 

last. seve·ral weeks we were here on the same original 

bil1. 

· .. 
But before I ge.t to those ·points .I want to state 

the fac.t that. I understand why we w.ere· here ·several 

·.,;a.weeks_.ago to address our c.a·nipa·igr{ election ~unds. ., - . 
We 

005826 
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. had some Supreme Court decisions with some 

· constitutional challenges to our law, ther~fore, we 

have to address them. We have an oblig.ation to 

address th~m. 
·-

·What we do not need to d:o, wha.t we should not be. 

doing is. hidin9 behind that requ~_rement and increasing 

candidat~~) funds. That was· not in the Court's 
; 

decision. We ha·v~ no req·uirement to do so, but yet 

the lawmakel;'s j.:n. this building take .it" u·poh themselves 

under the guise o.f this constitutional correction 

refo.rm tQ. our laws to stick that in ·to incr~ase the 

cahd~dates' funds. 

Well, ·I can tell you ri~~t now I a~ not going to 
. . 

h~de behind th~t. And I have spoken te many residents 
. . 

.. of the .st.ate of· Connecticut and not one -- not one 

·have I heard ·tell me, I want you up in Hartford to 

increase funds to candidates -·- not one. 

$Q with. that s.ai9_, Mr. Speaker, I· don't bl-ame the 

candidates for foll·owing t·he law. Who. ·I blam~ are the 
I 

' 
lawniakers. The··. lawma·kers who are makin9 this law and 

' . 
increasing the candidate-s' funds a.t the time that 

I • w.e ;re 1.n • 

It was. earlier stated tnat the realities. ha~e 

changed, therefore·, votes may· c::hange. The. realities 

··, .. 
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stated. were that there's a. change in time, that there 

: ' 

was. a change. i-n math, tha·t now there's a. gubernatorial 

chalieng~r who's a miliionaire. Well, l~t me tell you 

about the .reaiities th'at I live in., in the stqte of 

. Connecti.cut~ and that the residents of 'the state of: 

Connectlcut have ·told me. The realities that we. live 

in ·toda·y are ~ack ·of jobs, a challenged budge.t, 

unfunded p.e·nsions·,. lac·k of affordable health care, a·nd 
. '·· .. 

a lack· o·f compe·t-itive· publi.c education. That, is the 

~ea'lity o·f our·. st.at'e .. 

That is where th,e inon·ey should be going to, not 

to the pockets of. candidat·es, then to spend with 

.neg.ative ads or- any way the.y see. fit. That is t.h'e 

ieal-ity of our .sta~e of Connecticut . 

. Furthermore, ~ was a.l.so stunned and surpr'ised for 

some. ather considerations of changing. votes based on 

p,t:omis:es made .. ·The ·r·epresentation was, by q ~qjority 

Leader, next. session that· ther.e wo.tild be changes to 

unopposed ca,ndidate~. Fo.r tho·se af you who don :• t .. 

. currently know and t.h.e viewers who are ·wat·ching, 

~a·ndidates who are uno.pposed can still qualify f.or 

funds through the campaign financing. What sense does 

that ma'ke~ If· you don't have a .challenger, why sh,ould 

·we be giving yo~ md.ne-y"·to spend.?· It makes no common 

, ' 
0 

• ' ' ~ ...... I ' 1 , I 
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s_ense. 
, 

So right now I. s·tand' here., and I challenge that 

now_, not .next session. Tlie people of the ·Stat~ ·of 

. I 

Connecticut put us up· here ··this session to do the work 

of the people not ~ased Qn; promises that may or ~a.y 

not occur next, · sel$.Sion. T.o me ·tha.t is disgusting. 

With that said; Mr. spea·ker, I do s·tand on.ce: 

again and ask that eve:ryone sustain their vote. I 

woulQ ask anyone who's considering· to change their 

v:ote to conside,r·t·ru.ly the realities that we're in, in 

't'he .. State of Connec~i.cut. Be·cause of all those 

reasons' that were. s,tated e.arlier -- support. th!1!. fact 
. ' 

that· this is for a candidate and not for refor-m of our 

campaign. fina_ncing. 

So again~ the frotilem do~sn't lie with the 

candidates.; the ·probiem lies with the lawmakers here. 

in th.is Hous.e. So I a$.k for your support in 

s~staining this veto bec,use we are beie to address 

·the consti.tutionar chqll.e.nges of the courts, not to 

;$tick i11. the abi~it:y to increase candidate funds. 

Thi·s· is not the time~ or t·he place. 

· Tbank· you, Mr .. Speaker. l 

S.PEAKER DONOVX~: 

Thank you, Representa~ive .. 

.. . 
. .. . , 
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Representatt•e Arthur O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 
. 

Thank yo.u, Mr .. ·speaker. 

'roo o·ften, I guess, it .is tha·t repe.tition is 

taken :as the SQ1:J.l of wit in political discourse; and 

s·o I will try not to be too repetit·iy~. a·ut some of 

the ·things tha·t some of the previous. speakers have 

sa-id, I ·thi-n·k do bear at _least ·reiteration. 

First df all, for those who think that this 

override being sustained that if this bill. dies 

.. here today, thqt we have no way to fix the campaign 

•. finance ~yst.em, that is simpl¥ not true. we· can come 

.bac.k into special· sess.ion. We can pass another bill, 

..... 

one that the Governor- will sign, one that· does not 

include thk of~ending· ·$3 million. ex·tra that •·s not 

·called for. 

And we can pass that biil probably in a matter of 

minutes aft·er today' s vote if we· want to. We have the 

abi'li ty to do that. And the .Senate cc;tn be back in 

tomorrow: o.r the· next day if th~y want to. If the will 

is there, we .can cha-nge the system ·to cQz:rect the 

constitU:tional defects to. S·atisfy the. federal judges, 

and we will be in fine shape . 

So the·re :i,s no cris.is that r.e.~ui.res you. have to 

·-. . .. 
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··vote th_is way ~oday or el.se t"he'. world will end for 

politics. Th'at is s.imply not the case. 

Secondly, .l,f it seems to me that ,promi.ses are 

being· made and, votes are being switched -- but .l 'm not 

sur.e which majority leader- the promise is being made 

by. The current majority leade·r is ·well on her way to 

be-ing sec·r~tary of state, or at least not· .being 

majority anymore as she runs for the office of 

~ecretary of state. So I don't know which majority 

leader it is that. ca_n ma.ke. the promis.e t·hat a bill is 

·going to ·be ·called and pa_ssed, . 

The ·S~me t;hing a-pplies to the· speaker. More 

li'kely that the current speaker might be the s.pea~er, 

at least the current Speaker is not ·running for a 

diff~rent office and is not giving up the seat that 

enables him to be Speaker of the House of 

Representative_s. But again, we have an election to go 

·through. There's no telling who the. majority ieader 
' . 

i.s or who the speak~r. ·is going ~o be with certainty . 

. And third, how often do· you 'hav.e a· p.romi-s.e made' 

that yo1J,r bill will ·be called and it doesn·• t get 

called, tha-t your amendment will be supported and it 

doesn't get· supported? To s·wi t.ch votes today based on 

representations pf things that are going to be done 

.· ,. 

·.:. '• 
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si.1t months from now, I th'ink., .is not t·he wisest course 

of action to take .. 

To make a -- to tak.e. _a promise. 6f some kind of 

action .. t·hat ma.y occur .months and months from now in a 

di.ffe·rent se-ssipn w.~th potentially. different. leaders 

ma~fng tho.se decisions, I don't think is a very-

prudent co·urse. Foz: those people who believed that 

this bill w~s wrong two weeks ago, it is still wrong 

today.· 

Now, I have· a· questien, if I may, p·ut t·o the 

c·bair of th'e Government Admin:i:stration and Elections 

·coJIIIIlittee . 

.SPEAKER DONOVAN.: 

Please proceed, sir. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

Was there a.nything in t:he decisions tha·t w~re 
i 

.issued by the f"ed.eral cpurts that indic-ated that if we 

added $3 million to the guber~atorial graht, that that 

would be considered cons·titutionally sati·sfact'ory or 

wot.~ld fix a problem that they found in the original 

legisl;atiQn? 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPE~KER DONOVAN: 

Repr.eseiltative· Spallon~-. 

....... 

005~"32. 
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RE:f. ··SPALLON.E (36th):. 

··Tb.rou.gh YO}!, _Mr.. S~eaker, no. The court c;lid not 

·. mention any pa·tticul-ar·· funds. However, the cou·;rts 
I I .: 

.. . . .· 
, the court d~d- st.~·ike d~wn trigger provisions that 

. ·' 

could have resulted '.i·n· S:\J,pplemental grants of· ·UP to 

$6 million to guberna:tori~-l ca.ndidates. 

Through. you. 

SPEAKER QONOVAN ·: .· 

Representa-:~;'i ve 0 ~Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

·Than·k you; Mr. Speaker. 
. ' 

And the'addi~ional $3 million that's been .added .. 
• i 

to· t-his legislat.ion, :or Put in this legislation that 
. . 

we added· to the gra.nt·. g.iven to a candidat·e, is .it. fair 

t.o say that the purpose of that $'3 million is· to try 

t.o -get around' ·the de.cision. that the court ·made? 

Tnrough you, Mr. Speaker .. · 

SPEAKER DONOVAN,: 

Representative- Spallone. 

REP. SPALLON·E (36th): · .. 

Thro_ugh. you, ·Mr. ~peaker to Re.presentat,i.ve 

0' Neill, · absolutely not.. It is in response to the 

decision . 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

I,: 0 . .... 

O(i5833·· 
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W.ell,. if. the o·riginal decision .or the original 

legislation called for a $3 million gr~nt and then an 

additional, up to $6 million be grantecl, and the court 

.struck out the additional money, now we~r~ adding 

additional mone·y bac:k that is only going to go to 
~ 

candidates for governor -~ and has been alltided, only 

one candidate for governor really has the opportunity 

to· get this money, what else is it besi.des an e.ffort 

to sort o.f circumvent the decision of the court? 

Through you; M·r. Speaker. 

SPEAKER ·ooNOVJ\,N: 

Repre.sentative Spallone. 

REP. SPALLONE (J6t~_): 

Through yo~, ~r. ~peake.r, this body has a right 

t.o craft. 'its .legislation in a. wa.y in r~sponse to that 

decision that txies to preserve the original intention 

of the l~gisl·atiori. .The intention of the .legislation 

was to make tho;se candidates who participate in the 

Ci~i·zen Election :Program competitive with. those 
. . 

_ c~tizens -- those candidates who qboose not to. 

•. . "Th~refore, this ;increase in the 9rant fulfills the 

005-834 
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... ·~ ;, 

But as ~ recollect, the original intent of" the 

legi-slation was to have a modulated re.sponse, or if -a .... 

candidate went u·p above the amount of .money ·that was 

originally in .~he grant as a c.onipeting candidate, a 

nonparticipating C:a-itdidate and the partl.cipa.ting 

candidate would have·a certain amount of money. Here 

we -- we're not really quite doing ·that, but we are 

going hq.J:-fwqy be-tween 'the two, between the $3 mi1.lion 

grant and the addi.tion.al 3 million. and then a 

$6 million,-;- additional money. So we're kind of 

spli.tt:ing the dif·ference and sa,ying, .pere you get .it., 

whether you -- your opponent _spends mo·re than you do 

o.r not. 

If I .could ask the chair of the· Government 

Adminis·tration and Elections Commit.tee, is he. familiar 

with Section 1 of the Article, First, of the 

Connec~icut. State Constitution? 

Throl,lgh you, M~. Speaker-. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

'n ... · . 
005835 
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Through you, Mr. Sp.eaker. . I do not have the 

document befo~e ~~, and have not memorized that 

s.ection. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

"Representati ve• 0 I Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL (69th): 

"Tbank you;· Mr. Speaker·. 

It's relatively ·~hort; Let me r·ead it: 
; 

. I • 

Section 1: All member -- or when they form a social 

compact are. equal in rights. And no man or set of men 

are entit-led to an exclusive public emolument or 

privileges f.roJD_ the COJDIIlUf!.it·y. 

Since it's been established during the co~rse of 

the debat-e. so far today that only one individual 

st·im(is to benefit f.t·om this additional $3 million that 

we're talking .about giving· as grants for campaigns, 

doe·s it qot, in fac.t, violate thi.s provisi~m of our 

State's Constitution providing an emol~ment or 

privilege to that one i-ndividual? 

·Through you·,· Mr . Sp.ea·ker. 

SPEAK~R DONOVAN: 

·Re.presentati ve Spallone. 

0058:3.6 
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Through yo).l-, Mr. Speaker, to the gen·tleman from 

Southbury, abs·o:llltel.y and. positively no. This is 

not an -- I carm<;>t say :that word. It's a difficul.t 
'l·· 

one~ It is noi a ~pecial privilege qranted on one 

individual. The law in the "book is neutral . 
. 

At the time -t'hi·s le.9iSlation was passed, I would 

remind t.he m~mbe·rs· that there. were tw.o. candidates for 

g.overnor participating in the program~- one from each 

party·. And this· legis.lation does not name an 

individual.· The legis.la't.ion s·imply amends· existing 

law regarding ba~~ g~ants to indiViduals running for 

g.ove.J;"nor under .t_he Citizen Election P~ogram. 

Through y.ou·. 

SP-EAKER qONOVAN: 

~epresen.t9•~i~e :O'~eill. ... ·. 
REP. 0 ''NEILL (·69th) : · .. 

Thank. yo_u,. Mr. Spea··~er. 
•, 

.. 
. I guess .. I have, some ··doubts .about. the a.ccuracy of 

t·hat. It ~e.~ms. t·a .m~, Mr •. ~peaker, that w,e, know who 

the individual is. We know the individQal by ·name. 

we know that no.· one el.!;le at the p·~esent time can 

qualify under the exist.ing ·system that we have. None 

Qf the· candidates that· are_ .majo-r party c~ndidate~ 

... 

' . 
. . -• 
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And we know that, really, there's only one person 

"in reality ~ho's going to get that $3 million. And w.e 

·know that by passing -- repassing this piece o·f· 

legislation, we: are doing it today in that knowled9e 

·it· is repa.ssing a piec·e of l·egis·lation that was 

vetoed. This is not fresh. This ~s not new or 

ra.ther, this i·s .f.resh, this is new. This .is not 

something t.hat· .happened' two weeks ago. This .is going_ 

to happen today. We're going to vote to give one 

individuai $3 million. We're. going to provide a 

benetit., a privilege; an emolument to tha.t one 

individual. 

And, Mr. 'speaker, it .seems to me that while there 

was some concern :eqrlier about ·the amount of 

l.i,tig.qtio~ that went on her.e. in this year, .i,n t·his 

el.ect·ion year, I would be stunned if someone did not 

a.t least try to challeng·e the constitutionality of 

~hat we are.acout t~ do here, or at least, that's 

being··attempted here toda.y, on the bas.is t'hat only one 

individual benefl,.ts ·and whether that named 

individual -- whetl:rer t.hat individual is named in the 

legislatio.n, that individual's name is. k:nown to all o-f 

us here ·today .. 

005.83.8 
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So, M'r .. Speaker, I would urge for those ot yo.u 

who voted no for the last time to· to ink apo.ut how you 

are _going to e~pl·ain to your constituents giving 

$3 mil.li.on of their money to one individual, 

guaranteeing that only one. individual. can possibly 

qualify for that .money and. get it at a time when we 

are in such. grave financial distress. 

Thank _you-, Mr. Speaker. 

I 
SPE]\KER DONOVAN: 

· Thank. you, Represent.ative. 

RepreseQtative KlaEides. 

~EP. KLARIDES .( 114th) : 

Thank you, Mr. ~peaker. 

I know my c~1leagues have ·said basically al.l of 

·what I've been thinktn·g and )lhat we've been debating 

today, what we debated two weeks .ag.o. And q~ite 

franldy, a lot of the things we debated for the pas·t 

1~ years -- I have been in office before this 

underlying. b;i:ll was ·passed. . · 

I .know we talked about who.' s overriding, ~hy 

we·! re overriding., what are the motivati-ons for it . 

And .I think most -people in this buildin,g, in this 

Chamber, upstairs and downstairs, .know the an.swer to .. 

that. .we've. had people name and talk about certain 

··I r • 
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'candidates and ~hy certain people would take aP.v.ant~ge 

of this and it· woul,'d .be mbre advantageous to ce-rtain 

pe.ople than other. people . .. 

And you 'know. wfia:t·? I get that. .If I were 

cer-tain ··people, I .. would want that· money, too. I think 

.everybo~y _·gets that· on a certai·n level.. But I· guess 

the probl.em that I h,ave is, if you agree that taxpayer 
' . 

dollars· shol,llc;i not'·.~~ us.ed to fund .elections in ·the 

state of Connecticut -- if. you agree o.ve:tall they 

should .not, then you a9Eee that we shouldn't add. more 

mon·ey to this. 

And q.ui te fr.ankly, I '·m not of the schooi of 

t'hought that we shouldn't add more money .because it 

will be used f.or negative ads, becatJ.Se that's ,part of 

t'he p:r;-ocess. We ·all know-that. Part of the process 

is sometimes there'~: negative ads. It'is not our. 'job 

here to e.xplain and tell people 'how they Should be 

camp~igning as long as it's within our sta.te laws. 

But, if. you do agree that taxpayer do.llars should 

Qe used to fuhd elect.ions for the State of 
I. 

Connecticut., that's where I. have the problem.. Becaus·e 

we spent .many, many years in th;i.s Chamber and in this 

building debating whether taxpayer-funded elections 

•. ~hould or ·should not be the law of the land in this 

• .I •'• 

. ,·-
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I .know, the 12 years I • ve been here, we:• ve been 

doing it. I kn.ew ·it, before I .got here we '.ve been 

do.ing it. And ·part of tha.t debate every· ye.ar was, 

what if none of tb.e oandida·tes participated? -What if 

one of the candidates did ·not? And that was alwa-ys 

·s·o111ething' that ·was slightly po.oh-poohed: in this 

Chamber, . ·that oh, .no, how e.ould we possibly -- ·we 
. . 

could· .n·ev~r heave · t.wo· mi.llion~:lires who decided to just 

fund their· c;>wn election.~ . 

. We have state taxpayer-funded elections·. People 

are. going to use that. Brought that up ~- many times 

I've p~·ard in this Chamber that will never happen, or 

t·he ·chances of that hap:gen:ing are ~o sli-gnt we don • t 

really ha~e to worry about that. 

So ·although I do_g~t it, I get if I were not-­

if l '"were a participating candidat.e and. I had to run 

against some.body ~})Q ti.a~ some sort- of unlimited funds, 

I get I would. want ·more money·. I'm not questioning 

that •. l guess what I'm questioning is this is .not a 

moving target. 

We spent hours and hours and hours debating this 

fot many years. We final.l_y caroe .up with formulas, and 

evidence- a·s to ·why X amount of dollars w~s the amount 

.. • 
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.of dollars that i.s n·eeded to run a gov~rnor' s race, an 

;attorney gene·ral'·s. race,, ;a .secreta·ry of .state's .-F-ac:e., 

and so on and .$0 on. We toiled over that. 

And now becaus·e the circumstances are not as 

a,dvantageo.us for one:·· candida.te versus the. other -- and 

. quite frankly, I don't care if th'a.t candidate is 

~epublican, De~o,c:;:rat ot w~h:Lch -- or flip-flopping the 

wa.y it is n.ow, because it could. have been 

flip~flo~ped. And I think we all kn.ow there's a very 

good chance we ~ouldn' t be doing thi.s right now if it 

were. f1ip-_f.lopped. 

Thi.s i·s n'ot some-thing I think taxpayer dollars 

should be. used :eor. I·' ve said that befo.re, certainly 

not: ih these e·conom.ic times and, at the ve.ry least·, we 

come lip with the dec_ision t·o 9ive X. -amount of dollars 

to a candidate because tnat's what we dete~mine ·they 
. . 

need, and. now we want to change .. it. ml.ds·tream.. T-hat's 

n.ot the way this Legis-lature works, and that's not ·the 

way. the pe·ople that elect .~s t.o sit in these seats 

want us to mak~ decisions. 

Tha,nk _you, Mr •. Spe.aker. 

SPEAKER ·.DONOVAN : 

Thank yo.u, R~presentativ.e-. 

Repr·esent·ative Ma~urek. 

005842 
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I will be .brief. 

I know people are i·n a. hurry t·o get out of he.re, 

but I did wan1;. to .tak~. the opportunity to address -some 

of the remark·s, or one of the .remarks,. at lea~.t., that 

was mc;lde by· a _prev.iou~ speqker that perhaps some 

_people have. been made _promises or _gi veh promises to 

have ce·rt.ain legislation move foz::ward in ·the next 

session. 

I was one of tne 18 who voted against the 

Ci tize{\s' ·El.ection Fund ·.pill that came up a couple 

week·s ago. As ·most of you know, I hav.e voted. 

consistently ag.ainst that· bili from the very 

beginning. I h~ve never offered up a yes vo.te or a 

green li~ht in f~vor of that bill. 

But I'll tell you th~t yesterday I received 

.perhaps ·t·en. pho.ne calls (rom different people. Not 
I • ~ 

one of those one c.alls came f..tom the Speaker. ~ot one 

phone. call came from the Ma.jo·rity Leader. Arid. no one 

who made a cali and made a ·pitch to me to change my ·no 

. vote. to a yes vote offe·red me anything. And I don,. t 

like even th~ implicati.dn that perhaps s.omething was 

going on, that a promise had been made . 

The.re was no p~omise. being made. I'' m weighing ~p 

.. • .·,. ' • .... • I ',' •: .. 
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~he.evidence in this Chamber. I'm 1ist~n~ng to the 

di.SCUSSiOn very, Very diffiCUlt diSCUSSiOn, th·at We Ire 

goin~l through h_e·re, but I do want to tell you what my 

feelings are and that my po·sitioli. ma·y. very well change 

f.tom a no vote t·o a ·yes vote on this bill. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker . 

.SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Thank you, Representative. 

Representative Cafero. . _,, . . 

-REP. CAFERO (14·2nd)·: .. 
Thank you,·· Mr. Speaker. 

I ' 

For t"he sec.ohd time and for purposes. of 

concluding rema.rks for this Side of t·he aisle. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

P1~ase proceed~ sir . 

. REP· . .CAE:'ERQ ( 142nd) ·: 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker~ 

Before· I get to that, I have a ·few questions· to 

Repr·es:entat·i.ve Spaiione • 

. SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Pleas~ ·proceed. 

REP. CA~ERO (142ndJ :. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Representative Sp~llone, one of the major 

005·844 
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components of the bill that is 'befor-e us is to 

. increase grant money t.o various candidates. What 
. . 

·office or offices does t·his bill p:r;:ovide for ·the 

increa~ing of -g~ant ·money? 

'l'hrougp·· you, H~ ~ S·~ea·ker. 

SPEAKER 'DONOVAN·; 

Represent-ative Spallone. 
•' · .. ·. . .. · 

REP. SPALLONE (36th): 

' Through ,you, Mr. ;~peaker, to· the distinguished 

Minori t.Y Leader_, .. the .. offic"e "of go.vernor. 

SPEA-KER DONOVI\.N: 

Representative Caf'er.o. 

RE'P. CAFERO (142n?) :. 

Thank you, M,J:. Spea_ker. 
. . 

We've heard f'rom ·Representative Spallone, and it 

is clear, that no other office -- state rep, state 

senator, comptroller, attorney general, secretary of 

the st.ate, or treasurer, or lie~tenant gov:er-nor --

will have any increa.s.e to their ·grant. The only 

-o·ffice is th.at of the ·Governor;. 

· Through you, _Mr. Speaker,. to Represeli.tati ve 

Spallone, if we we:r;:e to ·pass this bill, how ma-ny 

p:eople, in your know.ledge will be a beneficiary, or. 

:r:ec:eiving ·the addi:tional .$·3 million?· 

., 
... 
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·Through you, ·Mr. Speaker to Rep·resentati ve· 

Cafero, based on tl)e facts at hand be·fo·re ·thi·s 

Chambe·r, the results of· a primary election earlier 

this. week,, one candidate ·has qualified. tor the Citizen 

Election Progra~ a~d received the nomination of his 

party ~or .gove·rnor. 

SPEAKER. DONOVAN: 

Representative Ca£ero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, would that one 

candidate be the only candidate who wou.ld receive the 

additipn~l monies as provided for in this bill? 

Through yo~, Mr. Sp~aket-; 

SPEAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative- Spa.llone • 

. REP. SPALLONE (36.th): 

Through you, .Mr. Speaker, in· part I beli~ve that 

governor and .lieutenant gove~nor candidat·es ·run 

together.: 

. ·' . 

005846 



.. ~ .... • . . , 
j. 

. . 

••• 

••• J 

'• •.• .. ": • 'I . "1.: · . . ·. 

rd/md/gbr 
HOUS:E OF REPRESENTATIVES 

SPEAKER· DONOVAN: 

Repr~sentative Cafero. 

~EP. CAFERO ( 142nd) : 

65 
August 13, 2010 

Through yo.u, Mr. Speaker, though I think it 1 s 

obvious, could you identify the candidate o·r 

candidat·es wh.o would be the sole be·ne·ficiaries of the 

pas-s.age of this, bill with regard to the additional 

grant money? 

Thrqugh you, Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER DONOVAN.: 

Representative Spallone~ 

REP. SPALLONE (36th): 
. . 

Through you, Mr. Speaker to Repre.sentative 

Cafero, it 1 s alre.ady been stated ea.rlier today, that 

the nominee for the governor of the Democratic Party 

this year ..l.s Dan Malloy, and the nominee fo·r 

.lieut·enant governor is Nanc.y Wyman. 

S~EAKER DONOVAN: 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (l4~nd): 

Thank ·you., Mr. Spea.ker. 

Mr. Spe·aker, previ:ous speakers -and Represent.a.ti ve 

Mazurek, have alluded to it -- indicated that there 

.• had been some discussions ·that, what we are doing now 

I 
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for, as Representa~ive Spallone said1 in passing this 

bill which· would ben~f.it .one gubernatorial candidate 
. . 

a loi'i.e, Dan Ma-lloy, would pe cha:nged in the future . 

That th.l.s -i$· fo_r now, but later on ·it would change. 

Are. you awa.re ·of any. plans to .have this. law just. 

be in eff.ect fo·r t)'l.;i..s elect·ion cy.cle and change 
·'· 

sU:l:>sequent.ly? 

Through you, Mr. Spea.ker . 

, .. 

. S·PEAKER DONOVAN.: 

Representa,t_i ve Spallone. 

~E;P. SPALLON.E ( 3'6th·) : 

••• 'l'hrough you; Mr. SpeaJc.er, to Rep·resentative 

Cafe·ro, th.;i..s. bill, if it becom~s law, ·wou·ld govern 

this· elect.ion a.nd · al·i . fu~t.ure- elections un-less amended 

by this body. 

SPEA,KER DONOVAN: 

Rj!presenta:ti 've Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

Thank you, Hr.·· Spe.aker. 

I thank the gentleman f.or his .a-nswers. 

Ladies and gentleme_n., once again this bill 

a·ffe·ct·s one person -to a substa·ntial amou·nt of money of 

$3 million,. at a time. when ci t:izens acr.oss this state •• ' • I • ~ and ·p~blic officials of Connecticut are scrambling to 

·--

·. 
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flnd eve.ry ·nickel ~o pay our bills. This is. not the 

time to expend. 3 ini·l1fon a9di tiona! dollars for ~:me 

candidate fo·r o.ffice. I would ask all of you, 

especially ·t·hose ·who _hq,Ve vot-ed no in the: past, to 

continue to vote n-o,,- ~-o ~pt switch your- vote. and to 

sustain the Governor's veto. 

Thank you.,· Mr. Speake-r. 

S PEAKE.R DONOVAN : 

Thank you, Represe~tative. 

Representative Spallone~ 

REP .. SPALLONE (.J6tl'\) : 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Brief con"Cll~di.ng rema.rks. First, the bill is not 

ab6ut one individual person. The bill is ~ritten, as 

any legislation is, to· govern all elections that it 

may cover .in the fut'ure. 

Secohdl_y, the money, as it is been stated before, 

i$ ~lread~ the~e~ It'~ in the Citizen Election Fund.' 

T.he ·fund contemplated up to $9 mil.lion being sp.ent for 

supp1emental· grants. 'Only 3 w;i.ll be spent-. lf. ·the 

cpurt ha.dn • t ,intervened, I. suggest that ·more· mon.ey 

·would have been spent than the 3· million contained in 

this bi.ll. 

Addition~lly, the.cctndidate-s who'ran ac~epted the 

oo·sS49 
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volunt-ary conditions of the program and expected t·o 

get up to $6 million in suppleme·ntal grants if they 

quali.fied, and if ne-cessary. Additionally, since we 

pas-s·ed that law i~ 2005, there have been changes in. 

-federal l'~w, :f.ec;ieral constit-utional law,_ regarding 

~ndependent e~penditures whi~-h ate like.ly to be an 

important ·part of this election cycle. Addi tiona_lly, 

this biil was pas.sed well befor.~ _the prima.ry when 

there was a R.epubl.ican and a Democrat w.ho had l;>oth 

qualified for tbe Citizen Election Program. 

Finally, agaip, All -- both dandidates that I 

mentioned quaLified for_ trigger gz:ants in the primary 

that may have had so~e effe·ct on t~eir success. 

Final.ly, Mr .. Speaker,· c-itizens of'. Connecticut 

have expres·sed t_heir support in polls and in- anecdotal 

conve.rsations· with members in this Chamber about their 

s-upport for this pr.ogram.. When ~embe·rs of this caucus 

·were at the p.oll-s_ .h.elping other candida·tes on ele.ct·ion 

day on Tuesday, many were told-, pleas·e prot.ect this 

' 
program. · It's import_ant to the integrity of our 

elections. It)s done a good job so fa~. 

So I ask that we cast a vote to override the veto 

in the spirit of those suggestiol)s on be:half of our 

co~stituents. 

- --

005850 
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Will s·taff and gues.t.s please come to the well of 
.. , 

U1e House-. .Members t-aJce their seats.. The. machi_n·e 

will be open. 

THE· CLERK.: 

The Ho~se of Representatives is vot-ina by roll 

call. Members t·o th,e chamber·. ·The. House is voting by 

.roll ca.ll vote. Membe_r:s to the chamber, plea·se. 

SPEAKE;a. "DONOVAN: 

Reminding the me·mbers, a yes is to ov.'~rride· the 
I 

Governor's veto.. A red, or no, is to· sustain .. 

Have all the members voted? .Have all the members . I 

voted? Please check. the roll call board to make sure 

your :vot-e has been :properly .--

REPRESENTATIVES: 

No •. 

SPEAKER D.ONOVAN: 

What's that? Ail right. 

I thought" there was a. bat in the ,room. 

If all membe;r_s have voted,, the machine will be 

locked and the Cle~k will please take a tally. 

The Clerk, please announce the t~l~y. 

. ...... ,· 

00.5.-851 
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THE CLE-RK: 

Sen·ate Bill. Number 5.51. 

Total Number ·voting 136· 

Necessary for adoption 101 

Thos.e voting· Yea 106 

Th'os:e v.otil'lg Nay 30 

TO.ose absent and not voting 15 

S.PEAKER DoNOVAN: 

'fhe ·:bi1.1 is repass.ed .. 

Are there any ·-ann.ouncem.ents or in'tr.oductions? 

Repre·s.ent.ati·ve Tallari ta .• 

• REP. TALLARITA (58th.) : 

Thank you, Mr.! Speqker. 

For a journal:, notqt,.ion. 

SPEAKE:R DONOVAN: 

Please proceed, madam. · 

.REP. TALLARITA (.58th): · .... 

The: f.o1lowing· r~presentatives missed. votes. today: 

Rep~esenta·tive Boukus, due· to illne.ss; Representqtive 

Grogin~; O!-Jt of the co1:1nt·ry· ... 

Thank you.~ 

s·PEAKER DONOVAN: 

T·hank· you, Repre·sentative. 

· .Rep+eSenta.t.:j. ve Giann~·ros. 
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Mr. President, the single item appearing on 

Senate Agenda Number 2, under emergency certification, 

is a Senate Bill Number 551, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN 

ELECTIONS~ If the -- I would mark that item go when 

asked and would ask th'e Clerk to call that item as our 

order of the day. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 2, Emergency 

Cert1fied Bill 551, LCO 5943, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN 

ELECTIONS. The bill is accompanied by emergency 

cert1fication signed Donald E. Williams, President Pro 

Tempore o.f the Senate; Christopher G. Donovan, Speaker 

of the House of Representatives. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR·SLOSSBERG: 

Press the button -- thank you, Mr. President. So 

nice to see you in a Chair today. 

I move acceptance of the emergency certified 

bill .. 

THE CHAIR: 

004275 
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On ~cceptance and passage of the emergency 

certification bill. 

Will you, remark? 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

We're here today in the midst of an election 

cycle because the Second Circuit has declared that 

certain portions of our campaign-finance system are . 

unconstitutional, and the legislation before us today 

addresses those matters and a number of other 

things -- Qf other small things. 

Before I go through the bill with the Chamber, I 

wanted to just go and hav~ a quick review of how we 

got here today. The Campaign Finance Reform Act, 

which includes the Citizens' Election Program, arose 

out of several corruptions -- of corruptions, scandals 

in our state, the most ~idely publicized scandal 

involving Connecticut's former governor, John Rowland. 

In !2004, Governor Rowland was accused-of .. 
·' 

accepting over a hundred. thousand. dollars' worth of 

gifts and services from state contractors. 

Unfortunately, the public corruption scandals weren't 

limited to just the Governor's office, and our state 
I 

earned the nickname, Corrupticut, not just because of 

the actual scandals, but also ·because of the 

004276 
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perception of corruption in our state government. 

' The ~esponseJby the Legislature and then a new 

governor, Jodi Rell, was the enactment of the Campaign 

Finance Reform Act, again including the Citizens' 

Election Program, which we're discussing today. And 

the purpose of the program was to restore public 

confidence in our government by removing special 
. I 

interest dollars and eliminating corruption and the 

appeara~ce of corruption. 

Basically, our clean elections system works like 

this: We look at what candidates raise and would 

have -- and what they have raised, and then we take 

that amount and we take out the special inte~est 

dol~ars that we have deemed to be a corrupted -- a 

corrupt and corrosive influence. And we supplant 

t~ose special interest dollars with public dollars, 

with small contributions from people in our districts, 

from people in our state for statewide offices, and we 

call that clean. 

And as a result of that, the intent is to have 

take the corrosive influence of ·money out of our 

elections. It e~iminates the potential influence of 

large donations and the appearance of those 

influences . 

Now, as we all know, we've been dealing with a 

. •' 
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number of court challenges. It went to the district 

court -- our case -- our cases and then to the Second 

.. 004278 

Circuit. Most recently, the Second Circuit upheld the 

fundamental structure of the Citizens·' Elect ion 

Program, including our funding mechanisms. And in 

large part, while we.don't think about· it and we don~t 

talk about lt, and we're probably not going to talk 

about it too much today, we actually did win a large 

portion of this case. 

However, what brings us here today is that the 

Second Circuit struck down two basic provisions. 

First, our lobbyist ban, which banned both 

contributions and solicitations by lobbyists, whic~ 

also included a striking of the contractor 

solicitation ban, as well as what we call the "trigger 

provisions," which are the provisions that allow for 

supplemental grants in the case of excess 

high-spending, nonparticipating opponents when you're 

facing a millionaire opponent and also if a candidate 

who!s participating is hit with an independent 

expell:diture from an outside organization. And those 

items which are called the "trigger provisions," were 

both -- were struck down. 

And as I said, the reason we're here today is· to 

address those. If we don't address these, this system 
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will fail and we will not have a citizens' election 

program. And I think that everyone in this room 

believes·that that would be a huge loss to.us in the 

State. 

So if I may, I'm going to go through the draft of 

the bill in front of us so that we all know it~s in 

'there. 

Section 1 simply repeals the severability 

language. As people may know, in the previous 

legislation, when the program was drafted, it was 

drafted as-a whole with the ~dea that if one piece of 

it fell, the entire program fell. Now that we've been 

through our various court challenges, we are repealing 

that language and we are replacing·that with 

traditional severability language, which states that 

if a provision i~ the statute related to this program 

should fail, then that particular-piece is severable 

and goes away, but the rest of the program will 

continue to stand. 

The next change, lines -- is -- the nex~ _change 

of the erid of Section 1 is clarifying language, which 

says that even after this legislation, if you have 
I 

rece1ved your grant already, you may keep the grant 

that you have. and the program will continue to 

function. 

004279 



• 

• 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

23 
July 30, 2010 

Section 2 reveals references to the trigger 

prov]sions. Section 3 adjusts the grant amount for 

gubernatorial candidates from the base amount from 

3 million· to 6 million dollars, and I know that we're 

goin~ to be talking about that some more during the 

day today. But the reason for that again, going back 

to how this was all drafted in the first place and how 

we came to the elections program is the· purpose of 

this program is to supplant special interest dollars 

with clean dollars, with public money. And it is the 

grant amounts that were originally set were based on 

historical dat,a . 

And the average amount for our gubernatorial 

races over the last number of years for the winning 

candidates was over $6 million. So in order to have a 

system that is viable that people will actually be 

able to participate .in, we need to adjust the grant 

amount for gubernatorial candidates from 3 million to 

6 million, remembering, though, that under the current 

system, a gubernatorial candidate could potentially 

get $9 million if they were -- if the trigger 

provisions continued to exist, they would get a 

$3 million supplemental grant. And then if there were 

independent expenditures against them, the potential 

exposure for the fund was up to .nine. This grant is 
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not being adjusted up to nine. It's being adjusted to 

six to reflect the historical data. 

Section -- the next section is Section 4. 

Section 4 also deals with repealing the trigger 

grants. Section 5, again, repealing the trigger 

grants. Section 6, also in the same vein. Section 7 

is new language. 

Section 7 creates and discusses the concept of 

bundling. As I had said, the court struck down our 

prohibition -- on our ban on lobbyist contributions. 

What ·we are doing here is creating this concept of 

bundling, and that is the idea that prohibits a 

lobbyist from going and either having a fund-raiser at 

their house or from putting together a big package 

full ·of ch"ecks. And there are a lot of people who 

could look at this right now and wonder what this is 

all about, but it's really pretty simple. 

If you think about it, if I were to go and show 

somebody from the p~blic a picture of a lobbyist 

giving a candidate an envelope full of checks, I think 

your average citizen in the state of Connecticut would 

look at that and think that somehow that doesn't 

look that has the appearance of corruption. It 

doesn't look honest. It looks like there's something 

going on, and one of the really important pieces here 
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is to try to address the appearance of corruption: 

The record is replete with evidence of the 

deleterious effects of bundling or results of bundling 

and lobbyist solicitation on the legislative process. 

In 1986, the General Assembly commissioned a report 

from the State Elections Enforcement Commission·and 

the State Ethics Commisslon to evaluate the 

relationship between lobbyist contributions and the 

-l~gislative process. 

In a survey of Legislators and lobbyists, the 

Jo~~t Elections ethics study found, among other 

things, that 25 percent of Legislators responding felt 

there was a relationship between a lobbyist 

solicitation of contributions and the success of the 

legislation that the lobbyist supported. 

Sixteen percent of Legislators responded that they had 

Qeard a Legislator state or imply that a bill's fate 

depended upon a lobbyist's contribution or 

solicitation. Thirty-seven percent of Legislators 

·responding were aware of political fundraisers held 

soon before a committee deadline for taking action on 

proposed bills. 

The 1986 study also found that the lobbyists felt 

this pressure to deliver contributions as well, but 

81 percent of the lobbyists responding were not 
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willing to testify at a public hearing about the 

relationship between political contributions and 

lobbying for fear of reprisals from lawmakers. 

As Doctor Robert Howard of Common Cause testified 

before the GAE Committee in 1990, that in 1988 more 

than $311,000 changed hands during the session between 

lobbyists and their PACs and either campaigns. or 

legislative caucus PACs. That's over $100,000 a month 

during the session when citizens expe~t Legislators to 

be enacting legislation and allocating resources, not 

campaigning or fund-raising. 

The record is replete with instances of bundling . 

and concerns with regard to lobbyist contributions. 

And although the court struck that -- struck down our 

ability to.ban all contributions, it did leave the 

door open to deal with bundling, and that is what we 

d6 in Section 7. Subsection 28 of Section 7 is 

also -- provides a definition of a slate committee and 

deals with the Section in the back -- I think it's 

Sect1on 13 -- with regard to de minimis contributions. 

Section 8 .adds client lobbyist to the definition 

of lobbying. Section 9 -- very important -- restores 

the sessional ban on lobbyists. Since there will no 

longer be a complete ban, we are r~storing the 

s~ss1onal·ban on lobbyist contributions. 
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The next section limits our lobbyists' 

contribution and makes them like everyone else, that 

they can contribute a hundred dollars, just like any 

other contributiqn both for -- however, they are 

limited and for candid~tes that are participating in 

the system and also for nonparticipating candidates. 

There is still a limit of a hundred dollars. 

And again, b.ased on the appearance of undue 

influence, we believe that it makes sense to restore 

the public confidence to be able to show that our 

lobbyists are being treated the same as everyone else 

with regard to participating candidates and that there 

is still some limit on them, but that there is a· 

balance between that appearance of corruption and the 

State's compelling interest in -- as their right to 

free speech and the State's compelling interest in 

-preventing the appearance of corruption. 

Section H provides tha~ on or after January 1, 

2011, and we will prohibit communicator lobbyists from 

soliciting client lobbyists. And again, the court 

left that door open, and that is to -- still to 

prevent the appearance of corruption of influence. 

After January 1,-2011, we are also going to be 

proh1biting contractors from soliciting their 

subcontractor principals or employees of contractors 
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Section 11 are contributions. This is conforming 

language to deal with the court's opinion. Section 13 

is -- probably is one of two things that didn't come 

out of the court case, but what it does is it p~ovides 

f0r one of the things that we've been asked about 

an awful lot at GAE was that small amounts of food 

b~ing brought to candidate.meetings or an event or an 

activity, that's not a fund-raiser that if it's under 

$50. So if someo~e brings the doughnuts to your 

campaign event, that's not a fund-raiser. It's not 

cons1dered a contribution. And also there's language 

here that, for de minimis campaign activity on behalf 

of the political committee or the, you know, your 

campaign, that's also not considered a contribution. 

That would include e-mails or cell phone calls as long 

as they're not being reimbursed by the campaign. 

Those are things like somebody brings the paper clips, 

somebody brings the stapler from home. We no longer 

have to deal with that. And finally, the display of a 

lawn sign, put the sign on someone's lawn or in 

somebody's window. That is no longer a contribution. 

And the final provision here requires that the 

State Electio.n Enforcement provide a report with 

regard to the amoqnt of grants and other information 
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•• federal court decision and go home. I don't think 

it's appropriate for us to be conside~ing spending 

more taxpayer dollars by ~ay of adding grants to 

gubernatorial candidates. ,. 

And so I would like to get clarification from the 

proponent of the bill, through you, Mr. President, to 

the chair of GAE. 

THE CHAIR: 

Sen.ator Slossberg. 

Senator McLachlan, please prepare your questions .. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

• And thank you, Senator, for your presentation of 

the legislation before us. 

I guess I would just like to begin by asking if 

you might clarify what in Bill 551 would specifically 

address the court decision? I would like to peel away 

all of the other language in the· bill -- just for this 

conversat~on -- that does not relate very directly to 

what the court stated·this.Legislature should address 
. . 
. . 

as it rel~tes to the ·Citizen Election Program. 

So I wondered if you could just peel away 

everything else and just give us what ~s it that the 

court needs for us to proceed and be in compliance 

• with the·decision. 
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Through you, Section 1, in that it repeals the 

severability language, anything that deals.with 

repealing severability has to be addressed. The 

trigger provisions have to be addressed. The lobbyist 

ban has to be addressed. The contractor solicitation 

ban has to be addressed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And through you to Senator Slossberg, could you 

clarify a little more what you mean by "be addressed" 

in that some of t·he _langu·age that ·I'm reading goes 

beyond what the court is looking for in their 

decision. 

So could you clarify: Is there any part of the 

language on those issues you've just shared with us 

that goes beyond what the court has asked for? 

Through y~u, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 
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If I understand your question with regard to 

severability, we have to, you know, we have to change 

that language in the·event that the district court, as 

it's been -- as the case has been remanded to them, 

were to uphold a piece of this unconstitutional --

which we believe that's possible, and so we have the 

1 • severability language -- has to be revealed and then 

restored to traditional severability. 

With regard to the trigger provisions, that 

language was struck down. So that needs to be 

repealed in order to address the State -- the court's 

case. 

With regard to the lobbyist -- the ban on 

lobbyist contributions, that was beld unconstitutional 

and the solicitation ban was held unconstitutional. 

So that needs to be repealed. 

If there's something else, through you, Mr. 

Presi_dent, that I've missed, I'm more than happy to 

try to address the Senator's question. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan . 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 
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Thank you, Senator Slossberg, for your response. 

And I think that you've fairly accurately stated 

what my perception is of the issues that need to be 

directly addressed today. And I suspect that there is 

somewhat uniform agreement among all the members of 

this circle that we should address those issues. 

I think that sev~rability is a -- has been an 

agreement essentially of all the members of this 

circle right from the beginning of the court decision. 

I believe that back in August of 2009, we were hopeful 

to address this issue much sooner. And so 

severability is not a contentious issue at all. 

I think there are some questions about the way 

that we approach further restrictions of adding 

lobbyists to the mix that have not .been part of the 

Citizen Election Program in the past. Certainly, we 

can have some more discussion about the specific 

details of that, but I think that the way that I am 

asse~sing this legislation before us, is that we are 

going way beyond what has been suggested by way of a 

court decision and, namely, we are spending more. 

money. 

And may I remind my fellow Legislators here at 

the State Capitol in Hartford, Connecticut, that this 
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• State is broke. We don't have any money to spend, and 

w~ should not be talking about expanding state 

spending for anything, especially not expanding state 

spending for TV advertising in a gubernat?rial 

campaign. 

So my point is, and I would suggest to my 

colleagues here in the circle, that we should consider 

very carefully any proposal before us that does, in 

fact, increase spending. That is headed in the wrong 

direction. 

I. I think that we should focus today, on this warm 

le 
summer day, on the items of agreement. Those items 

that the federal court judge has ruled that need to be 

addressed, we should agree on fixing those items as 

part of our state statute and move on. This is not 

the right time for us to consider additional spending. 

I also am frankly a l~ttle concerned that there 

is -- seems to be some type of a justification that 

additional monies are needed in the absence of the 

triggers of the original Citizen Election Program. 

And I heard -- I believe from the presenters' remarks 

that that an average gubernatorial campaign was 

somewhere around $6 million. And I think that the 

last gubernatorial campaign befor.e the Citizen •• Election Program became available to candidates, the 
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successful candidate who is our incuffiPent, Governor 

Rell, spent ~o~ewhere around $4 million without 

contributions from lobby~sts or state contractors. 

And so I suggest that that is a good examp~e of 

the cost to run a campaign in Connecticut. And if we 

are looking even at adding a certain amount of money 

for inflation from 2006 to 2010, there is no reason 

004292" 

why we should now be ente.rtai_ning 5 and a half or even 

9 million dollars as a potential cost to run a 

campaign under a taxpayer-funded citizen election 
' ' 

program as proposed in this bill. 

So it's clear to me, and I hope it's becoming 

clear to th~ rest of us here in the circle, that we 

should back up, take a step back, strike out this idea 

of expanding spending taxpayer funds for political 

campaigns and foc~s on what's most important, 

c9mpliance with tpe federal court order and move on. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Kane .. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Good afternoon. 
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I tend to agree with my colleague, Senator 

McLachlan, in.regard to the spending and the increase 

of spending, especially at a time in this economic 

situation that we have here in the state of 

Connecticut. 

So through you, Mr. President, I do have a couple 

questions fo.r Senator Slossberg in regard to the 

proposal -- proposed bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please prepare your question, sir. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. · 

In your initial remark, Senator Slossberg, you 

said that you referred to the 2006 election, I 

believe, and I think you were talking about how much 

was spent on that campaign by the victor. Can you 

tell us, do you have information on how much was spent 

by each candidate in that campaign? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 
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Through you, actually, I didn't talk at all about 

the 2006 election. I believe the previous speaker 

spoke about the 2006 election. What I had spoken 

about were the figures I was given by Election· · 

Enforcement that show histor1cally that the average 

number for the winning gubernatorial campaign for 

governor over the last three cycles was $6 million. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. President . 

Because I guess that goes where my question is, 

because in regards to this section, first of all, we 

are 1ncreasing the figure from the 3 to 6 million 

dollars, and I'm assuming that's based on those 

numbers that you were given saying, well, the average 

was $6 million. 

So is that where this 6 million came from? 

Through you, Mr. President. Because of that? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Than~ you, Mr. President . 

Through you, the idea here was to make sure that 
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we have a grant that is competitive. And so .in the 

past three gubernatorial election cycles, the average 

spent by a gubernatorial -- by a winning governor --

lieutenant governor team was just over $6 million. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

And do we know what the averag,e was spent by the 

losing campaign? 

T~rough you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR SLOS'SBERG: 

In some, yes, actually, we do. And those numbers 

are less. Although in 2006 the DeStefano/Glassman 

race was about -- was about four points -- well, 

actually, 4.7. Adding the numbers up, 4.7. 

But again, the idea here is to make sure that the 

grants we are putting forward are competitive, but 

that someone would participate in the system based on 

gett1ng a grant that allows them to actually compete 

in the program-- in-the election. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane . 

SENATOR KANE: 
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I guess where I'm going with this ~s -- jt 

also -- in line 184 it says that thereafter, said 

amount shall be adjusted under subsection of this 

section, which I guess in my mind, if in 2010, the 

winner spends $10 million, are we going to come back 

here next year and say, well, the winner·spent 

$10 million. We have to give the next person 

$10 million. Is that the thinking here? Through you, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, no, not all. Actually, that refers 

to the cost-of-living adjustment that addresses all of 

the grants, including the legislative grants that are 

currently -- that we currently have that's in 

conformance with the rest of the program. 'That's 

nothing new and does not at all reflect a review, 

again, to adjust grants. 

THE CHAI~: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Okay ... That's good, because I guess, again, your 

004296 



• 

• 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

' . 

40 
July 30, 2010 

point was that we looked at an average of typically 

what they were spending for the last three cycles. 

And if we throw 2Ql0 into that average, it's obviously 

going to boost that up. I don't know what each 

candidate is going to spend this year, but I can 

imagine it could be greater than $6 million. So if 

that's the case and we're using that criteria, then I 

just might be afraid of what we are going to increase 

this to the next time, but if you say it's 

cost-of-living, then that's reasonable. But I just 

wanted to clarify that. 

I just want to ask you one more question, if I 

might, you talked about the lobbyist, how, obviously, 

the court said that they're able to give. And then 

there's a section, and I don't remember which -- I 

'believe it's Section 7, if I'm wrong, I apologize--

in the change coming in January -- it ~s Section 7 

line 833 -- January 1, 2011. Can you speak to that 

aga~n in regards to how we're changing the lobbyist 

come January 1. 

Through y9u, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

. Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

We're actually not changing the lobbyists come 
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January 1. The changes that come January 1 are with 

regard to -- let me get back to that contractor. 

Let's see, Section 7 with the bundling, that's 

effective from passage. Hang on one second. 

January 1, we deal with the -- actually, it's the 

communicator ~obbyist from client lobbyists. But it's 

just an individual who is -- it prevents a 

communicator lobbyist from soliciting any individual 

who is a member of the board of directors of an 

employee or a partner and who has an ownership 

interest of 5 percent or more, any client lobbyist 

that the communicator lobbyist lobbies on behalf of 

pursuant to the communicator lobbyist's registration. 

So that's a communicator lobbyist being restricted 

after January 1, 2011, from soliciting their clients 

directly. 

They can now-- they would-- they'll still be 

able to solicit their family, their friends, their 

neighbors, whoever else. They just can't solicit 

' their client, so we now have a much more narrowly 

tailored ban. In addition to that, we have some 

changes January 1 with regard to contractors and 

solicitations, but I don't believe your question was 

addressed to that . 

THE CHAIR: 
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So if that's the case~ then for this election 

cycle come November, these same communicator lobbyists 

can solicit their clients. 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHA"IR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, as a result of the court striking down the 

gene~al lobby~st ban, that would be true . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

So through you, Mr. President, why not change 

that now? Why wait till January 21st of 2011?· 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLQSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, you know, the court left the door 

open for us to address this, but it is not clear as to 

whether that would survive a legal challenge. We 

believe it would. 
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I think it's important that we continue to try to 

uphold the bans to the extent that we can to prevent 

the appearance of corruption. However, it may -- it 

raises some questions. We are in the midst of
1
an 

election cycle, and I don't believe that anyone would 

like to, you know, have any unpredictability or a lack 

of stability in the system that we have now. 

We believe that this is strong and defe~sible, 

but we believe that the full ban was strong and 

defensible. You know, three months before the 

election is not the best time to be making those sorts 

of decisions . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator. Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you. Thank you, Mr. President. 

I tnank Senator Slossberg for her answers. I 

appreciate the~ very much. I'll continue to, you 

know, read through this bill. Obviously, there's a 
v 

number of pages that we have to go through, but I 

still have some very deep concerns with regard to the 

dollar aspect. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 
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Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. Good afternoon. 

THE CHAIR: 

Good afternoon, sir. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Through you, Mr. President, one question to the 

proponent of the.bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please prepare your question. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Mr. President, through you, when we were debating 

the biennium budget jus~ a short 18 ~onths ago, and 

even our budget adjustment bill just a short six 

months ago, we actually swept the Citizens' Election 

Fund in both instances to the tune of some 

$15 million. And my question is, at that point, the 

responses to could we sweep more was no. We required 

every single dollar to meet th~ obligations of the 

Citizens' Election Fund. 

My question is, if we are going to up the grants 

from 3 to 6 million dollars, where is that money going 

to come from to pay for that? 

Through you, Mr. President. 
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THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

That money has already been appropriated into the 

fund. It's already there. So it's not new money. 

It's money that is sitting in the fund. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Through you, Mr. President. 

So that contradicts what was said on this floor 

just a few months ago when we said, the question was, 

could we sweep more out of the Citizens' Election 

Fund? The answer was no, we could not. We need all 

of it to meet current_obligations, which at that point 

was $3 million. 

So if we're now going to raise it to $6 million, 

either the statement before wasn't true and there was 

extra money in the f.und, or right now we have to 

appropriate more money to make sure we cover this, or 

there. could be another possibility that I'm not 

thinking of, Mr. President, so throug_h you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 
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Thank you. Through you, Mr. President_ 

I think the question speaks for itself. You were 

talking, at the time that discussion was going on, it 

was to meet current obligations. The court had not 

handed down their decision. We had a program in 

existence as it did, the trigger provisions were in 

existence. The potential for supplemental grants or 

for independent matching grants existed. 

And so the exposure to the fund was exactly the 

amount that needed to be in there. If we had taken 

more, we would have been in a position of underfunding 

the fund. And there, had the court not struck it 

down, perhaps we would not have the money to actually 

address that aside from the fact that at the point 

that we made that decision we didn't actually know 

which candidates were running and how many ~- or not 

that which candidat~s were running but how many 

peo~le were potentially running and what the actual 

exposure was. 

So the sufficiency report provided and created by 

el~ctions enforcement that they are required to do 

pursuant to our general statutes to determine whether 

they have enough money provided for various different 

scenarios. And they were very clear with us that if 
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we, at that time, had taken more money, they would 

have had to declare an insufficiency. 

Obviously things have changed now with the 

trigger provisions bein·g eliminated. It changes the 

way the entire system operates, but in order to have a 

viable system you have to have competitive grants. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. pres1dent. 

And I thank Senator Slossberg for the answe~ to 

that question . 

I do agree with her that, at the time, it was 

absolutely what the SEEC said. It was that we had 

enough money to cover those current obligations. 

However, the eliminations of the triggers will not 

provide enough extra resources to cover an extra 

$6 million, should we need to spend that, should you 

have twb qualified candidates who would actually 

receive that in the general election. 

So Mr. President, w1th that in mind, I'd like to 

call LCO 5954. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will the LCO -- will the Clerk please call LCO 

5954, please. 
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LCO 5954, which will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "A." It is offered by Senator 

McKinney of the 28th District, et al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Debicella. 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

I move the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

I move -- will you remark further? 

SENATOR DEBICELLA: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent . 

Mr. President, the amendment will simply strip, 

in line 182~ the word "s1x" and will actually return 

the grant to what it was originally intended ·to be, 

which was $3 million. 

And Mr. President, there are five reasons why I 

·actually think this is the sensible thing for us to 

do. The first is what we just talked about, is 

there's actually a risk of the fund not having enough 

money to cover this and the need for us to go into the 

General Fund or elsewhere t~ get this money. 

Second, we have a deficit of approximately 

$6 billion for the next two years. We are going to 

need every single penny available to cover that to say 
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now is the time to increase the grants for the 

gubernatorial election that happens in three months, I 

think is fiscally irresponsible. 

The third point was brought up by Senator Kane 

and Senator McLachlan -- there is, based on historic 

precedent, no need for $6 million to run a 

gubernatorial campaign. 

Fourth -- and I think this is important -- is 

changing the rules of an election midstream is 

inherently biased. In reality, there are five majo~ 

candidates for governor right now, two of whom are 

taking public financing. Doing this inherently 

benefits those two candidates, one a Republican and 

one a Democrat, at the expense of the other three. 

That is just a reality of changing the rules 

midstream. It's not -something we should be in the 

business of doing. 

And fifth and finally, it isn't required. There 

is nothing in what the court said that even hinted 

that we should double the amount that this grant 

should be. So what we've done is we've actually 
I 

turned a technical bill to conform with the court into 

something that's changing the .rules midstream. 

So, Mr. President, let's not turn what I think is 

an otherwise good bill into an excuse to once again 
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simply increase govern~ent spending. I urge adoption 

of the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise in opposition to the amendment to address 

.the five points. First, the fund has sufficient 

004307 

money. We've received documents from OFA as well from 

Elec~ion Enforcement. The money is sitting there. It 

is set aside. It is already there. It has been 

there. In order to address it, we've very carefully 

protected it through the session to make sure that the 

fund has sufficient money. It's there. 

Secondly, we're not increasing the grant at all. 

We are adjusting it in regard to the court's decision. 

Our current exposure is to $9 million. You could 

actually argue we're decreasing the grant by the same 

argument because the exposure is to $9 million and we 

are addressing it at 6. 

Third, with r~gard to historical precedent, we've 

got to actually deal with the facts here. The facts 

are competitive race for governor historica1ly has 

cost, on. the w~nning side, over $6 million. Those are 

the facts. 
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-Fourth, changing the rules midstream, that's 

exactly what ~e would be doing if we didn't adjust the 

grant at that -- at this time because it is election 

season. It is election cycle and people on both sides 

of the aisles have known what the program is. It's 

been out there and known what their expectations were 

wlth regard to how much money·was potentially 

available. 

Fifth, it's not required. I would disagree. I 

~el{eve it's v~ry much required. In fact, if we have 

a system that does not have competitive grants, then 

we might as well not have a system at al~. It makes a 

mockery of the program if you don't actually have 

grants that allow people to run at a competitive 

level. 

I urge opposition. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I speak in favor of the amendment. 

And let me sort of rehit the five, or four out of the 

five points. You see I couldn't remember the fifth 

one, but the money is already there, and I believe 
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Senator Slossberg said we've protected it. At what 

cost? •At what cost do we protect it? 

We made cuts to the elderly. We made cuts to the 

RIDE programs. We made cuts to programs, to 

education. And what cuts ---and what costs --we 

deferred $200 million in a pension plan. So yeah, we 

-
protected it. We protected it so we could give it, 

our taxpayers' money, to run a political campaign, 

more money to put on the ads that we saw, more money 

for pencils, more money for balloons. Do ~e balance 

when we put that away? 

So yeah, we protected it, but what was the cost 

of that protection and why are we continuing to 

protect that ·when we need it for the school system. 

We need it for our public school system. 

Point number two is that it doesn't really 

increase the grant. It dqes. I'm going to let 

Senator McKinney talk about that because he expressed 

to me his philosophy, and I'm not going to do it -- as 

much justice as Senate~ McKinney will. 

Number three, historically, remember why we put 

in campaign financing, which I supported, I voted in 

favor of it back when. We said, number one, campaigns 

are getting out of control. We're spending too much 

money_on campaigns. We're out there beating the 
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Let's control the cost of campaigns. And now 

we're saying, well, now that we control the costs, 

because, 2006, when Governor Rell said, I'm not going 

to take special interest money, $4 million, and the 

DeStefano other side did about 4.7 m1llion. So in 

2006, it was .reason.able, about $4 million each. And 

that's 2006. 

The latest statistics 2006, arid we wanted to 

keep the money low because we wanted people spending 

tons of money. And now here we are saying, well, 

we've got to get more money. Logic doesn't flow . 

With respect to changing the game, it's correct, 

we are changing the game midway through. These 

cand1dates that are running knew that the campaign 

financing law was under appeal. They knew it was 

challenged. They knew that supplemental grants were 

part of that challenge. They knew what the lower 

court h~d stated. They knew what the -cards were in 

front of them, and they knew that we were going to 

have to try to fix it at some point. 

There was no certainty that they walked in, that 
I 

004310 

they're definitely going to get all this money because 

they knew that· there was a challenge. So they assumed 

the risk and went forward. I don't think any one of 
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them would have said, gee, had I known I wouldn't have 

run. I don't think any one of the candidates would 

have said that. 

I understand the candidates out there that would 

want the money, who' are in the program would .want the 

money.· I get·that, but it's not the right thing to 
I 

do. It's not the right thing to do. We have a fiscal 

problem. 

Last session, we looked between -- we joked in 

this chamber_when we talked about trying to find 

200 million between the cushions of the couch. We 

shook everybody's bank account out. What do you have? 

What do you have Transportation? What do you have 

Citizen Election?. And everybody was clinging to their 

money because they 1 knew ~hat we were coming to get it, 

but we protected this money. 

And who lost because we protected this money? 

And who is going to lose because we continue to 

protect this money? We have to be fiscally 

responsible. It's got to start now. So I stand here 

\ 

and I ask your support for this amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you . 

Senator Looney. 
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Speaking in oppos'i tion to the amendment, I wanted 

to second the comments-of Senator Slossberg in that 

what we are trying to do in the -- on the underlying 

bill is actually to honor the intent of the original 

legislation with~n the context of the recent decision 

by the -- by the Second Circuit. 

And it's in line with what was recommended today 

in the-Hartford Courant editorial, which said when the 

General Assembly meets today in special session to fix 

constitutional flaws in the State's campaign finance 

reform program, lawmakers should take care to honor 

the reform's original intent. And that is what we are 

trying to do in order to set the grant le·vels at those 

that we think meet the expectations with which the 

candidates that wen~ into the program potentially and 

to preserve the program along with original intent. 

In ~ -- in a discussion yesterday in the 

Connecticut Mirror, our own lieutenant governor, 

Lieutenant Governor ·Fedele, noted that he had made the 

decision to participate in public financing with the 

assumption that matching grants would be available. 

Now, obviously, the matching grants are struck down by 

virtue of tQe -- trigger mechanism has been struck 
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down by virtue of the Second Circuit decision. His 

004313 

comments in the -- in that article yesterday said they 
~ 

have to provide a venue for a clean election 

candidate. 

What you signed up for is not going to be there. 

You have to at least, in this election cycl~, provide 

something. So I think that what we are trying to do, 

in an equitable way, is to restore the balanc~ that 

was anticipated in the original bill. Exactly what we 

are trying to do, I think, in all of the elements of 

the underlying bill is to provide a system that is 

true to the original intent of the legislation, which 

I think this amendment would undermine, but which the 

underlying bill, I believe, preserves. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you Senator. 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, just briefly, I rise in opposition 

to the amendment, and I perhaps come at this from a 

slightly different perspective as a State Senator from 

southwestern Connecticut . 

Ladies and gentlemen, in the last election most 
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of my constituents thought that Eliott Spitzer was 

running for governor because that's the media ma~ket 

in which my constituents primarily see advertising. 

The fact of the matter is that $3 million is 

absolutely insufficient for running a statewide 

campaign and reaching out to all aspects of the ·state. 

Fully one quarter1 of our citizens don't watch the 

Hartford media market or the New Haven media market. 

They are excluded from our public debate because 

there's not enough money to reach them with the 

messages that candi~ates, be he or she, Democrat or 

Republican, are trying to convey . 

I'm opposed to this am~ndment because it denies 

the realities of the costs of running a campaign. It 

denies the costs of actually connecting with votes. 

It denies my constituents an equal ability to 

participate in that electoral process. 

This money, as has been pointed out, has ~lready 

been budgeted, but I do think it's important to 

remember that in 1998 the successful candidate for 

governor spent $6.9 million. 

I jumped on my handy-dandy computer here· and used 

the 1nflation calculator to tell -- to find out what 

that would have been in today's dollars. It's 

$9.28 million, and that's roughly the amount of money 
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that was spent -- 6.5 million was spent by the 

successful candidate for governor in 2002. 

Denying the costs of what it actually takes to 

effecttvely communicate with constituents does a 

disservice to our constituents. And I haven't yet 

found the post office who's willing to send mail for 

free. I haven't yet found the printer who cuts costs 

for political candidates. 

The fact of the matter is a participatory 

004315 

democracy takes a certain amount of money. And in our 

system, we've a~ready all~cated this money. It's just 

not accurate or equitable to claim that this is new 

money. It's always been budgeted. 

Let's be honest. We've always known that a 
I 

candidate running for governor in this cycle might 

expend $6 million. The underlying bill creates the 

equity, creates the parity that we need for an 

effective system and, therefore, I oppose the 

amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Tbank you, Mr. President. 

Good afternoon . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Mr. President, I rise in support of the amendment 

and would urge my colleagues to give the public in the 

state of Connecticut a l1ttle bit of credit. 

Mr. President~ I can't speak for others, but I 

can tell you that my constituents are no fools. And 

my constituents are not going to vote for the guy that 

has the most money. And for any of us to translate 

election victory to who, the guy_that has the most 

money is, I think belies the lessons of history, the 

lessons of campaigns nationwide . 

Ask Jon ·corzine if the person who spends the most 

money independently will win. Ask the voters of.New 

Jersey, were you won over by the raw expenditure of 

independent wealth as the deciding factor in how to 

cast your vote? 

Mr. President, we have to give the public some 

credit. This debate is not taking place in the 

abstract. Next week, there's a primary and it could 

well be that the two winners of both the Republican 

primary and the Democratic primary will be 

participating candidates in the publicly financed 

program. And should that be the case, what we're 

talking about today is, are those individuals going to 
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have $5.5 million to spend on TV ads, which drive many 

of us to distraction, or are they going to have 

$8.5 million, public dollars, each to run TV ads to 

drive us all nuts? 

Mr. President, I would respectfully encourage my 

colleagues, if the premise here is that we need to 

have equity and equilibrium and all this stuff, let's 

wait and see who wins the primary, because I for one 

am not going_,to sleep very w~ll at night knowing that 

we took $6 million that I could use to help my soup 

kitchen restock its shelves and instead dumped it into 

a black hole wher~ two participating candidates are 

now going to blow $6 million, 6 million public dollars 

on an endless ba~rage of distasteful, often 

distasteful, often distortive, often -- you want to 

talk ~bout a mockery, I think the television 

commercials that our public dollars are buying are not 

elevating the public discourse. 

And, Senator McDonald, if your constituents are 

fortunate enough to be insulated from them, I might 

take the position that they're going to be better 

educated voters than those of us that are subjected to 

them constantly. 

Listen, we aren't even at the primary yet, and 

people are sick and tired of these television 
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commercials. I think they know who the candidates 

are, the ones up are up on TV_ They know who they 

are. They haven't e~en spent two and hal£ million 

dollars yet. Everyone knows who's in the game and I, 

for one, hope that the determining factor for who wins 

the election in November isn't the person that spends 

the most dough. 

So shame on-us for-- particularly, if the two 

winners of the primaries are participating candidates, 

shame on us for dumping 6 more million dollars into 

this black hole when·I think it could be used for a 

lot more socially bene.ficial purposes . 

I urge support.of the amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

(President in the Chair.) · 

-THE CHAIR: 

Senator Boucher. 

SENATOR BOUCHER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise to support the amendment. 

I do so as one of the few people in the House on my 

side of the aisle that actually originally voted for 

this campaign-finance law with the understanding that 
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it would set guidelines, rules, and create a more even 
I 

play~ng field, not with the supposition that the rules 

would change at any given time to advantage one side 

or another or one candidate for another. 

I also do remember as well we had a candidate who 

was 1ncredibly wealthy, Brook Johnson, that was 

runn1ng for a U.S. Senate seat and did not -- and was 

not successful in that race no matter how much money 

they'had going into it. It is an unhappy day that 

we're here today to even address this, but I strongly 

support this amendment. I think it's the right thing 

to do, and I think the public would be behind us in 

this direction. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McLachlan. 

SENATOR McLACHLAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Nice to see you there 

this afternoon. 

I am standing in support of the amendment. I'd 

like to thank Senator Debicella for bringing this very 

simple amendment forward. In fact, isn't this 

wonderful how we can have a piece of legislation be 

fixed and save $3 million with such few words. I 

think this is wonderful. 
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I'm really standing I've already expressed my 

concerns about the spending, but I'm standing now just 

to shed light on statements that I think are 

problematic in government, and that is that the money 

is sitting there so that justifies us spending it, and 

ask my constituents in Danbury, Bethel, Sherman or New 

Fairfield, and if I said that to them, they'd say, go 

home. 

Just because the money is there, doesn't mean we 

spend it. A federal judge said that the current 

program that it was budgeted for was not right. We 

have an opportunity to spend less money. Let's do it . 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the amendment 

before us, and I just want to briefly address some of 

the arguments made in opposition to the amendment, 

because if I think you listen to the words used and 

the words not used, you'll understand the spin that 

has been given . 

First, as Senator McDonald very correctly noted, 
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the winning candidates in the 1998 and 2002 

gubernatorial campaigns -- th~t would be former 

governor, John Rowland-- spent 6.9 million and 

6.5 million. He did not conveniently talk about how 

004321 

much the winning candidate for governor in 2006 spent. 

That was $4 million. 

He did not conveniently recognize that the 

candidate for gqvernor in '98 and 2002 took money from 

contractors and lob~yists, and a lot of it. And the 

winning candidate in 2006 did not take a dime from 

lobbyists and contractors. 

So we've heard about how much money it costs to 

win, but we had a governor who stood up and said, r 

won't take lobbyist money. I won't take contractor 

money. I'm going to take almost $3 million less than 

my predecessor. I'm going to be outspent by my 

Democratic opponent and I'm going to win, and I'm 

going to win with ~lass and grace. And that's what 

Governor Rell did. John DeStefano raised and spent 

$5.5 million; Jodi Rell, $4 million. 

Senator McDonald was kind enough -- and thank 

you, to let me borrow his inflation calendar. That 

$4 million by today's dollars is $4.4 million. So 

you've got to look at the whole picture. In 2006, our 

most recent gubernatorial elections, $4 million was 
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sufficient to get a victory for someone who's running 

for governor for the first time. 

Senator Slossberg referenced the average cost 0f 

winning campaigns was about $6 million and said, well, 

this grant, 3 million, adding 3 million is 6 million. 

And I scratch my head because I had been looking 

at Dan Malloy's website earlier today and a press 

release that he sent out in May, saying, I have now 

qualified for 8 and half million dollars of public 

funds. And according to Mr. Malloy, I have 23 weeks 

left and I will be able to spend more money over that 

23 weeks than any candidate for governor in the 

history of the state of Connecticut. 

Well, wait a minute. Senator Slossberg is 

telling me it's 6 million and 6 million. Dan Malloy 

is telling me it's 8 and a half, and that 8 and a half 

is ~ore money than anyone has ever spent in the 

history of the state of Connecticut. I agree with 

Mr. Malloy. Are we. forgetting the 2 and a half 

million dollars he got to run the primary? Does that 

not count in our calculation? 

So the argument here that what we're doing today 

I 
is giving someone $6 million is flatly false. All we 

need to do is .look at Mr. Malloy's ·press release. It 

will be 8 and a half million dollars. Eight and half 
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million dollars is more than anyone has ever spent in 

~the history of the state of Connecticut. 

This isn't equalizing it. This isn't looking at 

historical numbers. This is jacking· it up higher than 

it's ever been before in our history. Now, if you 

. agree with that, that's fine, but let's be honest 
{ 

about what we're doing. 

We also didn't hear anything about the 

$1.25 million supplemental grant that both 

' participating candidates for governor received, that 

the Second Circuit has said is unconstitutional. Are 

we asking for that back? Are we fixing that? Are we 

deducting that from the $3 million? No, we're not. 

So we've now given out 2 and half million dollars that 

the Second Circuit said was unconstitutional and we 

are not doing anything to address that. 

We've been told this isn't increasing the grant 

amount. Well, sure. The elections commission has had 

this .money at hand for this 2010 election cycle, and 

they've built in to have more money to start the 2012 

election cycle as well. 

And so we're told that since the money was put 

aside we're not increasing spending. We're told by my 

good friend, Senator Looney, that we should honor the 

original intent of this legislation. Well, I ask you, 
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under the original legislation, if two participating 

004324 

cand~dates were to win primaries and run for governor, 

would they have gotten a supplemental grant of 

$3 m1llion? Answer: No. 

So if we have two participating candidates for 

governor who are elected by the1r part1es 1n the 

primary on August lOth, which is an extremely likely 

scenario, we've increased the amount by $6 million. 

Fact. Fact. 

We also had supplemental grant status -- assumed 

cand1dates would spend more money, but there's no 

guarantee that the self-funding candidates would 

cont1nue to spend, spend, spend. Maybe they will, but 

we don't know that. 

When you look at the amount of money that was 

picked to run for governor, it was $4.25 million. 

·1.25 for the primary, 3 ~illion for the general. 

We've ~eard eloquently from Senator McDonald that 

isn't sufficient to run for governor. We've proven 

that's wrong because Jodi Rell did it. That's why we 

picked the number. I'm sure that's why you did it. 

You looked at what the most recent gubernatorial 

election spent. We've heard candidates participated 

in the system in reliance on this. I don't believe 

that. 
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Take out lobbyist money. Take out contractors' 

money. And in this economy go try to raise the 5 and 

a half million dollars that Dan Malloy is going to 

receive. He can't do that. There's no way. No way. 

We've heard they relied on this and maybe they 

wouldn't have joined the system. The system was 

challenged for it's very existence on constitutional 

grounds. There was an opportunity and a chance that 

the court would rule and they would get zero dollars. 

They were willing to take that chance, but we're 

supposed tq believe that they wouldn't be willing to 

take the chance that 5 and a half million was all they 
( 

would get. It's illogical and it makes no sense. 

The question here is, do you want to spend an 

.additional $6 million to support political candidates 

to run ads, buy bumper stickers, buy bags, buy 

balloons to run for o'ffice, and do you want to do that 

at a time when we're slashing our budget, cutting 

pr.ograms, when the unemployment rate is at its highest 

ever in the state of Connecticut, when we're facing 

nearly $4 billion budget deficit, when every.man, 

woman and child in the state of Connecticut bears the 

highest per capita debt in our country? That is the 

basic question here . 

Even proponents -- and look at the transcript 
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when this bill originally passed -- even proponents 

knew you could never level the playing field. 

Government was never going to pass a public finance 

system that would equal the playing field between a 

p.;trticipatin·g candidate and a self-funding candidate. 

That was never the goal. The goal was, could you give 

them sufficient money to run a race for governor? 

If Governor Rell can run and win and win handily 

for $4 million, I think the candidates we have can run 

and win at 5 and a half million dollars. They do npt 

need an additional $3 million. The taxpayer should 

not bear that burden . 

And you know what? If the money is in that fund, 

that doesn't mean it has to stay there. Every caucus, 

Democrats, Republicans, Senate, House, agreed at one 

time or another, in deficit mitigation packages to 

take money out of the Citizens' Election Fund so we 

could help balance our budget. That $6 million would 

look pretty·good to help balance our future budget 

deficit. 

And I urge adoption. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator ·williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

00.4326 
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I rise to oppose the amendment and also to ask 

for a roll call vote when the debate is closed. 

You know, Mr. President, to a large extent our 

004327 

entire clean election syste~ that we worked so hard on 

three years ago depends on candidates who participate, 

receiving the grants that they expect to receive and 

'in believing that those grants will allow them to be 

competitive and to communicate with the voters of this 

state and to effectively deliver their message and be 

heard so that voters across the state can evaluate who 

the best candidate is, not who has the most money. 

, And you know, we enacted the Clean Elections 

Program, as Senator Slossberg referred to earlier, the 

history of it, we enacted'it because of the scandals 

and the corruption and a desire to move beyond that. 

A desire to get rid of the dominant special interest 

. influence i~ the process .. 

And also to say that while there's nothing wrong 

with being wealthy and spending your own money on an 

election, we shouldn't limit the possibility of 

getting elected and getting your message out to those 

who have a vast fortune. We need to make sure that 

when people participate in elections in Connecticut, 

under our clean elections system, that what they 

signed up for is there in terms of the commitments 
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that were made so they get the resources they need to 

communicate with the voters and the voters are not let 

down and that there is a vigorous debate and that a 

candidate is not swamped by special interest or 

swamped by a wealthy candidate. 

·Now, my good friend Senator McKinney talked about 

the candidates who are participating,_ for example, in 

the governor's race -- knew that there was a lawsuit 

pending that could impact the system. But I believe 

that those candidates who we~e participating would 

have expected us to do exactly what we were -- are 

doing right now if the court had struck down the 

matching fund provision. 

Because to believe otherwise, I think would 

suggest that those candidates should have not 

participated if they knew that they were only going to 

be eligible for $3 million dollars in a general 

election. No winning candidate in the last three 

cycles has ever spent $3 million. Most losing 

candidates have. spent more than $3 million in the last 

three cycles. 

So I believe those candidates would have expected 

us to do exactly what we're doing now, which is to 
. . 
come in and fix it and live up to the spirit and . 

original intent of the clean elections law, which is 
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fairness to those who are participating, getting them 

the resources that they need to get their m~ssage out 

and compete fairly. 

Senator Slossberg and I believe Senator McDonald 

ment1oned that, you know, the universe of resources 

for a candidate under the clean elections law, prior 

to the Second Circuit opinion, was not $3 million or 

even $6 million. It was $9 million. . ~·· 

Now, we're talking about capping that at 

$6 m1llion. That's why we don't need.new money. 

004329 

That's why there's existing money in the fund to cover 

this. I think few people expected that the actual 

expenditure in a general election race would be only 

$3 m1llion. 

You know, even if you don't adjust for inflation, 

the average of the last three cycles, the last three 

gubernatorial elections, the winning candidate spent 

$5.8 million, almost $6 million, not adjusted for 

inflation. Adjusted for inflation~ it's well over 

$7 m11lion. We're talking about capping this at 

$6 m1llion. 

Now, it is true, four years ago Governor Rell ran 

and spent $4 million and won. But I would suggest 

this to folks, that we recall thai, A, she was an 

incumbent governor and, B, she had·a 70 percent 
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approval rating. I'm sure any candidate who is in the 

race right now would trade to be an incumbent and to 

have a 70 percent approval rating and take the 

$4 million as opposed to the $3 million grant. And 

even at that, let's remember 4 million is more than 

3 million. And I didn't see an amendment from our 

friends on· the Qther side of the aisle to increase the 
L 

grant by $1 million. 

So, for all of those reasons, I oppose this 

amendment,· but most importantly, for the reason of 

fundamental fairness. We're talking about living up 

to the intent and spirit of the original clean 

elections law. That's what we're fighting for today, 

Mr. President. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Williams. 

Will you remar:k further on Senate "A"? Will you 

remark further? 

If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll call 

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. An immediate roll call vote has been ordered 



•••• 

••• 

••• 

rd/mb/md 
SENAT.E 

74 
July 30, 2010 

in the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? If all Senators have 

voted, please check your vote. The machine will be 

locked. The Clerk will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is .on adoption of Senate Amendment 

Schedule ·"A." 
.• 

Total Number voting 34 

Those voting Yea 12 

Those voting Nay 22 

Those absent and not voting 2 

THE CHAIR: 

Th~ amendment fails. 

Will you remark on Senate Bill 551? 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, to the 

proponent of the bill, through you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

Mr. President, through you. 

004331 
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Senator Slossberg, it's my understanding that the 

original bill, before the court had its ruling, the 

underlying bill prohibited lobbyists from --. 

prohibited communicator lobbyists or their immediate 

family from knowingly soliciting from anybody. Is 

that my understanding of the or1g1nal b1ll? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, yes, that 

is correct . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And then, through you, it's my understanding that 

the court believed that that prohibition was too 

broad. I believe the court found that such a 

~rohibition was unconstitutional and was too broad and 

struck that provision. Is that correct? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 
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Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, yes, that 

is my understanding as well. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank.yo~, Mr. President. 

And through you, Mr. President, today the. 

amendment seeks to, one, narrow that solicitation· to a 

more narrow gro~p of people and commence that 

proh1bition on January 1, 2011. Is that correct? 

Throuqh ¥ou, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Through you, Mr. President, yes. That is 

correct. 
I 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And I guess if t~e understanding -- the preamble 

to this bill that you so elegantly stated at the 

beginning was to say that this is a clean election 

bill. The point of the underlying bill was to 

prohibit what some would perceive as special interest 

money being put into the system where lobbyists would 

004333 
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talk to other folks and push a particular candidate 

who may believe in the clients that they represent, 

perhaps. And the. idea was to make this a clean bill. 

It went too far and now we've narrowed it, but 

what we've said is, we're not going to enact that ban 

as narrow as replacing it until January 1, 2011. Is 

that correct? 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossoerg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, Mr. President. Through you, yes, that is 

correct. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

So the original bill did not allow any 

solicitation on a broad space. The court said that's 

unconstitutional. We sit here today to change this 

bill. The underlying bill says, no solicitation, and 

what we're going to do is we're going to narrow it in 

the hopes of keeping that preamble alive. 

004334 

Now, we're not going to allow undue influence and 

keep special inte~est, but we're not going to do this 

until January 1, 2011, which is after this election 
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Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And what is the --

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR. FASANO: 

Sorry, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

It's quite all right. 

SENATOR FASANO: 
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And what is the rationale to say, you know what, 

we're going t6 release this ban, and we're going to 

allow lobbyists the ability to solicit outside of the 

group that's been prohibited for this election? Why 

are we going to do that? 

Through you, M~. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

004335 
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Through you, Mr. President, thank you. 

As you spoke, the court found that the ban on 

solicitation, that solic1ting is a core and 

fundam~ntal right and that something to have an 
. . 

outright ban was something that they struck down. 

While we believe that a more narrow ban is 

supportable, I think that there is the potential that 

that could draw a legal challenge. And as we know, we 

are three months away from an election and in the case 

that we continue to have legal challenges, it throws 

the rest of our system into question, and we need to 

continue to preserve the predictability and the 

stability of the system. 

So if we are going to draw legal challenge, it 
. 

would make some sen~e to do so after the election. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

And that legal challenge in that provision would 

be similar if you were enacted -- if you were to have 

the effective date today. As I understand your 

discussion here, that that·provision would be--

attacks similar to the way -- the way the underlying 

bill was attacked on constitutional grounds. Is that 

correct? 
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Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSB.ERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, Mr. President, I can't speak to as 

how it would be·attacked, but that would be -- if I 

had to guess, I' would say so. 

SENATOR "FASANO: 

Okay. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano . 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I thank Senator 

Slossberg for the answers. 

So the argument, as I understand, it goes that we 

pass the Citizen El~ction Bill of 2005~ that one could 

argue, I guess, it had some unconstitutionality of it. 

That bill was challenged in early 2006. Judge 

Underhill made a decision in 2009, and here we are 

July 10, 2010, some four and a half years after we 

approved the bill, almost five years after we approved 

the bill, and we've played by the same law same 

rules of the underlying bill because it stayed intact . 

Citizen Election did their job: Campaign 
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contributions followed the law. We all followed the 

law jf we participated in it, and now we're afraid 

that, if we do something that could be deemed 

unconstitutional, in three months the court is· going 

to stop us. What took four and a half years, somehow 

someone believe.s in three and a half months, the court 

is going to stop us. If it is unconstitutional and 

there is a challenge, there is no way a de~ision in 

the court is going to happen between now and election 

time in November. 

So what we're saying is we know what history has 

proven, and it is a fact that it took almost five 

years, but we are going to open up the floodgates on 

the very thing that we're most afraid of, the 

perception of undue influence. Clean elections( well, 

except for this except for this, we're going to 

allow lobbyists to solicit on behalf of elected 

officials, to go and m·ake arguments or discus·sions of 

why they should support people, at least to 2000 -- at 

least until January 1st. Let's at least get the cycle 

in, and let's get our checks in now, because now is 

the election .. We're either going to pass clean law or 

we're not going to pass a clean law. 

I supported this bill before. I supported the 

original legislation before because it did, on the 
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· perce~tion, create a clean campaign. And we've 

already created a loophole the very day we corrected 

it. The very day we sit here and give accolades to 

this bill about how it is going to make us clean and 

how we're·going to keep special interests out. We 

leave the back door qpen for this electlon. That's 

hypocrisy. That's hypocrisy. 

You're either going to make a bill that is 

correct and follows what you're saying or yo~'re not. 

But don't say you're doing it and you're not doing it. 

Let's speak to the facts of this bill. Not only 

are. we doing it for lobbyists, but we are also doing 

it for contractors. In line 998, we've allowed 

contractors, state contractors now, where they 

couldn't do solicitation, we're going to allow them 

now to do solicitation to January 1st, the same thing 

we dld with lobbyists, the two very groups we sat in 

this circle back in 2005 and said we've got to keep 

out, the 'two very groups we said we need to keep out 

of elections because they're going to derail a clean 

el~ction, the very groups we've been talking about 

today when we stqrted this discussion and when the 

Senate Presideq.t ended the discussion. 

Clean campaigns, but we made a loophole in the 

very law we're· correcting. I don't get it. I don't 

, 
' I 
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get ... And to say the fear is it may be 

unconstitutionaJ_ and somehow the court is going to 

swoop in in the next three and half months when it 

took five years is ludicrous. Those of us who 

practice law know nothing works quite that fast in 

law. It didn't 1n 2005 and 1t 1sn't in 2010, and even 

if you thought it would, we raid -- we should weigh 

the risks, the risk of so many attacking this law 
I' 

because it's unconstitut1onal versus saying we're 

passing clean election. And what we did is we left a 

huge loophole. We left a huge tunnel from which we 

can never say we buttoned it up in 2010 because, 

frankly, we did not. 

With that, Mr. President I would ask the Clerk to 

call LCO 5958. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO 5958, which will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "B." It is offered by Senator 

Fasano of the 34th District, et al. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Fasano. 
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Mr. President, I move the amendment, and I 

request permission to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Acting on approval of the amendment, sir, please 

proceed. 

SENATOR FASANO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, what ·this amendment seeks to do is 

to say starting today, starting today, starting when 

the bill is passed today, this amendment, we will plug 

up the loophole. We will not have a loophole that 

goes to the very heart of clean elections. What this 

says is w.e' re going to stop lobbyist so+ici.tation now, 

not in 2011. We are going to stop contractor 

solicitation now, not in 2011. And we are going to 

make clean elections now, not in 2011, because we 

believe clean elections is the best path for the state 

of CoQnecticut. That's what this amendment will 

search to do. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of' this amendment. 

Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 
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Will you remark? Will you remark further on 

Senate Amendment "B?" 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR·SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise in opposition to the amendment, and I'd 

ask for a roll call vote with regard to it, for all of 

the reasons that I stated before. 

The court fouriq that the limit on solicitation of 

otherwise permissible contributions prohibits exactly 

the kind of expressive·activity that lies at the First 

Amendment's core, and while I believe that, you know, 

putt1ng this forward in January is something that's a 

risk that we're willing to take with regard to 

challenging the court, again it puts the program in 

jeopardy if we were to turn around in face.of the 

language the clear direction we re.cei ved from the· 

court to try to do this now. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, ma'am. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pre~ident. .Also speaking in 

opposition to the ·amendment. 
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As Senator Slossberg said, ~r. President, in this 

case, the soliciting~ and the Second Circuit opinion 

was given a very, very high level of protection, and 

the court clearly distinguished between the acts of 

so~iciting as opposed to contributing, because 

soliciting is more -- more purely speech at the core 

of the First. Amendment as Senator Slossberg said --

and because of that the Court, in effect, applied a 

strict scrutiny standard to all of the-- all of.the 

act solicitation bans and to be on a and to be 

upheld under that standard of law -- as opposed to a 

' merely sufficient ~n~ and be narrowly tailored to 

achieve that interest. So anything that we do that 

limits solic~tation is going to be, in effect, more 

potentially vulnerable because of the very high degree 

of strict scrutiny applied to those provisions. 

Hence, we wanted to be to be cautious and make 

sure that we were not going to be undertaking any 

port1on of this bill that was going to likely to -- to 

invite a furt~er threat of invalidation of another 

port1on. Therefore, I think it was mor~ prudent to 

proceed, as does the underlying bill. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

004343 



• 

• 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

1 .. 

87 
July 30, 2010 

Will you remark further On Senate "B"? Will you 

remark further? 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Through you, a question to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

You're ~aying you don't want to answer that 

Senator Slossberg. 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you . 

I'm just t~ying to follow what's being said here, 

and through y'ou, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg, 

my understanding is .the underlying bill contains a 

severability provision. Is -- do I read that 

correctly, Mr. President. 

Through you to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Through you, Mr. President, yes. That would be 

correct. There is a severability provision in the 

bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

004344 
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My understanding is that the import of the 

severability provision is that if any part of what we 

do doesn't cut the mustard with the court, everything 

else will continue to breathe life. 

Mr. President, through you to Senator Slossberg, 

is that how she understands·the import of the 

severability clause? 

THE CHALR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR.SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, Mr. President, thank you. 

Through you, that's the intent of restoring a 

traditional severability clause, ~ut there is no 

gu~rantee that if we don't respond to what the court 

struck down and the court's expression with regard to 

thrir concerns, it -- there's no guarantee that Judge 

Underhill wouldn't find that this is integral to the 

system and strike down the entire thing. That's our 

best effort at it. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback . 

SENATOR RORABACK: 
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I'd like, Senator Slossberg, if she would, to the 

best of her ability, art1culate what she thinks is the 

worst possible thing that could happen if this 

amendment passes. 

Through yo4, Mr. President to- Senator Slossberg, 

what is going to cause her to toss and turn tonight in 

her bed if this amendment should pass. Through you, 

Mr. President to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR:. 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you. 

Through you, Mr. President. Very interestingly 

worded question. I'd like to think that nothing is 

going to require me to toss and turn this evening when 

I leave. Hopefully, it won't be so late that I feel 

too exhausted. 

But having said that, I think the concern here; 

quite frankly, is that the -- this would invite 

further legal act:io·n and there would be somehow 

there would be some sort of an injunction and the 

entire program would be enjoined, and all of the 

candidates that are relying on it would not be able to 

go forward. 
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And through you to Senator Slossberg, ~y 

l 

understanding of how things have played out so far is 

~once candidates get the money, even Judge Underhill I 

think said, Geez. Nothing I can do. You know, once 

they've got the money, they're off to the races. 

So it's not clear to me, Mr. President, if the 

concern is that this is going to give rise to 

additional litigation, it's going to give rise to 

additional litigation whether the effective date if 

I'm mad about this, as a lobbyist, I could go to court 

tomorrow whether the effective date is January 1 or 

whether the ~ffective date is upon passa~e. 

So it's not going to slow down the pace of a 

court challenge, .and it's not going to slow down 
I 

it'S not. going to slow down a result by having a later 

date. I'm, again, to Senator Slossberg, she -- the 

risk she perceives is that if this amendment passes, 

the court is going to make a final decision in advance 

of-candidates receiving their grants under the clean 

~lection program . 

Through you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg. 
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Through you, Mr. President, I believe that my. 

answer is that this invites further legal battles that 

we don't need to be addressing at this time. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

So even though we believe this is the right thing 

to do, we don't believe that it's right enough to do 

now. Through you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator -Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you. 

Through ~ou, Mr. Pre~ident, I believe this is the 

right thing to do on January 1, 2011. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senatoi Roraback-

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I appre9iate Senator Slossberg's answers, but I 

will respectfully be supporting the amendment. If 

004·348 



• 

• 

•• 
' . 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

92 
July 30, 2010 

it's right in January, it's right today. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark further on Senate "B?" 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR .McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise in support of the amendment and briefly 

just to summarize, either this is constitutional or 

not. If the court and the majority believe it is 

constitutionally permissible to prohibit ~obbyists 

from soliciting their clients, which the majority, 

Senator Slossberg has said it is constitutional, then 

you do it now. If it's constitutional, it's 

constitutional. If it's right, it's right. 

And if you read the court decision -- I just 

reread the court decision. on the ban of 

solicitation -- they said that the State's ban was too 

broad and that less -- more restrictive, less broad 

alternatives exist. Hint, hint. Go find them. 

Prohibiting a lobbyist from soliciting their brother, 

their neighbor, their mother is broad. Prohibiting 

them from soliciting their clients is very narrowly 

tailored to address a very important government 

interest, a government interest which Senator 
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Slossberg herself.led off the very debate detailing, 

detalling why ·we-engagPd and went down this path in 

-the first place was to hav~ cle~n elections, to get 

rid of at least the appearance; if not the eKact 

corrupting influence, of lobbyists and contractors. 

The court has said your ban was too broad. Come 

back with a less.restrictive alternative and the 

majority has said we have a less restrictive 

alternative that is good public policy~ It's 

constitutional, and it's so good we're go.ing to wait 

until the next election cycle because we want lobbyist 

money pouring in now . 

So th~ question is, do you believe lobbyist money 

is corrupt and shows the appearance of corruption, and 

if you do, why are you afraid of a lawsuit? Why are 

you-- we've had more lawsuits on both side§.Qf the 

aisle than any of us want, and the people of 

·connecticut are tired of it. 

But if lobbyists want to sue for their right to 

go to their clients and say I want you to give to this 

candldate, ~ want you to give to that candidate, let 

them go sue. I think there are 36 people in this 

circle and a couple million people in the state of 

Connectic~t who would stand up and say we think it's 

w~ong and enbugh is enough. If it's constitutional, 
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it's constitutional, and we should do it now. 

THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark further on Senate "A"? 

Senator Williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise to oppose the amendment, but to agree with 

my colleagues on the other side of the aisle in. terms 

of what they·want to accomplish with this and agree 

with them that, yes, we want to make sure that we are 

limiting, to the .greatest extent, impermissible 

influence on the legislative process by lobbyLsts and 

special interests. 

And this is a close call. This is a close ca11. 

A decision was made to make this ban in the underlying 

bill effective oh January ls~ as opposed to 

immediately, which is what this amendment would do. 

And that judgment was made because -- and Senator 

Slossberg has already eloquently spoken .to this 

point -- because we don't want to get dragged back 

h~re in September or October with a judge who may say, 

you know what, this issue cuts right to the core of 

the publicly financed system, and I'm going to enjoin 

this system for a day or a week or two weeks while we 

figu~e this out and decide whether it's severable and 
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decide whether this is constitutional or not. 

But I think it's u·nfortunate that we had a 

decision that came down at the beginning of July of 

this month and that we're here today. I think the 

folks who'~e said, you know, that has caused ~orne 

disruption are certainly right, but we're here to fix 

that and get back on track. And we don't need a~other 

disruption in our election cycle. And what the people 

of Connecticut want is certainty and to be .able to 

listen to and evaluate the candidates. And what the 

candidates want is certainty as to how to proceed 

between now and November and be sure that they have . 

the resources and that the judge isn't going to come 

barging in in the closing weeks of the campaign and 
' 

say, You know what, freeze everything. No more grants 

go out. Just time out while I figure this out. So it 

is a close call. 

Because Senator McKinney, Senator Roraback, the 

other Republicans who spoke in favor of this 

amendment, I agree with you. And I wish that we could 

make this effective immediately and be certain that 

there would not be further court intervention in our 

system betwee~ now and November. But I would say on 

balance, let's preserve the playing field as is 

between now and November without further court 
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intervention, at least not invite that and then -- but 

let's put this prohibition in pla'ce as of January 1-

If anybody wants to challenge it, fine. 

Challenge it in court. We believe it's 

. constitutional.· We believe it will be upheld, but it 

will not -- but for whatever reason if a court decides 

otherwise, it will not further disrupt this cycle. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate "B"? 

Okay . 

Will· you remark further on Senate "B"? 

If not, Mr. Clerk please call for a roll call 

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

An immedia~e roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. An immediate roll call vote has been ordered 

in the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? And all Senators have 

voted. The machine will be locked. The Clerk will 

call the tally. 
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The motion is the adoption of Senate Amendment 

schedule "B." 

Total Number voting 36 

Those voting Yea 12 

Those voting Nay 24 

Those absent and not voting 0 

THE CHAIR: 

Amendment "B" fails. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 551? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, one of the-constitutional 

infirmities found by Judge Unde-rhill and affirmed by 

the Second Circuit was the fact that our ban on 

lobbyist contributions was unconstitutional. And this 

bill before us purports to fix that decision by Judge 

Underhill. 

In reality, though, Mr. President, upon reviewing 

the bill befo·re us, it does more than simply fix the 

~act that the court found lobbyist contributions -- a 

ban on lobbyist contributions unconstitutional. And I 

think it's something that we should talk about, and 

because of t~at, through you, Mr. President, I'd like 
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to ask Senator Slossberg several questions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator ~lossberg. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Senator Slossberg, just as a basic matter, would 

you agree with-me that the court, looking at our 

voluntary public financing system, would probably 

strike down, were it not voluntary, spending caps, 

limits on how much you can spend on your campa~gn and 

the like? Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you. Through you, Mr. Pre~ident, my 

understanding is court~ have struck down limits on 

campaign spending where they're not voluntary.· 

THE CHAIR: 

. Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I would agree. 

And part of this, Mr. President, is long ago 

established by Buckley versus Valeo, where the Supreme 

Court of the United-States said that.a candidate's 

receipt of public funds may constitutionally be 

004355 



• 

• 

•• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

... 

99 
July 30, 2010 

conditioned on campaign finance restrictions that 

would be unconstitutional if imposed mandatorily on 

all candidates. 

Therefore, as I read that, through you, 

Mr. President, to Senator Slossberg, I read that as 

saying that i~ you have a system that's voluntary, you 

could make a condition of participating in that system 

something that, where if you are required to do it, 

would be unconstitutional. Would you ag~ee with that 

Senator Slossberg? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg . 

SENATOR. SLOSSBERG: 

~hank you: 

Through you, Mr. President, in a theoretical 

sense, yes. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you. 

And through you, Mr. President to Senator 

Slossberg, as I read the court's opinion in the 

Garfield case, they struck down Section 9-610(g) of 

our general statutes, which was the ban on lobbyist 

cont·ributions. Is that correct? Through you, Mr. 
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Through you, that's my understanding. 

THE; CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. And through you, Mr. 

President, it is further my understanding that the 

·court did not strike down 9-704 of our general 

statutes. Is that correct? Through you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Th~nk you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Through you, it's my understanding that the court 

did not specifically strike down that section; 

however, there is certainly language with regard to 

bans an.d limits on contributions. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 
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Well, through you, then, Mr. President, it's 

further my understanding that, in fact, 9-704 was not 

challenged by the plaintiffs in this matter and if not 

challenged and not brought before the court and not 

struck down by the court, then 9-704, as a legal 

matter, not a policy matter, but as a legal matter 

would still ~e good law. Is that correct? Through 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you . 

T~rough you, Mr. President, I guess I would agree 

with that. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you. Thank you very much, Senator 

Slossberg. Mr. President, th~.~eason why I engage in 

those questions is that -- and thank you for answering 

those questions. I have no further -- I don't want 

you to stand. Thank you. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you . 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 
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The reason why I engaged in that conversation is 

that we have two statutes that refer to lobbyists. 

9-610(g) baris lobbyists from contributing to our 

campaigns. That section was struck down by the court. 

9-704 says that lobbyist contributions shall not be 

considered ·qualifying contributions· for participating 

candidates and must be returned. 9-704 is good law in 

the state of Connecticut. It was not struck down by 

the court. Were we to be here and simply be cu;ing 

just the infirmity· found by the court, we would not be 

deleting 9-704 from our statutes, but that's what the 

majority party is doing. So let's take a look at it . 

By not striking down 9-704, the court has said; 

it's okay. It's okay to let lobbyists contribute, but 

not to count as qualifying contributions. And as I 

iust -- as I just engaged Senator Slossberg in a 

conversation, that is precisely the history of 

voluntary campaign reform as put forth in Buckley 

ve~~us Valeo. As Senator Slossberg just said, if you 

make a system voluntary, you can permit something that 

would otherwise be unconstitutional if it were 

· mandatory. 

So for example, in our current.law, and unchanged 

by this fix, if you don't participate in the system 

and run for the State Senate, you can get a 

004359 



• 

-· 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

103 
July 30, 2010 

contribution for a thousand dollars. If you do 

participate, you are lim1ted from taking contributions 

from -- for $100. Now, allowing one candidate to get 

a thousand dollars and another candidate to get a 

hundred dollars, one would argue, would be an equal 

protection violation, but it's not because I choose 

voluntarily to limit myself to a hundred dollars. 

Look at our race, again. If you don't 

participate as a candidate for the State Senate, you 

could spend 2, 3, 4, 500,000 dollars. If you choose 

to participate, you are limited to $100,000. 

There are 36 Senators here. I dare say we all 

agree that if we were to mandatory cap spending on 

elections, it would be unconstitutional. So how is it 

constitutional to cap spending on our elections 

because it's voluntary? We choose to do that as a 

condition of 9etting public funds. That has been a 

well-standing United States Supreme Court precedent· 

since Buckley versus Valeo. So where does that get us 

on lobbyist contributions. Banning lobbyist 

contributions is unconstitutional. Making it a 

condition to voluntarily participate in a public 

finance system where you don't accept a lobbyist 

contribution and they ·won't be counted as qualifying 

contributions is not unconstitutional. 

.-
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And in fact, if you read the decision by Judge 

Underhill and if you read the decision by Second 

Circuit, they never address 9-704, and they 

specifically say that they're striking down 9-610 and 

talk about, quote, we conclude, as a result, that on 

this record a limit on lobbyist contributions would 

adequately address the Stat,e' s interest in combating 

corruption and appearance of corruption on the part of 

lobbyists. 

Saying that lobbyist contributions do not amount 

to qualifying contributions is a limit. The court is 

not.simply talking about a financial limit. We have a 

smart court here. If they were simply talking about a 

limit in amount of money, they would have said so. 

They said you could put limits on lobbyist 

contriQutions, not a ban. Saying that lobbyists can 

contribute to whoever they want, but if you want to 

participate you can't count it·as qualifying is a 

limit and, I argue, constitutionally permissible. 

Now, if you don't agree with me, take the word of 

people who've opposed me throughout this whole 

process. The Campaign Legal Center and the. Justice 

Brennan -- the Brennan Center for Justice have issued 

legal briefs that say the exact same thing. It is 

absolu~ely good law in the state of Connecticut to 
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have 9-704. It's never been challenged. And let me 

ask you this: Do you think the attorneys .for the 

lobbyists didn't know 9-704 existed? Did you think 

that they were so stupid that they read to 9-610 and 

stopped reading? Of course not. 

The lobbyists challenged the ban on contributions 
- -·. 

in 9-610. Lobbyists did not challenge the prohibition 

of counting their contributions as qualifying 

contributions to a participating candidate in 9-704. 

So my question is why are we? Why are we? 

It is absolutely a matter of public policy, and 

it is within our purview, as the Legislature only, not 

the courts, to determine what the conditions are for 

people to participate in the public financing scheme. 

And I would argue that -- and I only refer to Senator 

Slossberg's opening about the long history of undue 

influence and the appearance of undue influence and 

corruption from lobbyists to show that the S~ate has a 

strong public interest in not using taxpayer dollars 

to subsidize participating camp~igns that are funded-

' 
by lobbyist contributions. And that is what you are 

doing in your bill. 

If you allow lobbyist contributions to act as 

quali_fying amounts in 9-704, you have undermined the 

entire system. This system was about clean elections. 
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Contractors and lobbyists get out. And in exchange, 

we're going to do something that's uncomfortable. 

We're going to spend 40 to 50 mi~lion dollars of 

taxpayer money. What do we have now? We end up with 

spending 40 to $50 million, and the lobbyists are back 

in the game better than ever. It is· mind-boggling, 

absolutely mind-boggling in the face of the legal 

fact, indisputable legal fact that 9-704 is,still good 

law, that we would undo it. 

Let the 'l.obbyist challenge it because you know 

what the judge is going to say? Here's exact~y what 

~ th~ judge is going to say: Attorney so-and-so, I'm 

glad you brought the challenge to 9-704. Here's my 

first question: why did~'t you bring it the first 

time? You brought a lawsuit. You briefed it. It 

went on ~ppeal. You never challenged 9-704. 

Did you know it existed? 

Yes, your honor, I did. 

You didn't challenge it. Get out. 

That's what would happen. The lobbyists sued 

because they said, a contract ban was 

unconstitutional. They did not su~ and say,· making 

~heir contributions qualifyi~g amounts was 

unconstitutional. That's a fact . 

But here we are, and the Democratic majority is 

) 

004363 



••• 

• 

•• 

rd/mbhnd 
SENATE 

-· r-. 

107 
July 30, 2010 

saying we are going to go beyond what the court said. 

and we are going to allow lobbyists back in the game. 

And so we will now have public-funded campaigns 

through the dollars of taxpayers going to support 

camp~igns funded by lobbyist contributions. If tnat 

was the reform you intended, if that was, as Senator 

Looney said, what we're about today is getting to the 

orig~nal intent of what we intended, and then I'm 

surprised because I don't think that '.s. what y.ou 

intended when you did this. 

And I think the only· answer -- and I know this is 

cynical but the only answer as to why you're taking 

out 704 is maybe you like having that lobbyist money 

back in the game. Maybe you do. Maybe you do because 

there are man~ legal experts, many legal experts 

who've .said you could go ahead and' do this. 

The court itself directed us to limit lobbyist 

contributions, not ban them. They didn't say give 

them free rein. Basically limit them, not ban them. 

And that's exactly what this is, and I would urge 

adoption. 

Sorry, Mr. President. I didn't call the 

amendment so I'm going to do that. 

THE CHAIR: 

Yeah. 
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Mr. President, I believe the Clerk is in 

possession of LCO 5960. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLE"RK: 

LCO 5960, which will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "C." It is offered by Senator 

McKinney of the 28th District, et al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

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

amendment and ask that when the vote is taken, it be 

taken by roll call. 

THE CHAIR: 

A roll call vote will be ordered. 

Do you want me to play that tape back, or are you 

going .to do the whole thing all over again? 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

I think I'll stand on the first time. Thank you, 

sir. 

THE CHAIR: 

Terrific. Thank you, sir . 

Senator Roraback. 
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Thank you, Mr. Pres~dent. I rise in support of 

the amendment and. Senator DeFronzo has been 

conspicuous by his silence today. For those of us who 

remember the long -- the long and thorough and 

good-faith effort that was made by members of both 

parties when we ini t·ially adopted the campaign finance 

reform, public financing of campaigns, that process 

began with a working group that Senator DeFronzo 

chaired as the, then, Chair of GAE. Senator McKinney 

and I served as representatives of our caucus. 

And, Mr. President, when that process began, we 

met ten times. We had .the world's leading experts on 

public financing of campaigns come to us. And I think 

our very first meeting, a Republican Senator from 

Arizona named Senator Sp1tzer came, I think, wisely to 

soften up Republicans to the wisdom of public 

financing of campaigns. And Senator Spitzer from 

Arizona made what, to me, was a very compelling point, 

that the best thing· about publicly financing campaigns 

was it took lobbyists out of the driver's seat in 

terms .of protecting incumbents. 

Mr. Presidenti Senator.Spitzer said that under 

the old_rules, insiders, incumbeqts; we know all the 

lobbyists. They n~ed things from us. We need things 
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from them. They wouldn't be foolish enough to 

contribute to challengers. 

And so by taking lobbyists out of the equation, 

we were going to restore a modicum of integrity to·the 

sy$tem and most of all boost public confidence that 

lobbyists are not in control. 

Mr. President, the bill before us, in my view, 

represents the worst of all possible worlds because 

rather than comforting the public that the lobbyists 

are not in control up here, we put th~ lobbyists, we 

give them the keys to the treasure chest of public 

financing . 

Mr. President, as I read this bill before us, for 

the first time, if I want to be a publicly financed 

candidate for State Senate, I can go to 150 lobbyists 

and after 16 years in this building, I probably know 

150 lobbyists. And it doesn't matter whether they 

live in my district or don't live in my district. I 

can ask them to get themselves and their spouses to 

give me actually, 75 lobbyists if I get their 

spouses can you each please give me $100. You and 

your, spouse. That will give me the $15,000 that I 

need to qualify for 85,000 public dollars, all 

lobbyist money . 

Now, that's not it. In truth, the rules will 
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require me to go to 300 of my constituents and ask 

them for $5 each. So I can get $1,500 from my 

constituents and $15,000 from insiders and lobbyists, 

and then I can declare myself a clean candidate. Rake 

in $85,000 in public dollars and then hold out to the 

public. that we have a clean system that they should 

have confidence that I'm going to be immune from the 

pressures of special interests? Ladies and gentlemen, 

this is a fraud on the people of the state of 

Connecticut. We have no obligation under the court's 

ruling to empower lobbyists to protect us and to be in 

control of our destiny. There's no reason to do it to 

meet the court's directives. Why are we doing this? 

And I guess through you, Mr. President, a 

question to Senator Slossberg as to why it is that 

this bilL will enable lobbyists to provide 100 percent 

of the money we need for public financing: 

·Through you, Mr. President, to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you. 

Mr. President, if the gentleman would please 

repeat his question. My understanding --

THE CHAIR: 
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I think it was a true or false question, ma'am. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

This is -- I was just surprised by his question 

because I'm not the proponent of the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

-SENATOR- "RORABACK: 

Fair enough, Mr. President. And first of all, I 

apologize. My emotions are getting the better of me, 

and J have been somewhat intemperate in my language 

and I do apologize for that, but I think Senator 

DeFronzo would remember how long and hard we worked in 

crafting the original legislation and the go.od-fai th 

effort that was brought to bear by members of both 

parties. 

And if I'm reading the underlying bill 

incorrectly and if I'm wrong, and I hope I'm wrong in 

my reading, but it wouldn't allow lobbyists to provide 

all of virtually $15,000· in seed money for me to get 

public financing, then I would love to stand 

corrected. So the reason I posted my questions to 

Senator Slossberg is because she's the proponent of 

.the underlying bill and Senator McKinney's amendment 

attempts to alter the underlying bill. S.o through 
J 

you, Mr. President, to Senator Slossberg, tell me I've 
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Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Roraback, I'm 

.delighted to tell that you have it wrong. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

And thank you, Mr. President. And if Senator 

Slossberg could educate me as to how I have it· wrong .. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

No. This doesn't change --

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

This -- thank you, Mr. -President. Through you, 

this doesn't change the underlying program with regard 

to the amount of contributions, the qualifying 

contributions that you need to raise. 

What it does do is it allows -- it puts the 

lobbyists on the same footing in terms of qualifying 

contributions as everyone else. There's a hundred 

dollar limit, which is an appro?riate amount to 

balance the expression of free speech against the 
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But we also know in this bill that we have 

prohibited bundling so that lobbyists can't .go out and 

hav.e fundraisers and get big envelopes full of money 

to bring them -- to bring them forward. It doesn't 

change the underlying requirements of the Citizens' 

Election Program. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

And I held out such hope that I did have it 

wrong, but Senator Slossberg and I -- I don't think I 

do have it wrong and because my question to Senator 

Slossberg, under existing law, if I'm a publicly 

financed candidate, I can accept zero lobbyist dollars 

towards my qualifyi~g contributions. Through you, Mr. 

Presldent, to Senator Slossberg, am I right on that? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Through you, Mr. President, yes, that is correct. 

You do not have to -- if I may, you do not have to 

accept any lobbyist money at all. Nothing has changed 

that and that's not required, and you still do have to 

have 300 in-district qualifying contributions. 
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Through you, Mr. President, my question wasn't 

whether I had to have. My question was am I not now 

currently prohibited from accept1ng contr1butions from 

lobbyists if I wish to be a publicly financed 

candidate. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Through you, Mr. President, not after the Second 

Circuit has ruled. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback, clarify your question. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Mr. President, through you, my question was under 

the law as on the books prior to the Second Circuit's 

intervention, it was illegal. And this is -- I don't 

.mean to consume people's time on a Friday night, but I 

think it's a pretty straightforward question. The 

program_we passed prohibited lobbyists from 

contributing·to participating candidates. Through 

you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg, do I have 

that right? 
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Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, yes, that 

is correct. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

• And through you, Mr. President to Senator 

Slossberg, I believe Senator McKinney established that 

-- is it 9-704 -- I -- that 9-704, which is the 

codification of that prohibition was neither 

challenged nor overturned by the Second Circuit. 

Through you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Did Senator McKinney have that right. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes. Through you, Mr. President, yes. That is 

correct, 9-704 was not before the court and, 

therefore, it was not struck down. 

THE CHAIR: 

· Senator Roraback . 

SENATOR RORABACK: 
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And lastly, Mr. President, under the bill before 

us, it would be lawful for me, would it not, to 

receive $100 contributions from 150 lobbyists in this 

building and to count those as qualifying 

contributions to unlock 85,000 public dollars to be a 

clean election candidate with the only additional 

requirement being that I get 300 folks that live in my 

district to pony up five bucks a piece, or $1,500 in 

toto, and that would be the sum total of my efforts to 

get to the promised land. Through you; Mr. President 

to Senator Slossberg. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Than~ you. Through you, Mr. President, if that's 

the. way you choose to go, yes, that is true. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

And Mr. President, the only point I'm trying to 

make is that Senator McKinney's amendment is the only 

hope we have to restore a modicum of integrity to what 

this whole thing was about from the very beginning. 

What's been inserted in the file copy upends, in it's 

entirety, the efforts to restore confidence to the 
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public perception of how things work up he~e. 

And if we pass this bill, we can all say and we 

should say to the public, the lobbyists are back in 

control. Incumbents have the upper hand. They no 

'longer have to raise money at horne. They can get 

95 percent of their dough from the people that need 

them to get their work done up here at the capitol. 

Mr. President, I urge support of the amendment 

and I will feel like ~e've let the people down if we 

allow the underlying bill to stand. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

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

remark further on Senate "C?" 

If not Mr. Clerk please call roll call vote. The 

machlne will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all members ·voted? Have all members voted? 
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It all members have voted, please check _your. vote. 

The machine will be locked. The Clerk will call the 

tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is an adoption of senate amendment 

schedule "C." 

Total Number voting 35 

Those voting Yea 12 

Those voting Nay 23 

Those absent and not voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

Amendment "C" fails . 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. Great to see 

you this evening. 

THE CHAIR: 

Wonderful to see your, too, sir. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

It's been a very interesting debate ·this 

afternoon. And to be _quite frank, I was undecided as 

\.. 
to whether I would stand up and speak. But this is a 

very important· matter and something that I've tracked 

for a number of years . 

Once upon a time, I did serve as the ranking 
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Senator on the Government Administration and Elections. 

Committee. And at that time, myself and one of the 

acting cochairs, Alex Knopf, from downstate, we did 

championed public financing of campaigns. And I do 

believe that we had some success. Although, 

ultimately, at the end of the day, we were not able to 

get the bill passed into ~aw, and back then, 'there 

were some very interesting debates both here and in 

. the Senate and down in the House of Representatives. 

Later on, as the years progressed, we were able 

to unite both Republicans and Democrats in forming the 

current clean elections campaign laws, and that is a 

very interesting title in that it's more of a goal and 

an aspiration, but something that we are always 

striving for. And by that, I mean that it is an 

imperfect system and we've seen that played out here 
I 

over the last several months, not only with the 

orig1nal challenge in the district court that was 

decided by Judge Underhill and then later in the 

Second Circuit decision, which I believe was written 

by Judge Jose Cabranes, but also in the myriad 

·challenges that we've seen in this p~imary season. 

And so we do, once again, have an imperfect 

system. The last colloquy that we had regarding the 

lobbyist, I think is very important. And I would be 
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the last to say that all lobbyists are bad. That's 

certainly not the case._ Quite often, they are e.xperts 

in the fields of which they are engaged in. They are 

not merely just advocates on behalf of a certain slant 

on an issue, but if you need information about a 

particular field, quite often they know it like the 

back of their hands. 

That being said, though, the public perception 

regarding lobbyists is exactly, as Sena~or McKinney so 

eloquently brought out, as well as Senator Roraback .. 

The public perception is ~hat they are the foxes and 

we are ~rying to guard t~e henhouse. And ~hat we did 

is we constructed around that henhouse a good, clean 

elections system, the laws that we have. And I think 

it's a very important po1nt that if we tie our own 

hands through statute by saying, if you want to 

participate in that program you have to sign onto 

these parameters, that that will withstand a 

constitutional challenge, and I think we just had that 

debate. Unfortunately, the amendment lost, but I 

think limiting lobbyist contributions Voluntarily to 

perhaps those lobbies that live within our districts 

so that they would be counted towards the 300, but 

excluding those others by virtue qf our voluntarily 

agreeing to do that to allow us to obtain the funds in 
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the system, ~ think that's a very workable solution. 

I think it's a fair solution to lobbyists because they 

would not be prohibited from all contributions. They 

would still be able to contribute to whatever the 

004379 

candidates were in their district where they live, and · 

so I'think that their free-speech rights would be 

protected, but at the same time we would self~impose 

on ourselves some discipline so as to really hold up 

the best election system possible. 

The part that sort.of decides it for me, and 

there's a lot of good in this bill, a lot of good 

housekeeping measures in this bill to address a lot of 

the nuances, and I commend a lot of those who really 

worked on this over the last month in light of the 

decision that was handed down by Judge Cabranes, but 

it does come down to the money. And I understand that 

the money has been. allocated and I understand that 

argument, but as you may recall, at the end of the 

last legislative session, one of th~ things that over 

the last several years that I did feel very strongly 

about and in favor of was the UCorin ·Health Center 

expansion, and it came down to the fact that as we 

sort of trundled through the last year or two and the 

recession really sank in and the fact that we don't 

have money in this State to meet current obligations; 
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I felt at that time that I had to make a difficult 

decision, and I argued here on the floor of the Senate 

very passionately that I could not support that 

initiative. As much as the UConn Health Center was 

worthy -- UConn is my alma mater. Both a bachelor's 

of science and education and bachelor's of art and 

history. I love UConn. But we weren't in a situation-

this year to make that new initiative, and that's the. 

reality that w~'re looking at right now. 

We're somewhere between 3 billion and 4 billion 

in the hole. And while we're just talking about, -. 
--~ ·. 

quote/unquote, $6 million, $6 million means a lot to 

my district. I've often sort of spoken to Senator 

DeFronzo over the years because I did support clean 

elections in the campaign-financing reform laws, but 

at the time when it was being cobbled together, I had 

indicated that at least Senate campaigns that I had 

been involved in o~er the years, the expenditures were 

in the 25-to-30,000 zone each cycle, and all of a 

sudden to have a hundred thousand dollar campaign, 

seemed-to me to be exorbitant. And my.friend and 

colleague in New Britain indicated that he had to look 

at the overall picture, as one of the prime drafters 

of this reform legislation back a few years ago. 

And when you look at some of the issues that 
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Senator McDonald raised regarding the exorbitant costs 

of running a campaign in Fairfield County and the 

various media markets down there and trying to get 

att~ntion if you're sort of under the umbrella of a 

New York media market, it is expensive to run a 

campaign down there. 

I hope someday we can figure out a way that 

fairly inexpensive campaigns in my neck of the woods 

can be realized while still addressing the concerns 

downstate. It's just a different world in 

north~central Connecticut than it .is down in Fairfield 

County. Whether you look at salaries, whether you 

look at median house prices, whether you look at just 

the way of living, and yet we don't have any response 

to that here with our campaign-finance laws. They 

seem to be a cookie-cutter approach, so that's one 

area that perhaps we could address. 

The $6 million means a lot. It was a good day in 

Enfield yesterday~ It too~ us a number of years, and 

I want to thank Governor Rell for announcing that she 

would put into the August bond commissfon meeting 

$1.1 million that we have been looking for for ball 

field remediation at Fermi High School. It's 

something that I worked very passionately for the last 

four months, and I felt good about that announcement. 
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That's a huge deal for the town of Enfield. That's 

$1.1 million. 

As well, in the town 6f Enfield, we have never 

seen the difficult financial situations that the town 

is facing. For the first time si'nce the 1970s, as 

reported in the Journal Inquirer as well'as the 

Hartford Courant, the Town is about to lay off tenured 

teachers in the school system. That's how difficult 

it is up there. What do you think a town like Enfield 

'could do with $500,000 out of this $6 million? How 

many teachers would that save for our children? And 

it's not just a town like Enfield. There's education 

concerns in a town like Somers, and I have always said 

that we need to keep our municipalities whole and 

education is paramount. 

I am·almost of the belief that next year, whoever 

wins the gubernatorial election, that if this 

additional $6 million is expended when they open up 

the books and they see the depth and the breadth of 

the problems the State is facing financially, they 

will say, I really wish I had that $6 million. Now, 

in light of 3 to 4 billion, maybe it doesn't seem like 

a lot, but in light of all the difficult decisions, 

everyone-who is lucky enough to win election to the 

chamber next year will face, every nickel and every 
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I bet you each and every individual in this 

circle has a program in their district, whether it's a 

nonprofit, whether it's quasi-governmental, whether 

it's a town that is struggling to meet a certain need, 

whether it's for young people, whether it's early 

childhood education, whether it's Dial-A-Ride, Meals 

on Wheels, educational resource centers, you name it. 

There's something out there in your district where if 

they· just had probably another $50,000, they could 

really make a difference, and they don't have it now. 

A great woman in our district; Sister Patricia, 

who works for the Felician Adult Day Center, Felician 

Sisters order in the town of Enfield, we were at the 

opening ceremonies of Our Lady of Mount Carmel 

Society's 85th anniversary in Enfield last night, and 

she pulled me aside and she said, John, we really got 

hit. We are not receiving anywhere near the State 

assistance that we had just a year ago. We called up 

the folks at the Department of Social Services, and 

they indicated to me that it's not just us but it's 

all other adult day care providers in the state of 

Connecticut, so at least I know we·' re not being 

singled out, but if there's anything that you can do, 

please look into this because at least I want to make 
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sure that we are accessing every single dollar that's 

available. 

This is a plea from a nun who is living a life 

without material po~sess1ons. This is a calling that 

they, and they're upset and concerned because they 

can't even meet the needs of their vocation and 

they're commitment to Jesus Christ, their Lord, to 

serve those who cannot take care ot" themselves, who 

either have dementia or early onset Alzheimer's or 

other debilitating diseases like that. There, but for 

40, 50, 60. thousand dollars, how far would that go 

spread 36 ways in a fair manner? I don't think that 

when we make these decisions we are getting as much 

value from this additional $6 million. We cannot 

level the playing fields. 

We ,pave some folks that are·really, really rich 

out there, and while it's a very laudable goal to say, 

yo~ get X amount of dollars for the primary and then 

.three for the general election, and then if someone 

bumps that up, we'll go an additional three for the 

general election, guess what? If the self-funded 

individual wants to go 20, we're not in a race to go_ 

up to 20. At some point, there's a disconnect, and so 

the real choice is do we have the disconnect between 

six and anything beyond that or three and anything 
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It may not be fair to the publicly financed 

candidate, but I would suggest the fact that you could 

announce here in the state of Connecticut that indeed 

you are a publicly-financed candidate, that that has 

great value·, too. That is part of the impetus· and th~ 

mot.ivation for individuals who .wish to participate in 

the public financing campaign system. 

How. many editorial boards lauded the fact that 

Daniel Malloy was one of the first candidates running 

for governor to qualify for public financing and did 

he not get media attention throughout the State that 

had concrete value associated with it? Yes, he did. 

Do we figure· that value in as part of the compensation 

for participating in the program? No, we don't. 

So this is a very difficult decision for me, and 

I don't want to belabor the point, but I think it's 

important for my constituents to know why would .their 

State Senator, who is participating in the program 

struggling to get those five and ten.and $50 donations 

from within his-district to qualify, and it is not 

easy in this economy, and maybe it's just because the 

folks I know are struggling very difficult to make 

those ends meet -- how do I go to them and say, I 

believe in the system and the· system does have laws. 
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And they say, well, why did you vote against this bill 

that is supposed to correct those flaws? I've got to 

say, it's a matter of dollars and cents. 

And at some point, we have to do decide which 

programs stay buoy~d up that we believe are important 

and which ones can get by on less. And I am saying 

that at the end of the day, while I applaud those 

champions of finance campaign reform and those who put 

great effort into making this bill reality, the fatal 

flaw, in my view, from my perspective as the Senator 

representing folks from north-central Connecticut, is 

that ·I could come up with so many better ways to spend 

that precious $6 million of taxpayer treasure that 

they are going to very .desperately need in the years 

to come. 

I'm hearing it when I go back to my district all 

the. time. I'm hearing it from my. seniors in my senior 

centers. I'm hearing it in my after-school programs. 

I'm hearing it from my teachers and ·administrators in 

all seven of the towns I represent. I'm hearing it 

from my town leaders whether they're first selectman 

or mayors, town managers. No matter where I go, 

people are struggling. And if they happen to have a 

job and they happen to have financial security, 

they 1 re almost frozen because they don't know what's 
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coming down the r.oad, both internationally and 

nationally. And they look to us {or guidanc~ and help 

and support. We are 3 to 4 billi0n dollars short next 

year to meet current programmatic needs. At some 

point, we are going to have to make extraordinarily 

difficult choices. 

And I think that it's important for me to express 

to my const~tuents that I'm willing to make that -­

one of those difficult choices this afternoon. And 

that's why it is with a lot.of thought I have to reach 

the conclusion that ·I will have to vote no on this 

part1cular bill. Thank you very much, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank yop, Mr. President. 

I want to )ust address briefly the lobbying 

.Prov1sion of the bill before us and urge its adoption. 

I don't think I've ever disagreed as much with a court 

opin1on as I do with the Second Circuit's court 

opin1on with respect to our effort to ban lobbying. 

The Second Circuit opinion is an example of 

judicial activism in the extreme. What the Second 

Circuit has sa~d is that we don't know here what we're 
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talking about when we say that lobbyists can be an 

inappropriate influence on the way we do our 

legislative business. 

The judges are saying to us, you don't know that. 

They're saying, only contractors will affect you, not 

l~bbyists. And so what they've done is they've 

substituted their judgment from afar, from the ivory 

tower of the bench, from -- for our judgment, as 

legislators, who know the relationships and influence 

of lobbyists. I strongly disagree with the Second 

Circuit's opinion, but what we're trying to do this 

afternoon and this evening, trying very hard, is to 

comply with the Second C1rcuit opinion, because we're 

·trying to go forward with what's left of other public 

financing of campaigns' law. 

And because of· that, the way this bill has been 

drafted clearly i~ the better compliance than the 

Republican approaGh, because the Republican approach 

says, you can't -- you shouldn't give -- lobbyists 

shbuldn't be able to make qualifying contributions, 

but you see the problem is the qu.alifying 

contributions are the hard crux and essence of the 

program. It all starts with the qualifying 

contributions. And when the Second Circuit says, you 

can't ban lobbyists~ they have to be speaking about 
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qualifying contributions. And so it would be a very 

dangerous thing to do, what some of our friends are 

saying on the other side of the aisle and that is to 

say, no qualifying contributions by lobbyists. 

If we're trying this afternoon and this eveni~g 

tq comply with a decision of the Second Circuit, we 

have to go in the direction that this bill goes, and 

it's very unfortunate. And maybe in another day, in 

another place the Second Circuit Court of appeals or a 

higher court will allow us to have our province, the 

Legislators' province and .not this extraordinary 

judicial activism. Thank you, Mr. President . 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kane. 

SENATOR KANE: . 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I am not glad that we're here on a Friday 

afternoon in the ·middle of ·the summer doing this, but 

I ~m glad that we are making som~ fixes that the court 

is requiring. The one part that I replly do have a 

problem with, and I'm glad Senator Kissel talked about 

it, is the $6 million increase that we're discussing 

here today and how many ~ifferent programs that we've 

caught and how many different agencies could use 
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.that -- that money. So with that, Mr. President the 

Clerk is in possession of LCO 5952. I'd ask hi~ to 

call the amendment and I'd be allowed to summarize. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

LCO 5952, which will be designated Senate 

Amendment Schedule "D." It is offered by Senator 

Roraback of the 30th District, et al. 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I move adopt_ion. 

THE CHAIR: 

On adoptio~, would you like to remark further, 

sir? 

SENATOR KANE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Yes, I will; 

Basically, what this amendment does is in 

Section 501, would take the $6 million that we're 

talking about here today and transfer it from the 

Citizens' Election Fund to the Nutrition Assistance 

Account within the Department of Social Services. If 

you look at today's Republican American, the 

front-page article that's on here says that food banks 

are overdrawn. Well, this article, the story takes 

place in my hometown, in Watertown. And what they're 
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talkin9 about is basically almost Charles 

Dickens-esque, because people are asking for rice; 

people are asking for meat; people are getting bags· 

and bags of food. 

Well, we talked earlier about how -- how 

competitive it is to run a campaign and how expens1ve 

it is to run a campaign and how much .TV commercials 

cost in Fairfield County. Well, I've got to tell you 

I don't really feel bad for those candidates having to 

run advertisements in Fairfield County. I feel bad 

for people who are asking for rice in Watertown. So 

wha.t I wo'utd say, ~adies and ·gentlemen, with this 

amendment, we would simply move this money that we're 

. talking about adding to this Citizens' Election Fund 

and give it to people who really need it in the food 

banks in the state of Connecticut. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. 

Will you remark further on Senate "D"? 

Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

amendment, and, Mr. President, at some point, we, as a 
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body, have to let the public know what our values are, 

what our priorities are and what we think is important 

in the state of Connecticut. Mr. President, the 

court's ruling has freed up $6 million from the 

Citizens' Election Program. Whether you agree with it 

or disagree with it, that's what the court's ruling 

has done. And tonight we have a choice. We can 

either divvy up that $6 million by giving an 

additional $3 million to participati~g candidates to 

buy more television ads, or we can come to the aid of 

soup kitchens and food banks, which in all of our 

districts are facing unprecedented and growing demand . 

So the choice this amendment puts before us is 

whether we place a higher value on meeting the basic 

human neeps of hungry people in Connecticut or giving 

candidates for governor additional money to buy a lot 

more television ads. To me, that choice is clear, and 

I would urge everyone to support the amendment. Thank 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Kissel. 

SENATOR KISSEL: 

Thank you very much, Mr. President; 

It's a difficult decision. P~rt of me says, 

regarding this amendment, and I appreciate it being 
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brought out by Senator Kane, is let's just take this 

$6 million and set it aslde to try to fill the void 

next year. Maybe use it to reduce the debt, and so 

for me maybe it's almost a protest vote, but it's 

protest vote in favor, and let me tell you how I get 

there. As much as there's many laudable programs and 

maybe one individual would pick food shelf and food 

banks, and another pick would pick Dial-A-Ride, and 

another pick Sister Patr~cia and her Felician Adult 

bay Center and Enfield Adult Day Care Center and other 

things like that, those are all different, great, 

worthy causes but at least what this amendment does is 

it frames the issue as to what are our priorities. 

And yesterday, not o~ly did Governor. Rell come 

and visit us in Enfield at Enrico Fermi High School to 

announce the release in August of the $1.1 million for 

the-remediation of the f~elds that Enfield had already 

expended, but after that I was very· honored to join 

her and Chief Richards and various firefighters from 

several departments in Enfield to announce her 

initiative for the Day of Caring and Compassion held 

this summer so 'that folks can give food over to food 

banks and use approximately 12 fire stations scattered 

throughout the state of Connecticut to make those 

donations. 

004393 



• 

• 

• 

rd/mb/md 
SENATE 

137 
July 30, 2010 

And why is that the case? Because I've had Linda 

·Bridge from the Enfield Food Shelf on my local cable 

programs, and I've had Priscilla Brayson on the 

program and.spoken to her, fro~ Loaves and Fishes 

located in Enfield, and believe me, it's not just 

Enf1eld. Go to Windsor Locks. Go to Suffield. Go to 

Somers, East Granby, Granby, Windsor, other 

communities th~t I represent, there is a huge increase 

in individuals that cannot make ends meet. 

It'.s not like they come in front of you with 

ragged clothes. It's not like they look like hobos. 

They don't have a tin cup.' They .look like you and me . 

They look like you and me. They were building their 

American dream on two incomes, and someone got laid 

off and they can't find a job. And they've been 

.struggling like that for months upon months, and the 

question then comes down to, do we put 1 clothes on the 

kid's backs, do we make sure that we pay that 

mortgage. We can't sell the house because we're 

underwater and all of the sudden things that are:taken 

for granted become dear. And it's amazing in the 

communities that !.represent, the huge percentage 

increase of those seeking help just to get fed. 

Again, talk to folks like Linda Bridge at the 

Enfield Food Shelf, Priscilla Brayson ·at Loaves and 
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Fishes., These are people that you've known. They 

have cars. T~ey want to work. But when you make the 

choices they make at.the end of the day, they don't 

even enough to put food on the table. And in talking 

to the folks that volunteer and work in these programs 

in my communities, they will tell you what's in these 

folks eyes and how hard it is for them to swallow 

their pride and do something they thought they would 

never, ever have to do: Not only ask someone for 

help, but ask someone for food in America, the land of 

plenty, individuals that maybe just two or three or 

four years ago didn't really have a concern about this 

at all. That's how hard this recession is hitting 

folks in th~ state of Connecticut. 

We talk about the worse recession since the Great 

Depression. My mom and dad were born in the Great 

Depression. Not a lot of vivid memories back then, 

but enough to let me know that their world was sort of 

like always on thin ice. Even when t~ings were· great, 

they always had this sort of in the back on their 
. . 

mind --'God bless, .mom and dad, 77, nice and healthy, 

not as great as you could want, but they're ·healthy 

but 1t was always that notion that you never know 

what's going to happen. Now, if you didn't go through 

that,or you had no recollection of that, it was just 
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all the fat and happy t~mes then that's a different 

world. That's the world that most of us sort of know. 

If you look at the span of history, it's a fairly 

unusual period of bounty that we have just gone 

through. Most of the history of mankind has been a 

struggle. And this is one of the worst struggling 

times economically that we have seen as folks here in 

' this circle. I'm concerned for our future with this 3 

to 4 
1
billion dollar deficit, with the pain that has 

not occurred yet at least as far as state government 

~nd we are indeed the safety net. 

So why are we choosing $6 million for ultimately 

two potential gubernatorial candidates where they know 

who they are, and I've got to believe that if you want 

to get their message, you can get their message as 

opposed to how many meals can be provided at low cost 

for $6 million. You·know at the Enfield Fire 

Department yesterday, again, with Chief Richards and 

those firefighters and that. table filled with food and 

the chief pointed out to me that I only brought tuna 

fish and mayonnaise, and I said that can go a long 

way. There was a woman there from Foodshare and of 

course when I have folks, again on my local cable 

show, talking about food banks and things like that, 

our natural desire is to bring some extra bags of 
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food, but when you talk to the folks that run that 

sort of wholesale, kind of warehouse facility, they 

will tell you as much as we want to encourage people 
I 

to bring bags of food, a dollar, we can stretch a 

dollar even f~rther than when you go to Stop & Shop, 

or Shaw's, or ShopRite or Big Y or whatever food store 

you have up in your neck of the woods, Price Chopper, 

all of those. 

Yeah, you can go find ten cans of soup for $10 or 

something like that. Good sales. And take half of 

that and give it to these folks, but how far would $6 

million ~o ~ight now? Huge difference . Are thei"e · 

other wonderful choices we can make for that $6 

million? Yes. Wo~ld my initial vote be to just sock 

it away and let's figure out next year how we're going 

to fill that 3 to 4 billion dollar hole. That would 

be ~y first choice but that amendment is not before me 

now. 

The amendment is we're going to show the people 

of the state of Connecticut which side we're on on 

this when it comes to expending precious tax dollars, 

and for that reason, I will be standing -- voting in 

support of Senator Kane's amendment. Thank you, Mr. 

Pres~dent . 

' ,THE CHAIR: 
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Mr. President, I'm rising in opposition to the 

amendment as·king for a roll call vote. One reason to 

oppose the amendmen.t, Mr. President, is exactly one of 

the points that S.enator Kissel made is that we do have 

a host of valuable programs that we support in the 

state and could, in a perfect world, be supporting 

more, food pantries, community health centers, school 

nutrition programs, dial-a-ride programs, home care 

for the elderly. There's a whole host of things that 

we might and could and should, in many instances, 

spend more on, and we do that to a considerable extent 

and all of us wish that we could do more. 

We hope that everyone will remember this debate 

next year when it comes time to fund some of those 

programs once again, but in the meantime, I think 

selecting one over others at this point by the 

amendment process is'not the best way to go, and we 

should stay wit~ the underlying bill and would urge 

rejection of the amendment~ Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir . 

Will you remark? Will you remark on Senate "D"? 
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If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll call 

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

Senate. 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the 

Will all ~enators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted?. If all Senators have 

voted,. please check your vote. The machine will be 

lpcked. The Clerk will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment 

Schedule "D." 

Total Number voting 35 

Those voting :Yea 12 

Those voting Nay 23 

Those absent and not voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

The amendment fails. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 551? Will 

you remark further on Senate Bill 551~ 

Senator Fasano. · 
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Mr. President, I rise against this bill, and 

here•s the reason. Mr. President, it's ironic that 

the title of this bill is "Clean Election." I believe 

·that the bill before us has weakened our ability to 

have clean elections, and this is why I say that. 

Under the old law,. we said we cannot have anymore 

lobbyist contributions. 

And as Senator McKinney, eloquently pointed out, 

there are two sectio"ns to that. There i~ the public 

finance section and the nonpublic finance section . 

And the court said under the nonpublic finance 

sect1on, you cannot have lobbyist -- you must allow 

lobbyi_sts to contribute as if they were an individual, 

and we've made corrections to that so that we don't 

interfere with their .first amendment rights. Under 

the public finance section, the court left that 

undisturbed. The court said you can, by leaving it 

alone and not being attacked, you can prohibit 

lobbyists. And what we've done is we've changed that. 

We're allowing ~obbyists to contribute in a 

' 
publicly-financed campaign. 

The whole reason why we're financing the campaign 

was· being the lobbyists were out --we're saying let•s· 
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get all the"money out and let's equalize the playing 

field. This makes it less in balance. It allows 

lobbyists to• come in. It allows lobbyists to put 

money in a taxpayer-funded campaign. It allows the 

lobbyist to be a player 1n an area that this circle 

$aid we should not allow a lobbyist to be a player. 

The court never told us to correct that section. In 

fact, that section wasn't challenged. So why are we 

attacking that section? The court left it alone. The 

court said in a private campaign -- what I mean by 

private, not publicly funded, you need to make a 

change, not in this sect1on. The court did not speak, 

so why are we changing it? 

The ~econd iss~e is on solicitations. The 

argument goes the reason why we're changing it is 

because we're vulnerable. Vulnerable to what? 

Between now and the first week in November, we're 

vulnerable to a court acting if ~e pass this law. 

We're not vulnerable.· It took five years for them to 

reach a final conclusion on the bill that we initially 

passed. Five years. We're talking three and half 

months. An appeal can be taken, but the court took 

five years~ Everybody operated as if the old law was 
I 

in place until the Second·Circuit spoke . 

So there's no fear. And what we did is we opened 
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the door for this election. There has been a ban. We 

are lifting it. Make no mistake, when you press that 

button, you vote in favor of this bill, you have 
• 

lifted a ban that ·allows lobbyists and state 

contractors, the two very entities we wanted to get 

out of campaigns to be allowed to solicit for this 

election. We think it's bad because they're starting 

it in January, ~ut we're allowing it for this 

election. You are being permissive when you press 

that button and you'~e allowing lobbyists back into 

the game on all levels. 

I would suggest we took a bill that we worked 

hard on, and the working group did a great job back in 

2005. I applaud the bipartisan and I applaud the way 

we did it, and that's one of the reasons why I 

supported it. I have a difficult time looking at my 

rationale and saying I supported it to get out this 

money and this undue influence and now it's like 

that -- they're letting 1t back in. That is a 

problem. That's why I can't support this bill. 

The three -- the extra $6 million, $3 million on 

each side, .is a probl~m, and it's a fiscal ~roblem, 

and that's been articulated: But what bothers me 

much, much more than that is the word "clean 

elections," and we've diluted that here today. That 
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gives me a problem and be -- make no mistake had we 

just done what the court asked us to do, we did not 

have to touch those sections the way we touched them, , 

we could have narrowed down the solicitations and 

started it today, and we could have kept lobbyists out 

of the campaign finance elect~ons. And we could have 

done that and met the challenges of the court, but 

we've gone further and, unfortunately, we have made 

this bill to a point that we have disturbed an~ 

diluted the clean elections and the true intent of 

this bill, so I urge the Circle to vote against this 

bill . 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator McDonald. 

SENATOR McDONALD: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, just briefly, I wanted to rise an·d 

note that some of the votes that we have taken today 

have be~n along party lines, but I think it would be a 

mistake to read anything into that. The fact is that 

this is not about any one party. It is not about any 

one candidate. In fact, I stand proudly in this 

circle and-- and.am happy to be able announce to you 
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that the two candidates who are running for governor 

who are participating in this program, happen to be my 

constituents. I'm very proud that both of these 

individuals have accepted the mantle of responsibility 

to reach out across the state, to not be the powe~ of 

one but to be the_power of thousands. 

Mr. President, you and I have known each other a 

long time, and we have not always agreed. In fact, I 

remember a very spirited campaign in 2002 when you and 

I were running for the State Senate, and I also know 

how expensive th~i race was .. In fact~ it stands today 

as the most expensive leg~slative race in ~onnecticut 

history, and nobody should have to spend as much time 

and effort as we ·did in that election raising money, 

and nobody should have to spend their own personal 

resources to run for office. 

So I'm. very happy that my former mayor and my 

current Senate president -- my current president of 

the Senate reached out and crisscrossed this state and 

involved thousands of people. This is not about 

individual candidates running for office. It's about 

empowering all of our citizens. I think,.Mr. 

Pres1dent, that when we are judged by what we do here 

today, we will be judged as opening the. process, 

involving more people, and leveling the playing field. 
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It's not about one party. It's not about one 

candidate. 

I've been very disconcerted to hear that the 

governor has threatened a veto of this legislation, 

and I wo~ld ask,her to reconsider that threatened 

veto. I ask her not to impede the progress of 

candidates who are participating in this program. I 

ask her not to abandon her promise of the Clean 

Elections Program, and I ask her not to abandon the 

legacy of one of her finest moments in public office. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE.CHAIR: 1 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator· Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I think most everybody in the circle understands 

what my feeLings are about the Citizens' Election 

Program in the first place and all of the public money 

that goes into campaigns, so I'm not going to speak 

very much about that at all. In fact, I'm not going 

to speak very much tonight because it is a Friday 

night and I just want to, for the record, say a couple 

of things about the debate today. I'm glad that we 

·had it and that it went on a little bit longer than I 
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was expecting,. and perhaps many of you as. well, I 

think this is a debate that needs to continue. 

Public financing is a dicey -- of campaigns is a 

very dicey subject, and we should make sure that we 

keep this dialogue up goi~g forward to make sure that 

we don't get into a situation where we're fund1ng 

what, in essence, boils down to nuclear weapons on 

both sides. The more the other side has, the more the 

other side has to have in order to keep things even 

and fair. The most disappointing part of today's 

discussion and session is the failure to approve 

Senator McKinney's amendment. This amend~ent is so 
' 
~ 

critically important, in my judgment, in terms of 

assuring the publ~c that elections are fair and square 

and-- and to the highest_possible level of-- of 

ethical level -- highest level of ethics in the entire 

country. 

We do have a cutting edge program. It's in need 

of serious impr?vement in some areas. This is -- I 

see it as a step backwards. It was stated before 

right here in this chamber that the belief that 

there's a public perception if someone sees an 

envelope·going from a lobbyist to a candidate that 

there's a certain amount of suspicion there. It has 

the apparent -- it has the look of something not being 
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quite right. So when we say that we're now going to 

allow.lobbyists to give the most valuable 

contributions to a candidate in the beginning to 

qualify up to the 15,000 -- or just shy of the $15,000 

mark to qualify and say 300 used by Senator 

Senator Roraback before -- get 300 people in your 

district to give $5 a piece, you're now qualified and 

now you have·ac~ess to $85,000. 

Those initial ~ontributions are not just $100 

contributions if you look at it from a utility point 

of v.iew. T~ey' re more like seven or eight or nine 

hundred dollars per contributions when you look at the 

overall value because it brings in and it has the 

leverage of bringing in the additional $85,000. 

And Senate~ Kissel is right. Lobbyists shoulpn't 

be grouped into that category of people that we need 

to raise our ~yebrows every time the term comes up. 

We know that lobbyists perform a valuable function. 

They're very, very smart people who perform a valuable 

role in terms of our everyday legislative lives. But 

yes, one of· the by-products of the lobbying industry 

is that they do have a lot of influence on what 

happens up here, and if they start to have an undue 

amount of influence .in terms of who gets here or more 

importantly who stays here, then we've got ourselves a 
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I think Senator Meyer raises a good point in that 

h~ says we need to make ~ure that we don't brush up 

against the threshold of where we're going to be 

brought back into court, be sued ag~in and we're right 

back at square one. But I don't think that taking 

this to the degree that the initial qualifying dollars 

that commits to one's campaign, o·r close to it anyway, 

can GOme all from lobbyists. Theoretically, it is 

possible for there to be $15,000, or just shy of 

$15,000, coming in from lobbyists to a candidate. So 

I don't think you need to take it far. I think maybe 

this is all retrospect here, but if we could have 

limited that, that would have been a much, much better 

solution to the problem, and that's one of the reasons 

why I'm so disappointed with it. 

We all know that the approval rating of the 

Gen~ral Assembly is .not anywhere near what it· could be 

and should be today. They're looking to us for 

solutions to one of the most critical fiscal 

situations that we've faced in ;- really, I think 

since before the Great Depression when you think about 

the size of the government then and the size of the 

government today. And we're not really giving them, 

honestly, if we're b~ing honest with ourselves, a 
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solution that is long lasting, that is comprehensive 

and sets us back on a great course with respect to the 

budget. 

I think they've been looking for a solution to 

the problem and issue of corruption in politics, and 

even the appearance of corruption in politics and I'm 

not sure that we've addressed that here today so I 

will be -- I will be against this bill. Thank you, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator DeFronzo . 

SENATOR DeFRONZO: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, the debate today has been a very 

important one _and, in many ways, one we've anticipated 

since we passed this bill in 2005. Senator Roraback 

referenced the enormous work that was put into the 

bill when it was originally passed in 2005, but we 

knew then that we were pressing the limits on some 

constitutional issues, and we have always expected 

that at some point we would probably be back here to 

correct some of t~ose initiatives, which, at the time, 

were first in the nation, broad sweeping campaign 

finance reforms. And so after the court ruled, we saw 
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specifically that some of the pressing of the envelope 

that we did with respect to first amendment rights 

have been identified and corrected today. 

We, similarly, in the area of minor parties, made 

changes that we weren't quite sure would withstand 

constitut1qn~~ ~hall~nge, but they did. We also knew 

at the time and part of the debate on that long seven 

hour ~ight back -- back in 2005 had to do with the. 

very issue that was debated earlier on what would 

happen when the state encountered a serious fiscal 

problem. Would we have the courage to sustain this 

program and protect the integrity of our electoral 

process even when the demands of our people were as 

gFeat as they are today, and the answer then and I 

think the answer tonight is the same: We have that 

commitment and we're going forward. 

And that is -- that is important because in the 

end, even after all these changes, and I agree with 

Senator Meyer that the changes brought about because 

of the court decision are not the ones I like. I 

don't like letting the lobbyist money in. I don't 

like the solicitation piece. I don't like a lot of 

the decisions that the court has given us, but it's 

the court decision and we're required to respond to 

it. But when it's all said and done, despite all the 
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criticisms, despite all the recommended changes in the 

bill, w~ will still have in the state of Connecticut 

the strongest campaign finance reform bill in the 

United States. We ought to be proud of that, and 

despite the changes made today -- I'm hoping that the 

Governor will support this and move forward with us --

we will still have the strongest campaign· laws anq the 

strongest ethic laws in the United -- in the entire 

United States, and that's something we should be proud 

of, and despite the changes made today that will still 

be the case. 

So, Mr. President, I hope all of us will joi~ in 

suppqrting this legislation tonight. It continues to 

prese·rve the basic thrust and import of the reforms we 

made in 2005. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir_ 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOO~EY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, speaking in support of the -- of 

the bill. One of the things that I think we need to 

take note of is that there's been discussion earlier 

that we could possibly venture farther afield and 

adopt a, more comprehensive and envelope pushing 
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reforms without danger of court reversal, pointing out 

the fact that we've had nearly a five-year period of 

time from the enactment of the original bill and to 

the filing of ~he appeal going through the 2008 cycle 

where the -- the law was used -- the public financing 

system was used by General Assembly cand1dates to 

Judge Underhill's decision a year ago and then the 

appeal of the Second Circuit and the Second Circuits 

decision. However, that ignores the fact that we are 

possibly subject to very quick court action because we 

are presently in the -- in the posture where the issue 

of the remand is an urgent one, immediate one where 

the Second Circuit will shortly remand the case to 

Judge Underhill for further proceedings in light of 

the Second Circu~t's decision. And the district court 

will be looking very closely at what ·we do here today 

in both chambers. 

This is not an issue of some remote process that 

could take another five years to circle back and have 

an impact on us again. This is something that we need 

to be very careful about what we do today because the . 

impact could be immediate. So I believe.that the 

things we have done today are the reasonable and 

prudent things that we should do, must do in light of 

the decision of the Second Circuit. To review, w~ 
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have amended the severab1lity requirement. We have 

removed the so-called "trigger provisions." We have 

taken, the Second Circuit's ban -- the striking down 

of our ban on lobbyist contributions and instead have 

~stablished a bundling ban. That was a reasonable 

alternative, and it was something, in effect, that was 

suggested within the dec1sio~ itself. And that 

bundling ban applies to exploratory committees, · 

candidate committees, legislative caucus or leadership 

committees and party committees. 

We have ~ lobbyist contribution limit of -- $100 

limit imposed on everyone who is a contributor, the 

maximum contribution for -- for people in the program. 

And the option of increasing the grant the base 

grant for gubernatorial candidates is, as we believe, 

something that is in the spirit of the original 

program, taking but the variabilities that were 

that were stricken by the Second Circuit and no longer 

offering an optic~ to deal with the trigger mechanism 

or having an adjustment being made for independent 

expenditures. 

So I believe th~t since we are still under the 

gun, so.to speak, of the Second Circuit, what we we're 

proposing here today is a reasonable and prudent 

defensible response to that decision that will allow 
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our program to go forward for this election and not be 

thrown into additional chaos. So I urge support of 

the underlying bill and commend all that have worked 

so hard on it once the mandate from the court has 

become cl~ar. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 551? 

Senator McKinney. 

SENATOR McKINNEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Very briefly in 

opposition without restating what we discussed on the 

amendments. 

What we have before us is disappointing because 

we end up with a fix to our campaign finance laws that 

spends an additional $6 million, and that's a fact. 

If we have two participating candidates running 

against each other, it will give ·those participating 

candidates a total of 8 and a half million dollars, 

more than a million and half dollars more than anyone 

has ever spent in the history of our state to run for 

governor, more t~an twice the amount that Governor 

Rell spent to run successfully for governor in 2006. 

All of this extra spending occurs at a time when 

our unemployment rate is at the highest it's ever 
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been.' Our ~udget deficit is almost $4 billion. Our 

bonded indebtedness is the highest in the nation, and 

·our economy is still in a recession. It is illogical 

and, quite frankly, outrageous that we would say to 

the people of the· state of Connecticut, we're going to 

cut your programs. We're going to give you less. 

We're going to tax you more, and we're going to spend 

some more money _on our campaigns. 

The oth~r thing we're doing here, and for me as 

one who was not comfortable with spending taxpayer 

monies 9n campaign, is we're making the inevitable 

happen, the best -- the worst of both worlds. We're 

using taxpayer-funded campaigns, and we're allowing 

lobbyists to control how we ~aise our money. And 

Senator Rora!J~ck pointed out _clearly that any member 

runn1ng for the General Assembly can go raise all of 

their qualifying contribution amount, $15,000, from 

lobbyists. Bear in mind, lobbyists don't give to 

challengers, or very few qo. They give to incumbents. 

So we were told that the price to get a clean 

election and the price to get a fair and equ1table 

election was to spehd taxpayer dollars and what was a 

clean election. No contractors. No lobbyists. You 

have allowed the lobbyists back in the game. And what 

was fair and equitable? Nobody who stood up for· this 
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system said at the time that fair and equitable was 

making sure that all candidates had the exact same 

amount of money because nobody ever understood that we 

could have a clause that said, if a self-funded 

person, be it Ned Lamont or Tom Foley, wanted to spend 

10 or 15 or 20 million dollars, that we would match 

that. That was not fair and equitable. 

Fair and equitable was trying to give anyone in 

the state of Connecticut who wanted a chance to run . 

for· office a fair chance, because the history was that 

incumbents, Democrat and Republican, raised more money 

than challengers. The history was that lobbyists and 

contractors gave to incumbents, Democrats and 

Republicans, granted a lot more to Democrats, because 

you're the majority, and if Republicans were in the 

majority, it would have been the reverse. It's not 

about ope party versus the other. It's about 

incumbents versus challengers. That was fair and 

equitable. And what we've done here by allowing the 

lobbyists back in the system is to chip away at what's 

fair and equitable, because the clear history was 

lobbyists ga·ve to incumbents not to challengers. 

So we have created a system where we're using 

taxpayer -- where we're using taxpayer money. We're 

increasing it by $6 million, and we've allowed 
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lobbyists back into the game. And we've proven that 

the Second Circuit and Judge Underhill did not strike 

down our limits on lobby1st contributions, but the 

majority has chosen, for fear of l·awsuit -- for .fear 

of lawsuit to let lobbyists back in the game. And I 

think it was Senator Fasano who pointed out ear11er 

that we've had more lawsuits than we should have had 

and more lawsuits than the .People of the state of 

Connecticut want on this campaign finance law, but 

despite all of those lawsuits, the c·ourt has never 

prevented the SEEC giving out grants, and any grants 

already given, even supplemental grants given after 
I 

the court deemed them unconstitutional are still good. 

So any lawsuit. brought by lobbyists to challenge 

what we could have done to their contributions would 

not have prevented any candidate from getting their 

money had they qualified. So that is a huge 

disappointment for·me in this bill. We now have a 

system that is no longer clean and a system that is 

less fair than it was yesterday. 

And with that, I urge rejection. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Williams. 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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The bill that we have before us here today 

addresses the Second Circuit opinion and complies with 

that court decision. Senator DeFronzo is right. When 

we passed this clean elections law, it was the 

toughest in the nation. It is still the toughest in 

the nation, and w1th the additions here today we 

preserve that system. That's very important to the 

people of Connecticut. So when folks are critical of 

this law and say it doesn't go far enough --·and to 

keep in mind compared to what in the other 49 

states -- this is still the best when it comes to 

cleaning up our elections and getting out of politics 

the influence of special interest. 

Now, even t"hough there's been disagreement here 
I 

between Democrats and Republicans in the circle over 

certain amendments a·nd certain asp~cts of this bill, 

what I'm very pleased about is that here in the state 

of Connecticut and the State Senate here today there 

is agreement that we ought to take this seriously in 

terms of limiting the influence of special interests 

and the power of the lobbyists and to do what we can 

within the parameters of the law, within the 

parameters of court decisions to stay that course at a 

time when folks on the U.S. Supreme Court in 

Washington are going in a different direction, 
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striking down decades of precedent in campaign finance 

law and decades ~f efforts a~ross this country in 

differ~n~ states to clean up our elections and to root 

out the influence of special interests. 

So to th~ extent that I have heard discussion 

' 
from folks in bqth pol1tical parties here tonight that 

we're going to stand --we might not always agree, but 

we're going to continue down the path of fighting 

against corruption in our electoral pr~cess and 

root1ng out th!=· influence of special interes'ts. 

That's a good thing. And we'll find things to agree 
·' 

about going down that road in the future. So, Mr . 

President, I'm proud of this step. I'm proud that 

we're acting ·today to save the system, and I call upon 

Governor Rell~ who worked with us and was a leader in 

this fight originally, to preserve this system and 

sign this bill. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank ·you, sir. 

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 551? Will 

you remark further? 

If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll· call 

vote. The machine will be open . 

THE CLERK: 
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An immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call vote has been ordered in 

the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all senators voted? If all Senators have 

voted, please cheGk your vote. The machine will be 

' 
locked. The Clerk will call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Motion is on passage_ of Emergency Certified 

Senate Bill 551 . 

Total Number voting 35 

Those voting Yea 23 

Those voting Nay 12 

Those absent and not voting 1. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senate Bill 551 pas·ses. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, I move for immediate transmittal 

of Emergency Certi~ied Senate Bill ~51 to the House of 

Representatives . 

THE CHAIR: 
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Without objection, so ordered, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent. 

Mr. President, I would yield the floor to any 

members for announcements or points of personal 

privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

At this time, I will entertain any announcements 

or points of personal privilege. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. Pres1dent . 

I would wish all of the members a happy and safe 

and restful weekend for the remainder of the -- of the 

time. Our House colleagues will begin their 

deliberations now, and I would move that the Senate 

stand in -- that we adjourn subject to the call of the 

Chair. 

THE CHAIR: 

The Senate will stand adjourn subject to the call 

of the Chair. 

On motion of"Senator Looney of the 11th District, 

the Senate, at 7:38 p~m., adjourned subject to the 

Call of the Chair. 
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Agenda Number 1 for the July Special, Session, dated 

Thursday, August 5, 2010. Copies have been 

distributed. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you -- thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I move all items on Senate Agenda 

Number 1 for the July Special Session dated Thursday, 

August 5, 2010, to be acted upon as indicated and that 

the agenda be incorporated by reference into the 

Senate jour~al and the Senate transcript . 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the floor to·move all items 

on Senate Agenda Number·1. 

S~eing no objection, so ordered, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. _President. 

Mr. President, Senate Agenda Number 1 consists of 

the communication from the Governor regarding her veto 

of Emergency Certified Bill Number 551, which was 

passed last week in both chambers of the General 

Assembly. And that bill itself appears as Item 2 on 

page 3 of Senate Agenda Number 1. 
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So to begin -- to begin this process, M~. 

President, having been on the prevailing side on the 

vote on Senat·e Bill 551, Emergency Certified Senate 

Bill 551 when it passed in this Chamber, I would move 

for reconsideration of that bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank. you, sir. 

T~ere is a motion on the floor for 

reconsideration-of Senate Bill 551 from the -- Senator 

.Looney from. the prevailing side. Would anyone else 

like to speak with respect to the reconsideration of 

the bill? 

If not, I will try your minds. All those in 

favor please signify by saying aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

Opposed, nays. 

SENATORS: 

Nay. 

THE CHAIR: 

The ayes have it. The bill is reconsidered. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 
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Now that the bill is bef~re USi once again havi~g 

approved the motion to reconsider, I would now yield 

to Senator Slossb~rg for purposes of a motion to 

repass the bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg,· do you -- yeah, I will 

Senator Slossberg, why don't we have the Clerk call 

the bill f,irst . 

THE CLERK: 

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 1, Emergency 

Certified Bill 551, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN ELECTIONS. 

The bill was orig~nally accompanied by emergency 

certification signed by Donald E. Williams, Jr., 

President Pro Tempore of the Senate; Christopher G. 

Donovan, Speaker of' the House of Rep~esentatives. The 

bill is also accompanied with a message from the 

Governor concerning her veto. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Slossberg, do you accept the yield from 

Senator Looney? 
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Please proceed, ma'am, on the repass. 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I make a motion to repass Senate Bill 551, AN ACT 

CONCERNING CLEAN ELECTIONS. 

THE CHAIR: 

There is a motion on the floor to repass Senate 

Bill 551. 

Will you remark? Will you remark further, 

Senator Slossberg? 

SENATOR SLOSSBERG: 

Yes, thank -- yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Very briefly, I'd like to incorporate by 

reference the.debate that we had on July 30th, just 

six days ago. At that time, this Chamber fully aired 

the issues associated with the bill before-us, and I 

would urge the Chamber's support. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator Slossberg . 

Will you remark further? 
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I, too, would like to incorporate my comments 

from the debate of July 30th. My only other comment 

that I would like t·o share today is concern that I 

share with the Governor about restrictions on 

lobbyists and contractor solicitations that do not 

'become effective until January 1st of next·year. It 

seems unusual to me that we are rushing to take care 

of this fix of the Citizen Election Program and yet 

have deferred some of the important parts of the fix 
r 

until after this election. The. most important point 

that I would like to reiterate is spending $6 million 

more in this economy with a-nticipated deficits in the 

billions of dollars in the coming years is 

inappropriate: I urge my colleagues to reject this 

veto override. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further? 

Senator Fasano . 

SENATOR FASANO: 
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Mr. President, I'd like to incorporate my 

remarks, as well, from July 30th, and I'm not going t0 

go into them, as I did on July. 30th, but let me say 

that it does bother me about the $6 million at a time 

when we made cuts to other programs and. agencies and 

rollbacks and things of that nature~ and here we are 

adding more money to this program. But I'll tell you 

what, even over the period of time from our last vote 

until today, what really gnaws at me is·we have taken 

away the real clean ,part of clean elections in that 

we've 'opened the. door for solic~tation by lobbyists, 

solicitation by state contractors and for a short 

period of time. 

We've said it is okay until January 1, 2011, then 

after that, we're not going to allow you to do it 

anymore. If it is illegal or if it is wrong or the 

perception is bad or it hurts by allowing those 

solicitations for. clean elections, if it is true on 

January 1, 2011, then it is true today in 2010. And 

that is the biggest problem that I have with this 

bill. We have opened the Pandora's box that we sought 

to close, and we're leaving it open for three months 

going into one of the biggest elections this state has 
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ever seen in its history, and we've taken all of the 

restrictions that we put on to make it clean, and 

we've gone back in time. And I just cannot for the 

life of me put that in order in my mind. 

It is bad, but we're going to take a time-out and 

allow· it to.happen in this election. It causes undue 

influence, but we're going to take a time-out and 

allow it to happen in this election. It is wrong for 

the State of Connecticut, but we're going to take a 

time-out and allow it to happen in this election. 

That just seems illogical. For that reason, I hope 

that this Circle sustains the Governor's veto. Thank 

you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank.you, sir. 

Will you remark? 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. 

Speaking in support of the override and repassage 

of the bill. Mr. President, I think that the key 

issue here is to recognize that this bill frames a 

response to the decision of the Second Circuit in the 

most careful way possible to recognize those 
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unconstitutional 

same time, 

we think come within 

in an attempt to go no 

further than that. I think that that is the reason 

why some of the provisions become effective January 

1st. 

We know that the -- the whole matter will soon be 

once again in the possession of the federal district 

·court on remand from the Second Circuit, and being 

cognizant. of that, we want to make sure that we don't 

invite any -- any new or additional litigation by 

creating any issues beyond those which have already 

been addr~ssed in the appeals that have been -- that 

have been pending and then finally recently decided. 

For that reason, Mr. President, we have -- have looked 

at the ban on lobbyist contributions that was struck 

down by the Second Circuit and have -- have 

replaced that with a -- with a cap -- with a ban on 

lobbyist contributions. 

Now, we're proposing that they b~ capped at the 

same level that Dther contributions ~an be made for a 

maximum of a hundred dollars. We've replaced the 

absolute ban with a bundling -- with a ban on bundling 

' 
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so we have done as much as we possibly can given the 

the equation of political contributions with 

speech, which wa·s the basis of the Second Circuit's 

decision. We have done as much as we can to preserve 

the tenor and intent of our system given the 

parameters laid out in the decision on -- on appeal. 

In addition, we have been trying to keep in -- in 

concert with the original purpose of the bill, which 

did factor in the possibility of an enhanced grant in 

the event of a· candidate facing a wealthy self-funded 

opponent. Now, the -- the Court struck down the 

specific the trigger-- so-called "trigger mechanism," 

and instead we have replaced that with an increased 

base grant independent of what levels of spending are 

undertaken by other·candidates, and we believe that 

that is a responsible way to maintain the spirit of 

the original bill, which did contemplate an adjustment 

for factors such as a great deal of spending by a 

self-funded candidate. 

We did not adjust for the possibility of 

additional grants for independent expenditures. So 

within the -- within the parameters of what the Second 

Circuit directed and indicated as being points of 

constitutional violation where we could not incur any 
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further, this is a reasonable, prudent bill that stays 

within the guidelines and implications of what has 

been stated as permissible and impermissible by the 

Second Circuit. 

And for that reason, Mr. President, I urge that 

we readopt this bill because the idea of public 

financing in Connecticut is one of the things·! think 

that we are all deservedly proud, the Governor in 

supporting and proposing the initial bill five years 

ago, the General Assembly in adopting it. Having gone 

through one complete election cycle in 2008 with large 

numbers of candidates for the General Assembly 

participating, I think, by and large, ~hat system 

worked quite well. This year now being the first 

cycle with a provision for public funding for the 

statewide offices, as well, we have, I think, still 

model legislation here in Connecticut adjusted by the 

guidance of the court. And once again, Mr. President, 

I would urge that we continue to move forward by 

overriding the veto and repassing this bill. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir . 

Senator McKinney. 
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I rise in opposition to readopting the bill 

before us and overriding Governor Rell's veto. I will 

keep my remarks very brief, but we were told on 

original passage and told again today that this is 

about addressing what the Court found unconstitutional 

or it's about addressing what we thought the original 

intent of the bill was. The Court's decision has 

nothing to do with whether or not we should increase 

the grant amounts by $3 million for each candidate for 

a total of $6 million. The Court didn't say anything 

about what our gr.ant amount should be. 

Participating candidates for governor in a 

primary and general election will receive $5.5 

million. That's a lot of .money. It's money that 

belongs to taxpayers, and it's enough money to spend 

on a good gubernatorial campaign. Four years ago, 

Governor 'Rell ran and won spending $4 million. John 

DeStefano ran and lost spending $5.5 million. We a~e 

asking the taxpayers to foot another $6 million. This 

is money that belongs to the taxpayers of the state of 

Connecticut. 

In the face of a nearly $4 billion budget 

\. 
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deficit, that $6 million should be spent to offset 

that deficit. The fact that this money may be set 

aside means that we have to spend it speaks to exactly 

what is wrong with our government here in Connecticut. 

Just because the money is set aside doesn't mean you 

have to spend it. It's not our money. It belongs to 

the people of the state'of Connecticut. Let me remind 

you that even without this extra $6 million, this 

gubernatorial election in ·2010 will be the most 

expensive el~ction in the history of the state of 

Connecticut. It is no coincidence that in the first 

year we have public-financed campaigns, we have 

self-funded candidates of both parties using large, 

enormous wealth to gain name recognition when the 

system that people participate in caps how much you 

spend. It's.not how much is in the system. It's the 

system that hasn't worked. 

Allowing lobbyist contributions is also another 

failure of this bill. I went over why the Court did 

not strike down our prohibition on contributions from 

lobbyists being qualifying contributions. It was not 

tested, that law, 9-704 is still good law in the state 

of Connecticut until you decided to strike it down· and 

allow lobbyists back in the game.· And as Governor 
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Rell. said herself in the veto message, allowing 

lobbyist contributions to be qualifying contributions 

undermines the very integrity of the CEP. 0ur clean 

elections -- because of that, our clean elections are 

no longer clean. 

I stood in opposition to this bill when it was 

first before us years ago because I did not believe 

that we should spend taxpayer dollars on our bumper . 
stickers and our lawn signs and our billboards, our TV 

ads and our radio ads. Those who disagreed with me 

said, I ·think, we don't like spending taxpayer dollars 

either, but we have to to get clean elections and we 

have to t~ get fair elections. Clean elections meant 

no contractors, no lobbyists. You've let lobbyists 

back· in the game. That is no longer clean. Fairness 

is also not achieved under this bill. 

Lastly -- and I think Senator Fasano remarked on 

this whe~-~e originally passed this -- the majority 

has told us that a ban on lobbyists soliciting their 

clients is critical to preserving the integrity·of our 

clean election system, and it's so critical to the 

integrity of our clean elections that we're going to 

implement that ban on January 1, 2011, after people 

have run for governor, lieutenant governor, 
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comptroller, secretary of state, at.torney general, 

state Senate and Stdte House. One hundred 

eighty-seven legislative seats, all our constitutional 

officers, can now raise money from lobbyists. Those 

lobbyists can solicit their clients, but don't worry, 

in· January,. they won't be allowed to. 

It is outrageous to claim that it is legal to ban 

lobbyists from solicitation of their clients and it is 

critical to the integrity of our system and yet we're 

not going to do it now. You would be better off to 

have said that we can't do it constitutionally, just 

let them solicit . 

Lastly, let me point out, because there has been 

some indication from some -- and it's in press 

reports -- that timing is critical. That the very 

publically-financed system, our campaign finance 

reform, the entire law is in jeopardy· with the 

decision of the circuit court and the court of appeals 

and we must act and must act now because we face a 

primary days away. Let me first say tha.t in Dec.ember, 

in December, Governor Rell called for a· special 

, session to clean up and fix our campaign finance laws, 

and January, February, March, April, May, June, July 

go by without any action of the majority. So if you 
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believe that this is critical to do because of the 

timing, you have no one to blame but yourself. 

There's another issue with timing here where I 

will commend the majorit'y in the Senate, just so I can 

act like I'm trying to be fair. I commend the 

majority for calling us in for an override prior to 

the primary. r·think the very fact that the House has 

now scheduled a vote after the primary raises the very 

appearance· that the decision made by the House could 

be determined based on the outcome of Tuesday's 

primary and that would be nothing short of wrong. So 

I commend you for doing it today although I disagree 

with the actions yoti will take. Thank you. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Williams . 

SENATOR WILLIAMS: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

I rise to support today's override of Governor 

Rell's veto. You know -- and this was mentioned 

during our previous debate when we passed this the 

first time but -- we hav~ the best clean elections 

system in the United States right here in Connecticut, 

and it was the best before the Second Circuit's 

ruling, and it will continue to be the best clean 
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elections system in the country when we override this 

today and, ideally, the House overrides it sometime 

next week. 

There have been a number ·of things that were said 

briefly here today, and I want to touch on those. 

Clean elections, yes, it does mean controlling 

lobbyists, controlling state contractors, and we 

continue to do ~hat within the confines of the court 

decision. We continue to put more restrictions on 

lobbyists and how they can bundle contributions to 

reduce "their influence and the influence of special 

interests in p~li~ics. We want clean elections in 

this state. We don't want to go back to the 

corruption that we saw just a few years ago. 

But clean elections also means more than simply 

controlling the influence of lobbyists and 

contractors. It also means public financing. Public 

financing was a key component of the clean elections 

bill, and offering that as an optio~ for candi9ates is 

very important. We are not adding dollars to the 

cle'an elections public financing· system. We are 

capping the dollars. Right now, a gubernatorial 

candidate could receive as much as $9 million for the 

general election. We are capping that at $6 million, 
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and we have not had a candidate for governor spend $3 

million or thereabouts in the general election, which 

is what we would be talking about if we didn't take 

' action here today, who has won in the last three 

cycles. The average has been more like $7 million, 

and we are, again, capping the, expenditure in the 

general election at $6 million. 

Some might suggest that public financing has 

somehow encouraged self-funded candidates to get into 

the race. I find·that interesting because actually, 

at the beginning of this campaign cycle, we had three 

self-funded candidates in the U.S. Sen~te race, where 

no public financing is available, only one candidate 

self-funded in the gubernatorial race. N~w, over on 

the Republican side they -- they talked one of those 

U.S. Senate candidates into switching and running for 

governor because there were just-too many self-funded 

candidates running for U.S. Senate. So I would say 

public financing had absolutely nothing to do with 

self-funded candidates who came forward, three 

quarters of whom were running for U.S. Senate where 

there was no public financing at all. 

In terms of the timing and why we are here today 

as opposed to taking action in June or May or April or 
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even, as Governor Rell suggested, last January or 

December of last year, there is, of course, a very 

simple reason: The Second Circ.ui t did not rule on 

this case until July, and in our wisdom, we. decided 

you know what, don't fix it until you know what's 

broken. And indeed, if we had acted prior to the 

Court's decision, as some people asked us to do, we 

would have fixed some things that were not broken and 

not addressed, other things that the Second Circuit 

·struck down. So, yes, we would be here anyway. So 

· the timing is right. We have to respond to the Second 

Circuit opinion . 

The people of Connecticut want us to keep the 

clean elections system in the state of Connecticut. 

They want us to fight the special interests, and they 

want us to keep the promise of the best system to get 

rid of the influence of special inter'ests in the 

country. For those reasons, Mr. President, I will 

vote to override the Governor's veto, and after 

today's vote today, urge my colleagues in the House to 

do the same. Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, sir . 

Will you remark further on the repass of Senate 
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If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll call 

vote. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been in ordered in the 

Senate. Will ~11 Senators please return to the 

chamber. Immediate roll call has been ordered in the . 
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the 

\ 

- chamber. 

THE CHAIR: 

Have all Senators voted? Have all Senators 

voted? 

If all Senators have voted, please check your 

vote. The machine will .be locked. The Clerk will 

call the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

' Motion is to repass Emergency Certified Bill 551. 

Total Number voting 34 

Those voting Yea 24 

Those voting Nay 10 

Those absent and not voting 2 

THE CHAIR: 

_...·The bill passes . 

Senator'Looney. 
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Mr. President, just to inquire, we -- now having 

repa~sed the bill, would move for immediate 

transmittal to the House for them to schedule their 

action. · 

THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, sir. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, that -- that concludes our 

business. I'm very pleased ihat we did it with 

dispatch today. I wanted to thank all of the members 

of the -- of the Chamber of both parties for that. 

And Mr. President,. I would just pause, at this point, 

before calling for adjournment to leave room for 

members who may have any additional personal privilege 

or announcements. 

THE CHAIR: 

Are there any other points of personal privilege 

or announcements at this time? . 
Senator Roraback. 

SENATOR RORABACK: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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