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.HOQSE OF REPRESENTATIVES July 30, 2010

(The House. reconvened at 8: 19 o'clock p. m.,

Speaker Donovan in the Chair.)

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
The House-will please come back to order.l
Will'the'Clqr} please call Emergency Certified
Bill Number 551.
THE CLERK:

Emérgency Certified Bill 551, AN ACT CONCERNING

CLEAN ELECTIONS.
SPEAKER.DONOVAN:

The Chair 6f the GAE committee, Representative
James Spallone, you have the floor, sir.
REP.iSPALLOﬁE (36th) <

Thank_yop,'Mrf Speaker, and good evening.

Mr. Speaker, I move for passage of the emergency
certified bill.

SPEAKER DONOVAN: °*
Question is on passage of the bill.
‘Will you remérk?

REP. SPALLONE (36th):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us, Senate Bill 551,
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is deéigned to ‘'react to a ruling by the Second Circuit
Court of Appeals in the matter of Green Party versus
éarfield, a case concerning the Citizen Election
Program.'

And members will recall that in 2005, in a
special session in December of that Yeaf, the
Legislature:passed a cémpaign finance reform act that
was sweeping in scope. And that instituted, for the

first time in the State of Connecticut, é public

financing program for state elections, that of course

is voluntary for candida@es ---in which candidates may
participate voluntarily -- excuse me -- and it covers

the races for governor, constitutional offices and the
StaﬁeiLegislature. And in 2006, it was -- in 2008, it

was employed for the first time for -- in 2008, it was

empldyed for the first time for election to members of

this body, and by all accounts it was successful.

Under the:volﬁntary public financing gystem, a
candidate can qollect_small,contributions and receive
a grant from the Citizen Election Erdgram. The

candidate agrees to the spending limits that are set

by.the program, can't accept othef public funds,

private funds, can't accept PAC contributions. In

addition to enacted public financing, this body also

005688
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enacted a ban on lobbyist contributions and contractor
.contributiohs, and the contractor ban was enacted, and
the record shows -- the lejislatiVe record. and now the
court record shows that it was enacted in reactioﬁ to
certain scanddls in our State concerning state
contractors and their influence on government
officials -through ﬁheii contributions to campaigns and
their soiiéitatibn of contributions to cémpaigns.

And as everyone knows, there were scandals
invélviﬁg béth branches -- two, at least two of the
branches of our state government, municipal officials
and the most'famoﬁs one'involved our then sitting
go@ernor, Governor Rowland, who resigned. office.

There-waé also included a lobbyist ban, and the

lobbyist ban really followed in the wake of over 100
years of concern about the influence of lobbyists in
. the capitol datiﬁg back to the late 19th century and
moving through the 20th century, news reports dating
from as early as 1894, with concern about the passage
of a bill and the improper influence of lobbyists
then. 1In the Waterbury scandals of 1938 and then in
the latter half of the 20th century, there were
statistical studies and.sugveys done concerriing the

influence of lobbyists on government activity and
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campaigns and polls showing that both lobbyists and
legislators were concerned about this influence. And
so in 1990, this body passeq a sessional ban so that
lobbyists would not be ab}e to make contributions
while the Legislature was .in session in ofder to avoid
undue influence or the appearance of undue influence,
which our courts have said is also an important factor
for a legislative body to consider when passing any
kind of restrictiorns.

Mr. Speaker, shortly after this Legisiature
lpassed and Goverhor Rell signed the Citizen Election
Program bill, litiéation was begun in the federal
district;court here in Connecticut and that was
started shortly, IEa1;§ shortly after passage of the
bill and'wbrked its way through the system.

During that litigation, Judge Stefan Underhill
found that the lobbyist ban and the contractor ban and
the solicitation bans were constitutional, struck down
anqther part of the 1éw'concerning thira —-- minor
party provisioné,-and-éo—called "trigger pfovisions"
regarding supplenental grants to candidates. fhat was
appealed to the Second Circuit and the Second Circuit
finally ruled in the midst of this election season on

July 13th of 2010. And in the Second Circuit's
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opinion, our lobbyist ban was struck down as
unconstitutionalfinfringement on First Amendment .
rights.

The contractor and lobbyist solicitation bans
weré also struck down. The contractar ban, the
contractor contributien ban, was upheld, and the
trigger provisions regarding supplemental grants to
candidates who face high spending, privately-funded
opponents, or cértgin independent expenditures were _
'glso struck down;i |

The good news is that the court upheld the core
principles of the Citizen Election Program: The
'Citizen-Eleétion Program and public financing are
qonstitutioﬁal; and that has-been law for over 30
‘years dating back to the case of Buckley versus Valeo,
and the qéurt followed that and our éystem remains
;ubs;an;ially intact. However, we do have these
1$éues whichIWe need to address. _Aﬂder. Speaker,
this bill does meaningfully address -the Second Circuit
opinion.

And with that, I would. like to summarize the
sections of the bill before us this evening, a bill
"that will allow us to move forward in this election

season with the Citizen Election Program, with our

005691
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electioﬁ lawé.intact.

Sectipn 1 repeals the first three sections of
Section 9-717. And_this is now what's known
infamgusly és.tﬁe "time-bomb provision”" or the.
"reverter clause," and this was the séctidn that would
providé that if the Citizen Elec£ion Program was
enjoined from.éiving out. grants to qualified
fcandidétes for a certain period of time, that the
entire sysfem'would be automatically repealed and we
. would return toi2005 election law.

It Qould.effective;y automatically repeal the
Citizen Election Program. That time bomb provision,
that reverter clause, has been repealed in this bill
in favor of a traditional severability clause, and a
traditional severability élause says that if a part of
--this_law is found to be-unconstitutional,-fhen the
other parts may s%énd and the program may continue as
designed. : . ' ' .

Several sections of the bill are -- repeal the
suppleﬁental grant provisions}-and.the supplemental
.grants weré designed in the original system to make
publicly financed candidates competitive in certain
situations. And those situations were if a candidate

was facing a high-spending, nonparticipating opponent
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or was the subject o? independent expenditures that
went béyond the Citizen Election Program grant.

And tﬁe-coﬁft held; following a recent Supreme
Court decision, a case-of, I believe, Davis versus

FEC, that trigger provisions chill the speech

unconstitutionally of those who would spend beyond the .

" participating candidate's limits.

. So those are all repealed in certaiﬁ sections.
Some sections ére conforming fo make sure that the
entire trigger provisions are repealed. -So Section 2
is part of that., I should add tﬁat Section 1
clarifies that Citizen Election Program participants
may retain their funds if the program is affected by
court decision and spend those.

Now, in Section 3, ‘the bill increases the
participating gubernatorial candidate grant, adjusts
that érant from 3 miliion.to 6 million dollars for the
general election. That is done in order to maké in
the -- in order fo fulfill the intent of the original
Citizen Election Program law and to ptovide a
participating candidate with a competitive grant
during the general election season. It's:impqrtant to
note that_this grant, this adjustment conforms to

historical trends in spending by winning candidates in
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general elections for governor. And I think it's
important, for the record, to point out some of the
amounts that were spent in recent general elections.

In i998, the winning ticket of John Rowland and
.Jodi Rell spent $6,940,342. 1In 2002, the winning
' tiéket spent 6,000 -- thank you, Mr. Minority
Leader -- spent $6,582,070. And in 2008, the winning
_ticket spent $4,08&,418. So your average winning
. amount is just over $6 million, énd the average amounf
spent by winners or losers is approximately
$4.5 million.

So the concept here is to make sﬁre that, in the
absence of ‘the system that.was changed by the Second
Circuit Court of Appeals, a candidate can be
competitive as intended by the original law. And in
light of’ adjustments being made and in light of the
law finally going thfouqh two election cycles,
including a statewide one, the bill at the end
includes a comp;éhensive report that will Se done
every two years.by"the SEC regarding spending amounts,
amounts returned, independent expenditures, and so
forth, and recommendations regarding any adjustments
that are needed to the grants.

Sections 4 -- Section 3 also contains an

005694
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important provision defining when a candidate, who is
a participating candidate in the program is an opposed

candidate. It draws a bright line saying, if

you're —-- if a person is nominated by petition or
. gets -- or endorsement, et cetera, of another major
party, you are -- and you're a participating

candidate, you are opposed throughout the election
season. .

Now, Section 7 contains something new.- Section 7
" defines “bundling" in Subdiﬁision 27 and "slate
comhittee{ in Subdivision 28. And bundling is thé
gathe;ing together and forwarding by a lobbyist, a
communicator'lobbyist of contributions of five or more
that are forwarded -to a candidate committee or other
committee. And that is defined because it is going to
. be banned in-this bill.

. Sectiﬁﬁtg adds client lobbyist to existing law in
order to clarifx that. ©Section 9 restores the
sessional lobbyist ban that was in placé.for nearly 20
'years prior to the enaétment of this law in order to
make sure since under the federal court's decision
lobbyists can make contributions to make sure they're
not méde during the session and'unduly influencing

: céndidates and members -6f this body.
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And also lobbyists who are contributing to either

partiecipating or nonparticipating candidates are

Iimitedito 5 hundred-dollar contribution. And the
court made it quite clear that there's a big
distinction between an outright ban and a limitation.
And the court welcomed limitations but applied very
strict scrutiny to bans because they affect
fundamental First Amendment rights. Whereas, the
court has held that yoh have-a right to at least
express your suppo;t foé a candidate and the

nominal -- the_limi£ation'will accomplish that balance
between being able fo show that suppert and being able
to -- to limit the possible dqrrpgive influence of
high contributions.

The next section prohibits étate contractor,
Section 10, frbﬁ-making solicitations from their
employees or fheif subcontrac;or's principals éfter
January 1, 2011. Again, the court was not pleased
with our geneéral ban'on contractor sélipitatioﬁs, but
noted that limitations narrowly tailored to carry out
compelling state interests are apprqpriateu

Section 11 allows contributions from communicator’
lobbyists and their families to be déemed qualifying

contributions to Citizen Election Program candidates.

R
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Section 12 deletes the reference to communicétor.
lobbyiststtp-comply with the qualifyiné contribution's
language. And then Section 13 contains some technical
adjustments and cbanées to election law to, }rankly,
make things a little bit more simple for our
treasurers and employ a little bithf common sense in
some of these issués in order to -- for, first, food
or beveradges brought.for consumpti§n at a committee
meetiﬁg that's not a fﬁnd—raiser. If they don't
exceed;$§0, they're- not a contribution, ;nd de minimis
actions like e-mails, messages from computers, cell
phones .and so forth —- excuse me -- and so forth are-
not contributions. Display of a lawn sign is not a
contribution.

This bill also contains language to clarify the~
value of lawn sigﬁs fé; participatiﬁq candidates and a
reduction of granfs accordingly.

Section 15 is another repealer regarding the
supplemental g;anfs for independent expenditures, and
Section 14, backing up one, is the report I referred
to.

So, Madam Speaker, this bill bn balance provides,
as I said at the beéinniﬁgy-a meaningful response to

the Second Circuit in that it, one, prevents the ‘time

005697
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bomb in our law from going off; two, it more narrowly
tailors our regulation of contractor and lobbyist
participation in elections so that the court will not
be concé;ned.that-the.rights of thoée individuals are
unduly curtailed, but at the same time.we're
recognizing the-cdrrosive influence of those
contributions or solicitations and making sure that we
are trying -~ we.are removing,'effectively, the undue
influence of Speéial-interest monies in our campaigns.
And it also provides an element of'fairﬂesé-in raising
kﬁose base grants for the'éubernatorial candidates,
adjusting those grants appropriately.

Ana SO on balanqe, Madam Speaker, this is the
bill that needs to be passed by fbis General Assembly,
signed by this Governor who so effectively ;tood up
for this underlying l%w.five short years ago. And I

urge passage in concurrence with the Senate.

Deputy Speakér‘Kirkley—Bey in the Chair.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Thahk you, Representative Spallone.

Will you remark further?

Representafive McCluskey, you have the floor,

005698
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sir.

REP. McCLUSKEY (20th):
Thank you, Madam Speaker.
. A few questions, through you, to the proponent of

the emergency certified bill.

DEPUTY SPEAKER_KIRKLEYPBEX:

Representqtive Spallone, prepare yourself.
Représentative McCluskey, please prqceed.

REP. McCLUSKEY  (20th) :

. - L

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

;Madam Speaker, for purposes of legislati&e
intent. The Secpnd Circuit struck down.the outright
ban on.iobbyigt contributions. The emq;gency‘
certified;biil before us limits contributions by
lobbyists to $100‘fb£ participating and for |
nonparticipating candidates.

' What is the basis for the $100 limit amount?
Thnéugh you, Maaam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY~BEY:
Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

'Through_you, Médam Speaker[ to Representative

McCluskey, when the Citizen Election:Prognam'was.

developed in-2005, the Legislature decided that a

] -~ -y - - " R
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. range of $5 to $100 was an appropriate range of
'contributiéns to qualify for a grant under the Citizen
Election Program.

And the General.Aésembly, at the time, felt that
a hundred dollar limit was an appropriate balance; It
aliowed'indivﬁduals to show support for a candidate
'Ehat they would like to see elected as a symbolic
speech act, but. did not lead to an appearance of undue
influence .or the threat of corruétion.

-.And the working group members, of which I believe
the gentleman_was'cne who worked on the final version
‘of the léw, felt that there was a need for both public
funding and strict limits on the role of lobbyists and’
contractors to combat a public perception of undue
special—iﬁterest influance on policymaking. And the
courts have found that combating either actual or
perceived corruption is a-legitiﬁate state action.

And, you know, thg Second Circuit ruled there
wasn't enough evi&ence on the record to ban the
lobbyist contributions. The law wasn't closely drawn
to our anticorruption interest, -but the court did
welcome limits on such contributions that were
reasonable. . And this limit, being in lime with our

limit on -- our upper limit on qualifying
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contributions strikes such a balance, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEYﬁ

Representative McCluskey.
REP. McCLUSKEY (20th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Through-yéu, another question to the -- to éhe
proponent of the emergency certified bill. - The Second
Circuit.alﬁo struck d§ﬁn as unconstitutional certain
parts of the grant program, as you're bringing ouf the
bill, you referred to the so-called "trigger

provisions, "™ which entitled the participating

" candidates to more resources based on a

" nonparticipating pandidéte's expenditures, and dlso
the provision ha@ito do with additional
resources based on independent expenditures --
expenditures by oufside.organizations.'

This legiélation today contemplates raising the

:

initial grant to $6 million for the gpvernor'é racé,
only up from $3 million, but down from the $9 million,
which the participating gubernatorial candidate would
have been eligible for had all three pool§ of money
maxed oﬁt. Does raising the grant amount confo;m to
the court's -- the Second Circuit Court's opinion.

And why did we choose the $6 million figure?

005701
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Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thank yo?, Madam Speaker.

Through you to Representative McCluskey, the
$6 million figuke is arrived at through an historical
analysis, which I mentioned at the beginning when
descrising the bill, based on the average figures
spent by|winning tickets in the last three election
cycles. |

'The Second Circuit was primarily concerned about
the method by which the candidate received the extra
grant monies. And ;he Court was quite clear in sa?ing
that a Legislaéure cannot tie the issuance of grant
money to the ;pending of an opponent.

And so we've.;epealed those trigger proyisibﬁs,
but -- so in that respect, this bill_ap501utely
complies with the Second Circuit's holding and with
the Supfeme Court'precedent on which the cou;t relied.

In setting a base grant, adjusting it to
6 million, we are.carrying out the original intent of
the Citizen Election Program by coming up.with a

figure that is competitive, that can make a

005702
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participating candidate competitive -- one who's
not -- weli; at the same time not tying it to the

obponent's spending.

And as ﬁepresentative McCluskeyrpoiﬁted out, a
candidate; a,participatiné candidate could actually
have accessed up to $9 million with both triggers in
pla;e for indepéndent expenditures and for a
high—spepding obponent. And here we are settling at
$6 million. -

Tﬁrouéhlyou.

DEPUTY.SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative McCluskey.
REP. McCLUSKE& (20th) :

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Through you, for -- alsé for purposes of
ieéislativeliﬁtent, the Second Circuit also struck
down 6n.thé geneial ban on lobbyist and contractor

solicitation. And ﬁhis bill has a more limited

prohibition on lobbyists soliciting their own clients

and the state contractor soliciting their employees or

subcontractors' principals. Is this more limited

rprohibifion permissible under the Second Circuit's

decision?

Through you, Madam Speaker.
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DEPUTY, SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
REP.-SPALLONE- (36th):

Through you; Madam Speaker, to Représentative
McCluskey. The Court didn't give direct on what .
hypothetical laws would or would not pass
"conSfitutiohal muster, but the Court did, in its
opinion, wfite about how an outright ban raises their
concern and neéuires the application of the strict
scrutiny standard because of the effect on the
person's COnstitu£iona1 rights to free speech and
politica} opportupity.

In fact -- and they wrote that a ban accomplishes
what i just said as opposed to a limit which, quote,
mérely_restricts those First Amendment freedoms as
opposéd to a ban which eliminates their rights-to
express their support.

So in this caée, in this -- excuse me -- in this
-bill, we've instituted a limit on both lobbyist
soLi;itation and on lobbyist donations, which I
believe certainly follows the direction of the court.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative McCluskey.

" REP. McCLUSKEY (20th):

005704
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Thank' you, Madam Speaker.

Madam Speakér, .my last question to the proponent
of the emergency certified bill is on bundling. We've
defined bundling as a means of forwarding
contributions.by a communicator lobbyist or an agent
of such lobbyist, including but not limitéd to family
members. This bill will allow limited contributions
by lobbyists'. now, but will prohibit the activity of
bqndling for --

Do you believe that this brohibition is likely to
run afoul of the Second Circuit's ruling on free
-speedh as this could be construed as soliciting, which
the Court said'ﬁe could not prohibit? -Through you,
Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLdNE (36th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, to Representative
McCluskey, the bunaling ban which is ‘included in this
bill, which would not run afoul the Second Circuit's
décision beeause it is narrowly;tailored. It's
narrowly tailored to ban solicitation by lobbyists
from their own clients.

It's narrowly tailored to ban bundling itself,
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rathér than simple solicitation of persons other than
their clients; And it's narrowly tailored:-with
respect to cont;actofs_beCause it. bans solicitation
from their employees and subcontractors.

:Ahd'the court -- while the working group'§
- proposal to ban lobbyists from soliciting or from.
donating was broadmand'sweeping and accomplished thé
goal of removing.that influence from our system, the
Court found that it wént too far.

And in the'qage of Nixon versus_Shrink Missouri
Government PAC!'the cour£ did state in speaking of
impqdpér influencg, it. spoke of opportunities for
abuse as well as quid pro quo arrangemeﬁts and
recognized a.concern not confined to bribery'oply, but
to the broader threat from politicians to comply with
‘the wishes of large contributors.

And in its AecisiOn, the Court wrote that while
the State, in the case, had argued that the bén got to
the héart of bundling, the-Coqrt, on page 30, wrote
here the State has not met its burden to show that the
.Céméaign Finance Réform.Act SOIicitafion ban is
parrowly_£ailored to address the problem posed by
bundling. Fdr the ban prohibits a wide range of

activity unrelated to bundling, and the Court wrote,
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and I emphasizé, there are several less restrictive
alternatives that would more directiy address the
perceived bundling threat.

And the COUrt‘@rote; moving on in page 31, a less
restrictive alterna?iVe to address fhe problem of
bundling would be to ban only large-scale efforts to
solicit éontribptions.' For exampie, a. ban on state
contractors ofgénizihg fundraising events of a certain
.size, et cetera. So this is narrowly tailored to
fulfill the state interests without running af;ul of’
the First Amendment ‘rights.

Through you, Madém'sﬁéaker..

DEP.dTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative McCluskey.
REP. McCLUSKEY (20th):

Thank.You,.Madam Speaker.- Aﬁd I thank the
- géptleman,fpr'his answers to my question.

. Madam -Speaker, as the -- as the Chair of the GAE
committee alluded to, I was on the -- referenced that
I was on the campaign-finance working group that
Governor Rell convened. Aqd I just wanted to share
with the Chamber a couple observations that I have.
First of.all, Madam Speaker, and being candid to the

Chamber, I was assigned to the GAE Committee. I
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didn't. choose to be on the GAE Committee.

And Madam Speaker, at the time, I was first
égsigned to the GAE Committee, I was convinced that
SpgakerfLyong had it in for me. I did not -- that was
not one of my cﬂoicgs to be on, but over time I grew
to appreciate thé work of the GAE committee. When I
gqt elected, khe issues that I really was interested
iniwere kiﬂd of meat and potatoes issues.

¥ou knéw, I care about -- in my opinion, I care
about issues. that affect ;eal workihg everyday people.
And. every now and then I play around with trains. So
these ciean eleétion issues were really not my area of
expertise or interest.

+ I was alsé-volunteefed to serve on the Governor's
Qorking.group. That. again was not something that I
really wanted to do in the time that we were not ip
session or campaigning. But I do believe the work of
the campaign working group that Governor Rell convenea
was ‘the reason -- was the impetus behind the historic
public financing system that we have here in
Connhecticut. -

And. I was proud to stand behind Governor Rell
when shé signed the bill in the Old State House. I

think that's one of the more prouder moments I've had
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in my time here at the Chamber.

And I've seen, since we've passed the bill, I
believe; and I know it's a subject for debate -- that
some. bills that I thought. would never see the light of
day have now seen the light of day because of this
.legislation of public financing.

And'so I'm very proud of this, and I think it has
assisﬁed in democracy, that whether or notlfhere is a
quid pro-quo sometimes has .been alleged that the_
perception of a quid pro quo had been in this Chémber
tragically and in the other.Chamber and I think this
public finanging system that we have that Governor
Rell chémpioned has improved democracy in the state of
Connecticut.

| And I als§ wanted to give you, at least my
perspective on the working' group of why I think the
sick -- changing from the trigger mechanism, which the
Second Circuit has ruled as unconstitutional, to now
going to a base grant of $6 million for the governor's
race,-makes seﬂse. |

We're all experts in this chamber on how to get
_élected. I think even though, you know, it was a new
s&stem, we pretty much got it right for the House

races and State Senate races becaqse_we know how to
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]

win ouf own seats.

I think in the cpnstitutionél officers, and
particularly the governor, we were doing something a
little different. We actually set the base grant
amount lower than we knew that the average races -- as
the distinguished chair of the GAE Committee said, the
average cost of ‘the hinning candidate in previous, you
know, four years ago éng eight years ago, was around
the $6 million.ﬁigure tﬁat we're setting here in.this
Pil;[ |

What we were trying to do with the -- wiPh the
governor's race and in the constitutionals was
actually to start restraining the growth of campaigns
because, yoﬁ know, most of us don't do TV and radio.
We don't spend an inordinate ambunt of money on
consultants and all the kind of modern, you know,
appendages of campaigns. .We can still walk our
distriéts. We .don't need necessar%ly to have éll the
bells ana whistles that a governor, even ip.the small
state of Connecticut, needs to have.
| So we actuglly set the base amount, Madam
'Speaker, at a loﬁef rate than we set our own races.

Some people were.arguing that the number we chose for

the House races was a little too high. Some people in
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different parts of the state thought the figure was
too low, but in general, I think we got the number
right. We set the number 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
know, wealthy individuais and independent expenditures
are much more likely to occur in the governor's race
than it-is at our level. I meéan quite frankly, Madam
Speaker, I can't think of a millionaire Democrat or
Republican who would want to spend so much money to
sit iﬁ our chamber. But I do not understand why they
would want to be.willing to. spend ﬁheir money and that
of their friends to get eleéted.governoﬁ.of the state
of Connecticut.

And so what we did is we set a lower amount than
-the average, as —-- qs-Representative Spallone said, .
but what we did i§ we said, iook, if we.can't compel
people to participate in fhe public financing system
so that if a participating person is cﬁallenged by one
of these people who ‘has access to wealth, that there
is a way that he can respond t6 that. Doesn't mean

that there definitely is going to be another

005711 .
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‘candidate.

If there were twé pérticipating.candiAates, Madam
Speaker, we would 6n1y have a grant of $3 million, but
becau§e we. can't compel people to participate in the
pub;ic financing system, we said; If you're faced with
a candidate that has access to a lot of money, we're
going to -- we're going-to have this mechénism to
supplement the o;iginal grant amount.

' 'So, Madam Speaker, the courts didn't find as much
wisdom in our ‘solution as I would have liked them to
have, Eut ; tHink this soiﬁtion of adjusting the base
amount so that it reflects the'winning amount, of the
last. two guberﬁétorial campaigns £hat occurred four
yéaré ago and_eighf years ago makes.a lot of sense.

And Madam Speaker, I hope £hat Governor Rell
appreciates that the -- replacing the matching grants
with adjusting the.base amount is an integral part of
having candidates willing to participate in the public
financing system at;the governor's level, Madam
Speaker. I don't believe -- if we do not set a
reasonable limit for the base amognt, people will not
.parficipate in the-public financing system for the
goVernof's offiée; Madam Speaker. And I urge my

colleagues to support this emergency certified bill,
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and I hope the Governor listens to my comments.
Thank you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Thank you. Rememmber, David, many are called, but
few are chosen.

Representative Hetherington, you have the floor,
sir. |

I take that back. I sée you took your name off.
REP. HETHERINGTON'\(lZSth):

Madam Sbeaker -

' QEPUTY'SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Cafero.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th) :

Yes, thank you.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank:you, Madam. Speaker.

Ladies and gentlemen of the Chamber, this has
always beén a controversial issue, the whole world of
-campaign finance. And certainly of l;te,'being that
we are in the heart of campaign season, sometimes the
rhetoric has gotten high and loud and the tone,
unpleasant.

And I do not want to contribute to that and I

would like to tone the tone down, if I may, because I
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truly believe that every person here, regardless of
wha£ theif vote was or position back in 2005 or on
other occasions when campaign finance came about had
the best of iﬁﬁéptions.

We want a good democratic process. We realize
that, unfortunate;y, in order to have one in this 21st
.century, in ordéf to get elected,_in ordetr to have
your message heard, money'is.nece5§ary. And the
questién really revolved around how can we supply
ourselves, as people who are intefested in running for
public office with the necessary money to get our
message, without taking money from sources that might
either give the appéaranée or, God forbid, actually
have some unﬁue influence. And that's how this whole
thing started. |

But we passed the bill that's been referred’to
back in 2005. We actually were discussing this
far earlier for year upon year, campaign finhance and
public campaign financing was disgusséd. And I think

it's very necessary ﬁo-remind everybody that when we
talked about campaign finance reform, that was a very
large umbrella.” And the public cémpéign finance
portiqn of campaign finance reform Waslonly one part

the;eof.
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For instance, many of us -believe ~-- many of us

believed that either the perception or, God férbid,
that reality was that lobbyists, as many people have.
alluded to, were having undue influence becaUSé of
their ability to giée to us, as public officials, who

were running for office. And it was done in a manner

tot;lly legal -- totally legal, where funds were

solicited by registered lobbyists, good, decent people’

whd are advocates for their clients and given to us.
Many of us felt that that was not a.good thing.
No disrespect to the lobbyists; they're good, decent
people. They're doing their jobs, and they were
certainly acting within the law,.But human nature is
human nature and_many of us, we're very anxious to
ban, with all .due respect to the lobbyists, lobbyists'
.contributions.
We were anxious to ban lobbyists' contributions
'because, one, what I just said: We-dian't.want to
give the percepﬁion,to anyone that we were being
influenced by their dol}ar, and two, éuite'personally
and selfishly, many of us were for banning lobbyist
contributions because¢ we were in the minority party
and we were disadvantaged by it.

Let me explain, if I may. For the past 32 out of

005715
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34 years -- and before I do, let me preface my remarks

with tﬁe Democrats happen to be in the majority. I am
no? suggesting Qhat I am aboht.to explain would have
been any different if the Republicans were in the
majority. It just so happeqs that the Republic;ns
were in the majority for two years.in.the last.36 and
the Dem&crats_have_been'in the majority-for 34 years.
And I mean that from the bottom of my heart.

I am not SQYing that this is a Democratic thing,
because if .the shoe was on the other foot and we were
in power for 34 years and you were into the same
situatio@, bu£ the way it works -- used to work was
this: If was perfectly legal for sitting members of
this General Assembly to have what they call,
"solicitér-meetings“ where various people would call
in ;obbyists and say, We need to raise money to run
our elections for our caicus. We know you, Lobpyist
Jones, represent the Acme Company and the Burberry
cqmpény, and the such-and-such company ghd the
sucb-énd—suc£ company. We expect you to bring back to
us 5,000 bucks. And you, Lobbyist Smith, we know you
represent the ¢company Z, X and Y. We expect you to
bring to us, et cetersa.

‘Now, did the lobbyists have to do that? Of

005716
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coursé not. Did they want to do it? Well, they do
business here. Majority party, remember regardless of
what éide of the aisle, they do coﬁtrol the agenda.
They do control the bills that get called. They do
control, in many cases, by vote what lives or dies in
committee. Don't want to tick them off. Love to
curry favor. Love to look good, so maybe I'm going to
come through with that five grand, et cetera.

Well, again, that disadvantaged the minori;y
party. Under the old scheme, PACs, controlled by the
caucuses,.used to raisé money before an eiection
season. The reason we did this is because if we had a
chéllenger candidate or a candidate that wasn't doing
too well on his or her own in raising money, we would
give fhem the-money. We've got a candidate that's
raisea only 5,000. 1In order to be competitive, he
-needed 15. Here's 10,000.

Well, historically theZmajority party would raise
four to ten times the amount of money that the
minority éarty would raise. Well, so from the
minority party's perspective this whole lobbyist being
able to donate, not a good thing. We're dgetting the
short end of the étick, so we were all for sort of

getting rid of that. Then we had things like ad
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books, which many people would say were a wa&
around that business donation thing. Frankly, that
never=worked to the minority party's advantage either
because if yoﬁ'ever go'tq'a.fund-raiser for the
majority party person, their ad book was always this
thick and ours was l;ke'this thick, but hey, that's
life.

So a lot of us_though; we should reform
pampaigns, that it's no; good.for lobbyists to donate

for good reasons and for some selfish reasons, and

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

and for some selfish reasons. But we also believed
that we_csuld-get rid of those two things.witﬁout
giving-pubiic'money, because some people truly believe
phi;osophically that to take taxpayer money to pay for
our bumper stiékers-and our buttons just didn't make
sense.

It might be goiné.to a candidaté'YOu don't want
té suppoft or don't believe in and yet, your taxpayer
doilars were going to pay their campaigns. So that's
where the ‘battle raged. Good, aecent-peoplé
disagreeing on that.

In 2005, history waé made because the State of

Connecticut did. adopt a public campaign financing
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scheme. And people worked very, very hard on it, and
they didn't intend to pass it and have it be
unconstitutional. TWe never try to do that. We want
to make sure what we did was right, but you don't
always get it right. It was new ground for a lot of
us-

. And obviously, as we've learned from the court
decisions we're reaéting to, at least in the mind of
the judicial branch, we didn't get it right. Their
opinion is we did some tﬁingé that a%e
uﬁconstitutional, and thaf brings us to today. We're
trying.to fix those things.

And there's a lot of things in the underlying
bill th?t we agree-with: Some are a little cleanup
things like pesky little things that.said,_how do &ou

value your leftover signs? And people said, oh my

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

signé I have and maybe my neighbor has them. You're
going to make me-go.back and fiéure out what I paid
for when and declare them. So we take care of that in
heie. That's a good thing.

We also have a situation where, if you are going
to a campaign meeting and you bring brownies, until we

correct that situation, you've got to value how much

7
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the'b;ownies were gnd.declare them as an in-kind
contribution.- I mean, come on..

We have another situation where if some fellow
or gal has a bﬁsiness and they say, hey, I like you.

I want to put ; sign in my window. Wéll, now we haﬁe
a ruling from the SEEC that says we have to determine
the commercial value of what it costs to put a sign in
the window and mark-thnt down as an in-kind
contribution;-'Come on. It makes no sense. So nefre
cleaning that up..

Anotnér good thing that we're doing in this bill
-ishwe're butting in thaf severability clause that says
in the future;_if some other court finds that parts of
what we navé done are‘not constitutional, we don't
have.to go‘fhrnugh this all. My God, we're in the
middle of an election season, and the-whole world is
going to blow up. So that's a good thing we have in
this bill. ' |

Theré's a couple nf things that are not
insignificant that we, on this side of the aisle,

. disagree with that are in'thié bill. We don't assume
they were done fnr anything other than good public
policy. We assume that the motives are certéinly to.

correct and answer thg court's decisions, but we
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disagree with them, and I want to ekblain.what they
are.

First of all, we've heard a lot of talk about
fhié trigger clause, because, as Representdtive
McCluskey pointed out and certainly Representative
Spallone pointed;out, when the bill was originallg
created, we thought we will allow someone to run for
governor and pafticjpate, at which point, when they
are nominatéd, we will givé‘them $3 million.

If they happ;n to run against éomeone who'!s not
participating and spends a ;ot more money -- in fact,
at the time ifénieally we c&llednit the millionaire
.candidafel we had never had one.up to that point, and'
now they're coming out of the woodwork. But that
'beiﬁg said, we-said if we have that multimillionaire
. candiQate and they spena'more, at least.ﬁe're.giving
this participating candidate an opportunity to be
matched to be competitive. And for that reason, the
court said, not a good thing. ‘

So here we are in the middle of an election
season-with_millionaire'candidates and two-
pafticipating candidates, ironically on both sides of
tﬁe aisle; We're about ten, eleven days before a

primary and we've got to deal with this court
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decision, and we are trying to be fair.

The solution in the bill .that's before us is,
‘well;linstead of giving them $3 million when and if
they win the primary, if they're participating, give
them $6 million._'Aﬁd the justification for that was
this: that if you look back over the last few election
~cycles, you'll finq that the.average amount spent in a
gubernatorial race was in excess of é—million bucks.

In fact, ‘I belieye Representative Spallonge
indicated that in 1998 the winning team of
Rowland/Rell spent 6.9 million bucks. In 19 -- in
2002, the winning team of Rowland/Rell spent 6 and a
half mill;on suckg; And in 2006,'the w{nning team of
Rell/Fedele spent $4.8 million.

hTHaﬁanerageg out,- according to Representative.
Spallone, to $4.5 millién. What has not been said —-
I think youlsaid that. Did you say that, or am I
wrong with the math -- a little higher than that?
Sorr&, about 6 ﬁillion bucks. Forgive me..

What it doesn't say, however, is the total
combined amount in the history of the State of
Connecticut that has e&er been séent'oﬁ a
gubernatorial race. has never exceeded $9 million

combined, never.



- | 005723
rb/mb/gbr . 52

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES July 30, 2010

'What we are guaranteeing here is, in the event
two participating candidates win the primary, and the
combined amount of tax -- taxpayer money, what we
referred to in the past was private money -- taxpayer
money will be 17 and a half -- $17 million. |

Now, you might say, Caféro, you're way off on
that because 6 and 6 is 12, but what we haven't been
discussing here is that those participating candidates
already received money }or the primaries.

Under our 1§w,-you get a million and a quarter
dollars if you;re involved in a primary, and if you
happen to be rﬁbning against a millionaire and that
.'pefson-spends more than a million and a quarter, you
. éet all the excess up to twice the amount.

And guess what? 1If I'm-not mistaken, both of our
participating candidates, one a Democrat, one a
Republican, are ;ﬁnning‘againstzpeople that outspent
'thgm to fhe point where both of our participating
candidéte§, one a;Demgcrat and one a Republicén,
alreadf‘—— already received two and a half million
dollars éaéh. Upon one or either of them winning the
primary,.  they get an additional $3 million under
current law. Well, 3 million and 2 and a half million

is 5:5 million. So when we say we're only giving them

~



| 005724
rb/mb/gbr . 53
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES July 30, 2010

3 million, but we should be giving them 6, we gave
them, under -current léw, $5.5 million each.

Now, we could go back to these variéus other
races in 1998 and 2002 and 2006, and when we said that
the winning-féam spent 6.9 million bucks, that's all
they spént. 'That was the total. We're already, under
the current laﬁ, given two candidates $5.5 ﬁillion if,
in fact, they'both_win the primary. So we have to be
accurate with'what we're saying. |

The other thing we have to be accurate for is,
fes, it“is_true that under the-current.law thatiwas
ruled uncbnétitutional, these candidates were
eligible, as I just described, for additional money if
ana only if the person they were running against spent
‘more than they-did.

. If the peéson they were running against did not
spénd more than they did, then they would stay with
the.$3'millioh. The current fix to this law, that we
have-before us; does not make that distinction. It
gives th@m $6 million, no ifs, ands, or buts on top
of -- oﬁ top of the 2 and half million dollars they
already received.

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

a winning participant éandidate; who wins the primary,
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will get $8.5 million, not six, not three, 8.5 million
taxpayer dollars. And if both happen fo win the
primary, then they will get 8.5 million on- the
Democratic side and 8.5 million on the Republican sidé
_for a total of 17 million taxpayer dollars to run a
gubernatorial race that in thg history of the State
combined has never cost-more than $10 million to run.

Now, why is that important in 2010? Because
folks, there's a lot of people hurting. There's a lot
of peéple hurtipg.oﬁt there. |

We have cut and scraped and s&crificed and gone
without énd-asked other people to go without. 1In a
whole lot pf cases -- I doﬁ'f have to remind you how
mahy times we've saf in this room and.discussed these
kinds of things. And in thé face of that, are we
going to sa&, we need to spend potentially $17 million
of taxpayer money on a-gubernatorial.race? That's
what ye'ﬁe got to think about. |

Second issue of contention, going back to the .
'loBbyist contributions, Repreéentative Séallone,
himself, said that the Supreme Court said the
following: that bans on lobbyist contributions .are not
good,  but limitations are okay because of the unique

nature of what a lobbyist does before this body. So

005725 .
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we have built in to our current law, and even to this
existing law, limitations on lobbyists.

For instancér we say té'them, you cannot give any
more than $100 whether it's a participating candidate,
whether it's a nonparticipating candidate. Whether
it's a state senator, a staée rep, a comptroller, one
of'the constitutional officers, the governor, &ou
cannot give more than $100.  That's different from
everyone é;se, but.we're-allowing you to give and
exercise your First Amendment right.. And I would
‘agree that-tﬁe chairman says that the court case
allows that limitation.

-We also sq§ that you can't .give us anylhoney, at
least those of us in thé Legislature, while we are in
sessioﬁ. That's alwéys been our rule. You can't do
it. Other people Caﬂ; You can't do it. Another
limitation on lobbyists. We also put certain
_conditions on. when they can solicit because before,
under the old iaw, the§ couldn't solicit at all. 'They
"couldn't ask for.ﬁoney on our behalf. " The court case’
was very ciear, saying, you could solicit now. We
haQe to alloQ them to solicit.

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

opinion, not enough. In my opinion, what we should do
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and in many 6thers' opinion is.to say, if you are
participating in the Citizen's Election Fund
voluntarily,'then_lobbyisis can donate to you. We've
'gdt to comply with the court decision, but their
donation should not be counted toward the qualifying
amount. As you all know, in a state rep race, in.
order to qualify there's two criteria: Yéu.have to
raise $5,000 in between 5 and 100 dollaé increments,

- and at least, of those donations 150 people must be
within town -- or towns within yoﬁr district. Those -
are the two criteria you have to meet.

What would be wrong if we said, Mr./

Ms. Lobbyist, 90u can give what you want up to a
hundred. dellars, but it can't be counted. So if,
under -a hypothetical, I receive $5,000 from
individuals aﬁd I happen to réceive-$5,000 from
lobbyists, I would;apply for Fhe grant. And instead
of getting the_25,000_dollars, I get 20.

What does that solve? Number one, .equal playing .
field. Number two, we've allowed the lobbyist to
contribute, but we've also,limi£ed or restricted, as
is appropriate, and maybe limited the appearance of
theif.influence by not allowing it to be counted

towards a qualifying amount.
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Someone might ask, yeah, but what if that
lobbyist happens to live within the district of the
person that he's giving to state rep or state senator.
You know what? Count their body as one of the 150 or
- 300 in the Senate, but don't count their money.

Now; why do f say that? Because earlier, I gave
you a scenario of what I know happened in the past
when we had £hgse solicitors' meeéings and people were
sat down in an.oﬁfice in these buildings here, 'and
said, Mr. SmitQ, lobbyist, I want you to raise $5,000.

Well, now we're going to have a differeﬁt
scenario.or at least the danger thereof. And h;re it
is: let'/s assume an ‘incumbent representative is having
difficulty raising their $5,000. Oh, sure. They
could get 150 people who live in their district to
give them five bucks. That's pretty easy. So now
they have $756-and the 150 people, but they're shy
$4,250.

. Well, it wouldn't be too difficult for leadership
to have a soIicitor's_meeting, which is now legal, and
ask thosé lobbyists with that same client list to take
care of Rep Jones who's having a little difficulty.

We expect you to -raise in hundred dollar increments,

42 -- solicit 4250 bucks. So now Rep Jones qualifies

005728
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like that.

So you see how we could be going backwards in
time when the whole purpose was to.go:foéward and to
have, 'quote, .clean elections.

At this point, i.would like to ask a question, if
I may, through you, Madam Speaker, of the proponent of "
the”bili. |
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Repzeséﬁtative Spallone; prepare yourself.

Repreégntative Cafero, please proceed.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

And frankly, it's a relatively simple questidn.
.Within the context -- actuwally I have two. Within the
;ontext of the bill that's before us, I belieﬁe you
indicatedlfhat there are some future limitations on
solicitétion. Is Ehat correct?

Throuéh you, MadamISpeaker;

REP. SPALLONE (36th) :

Through you, Madam Speaker, to the distinguished
Minority Leadér, yes. .

] DEPUfY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
Representative Cafero.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):
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Thank you, Madam Speaker.
Madam Speaker, when do those limitations on

soblicitations take effect. Through you, Madam

‘Speaker --

REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, ﬁédam Speaker;, January 1, 2011.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Madémepeaker.

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

don't get. We're doing all this because we are in the

middle of ah election season.” We're in the middle of
an election season. We're gcting in a hurry.  You
know, because of the_céurt_case we're giving extra
money to gubernatorial candidates, et cetera.

Why are we waiting to limit solicitations from
lobbyisté until January of 20117

jhrough fou, Madam Speakeri
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKiEY—BE!:

Repfesentative Spal}one.
REP. SPALLONE (36th): .

Through Qdu, Madam Speaker; to Representative

Cafero, this law has been subject to litigation since

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

to a further flurry of litigation in our state courts
I . .
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as well as the federal courts where thi;,.the case
" we've been-discussing this evening, was filed.

And concern raiséd -- has been raised that if we
enact the sol;citation limits and bans immediately,
that soheoné could run to court and seek a preliminary
injunction and therefore, affect the election during
this eléction cycle and ﬁhat we've:beenfthrough quite
a bit of litigation for the last four yeafs, and that
it would be preferable to get through this election
.éyele without inviting further litigation.

We feel very strongly that_this bill is
constitutional with respect to these solicitation
limits. It will stand up in court if it's ever
challenged because they are narrowly tailored to
fulfill our interests a; d state, but that having the
Solicitatibn bad take effect immediately'could, A,-
invite litigation.

I think there's also a practical component in
that there's a public education component to those
affected by'the.law -- excuse me for that. Somethiné
just fell from my makeshift desk here -- and there's a
- public education component where there'd be a lead.
time so that people understand what is allowed and

what is not allowed with respect to these: bans.,
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Through you, Maaam Spéaker,
6EPUTY SPEAKER'kIRKLEYJBEYE

Representative Cafero.

BEP. CAFERO. (142na):

fhank you, Madam Speaker.

And I respect the answer of Representative
Spallone and certainly the thought process behind it.
But folks, think how that thing sounds. Think how
that sounds to our constituents.

Okay. Let.ﬁe get this straight. You guys passed
a fix-it amendment to the clean elections law last -
hight. Right?.

Yeah. -

And you're banning solicitations. Right?

Yes. Intolerable. Won't stand for it. Have to
restrict it. When does it take place?

January.

Aren!t.you in the'ﬁiddle of an éleétion?

Yeah. |

How come?

Well, we don't wané to-take a chance;

Doesn't sound too good; folks. Doesn't sound too
good. . One other question, thropgh you, Madam Speaker,

to Representative Spallone.
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Representative Spallone -- through you, Madam .
Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY—BE*:

Please ﬁrocéed,-sir.
REP. CAFERO .(142nd):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Madam Speaker, to Representative Spallone, 1
referenced one of. those cleanup amendménts with-regana
to bringing cookies or whatever. If you could find
that within youf-secﬁion and help me understand ig.

I think fhe intént, very honestly, was that if
you had a campaign meeting or ydu were stuffing
envelgpes with your ¢rew or whatever and somebody
brought brownies ér éobkies,-that it wouldn't have to
be listed as an in-kind contribution. That was sort
.of the theory'behind it. Is that correct? ]

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you,-Madam Speaker, yes. That's correct.
REP. CAFERO (142nd); .

And what is the limit, the de minimis limit that
we allow someone to bring to one of these things?

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
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Representative Spal;one.
REP. SEALLQNE .(36th):

Th;dugh you, Madam Speaker, $50.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

' Representative Cafero.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Is the $50 restricted to an individual or to aﬁ
event or an.evenipg?
DEPUfY SPEAKER KIRKLEf;BBY:

~ Representative Spalilone. y

'REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Throughﬁyouj Madam Speaker.

The legislation at --'beginning at line 1237

states that the following is not a contribution

covered by the law: ."The donation of food or beverage

" by an individual for consumption at a.slate candidate

legislative caucus, legislative leadership or party
committee megting, event or activity that is not a
fund-raising affair to. the extent that the cumulative
value of tpe.feod-or beveraées donated by an
individual for a single meeting" -- sorry, it took me
a while to get there, Representative Cafero -- "does

not. exceed $50."
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REP. CAFERO (142nd):

‘Thank .you, Madam épeaker, and I think here's the
technicality -- maybe I'm reading it wrong -- but what
it allows is each individual to bring no more than $56
worth of food or beverage to an event, but it doesn't
say that that's the only pérsoh-that.éould bring it.

| In other words, if a hundfed.people went to an
event, ‘everybody is allowed to bring 50 bucks worth of
'stuff, you've got a heck of a party going, and I'm
what I‘m'wonde;iﬁg is, was that the intent to limit it
ta $50 per event or was it the intent to limit it to
$50 per person, regardless of how many people-Bring
the food to the event?

Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

.ﬁepreséntative Spallone.
REP: SPALLONE (36th):

'Throﬁgﬁ you, Médam.Speaqu, to Representative
Cafero. |

Looking at lines 1241 and 1242, it does appear
that the limitation applies to aﬁ individual bringing
the food on-bevérage to the event. I think just to
add a'little bit to that, I think, in practice, an

event that's not a fund-raiser would .generally be more
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like the Minority Leader described, where as set forth

in this legislation where it's a meeting of people and

" the refreshments are brought to give some sustenance

fo the people who are volunteering at the time,-and so
forth.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
Représentative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, M;dam Speaker.

And I'm -- and.I knéw that is the intent, and I
want to-get it out.ﬁo; legislative intent, because it
could be read a'different way. And, ‘as I said,
inadvertently, youicould have 25 people bringing $50
woffh of fooq and goodies for -- you-coﬁld have a heck
of a party.
| In any event, ladies and gentlemen, I outlined to
you, I think, two major points where_this side of ‘the .
aislé-d;§agrees-with:your side of the aisle. And in
srder to rectify that, the Clerk has an aMendment, LCO
5965. I ask that he call and I be allowed to
summarize. .

DEPUTY SPﬁAkER KIRKLEY-BEY:
Will the Clerk please call LCO 5965, désignated

House "A."

005736



rb/mb/gbr _ 66
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ! . July 30, 2010

-And the Representative has asked leave to
summarize. Is there any objection?
Will you please call it.

THE CLERK: -

LCO 5965 House "A," offered by Representatives

Cafero,:quzy and Kiarides.

DEPUTY . SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

The RepreSentafive Qas asked leave to summarize.
Is there any objection? - Is there any objéction?

Hearing none, please proceed, sir..

" RER. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you,.Madam.Speaker.

Madam Speakéz, the amendment is relatively
simple. It contains mény pieces that are in the
underlying bill with the following differences: Like
the underlying bili, if'repeals;the time bomb
provision. It makes techniqa; and conforming changes
to the spending limits for participating candidates.

It -- what elée does it do? - That's in the

bill -- it has the longside valuation Fix. It has the

new definition of bundling, which.is the same as in

the underlying bill. It is effective upon passage

- that communicator lobbyists or their immediate family

members may not bundle contributions as in the
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underlying bill. It defines subcontractor as in the
;unaerlying bill.’

It -- let me see.. It takes care of these de
minimis problems, as in the underlying bill with
regard to allowing people to put signs in businesses.
It clarifies the little bringing cookies to a meeting
thing, and limits it to $50 per event, as oéposed to
per individual, which is different than the underlying
bill. |

But most importantly, here are three big changes:
First of all, now that we are allowing lobbyist
donations, we think it's only fair that people know
who's been solicited by a lobbier -- the lobbier --
lobbyist. Excuse me. 'So what we're doing is we're
proposing that we add to the dpnatioﬁ certification
form another liﬁg that says, Was your donation
solicited by a-ldbpyisté Yes or ne? Check off yes.
If you check off yes -~ if so, whom?

So it makes a person -- there;s-no penalty
involved. The treasu¥ér is not going to get fined or
-wh;tever, but it makés the world know and sort of in
an open manner,-hey, this donation was solicited by a
lobbyist. So that's one change it makes.

The other chariges it makes are similar to what I
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talked about. It does allow lobbyists to give and
donate ﬁoney, like the underlying biil, up to a
maximum of a_hundréd dollaré. The difference is it
doe; not allow their money to be céunted towards a
quaiifying amount if it's '‘being given to a
pafticipatory-capdidate; Their person would be
coun£ed-towards the 156 or 300 as -- if they happen to
live within the. district. iimits, but their money would
L
not be counted to that.

‘Second big-chaqge is in handling this excess
gubernatorial grant. We allow a participating
gualified candidate, whé wins the primary, to raise an
additional $3 million but to raise it through priGate
funds just-for this election cycle because of the
unique cifdumstaﬁce. So they could raise that
additional 3.million by private funds given the
current restrictions, $2,500 per person, only a
hundred déllars from lobbyis£s, and they could get
theré, to that $6-million, by raising it privately as
" opposed to our Citizen Election Grant giving it to
them.

Thése are the major changes, Madam Speakef, and I
would move adopéion.

'DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
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The'question before us is on adoption of

‘amendment. Let me try your minds.

'REP. CAFERO -(142nd):

Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

_ Yes.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

I ask that whén the roll be taken -- excuse me --
the Vote-be taken by roll call.
DEPUTY éPE%KER KIRKLEY-BEY:

A roll call vote has been askeq for.

All those in favor, pléase signify by sayiﬁg;
aye.
REPRESENTATIVES:

Aye.
SPEAKER DONOVAN

! Ail those bpposéd, nay.'

The ayes'have it. The vote will be téke% by roll
call. Will you remark further. .
.Representative Cafero?

Rep;esentative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE - (36th):
Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Madam Speaker, a couple of questions to the
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distinguished Minority Leader here at the outset on’
thé amendment. !
DEPUTY SREARER KIRKLEY-BEY:
Repfesentative Cafero, prepare youxself.
Representative Spallone, please proceea.
REP. 'SPALLONE (36th):

Yes.'.Madam Speaker, tﬁrqugh you.

With“respect to the portion of the event that the
gentleman described where a cont;ibutor would have to
certify whether they were solicited by a lobbyist and
who that .lobbyist was, does Fhe émendment require that
the ldbbyist introduce him or herself as-a lobbyist to
the iﬁdividual who he or she is soliéiting?

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY—BEY:
ﬁepresentative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thiough you, Madam Speaker, no it aoes not
. requiée that.

DEEUTY'SPEAKER'KIRKLEY—BE?:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE Q36th5:

Through you, Madam Speaker, so how would the
cantributo; know whether they were being solicited by

a lobbyist for the funds.
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_DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Cafero.
REP, CAFERO (142nd):

Well, they would ask: Are you a registeredi
lobbyist of the State of Connecticut? When they were
solicited. Through-you, Madam Speaker.

:DEPUTY S?EAKER-KIRKLE¥—BEY: |

Representative Spallone.

REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Madam Speaker, hoW‘woula a
contributor, know that that's an appropriate question
to ask? | . |
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Cafero.

REP. CAFERO' (142nd) :

Thank you. Throuéh-you, Madam épeaker, it's on
the very form they sign when the? give any donétion.

Thfough_you,'Madam Speaker. |
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.

REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Madam Speaker to Representative

Cafero.

The 'section of the amendment concerning an
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adjustment of the system for participating candidates
in the gubernatorial race, ju§t to clarify, is that
effective upon passage°

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY BEY

Representatlve Caferoi
. REP~. CAFERO +(142nd):

Yes, it ‘is.

Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representatiye-épalloneu
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through yau, Madam Speaker, are there .limitations
on the size of the contributions?

.DERUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Cafereo.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):.

%ﬁfouqh you, Madam Speaker, yes. It comports
with our currert law for nonparticipating candidates
meeting $2,500. And with the un&eriying bill, it
would élso limit lopbyist contributions to a hundred
dollars. ' |

Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallbne;
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REP. SPALLONE (36th);

Tharnk you, Madam Speaker.

I thank the gentleman- for his answers, and I. rise
in opposition to the amendment.

_ The underlying bill, withdut the changes that
have been offered by Representative Cafero,
meaningfully ¥espond$ to the Second Circuit décision.
It accomplishes what is-needéd to preéerve our system
of campaign finance in light of that decision of
several weeks ago.

The amendment adds an édditional burden on
contributors who.alreadylare:signing a certification

regarding their status and so forth. At this time,

they would be asking whether 'a person is a lobbyist,

enéagiﬁg in an additional cénversation, and so forth,
duniﬁg the simplé act of. giving a contribution.

' Second;y, with the issue of whether a lobbyist _
contribution can be considered a qualifying |
contribution, well, there are legitimate aréuments as

to whether theif'lobbyist contributions should be

considered qualifying contributions or not. We are

faging a pretty forceful .decision from the Second

Circuit based on trends in campaign election law that

‘banning -- outright bans or heavy restrictions on a.
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: . person's participation or speech and their support is
p;oblématic.
And so we would not want to -- the' underlying

?ill rather tries to comply with the case by treating
) lobbyists just like everyone else except that they're
limited to a hundred dollars.
With respect to the guﬁerhatorial grant changes
or thg option to kaise privéte money offered by
'Representative:Cafero, one of the underpinnings of the
Citizen Election Program is that there's a pgriod of
qualifying -- énd then you receive a grant. So the
‘:: . ) candidate is no londer fettered by having to raise
| | ﬁoney, b& having to hold fund-raisers, by having £o'-—
dial for dollaxs; but instead can focus on fb£Ums,
debates, direct voter contact, and 56 forth.

Ahd so under -- that is one of the key features
of our law, and that is a key  feature that is
maintained by the undérlying bill. So for all of
those reasons and for the fact that we have a bill

" before us that we were asking to pass in concurrence
with the Seﬁape, whicﬁ acted earlier today, I would
ask that' the Chamber oppose this amendment.

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

- . ‘DEPUTY . SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
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Thank you.

©Will staff.and guests please come to the well of
the Héuse. Members take your seats. The machine will
be open.
THE.éLERK:

The House of Representatives is voting by roll

call. Members to tﬂe chamber. The House is voting on
House Amendment Schedule "A" by roll call. Members to
the chamber, please.
DEPUTY SBEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Has everyone cast a Qoté? Please check the board
to see that your Qbﬁe has been properly cast. The

machine will be locked and the Clerk will prepare the

~tally. Will the Clerk 'please announce the tally.

THE CLERK:

House Amendment "A" on Emergency Certified Bill

551. |
Total Nuﬁbér voting . 120
Necessary for adop;ion ' 61
Thése,voting'Yea 29
Those voting Nay . 91
Those absént and not voting 31

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Ladies and gentlemen, the board on my left is not
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working proﬁerly. The board on my right is, so if you

want to look, at the tally, please look at the board on

my right. Thank you.

The amendment, as recorded by the Clerk, the

amendment fails. - Thank 'you.

Wili.ygu remark fur;her?

Rep}ésentétive O'Brien, you have the floor.
REP.. O'_BRI_[._EN (24th) :

Thank fou, Madam.Speaker:

A?qﬁésfion, fhréugh you, to the distinguished
chairmgn of_éhe Government Administration and
“Elections Committee.

.DEPUTY.SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Repﬁésentative Spailone, prepare yourself.

Representative O'Brien, please proceed.
REP. 'O'BRIEN (24th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Through you,-;h Section 13 of the bill, starting
on line 1243, there is an effort in the bill to add to
the exemptions ffom regulation under campaign finance
law certaln-de minimis things including electronic
mail-and Internet messages. It is increasingly common
'these,days for eléctrQnic communication to occur

through free services online offered by third parties,

“~
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services that are offered free of charge. And this

communication takes many forms including e-mails,

social networking blogs and other types of networking-.

services,

Through you, Madam Speaker, does the meaning of

. méssages in the exemptions in this section include all

types of services bffgred for free online, including

those that I specifically mentionéd? _Through you,.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: .
Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE '(36th):
-Through you, Madém Speaker, based on the 1anguége
of the subsection, the answer would be yes.
REP. O'BRIEN (24th):
Thank you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY—BEY:
| Let's kee§ it- down over on this side, please, and
get'but of the middle aisle,. please.
Thank you so very much.

Representative O'Brien, have you concluded your’

- thank you.

Representative Hetherington, you have the floor,
sir.

REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):

3
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Thank you, Madam Speaker.

If I may just-direct a few questions to the
proponent, through you, Madam Speéker;

" DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY—BEY:;

Prepare yourself, Representative Spallone.

Representative Hethe?ingtdn, please broceed.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):

" Thank you.

To Representative Spallone, I appreciate the
ﬁhoﬁough explanation that he has offered. As usual,
he's been fully prepared.

I would just liké to confirm that he is the
distinguished chair of the committee and I am ranking
member of the committee, but -- and ordinariiy
legislation of this kind would be within the
. cognizance of this committEe, however, we had no
meeting or hearing.

Thié being emergency certified, so there was no
opportunity for anyone to comment on this bill. 1Is
that right? Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY: -
| Representative Spallone.
RE:P.‘ SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Madam Speaker to Representative
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. Hetherington, there was, unfortunately, due to the

urgency of this matter, no public hearing on this
particular-laﬁguage, although, theré have been public
hearings on reacting to the court decision ‘that
occurred durﬁng regular session.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

With respect. to the éeverability language, and I
do applaud this a; a significant improvemenf over the

. 7 way we _har;dled 1t ,pr.eviously, but my question is this.
| -This provision comes into effect to save the balance

of the law if any provision of such act is held to be
invalid. Now, the;originél determination holding By
tﬁe'U.S. District Couft was stayed pending appeal.
'prld anythi;g happen under this provision if you had
a finding of unconstitutionality.sﬁch'as that and that
it was stayed peh&ing a fgrther probess? Through you,
Madam Speaker. | |
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
'.RE_:P-. SPALLONE (36th):

. . Through you, Madam Speaker, to Representative



005751

rb/mb/gbr . 80.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES July 30, 2010
Hetherington.

The answer is that it depends upon the. nature of

the relief granted by the Court, and whether the Court

constructs -- construes, excuse ne -- the new

severability proy;sion.

.So if the gentleman is saying, suppose a court
rules - enters préliminary-relief and that
preliminary relief is stayed pending an appeal and
after a trial, there's an injunction agd it's stayed
peﬁding antappéal, well, then you may not even get to
the seﬁerébility pf?vision if there's a blanket stay
in effect pending an appeal but the severability
provision may be litigated in that process. .

So it sort of depénds on how the case'élays out
in court and whether the court reaches severability.
Through “you.
bEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKEEY—BEY:

RepreSentaf}vé.Hetheriﬁgton.

REP.- HETHERINGTON (1é§fh):
Thank.you. )
Through. you, Madam Speaker, with respect to

Sectionh 3, which increases the grants, is there a

reason that the sole beneficiary of the increase of

"the gubernatorial candidates, not any of the other
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statewide offices, or for that matter, none of this --
none of the candidates by ‘the Legislature?

Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SRPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Madom Speaker, to Representative
Hetherington, while the —- the original law provided
supplemental grants through trigger provisions in the
event of high- spendlng nonparticipating opponents or
independent- expendltures, it included -- those were
included for_all, and all have been struck down for
General Assembly, -constitutional officers and the
governor's office.

Tho governor's general election grant stands out
as being -- as discussed earlier, ;ower than
historical amounts.demonstrated to be needed to run a
statewide caﬁpaign for governor in the Staté-of
éonnecticutu
DEPUTY .-.SPEAKER KIéKLEY-BEY:

Ropnesentative Hetherington.

REP. HETHERINGTON_ (125th) :
| ThankIYQut

Through you, Madam Speaker, so we would then

\ ¥}
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conclude that, absent the supplemental grant amount
that the .historic record of races for lieutenant
governor general ——-§t£oiney general and so forth as
well as the Legislature, they would not be below the
historic levels of spending. Is that a fair
conclusion? 'Through-you,_Mgdam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRK@EY-BEY:

Represenﬁativé Spallone.

REP, SPALLONE (36th): |

| Through you, -Madam Speakér, to Representative
- Hetherington, the grant -- the general election base
grént,.unﬂer current law, for the constitutional
officés and for the General Assembly provide a
combetitive amount. °

Now, the triggers had a valid purpose at the time

. they-ﬁere passed arid that you can't predict the
future, as Représentatibe Cafero's speech, for
example, indicated, who Qould have expected the
highest spending levels that had been seen and say,
you know, the Sénate race in 2006, and so-forth. So
you can't necessarily predict the future, but the
anSwe; to the gentleman's question is, yes, those
grantg more closely reflect historic spending levels.

'DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
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Representative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):
Thank you.

Through you, Madam Speaker, I'd like to address a

question on the subject of lobbyists and their

solicitétions. Cq;rentiy,=the form that the
commission seté forth and they set forfh a
contrisution form both for participating and
noncqntribution -- and nonparticipating candidates and
those forms .ask whéther the. contributor is a lobbyist.

Would you anticipate, through you, Madam Speaker,
that any ﬁodifiqation.to that form wguld be required
due to the fneatment'wg now Have with respect to -- or
under this bill, we would -have with respecf to the
contributions and -- by lobbyists ‘and solicitations by
lobbyists? Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER 'KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through Qou, Madam Speaker to Representative.
Hetherington, the form is developed by the SEEC. It
is not entirely mandated or entirely -- mandated by
language in the statutes.

I think after review.of these changes there may

.
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.be changes to the form. Certainly, you've always had

to state your occupation and employer, so now that a

lobbyist can contribute due to the court's ruling if a

. lobbyist, or to make a contributionh, they would

indicate -- they would.indicate their occupation as a
lobbyist and their employer as to self or whatever’
firm they work for so that that portion of the form

would speak”fér_itsélf in terms of disclosure.

- DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Reéresentative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):

Thank you.

Through you, Madam Speaker, one 1ast queétion on
that p&intr

' We restrict lobbyists from soliciting from their

clients, but absgnt'further disclosure, how woula the
commission know? How woulq_anyone know whethér or not

the cdntributor was solicited by a lobbyist with whom

that donor was a client? Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.

‘REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Madam Speaker to Representative

Hetherington, I hope I answer this effectively for
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him. The ban -- the new law will ban lobbyists from

soliciting ff@m their own clients. And the question
ié, how wduid anyone know whethexr they had solicited
from a client? The SEEC would ac£ upon complaint if
it's received.

For example;  to make an analogy it's illegal for
a person to give money to another in order to make a
cont;ibﬁtion to a caﬁpaign. That can be hard to
track, but it can be found out through appropriate
investigation complaint; et cetera.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKEEYrBEY;

Representative Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th):"

. Thank you, Madam Speaker, and I thank the

proponent for his answerél

I WOuldljust comment briefly that, to the extent
possible, 6ur enforcement of these laws ought to
oéérate from fuil disclosure. That is the easiest,
the most obvious way to see whether or not the laws
are beiég complied with.

And I -- I'm troubled here. I den't think that

there is, absent further questions from the donor, an

adequate way of determining whether or not a lobbyist

has, in fact, violated the ban from soliciting fromi
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Elients.

And just finally, Madam Speaker, I'm troubled by

~the fact that, although we've had some days since the

Second Circuit offered its decision, it seems to me

there was plenty of time in which this committee, the
G0vernmgnt Administration and Elections Committee-
could have been convened to consider this bill where
we could have had testimony from the public, for
example, as to how they wanted their taxpayer -- their
tax money to be used as applied to campaign financing.

I notice we wefe here at ten this morning. We
could have even had. a meeting this morning and we
didn't. Lns;ead we had this bill that was sort of --
érose full-blown from the head of leadership or.

wherever it came from. And I think that's very

. unfortunate that ,we're taking such a major step, and

we're spending taxpayer money at a time when there
isn't a lot of it to spend, when our economy is under
stress.

And I think there was no reason.to avoid the
quinary procediures for developing legislation, and I
regrét that we have done that. And I would urge the

rejection of this bill. Thank you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
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Thank you.

RepresentafiveiMiller, you have the floor, sir.
REP. MILLER (122nd):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

You're welcpme;

REP. ﬁILLER (i22nd)=

I have a couple'questions, minor-questions,'
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone: prepare yourself.

- Representative Miller, please proceed.
REP. MILLER (122nd):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

I know that the sign question came up. If I or
my opponent puréhased.Z,OOO Swiss Army manicure -- the
little knife .sets you put on your key ring -- and I
boﬁght 2,000 of them and they cost about $2 a piece
wholesale -- I gave away 1,000 during the last
campaign. I have a thousand left. Also; can.openeré;'
4,000 can openers were purchased. This is -- for

Smith or Miller or whoever -- I ﬁad 2,000 can openers
left at about 70 cents a piece.

How would this bill impact the fact that I had

these things leftover and I'm going to use them again,

N

005758



rb/mb/gbr 88
_ HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES July 30, 2010

for the next ;ampaign? Through you, Madam Speaker.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
'REP. SPALLONE {36th):

Through &du, Madam Speaker, to Representative
Miller, on line -513 to 514 the_bill states, nothing in,
this subdivisiqnfshall be construed to apply to any
item ofhe; than for lawn signs. So.for better or for
worse, this legislation does not help Representative
Miller with,respéct.to those items that he mentioned
in his question. |

The bill or the section concerning lawn signs is
drafted in réspénse to a decl%ratory ruling from the
ﬁiection Enforcement Commission .regarding lawn signs.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY—EEX:

Representétive Miller.

REP. MILLER.(IZan):.

Thank yoﬁ.

I have no knives or can openers, Madam épeaker.

Through you, again, another question regarding
fooa. The food is mentioned, $56 worth of in-kind
cookie donation. I was told just the other night that
.I'm going to have to spend a hundred dollars in one of

@y towns.to pay for food for the poll workers. Does

L
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that impact it in any way, because of the fact that
cookies are now mentioned and .a $50 limit is stated?
Through you, Madam Speakerﬁ
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Repreéentativeiépallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through ydﬁ, Madam Speaker, to Representative
Miller, the bill specifically addresses meetings,
committees or campaigns that are not fund-raisers. So
it's d?afted to address that issue.

"For example, a Democratic town committee meeting
or a Republican town committee meeting, at which
somebody brings refreshment for the members, the
exception applies to that, and this is relief that's
"been requested by treasurers and those who manage and
volunteer on campaigns.
bgPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
| Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER (lzgnﬁ):

Tﬁénk you, Madam. Spéaker.

I have another question. Through you, Madam
Speaker, communhicator lobbyists, is that a registered
lobbyist, or coiuld that be sonie nonprofit individuél

who comes up. here and lobbies directly to —- for a
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DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallpne.-
REP. SPALLONE (36th): |
| Through you, Madam Speaker to Representative
_Millg;, communicator lobbyist, there's a reference
back £o the definition of communicator lobbyist, who
is a' person who receives compensation of $2,000 or
more in a calendar_year to lobby the executive or
legislative branch on behalf of a person or
organization.
DEPUTY SPEAKEB KIRKLEY-BEY:

.Representétive_Miller.
_REP. MILLER (122nd):

Thank 'you, Madgm Speaker.

Lastly, as far as buﬁdling goes, if the same
person Solicited funds from individuals to support her
particular nonprofit organization and she solicited
friehds, maybe from 10 or 15 people, and bundled them
and brought them in; WOuld.thét person'be subject to
any restrictions or fines, or-is'that 1egitimate?
Through you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Representative Spallone.
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REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Madam_épeaker, the bundling ban

applies to lobbyists and contractors as defined in the

'bill and not to oidinafy individuals.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
Representativé Miller.
REP. ,MILLEfl-%' (122nd) :
_Thank yoﬁ, Madam Speaker. I thank you for the
ahSWer;. -
DEPUTY §PEAKER KiRKLEY—BEY:

Representative.Roﬁe, you have the fiqPr, sir.
REP. ROWE (123rd) -

.Th;hk you. Good gveningy Madam Speaker.
| DEPU-TY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Good evening.
REP..ROWE  (123rd):

Well, briefly, why don't I just call it. The
Clerk has an amendment, 5966. I would ask that he
call it and i be allowed to=bniefiy summarize.
DEPUTY SREAKﬁR KIRKLEY—BEY:

' Will the Clerk please call LCO 5966, designated
Hbuse amendmenf "B."
THE CLERK:

LCO 5966, House "B" offered by Representatives

s
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Rowe, Hamzy, et al.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KI_RKLEY—B.EY':
Will you remark further, sir?
REP. R_OﬁE (123rd) :
| I will. And this is a simple amendment and I
will be quite brief. |

But one thing that has troubled me about the
Fitizené"Election Program-is the fact that we give
unopposed candidates funding, in essence, taxpayer
dollars. So unopposed candidates for the General
.Assembly and for statewide offices receive, in
_eséenée{ taxpayer money.

I know people - try to nuance tﬁat and say that's
really-escheats'so it's not-taxpayer money, but of
course.that‘s -- that's really a legal fiction. Money
that's taken from the eschegts would have gone into
our general fund and is taxpayer money. So the fiscal
note -- well, it gﬁes beyond the fiscal note, but the
fiscal note says savings can be realized up to about
$300,000 and, in fact, the fiscal note doesn't even
contemplate if-fhere was an unopposed statewide
candidate like the comptroller race was unopposed one

year.
\

It would be far -- the potential savings would be
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far ih excess of the $300,000 noted, but as I began to
say, it always troubles me that we gave taxpayer money
to unopposed candidates and particularly in this déy
and age, when we are.facing these.structural deficits
of billions-apd.billions of dollars. If we can't find
some savings'here, if we can't save some mohey, some
taxpayer méney and.not give unopposed candidates,

' éandidates that are going to win as long as they vote
for themselves and live until they get sworn in, then
forget it. We should just call it a career.

So I would ask -- I think it's a friendly
' .amendment. I had a brief conversation with the chair
of the GAE, and I don't know that he thought it was
entirely friendiy, but that being said, this cycle
unopposed Senate candidates, bécause'of the COLA
adjustment, are going to get sqmething.like-$26,500
and change, and here in the House, we'll be eligible
for I think it's ab&ut $7,800.

This is -- and it's not a lot of money, but it is
and it's a bit symbolic, I think, that we've got huge,
huge fiscal problems to tackle, and it would just be
nice if sort of ending this year we're able to say
that we made é little bit of progress.

Now, mind you, the amendment itself won't affect
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this cy¢le. It doesn't go into effect until next year
so whatever end product we have today --
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
Representative Rowe.
REP. ROWE (123rd):
Yes. '
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
Could you move adoption first?
REP. ROWE (123rd):

Yeah, actually, I'm done. So -- well, let me
move adoption and -- so I'd ask -- I know the
Democrats over'th;re 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 ﬁakes.it
better. If you think it's not really a good bill, it
still makes it better. So with that being said, I
would ask that when the vote be taken, it be taken by
roll.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

‘You have not asked for -- Qou ask for adoption
and then you explain it.

The question is on adoption.

So will you remark?

So now you're asking for a roll call vote.
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REP. ROWE (123rd):
Right.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEx—Bﬁg:
Okay.

REP. ROWE (i23rd):

Did I not move for adoption?

DEPUTY SPEAKER ‘KIRKLEY-BEY:

Yes, you did,.in the middle of the ekplanation.
Thank you, sir. . - |
REP. ROWé (123rd) :

I'm éorry'if I c§nfused you, Madam Speaker. I
didn't ﬁéan to, but now I would like to ask that when
the vote be taken, it:be taken by roll.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
| All those in favor, please signify by saying,
aye.
REPRESENTATIVES:
Aye.
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

In the estimation of the Chair;, fhe roll c¢aill
will be enforced -- the roll cail.vote;
REP. ROWE (123rd):

Good.

- DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:
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Thank you.

REP. ROWE k123rd):

Thank you.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Appreciate it.

Will you remark on the amenement that is before
us?

Representative Spallone.

REP. SP@LLONE. (36th) = -

Thank you,‘Madém Speaker.

Madam- Speaker, I would rise in opposition to the
amendment. I do appreciate the spirit in which if was
offered by Bepresentetive;Rowen I appreciate the
policy concerns he's raised. There's two thinés'I
would mention. |

bne; we afe trying to pass, in concurrence witﬁ
the Senate, an important bill, which needs to get to
the Governor's desk as soon as possible:in order to
reaet to the Court's decision within.a time frame.
There are -- under the original 1aw, -there were some
poliéy conéideréfions.regarding encouraging

participation in the program by -- by everyone
consistently. You could have somebody running for the

first time who's unopposed, for example, and no one
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" has to spend the money.

Nobody is compelled to spend the money, but I do
understand the spirit in which it was offered. I'm
sure the 'issué will be révisited in the future, but in
order to get this bill passed and, hopefully, signed
into law, and pending some additional review of the
policy issues, I would ask that this Chamber
éespectfully qppose_the'émendment.

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

DﬁPUTY SPEAKERTKIRKLEY-BEY:

Thank you.

Représentative,Johnston, you have the floor, sir.
REP: JOHNSTON .(51st):

Thank you, Madam'Spéaker.

Madam Speaker, speaking in support of the
amendment, Representative Rowe had-implored some of
the members of the Chamber to consider it, even though
it's a Republican amendment. And I think that's a
sheer'technicaiity.because when Representative Rowe
was drafting this, he missed me, because I éentainly

would have signed on. So Representative Rowe and

members of the Chamber, consider it a bipartisan

amendment..

. You know, there is -- this is a simple amendment.
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It juSt_éays why in the ﬁeck would we take taxpayer
dollars to fund a campaign that,” in all essence, is
not a campaign? ‘'It's a six month self-promotional
tour for two or four years later or for a future
higher office.

We're facing serious budget dilemmas in this
state. I vehtune to say if we had a public hearing on
this; and in my mind we cer£ainly'should have, and an
average citizen'showed up in this building, I can't.
picture thét fﬁere'd be any average citizens that
didn't have_a'vésted-interest in a political process
who would think it makes any sense of the world to
také taxpayer's -dollars to.fund a campaign of someone
who has no opponent. |

It's a simplé step. Doesn't cause a lot of
trouble. We waited about 14 hours that the Senate has
to come in ‘for an additional d;y'for five minutes to
adopt a short amendment like this. It certainly ‘makes
for a better Biil. It makes for éavings for the
people:-- savings for the citizens of Connecticut, and
it's one small step for common sense. Madam Speaker,
I urge adoption.

.DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Thank yoqi
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Representative Hamzy, you have the floor, sir.
REP. HAMZY (78th):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

I rise also in strong'support of this amendment.
Aﬁd if the reason to oppose this is that the Senate
has to come in and Yote, I would vénture-a-guess that
if we pass this, it would pass unanimoﬁsly upstairs in

the Senate.

And if that is how we are going to create and set '

© public policy, that this is going to inconvenience

another legislative body because they're going to have
to come in for five minutes, when éVeryone in this

chamber knows that they are ‘all going to be coming

back for a veto session, that is a poor excuse to

oppose this amendment.

Just think about this for one second, that we are’

going to ine almost $8,000 for a state House
candidate who has no opponent and that we are going 'to
givé approximately $26,000 to a state Senate candidate

who has no opponent, taxpayer money. If that is not

_ the height of common sense, that we should change that

policy, I don't know what is.
I would urge the members of this chamber to just

think about it for a minute and vote for this
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amendment. Thank yoﬁ..
DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Thank you, kepresentative.

Representative Miller, you have the floor, sir.
REP. MILLER (122nd):

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

I rise in support of the amendment. Just the
other night, I had to gi&e a State of the State report
to my fown committee and ekplain_po-them how we're
goiﬂg to have four yéars_of’deficits and there's no
way around it at thié stage.

And'éertainly, our whole éntire fiscal position
in the statle of Connecticut is kind of dim. And I
think that spending money unwisely, such as giving a
candidate who'dOES not have an opbonént.money to burn;
is the wrong way to go. We ought to be setting a
better example and that -- I think this is an
amendment that's worthwhile voting for, and I thank
you, Madam Speaker.

DEPUTY SPEAKER KIRKLEY-BEY:

Thank you, sir.

Will fou remarE? Will you remark further on the
amendment before us?

If not, staff and guests please come to the well.
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Members take your seats. The machine will be open.
THE CLERK:

The House of Representatives is voting by roll

call. Members to the chamber. The House is voting
House Amendment Schedule "B" by roll call. Membérs to

the chamber, pleasé.
(épeaker Donovan in the Chair.)

-SPEAKER bONOVAN:

Have all the members voted? Have all the members
Qéted? Please check the roll: call board.to make sure
your vote has been properly cast. If all the members
have voted, the machine will be-locked; The Clerk .
will piease take a tally. Will the Clerk please
announce the tally.

THE CLERK:
House Amendment Schedule "B". on Emergency

Certified Bill 551.

“Total Number voting _ 120
Necessary formadopt;on 61
Those voting Yea 46
Those voting Nay 14

Those absent and not voting 31
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SPERKER DONOVAN:

House amendment fails.

Will you remark further on the bill? Remark

further on the bill?

Representative Hamzy.
REP. HAMZY- (78th):

I promise.I will be brief. Thanﬁ you,
Mr. Speaker. - |

Mr. Speaker, I opposed the original passage of
this program because I ﬁad serious concerns ébout
using taxpayer money to funa political campaigns
and since -- since its implementation those concerns
that I originally haé, I think, have been heightened,

and they've been heightened by some of the actions

that we've seen taking place by the SEEC, specifically

- with regard to extending deadlines arbitrarily for

candidates in order to ensure that.they qualify.

I think stretching the rules to allow other
candidates, in an effort to get as many people to
qualify as possible, allowing questionable
contriputions to be counted soé6 that candidates meet
the'threéhold.required to qualify, thaf's what we have
seen during Fhe course of this élection cycle.

And what I hdve also seen is that there's no
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oppoftunity for proper challenges to these decisions
to be made, because the first thing that a court
considers is the equities involved. Any time a
campaign seeks an injuhction, the equity, when they're
weighted, is always determined to bé-in favor of the
candidaée who's seeking to participate.

-And.so we never get to the meri£s of the
decisions that.aré seiﬁg made by this commission that
I think- have no basis in law. And that troubles me.
And I fear that we are going to continue to see these
rules being béht, laws being stretched, regulations
being interpreted.and misinterpreted aLi in an effort
to perpetuate this flawed program.. ‘

'It's for those reasons that I opposed it in the
beginning, and if's for those reasons that I believe
my opposition was justified propefly. And it's for
those reasons that I'li'be opposing this bill tonight.

Thank you, Mr.'Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, ﬁepreéeqtative._

Would you'care to remark further? Would you care
to femafk further? |

Rebresentative Spalione.

REP. SPALLONE (36th):
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Thank you, Mr: Speaker.

As this debate draws to a close, I would like to
make some concluding remarks regardirnig' the merits. of
the legislation before us.

This is a crOseroads. This is a very important
moment for the State of Connecticut.. Last August,
when Jﬁdge Underhill issued'his ruling, Legislators’
and policymakers began to prepare a response to that
ruling, and we knew that it was appealed to the Secend
Circuit Court of Appeals. And eeople in this
building, people_in the oeher body, people at the
Election Enfo;cement Commission, the Attorney
General's office, people of’good.faitﬁ were putting
£heir‘heads together -and trying to come up with a
meaningfgl response. The problem was that the case
was on appeal and there was some disagreement in this
building as to whether to wait until the appeal was
heard or whether to act noQ or whether to pass a
contingent bill based on what happens in the appeal.

And we did decide to wait. That was a legitimate
course for some, and because the Legislaeure can
always come and meet and act. And so we've shown now
today that when we need to act quickly;'we can do so.

When we need to act responsibly, and in order to
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preserve an important historical reform, we can come
together and do that, and we're doing that tonight.
And so what ‘we're doing with this bill,
Mr. Speaker, is number one, we'ré-preserving the
program in.the event of future litigation by diffhsing
the'so—calied "time bomb" by eliminating that reverter
clause and having a normal cénstitutional severability
clause. .

Secondly, we are repealing what a court has found

to be constitutionhally offensive provisions . regarding

trigger matching funds and regarding lobbyist bans and

solicitation bans on contractors and lobbyists. And
what we've done with respect to the -- and what we've
done with respect to those solicitation bans is we've
put in narrowly’ﬁailoreq reasonable -restrictions on
solicitation and bundling so that the people of the
state can have confidence that contragtérs, who'were
‘implicated in prior scandals, and lobbyists, who the
public knows through their common sense have a great
deal-of influence in this building, were reasonably
;imiting it in a way that the court directed. So this
a very éositiye thing.

We're also inserting fairness into the §ystem_by

changing and adjusting the base grants for
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gubernatorial candidates. We are saying that those
sﬁould be_gomﬁetitive grants. Those shoﬁld be in.line
with historical. precedents and they should encourage-
participation in the prog;am;

And so Mr. Speaker, I think everyone in this
Chamber shoﬁld join in the Senate ' in passing this
legislation. 'Campaign-finaﬁqe reform, as we passed
five years ago, is the law of this State. It's here

to stayq It appears to have strong support among the

. public. I urge the Governor to sign this bill when it

reaches hér'degk in order to preserve the legacy she
‘SO rightiy deserves,; and I urge passage of this bill
this evening.

Thank.you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
| Thénk you, Representative.

Would you care fo remark further?

1f not,. staff and guests piease-come to the well
of the House. Members.take their seats. The machine
will be open.

‘THE CLERK:

The House of Representatives is votihg by roll

call. Members to the chamber. The House is taking a

"roll call vote. Members to the chamber, please.

.
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SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Have all the members voted? Have all the memnbers
_voted?

Please check the roll call board to make sure
your vote has been properiy cast. If all the members'
votes have been properly cast the machine wili be

r

locked.

The Clerk will please take a tally. Clerk,
please announce the tally.

THE .CLERK:

Efiergency Certified Bill 551.

Total Number voting 120
Necessary for adoption 61
Those voting Yea . _ 75
Those voting Nay 45
Ihose abseq£ and not voting 31

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Emgrgencyﬁbill:passes.

Are'theie any announcements or introductions?
Rgpresentative Tallarita.
REP. TALLARITA (58th):
| Good evening, Mr. Speaker. For a journal
notation.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPERKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, RepreSentative;

Will,mempefs please sténd for a4 moment of
silence.

Thaﬁk.you, Représentative;

Will the Clerk please call Senate Bill 551.

THE CLERK:

Senate Bill Number 551, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN

" ELECTIONS, LCO Number 5943, introduced by Senator

Williams and-Represéntative Donovan.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:'

Representafive Jamie Spallone.
'REP, SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker,".I move for reconsiderétion of Senate
Bill 551.
SPEAKER DONOVA&:

The question before the Chamber is on
_reconsideration of. Senate Bill 551.

For the benefit .of the -Chamber, I will note that
Representative Spallone-wés.pn the prevailiﬁg side of

this issue when the Chamber passed this measure on

. July 30th, and is therefore an appropriate member
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to make the motion for reconsideration.

Is there objection to the motion to reconsider?

All right. Without objection, the bill will be
reconsidered. |
.:Will you remark further on the motion to
reconsider?
Representativé Spallonel Representative
Spallone, -you have the leor; sir.
REP. SP-ALLONE-. (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

- Mr. Speaker, I move for repassage of the bill.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

The question before thg3Chamber.is on repassage
of the bill. Representative épallone, you have the
flodr. '

REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, .the members of the Chamber will
recall that this bill was passed on June 30th in

speciai session and that it ‘was vetoed by Governor °

Rell and repassed by the Senate on a vote of 24 to 10,

a few days ago.

And since the bill was éassed by this Chamber and

‘those "events occurred, two significant other events
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occﬁrred, One, the August.lo primary took place
earlier this week. And secondly, on August 1llth,
Judge Underhill of the federal district court entered
a permanent injunction against certain sections of the
law that dere held ﬁo be unconsxitutional by the
Second Circuit Court of Appeals.

| So Mr. Speaker, since there was significant and'
lengthy debate on the merits of this bill, I will
simply summarize what the bill seeks to accomplish.

First, it repeals the existing reverter, or
severability clause, also known in shorthand as the
time bomb, and replaces it with a normal severability
clause so that if part of tﬁe law is struck down, the
other parts would remain.

Second, it repeals the provisions of the law that
were found unconstitutiohal, including supplemental
_granfs, also called triggers, the ban on lobbyist
contributions, and the ban on lobbyist ana contractor
solicitations.

It replaces the.supplemental grants only with
respecF to the office of governor with a change in the
grant.amount for the base grant in the genefal
election from $3 million to $6 million. It sets

lpbbyist contributions that are now allowed, due to
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the court's ruling, at $100 across fhe board, whether
or not it is going to a participating or
ﬁonparticipat?ng-caﬂ@idates.

Tt prohibits client solicitation by lobbyists
effecfive at the first of next year. It prohibits
bundling by lobbyists effective at the first next
year. It prohibits contractor solicitations from
employees and subcontractors effeétive at the first of
hext year.

It also makes technical changes to the law to
ease compliance with certain aspects, and it also -
:equires a report by election enforcement concerning
the recommendeé levels of grants going forward in the-
fUture.

Mr..Speaker, the Governor. issued a veto message
on'August 2, 2010, in which she made several —- she
made approximate --" she ‘made aboutISeven points with
respect to the législation, and I would like to
briefly respond to those.

First, Governor Rell said that she disag{ees
profoundly with'fhe.adjustment of the graﬁt for race
for governor for pa?ticipating candidates from |
3 million to 6 miilion,dollarsm

I want to make this clear to members of the
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Chamber and members of the public that the change that
this bill contemplates in changing the grant amount
from $3 million to $6 million for those running for
_governor who héve_éhosen voluntarily to participate in
the program, those monies do not represen£ new money.

This is not an appropriation by this General
Assembly. The monies are in the fund. Thé citizen ~--
the State Election Enforcement Commission.had
specifically set aside a range of 3 to 9 million
dollars to handle supplemental grants to candidates.

And also it should be noted that because the
trigéer provisions were found to be unconstitutional
and are no longer effective, there will no longer be
. supplgmental grants to people running for the General
Assembly, there will be no supplemental:grants for
people running for constitutional office, and there
will be no sﬁpplemenial grants for anyone running f;r
any office except governor.

So again, the.honey is not new money. 1It's in
the Citizen Election Program Fund. The fund is fuhded
through escheats of unclaimed_prbperty. It should
also be noted for the fecor& that the triggers were
.inciuded in the law 'originally to6 account for the

possibility of high-spending nonparticipating
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opponents, or wheq a participating candidate was
fécing large,-independént.expenditures and a candidate
for governor ¢oéuld have received supplemental grants
up to $6 million on top of their $3 million base
grant. Thié‘;hange onlf-goes to $3 million.
Secondly, Governor Rell did note that she, was
concgrned that the extra monies received by any
candidate migﬁt be used for negafive advertisements.
Certainly there's nothing in the law that regulates
the speech of candidates. It certainly was not
contemplated when the law was passed that there would
be any such éegulation and that any such regulation
would certainly be unconspitutional. I do share the
~ Governor's concern about such things. .I do find them
unpleasant, as do most residents of the state, but it

is part of our electoral process.

The Governor also said, additionélly to her first

point, that the State cannot afford what we are
propoéing. And again, I note that this is something
appropriated; something that is already in the fund.
The money would remain in thé fund and roll over for
future elections.

The Governor was concerned about high spending

during this cycle and that this could become the floor
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amount in the future, in 2014; in future years. .And I

' would respectfully respond that the high bar that is

being set for statewide elections is being set by
candidates that.are not participating in the Cﬁtizen
Election Program, but is being set by candidates that
are.not'participating o? set in previous elections,
including the cycle in 2006.

The Governor -expressed concern that this. law,
this bill if it becomes -law, will allow lobbyists to
make qualifying contributions for the Citizen Election
Program. And, as I stated on the floor when the bill
was originally passed, to bar such contributions
could -- I"m not saying it absolutely would, but it
could raise additional First Amendment problems if

lobbyists were effectively barred from making

 contributions to now -- what is now the majority of

campaigns in the state.

It's been noted that Buckley vérsus Valeo allows
limits that are otherwise coﬁstitutional in publicly
financed programs that are voluntary, but the question
remains yhether-this is actually a ban rather than a
limit if we were to prohibit qualifying contributions.

So it is prudent at this time -- and this can

always be revisited, and I actually hope it is -- but
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it is prudent at this time to avoid further

litigation to treat lobbyists primarily like any other
gitizen that is making contributions, eicept tﬁey are
limited to a hundred dollars across the board.

The Governor e*préssed concern that the
solicitation ban would take effect in January rather
than right now. And I would only note that we are in
the middle of an election cycle, already making
significant changes and we would not want to invite
further litigation in this litigious election cycle by
invoking additional'bans on communication at this
tinme. And further, there is a public education
componsnt which we have to a&dress.

So, Mr. Speéker, I make those points in
respectful disagreement with Governor Rell, noting
that she has Been a strong
supporter/proponent/coauthor of this program. I'm
sure she will continue to be a supporter of it. T
respect what she has .had to say, but do respectfully
disagree with it. - '

Mr. Speaker, we do need to pass this bill today.
As I noted, w; are facing an injuﬁction. Judge
Underhill has refgrred our current severability,

slash, reverter language to the State Supreme Court

hY
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for advice and that court could certainly rule that
the reverter does.take effect because of the other
portions-of the injunction and could cause 6u£ program
te be automatically repealed.

So, Mr. Speaker, time is of the essence. We're
in the middle of an election cycle, and it's
app;opriate_to repass this bill and move on and
protect this Citizen Election Program today.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DQﬁOVANt

Thank you, Representative.

The.House-Minqrit& Leader Representative Cafero.
You have éhe floor; sir.

REP; CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Good morning, ladies and gentleﬁen of the
.Chamber. It looks like we have a full house. August
13th, Friday the 13th, and fortunately we.all found
time to be here to&é; to take up this legislation.

The bill that is before us for override is
entitled,."An Act Conéerning Clean Elections." Ladies
and gentlemen, I don't imply that had the results of
the primary been different we might have been here as

well. .But the major.portion of this bill affects one
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man., ©One man.
In my 18 years in the House of Representatives, I

am' hard-pressed to_remember_this body convening to

pass a bill for one man. I say that because the major

portion of this bill, which gives an additional
$3'million to a participating gubernatorial candidate,
can only go to éne man, Dan Malloy.:

As far as I'm concerned, we should change the
title of the bill from, An Act Concerning Clean
Elections, to An Act Concerning Dan Malloy.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative, I remind you to speak on the
merits of the bill as you speak.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

I appreciate that, Mr. Speaker, and I certainly
will,.but this port}on of the bill that I'm addressing
affects only one person, and I need to identify that
person. And that is why I used his name, and I don't

do so in any disrespectful ‘manner.

. SPEAKER DONOVAN:

I am reminding you that we do not -- we talk on
the merits of the bill and not the motivations of the

members.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):
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Mr. Speaker, I very much appreciate and will
abide by that admonishment. However, I was not in any
way, shape or form talking about motivation;'

SPEAKER DONOVAN

All right. Thank you, Representative.

REP.. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. $3 million,.the

-additional $3 million goes to one man, Dan Mallo&;

Ladies and.gentlemen,_}ronically the best
argument against giving an ‘additional $3 million was °
made by Dan Malloy. That's the irony of us being here
today. The reason‘I'say that this is about Dan Malloy
i;:because he is the only participating candidate that
would be eligible to.get_this money, the only one.

Lieutenant Governor Fedele was the oiher
participating candidate in tﬁe gubernatorial election.
Had he won -- he came within 5,006 Qotes of winning --
had he won, and Mayor Malloy won, they would have an
equal amount of money; we would not be here with, at
least with: regard to that portion. Had Mr. Malloy and
Mr. Fedele won, the two candidates would have been
nonparticipating members, we would not be here. .But

we're here because Mr. Malloy won, who's

participating, and Mr. Foley won, the Republican
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primary and he's not participating.

So this bill, which gives $3 million to a
‘participatihg.caﬁdidate affects one man, Dan Malléy.
Now, why do I say thaf.Dan Malloy made the best
argument as to why we should not pass that portion?
.Let's look at theffacts.

Our laws said fhat once a partic;pating candidate
receives-the nomination at a convention for their
party, they are entitled to get $1,225,000. So back
on.May 21st, when Lieutenant Governor Fédele qualified
for a primary and_Dan Malloy won his party's
convention, both meﬁ got $1,250,000 of taxpayer money.
When;Mr. Malloy's candidate.spponent, Ned Lamont, and
'Mr. Fedele's candidate opponent, Tom Foley, spent more
than twice that amount, they were given another
$15250,000 to spend on the primary.

Now, the time from the convention to the primary,
coincidently, is 61 days -- Ql days. These t;o '
gentlemen had.tb.spend Zlghd a half million dollars to
win their parties’ homination, 81 days. Mr. Malloy
spent 2 and a half million dollars of taxpayer money, \
and guess,what? He won. In fact, not snly did he
win, he kicked butt. He won big tihe.

Mr. Malloy has always said’ that it was experience
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BN .
money cannot buy. His opponent spent between 8 and

9 million dollars. ‘And yet, the 2 and halflmillion-
dollars of taxpayer money that Mr. Malloy spent won
him the primary 58 percent.to 42 percent. The best
argument that, thank God, money does rniot buy
elections, issues do, the.candidate does, field staff
does. Maney does not and ¢annot buy elections -- the
best argument.

Now, we meet here today on August 13th with a
general election on November 2nd. Guess what? That's
81 days to go. So in the first 81 days from the
convention to the primary, 2 and half million dollars
of taxpayer money was good enéugh to have an
overwhelming victory statewide. How come in the next
81 days $3 million isn't enough? How come? I don't

.get that. Two and a half million dol}ars.did it in
the first 81 days, but if we pass this bill we say,

$6 million needs to be had to get through the next 81
days. ‘I doﬁ't.get it.

In the law that- the court found unconstitutional,
at 1ea;t -- at least we said, you only get the extra
money if your opponent spends more than you. We don't

know what the candidates will spend in the next 81

. days, but this bill éays, regardless of what they
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spend, we're going to give one man an additional
$3 million.

I've had some.conversations with members of the
press because 1 exprgssed.some concern about the way
this whole issue has been put forth in the papers and
in the media. We keep talking about $3 million versus
$6 million. Ladies and geptlemen, realize that as we
speak here today,  one man, Dan Malloy has received 5
and a half million dollars of taxpayer money; the 2
and a half millionhfor the first 81 days and the
3 million for the next 81 days. What this bill says
is, let's-givé another $3 million: ‘I don't get it:

The other thing that we have to be aware of,
folks, is the climate that we are in right now. We
just all fead that the United States Congress wrapped
up some of their business, and in particular, they |
settled on the émounts of mon;y they're going to éive
to certain states, to all the states.

We had some bad néws here in Connecticut because,
you'seé, the budget that we passed expected a certain

amount 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

005799
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between 85 and 190 million dollars less than we
thought we were going to get. Eighty-five to 190
million dollars 1e§s than we thought we were going to
get.

So as we speak right'noy, because of that news,
agencies throughout the State are prepéring to cut
their éudgets, or we're out of balance. They're
looking over'every line, I hope, every program to see
~what can we do without. How can.we make up this 85 to

190 million bucks? And all of us -- all éf us are
going'to have to deal with that reality.

We're:gsing'to be back in this room, either in
Janﬁary or sooner to figure out how we're going to get
this money, because programs have been cut. And yet,
we're going to give an additional $3 million on top of
the 5 and a half we already gavé to one man for the
"next 81 days. I don't get it. I don't get it.

" Now, ladies and gentlemen, this is a veto
override. Our Constitution and our laws indicate.that
in ordef to overrid;_a gubernatorial veto, both
chambers need to override.by.two thirdsl The Senate
met. a few days ago and overrode the Governor's 'veto;
in. other words, they had the 24 votes to do so. 1In

this Chamber, by number, we need 101. A hundred and



005801
rd/md/gbr 19
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES August 13, 2010

one of us need to vote to override this‘vetoa

We were just here two weeks ago on this very
biil. Not a word hés changed. Can't change it.

Can't amend it because the business before us is the
override of a veto. Well, if you look at the vote
that we took iwo‘Weéks;ago, you realize that in order
to override the wveto, at least five of us who voted
nb, two weeks ago, have to switch-OUr vote to yes
today.

At least five of us who voted no, two weeks ago,
need to change their mind and vote yes today. What do
you say to people who ask yo&, why d;d you change your.
vote? Did the.bill change? No. What changed? The
primary? Is that what makes an individual change
their vote from what they did two weeks ago to today?
How do you explain that?

But it will be in order to ovérride this veto, at
least five of us who voted no; need to do that. .And_
you have to do that in the context of knowing that
_we're getting between 85 and 190 million dollars less-

from the federal govérnment than we thought we were
going to get;

So any of Fho§e who voted no, two weeks ago, have

to think long and hard and say to themselves, the
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whéle world is watching, the whole state is watching.l

And in light of this economic news that has rocked. our

State yet again, in light of the fact that-we will

have to ﬁake even'tougher decisions in the very near

future, how can I, as a person who voted no, two weeks

ago, change.my.véte'two weeks later? Ladies and

gentlemen, I cannot do that. I will vote to sustain

" the Governor's veto.

Thank yoﬁ, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representétive Shawn Johnston.
REP. JOHNSTON (51st):

Good morning and thank &ou, Mr. Speaker. And
thank yoﬁ for the ten o'clock sharp time. I know a
lot of .us lost a day of work a couple of weeks ago to
be here at ten b'cl;ck sharp, so we are appreciative
of being here early.

Mr. Speaker, going on a-very different tgck than
Representative Cafero went on, I'm taLkiﬁé about

the -- our vote today ensures whether the Citizens®

Election Program continues in its format or doesn't.
And I'm not going to talk about the reality of which

candidate is going to get how much more additional
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funding or_anything like that.
| I'm talking more to our thoughts and the

' opportunity that_wé had when we chose to-come into
speéial session two weeks ago to craft the bill that
addressed the.sdpreme Court decision and to craft a
bill that went beyond addressing the Supreme.Court
decision -- which the bill that we did pass that day
did two things. It did address their decision, but it
went. above and beyond .into some other areas.

Aqa, Mr. Speaker,-it chose not to do some things
that it could have done. I think back to the original
bill that we passed to create the Citizens' Election
Progrdm, the original unconstitutional bill that we
passed, and was decided by the Supreme Court that it
was unc0nstitutionalf Mr. Speaker, that bill' was.
paséed in. this Chamber at about. quarter of 12 on
closing night. |

Aides were walking up and down the aisles
dropping "about 110-page £omes on our desks at 11:45.
This Ch#mber received a piece of paper maybe with a
dozen bullet points summarizing that bill. There is
no bossible way that we could have understood or
grasped the reality of it; yet, in about 13 minutes we

were voting to spend-upwards about 20 to 30 million
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dollars of public funding every election cycle based
upon bullet points. -
Mr. Speaker, this bill thaé we're deciding today,

whether we're going to override a veto, again came to

us with very little public input. We made a decision

nof to have a public heéring. We certainly could have
had a public hearing. This is a very conscious
decision that we did not want to do that.
Mr; Speaker, as you know, I hand delivered a
letter to your office asking for a copy of the
language three days before we debated this bill and u

asking when I could receive a copy of that language.

‘"I was' here on time when we did this bill that day; no

language was available.
‘The Senate started the bill. I went upstairs

because I still had not received any language;

listened to the Senate debate, and about 45 minutes

into that debate, finally the OLR analysis and the OFA
analysis -- which by our rules we require to be

J
available when a bill begins debate -~ finally came

online, and I was able to come down in the House

chamber and start to'undgrstand the bill that we were

'going to debate.

Mr. Speaker, some of the things that we chose not
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to.go that day that we could have: we chose not to
eliminate spending money on elections that a candidate
had'ébéolutely no opposition. There was an amendment
offered-on the floor of this House that we all had the
opportunity to vote on to say, do we really need 'to
spend $7,800 on a state representative race when you
have absolutely no opponent?

We chose not to do that. We chose to continue to
spend public funds for a candidate who had no
.opponent. We chose to continue to spend over $26,00d
on a Senate race if that senator, state senator, had
no opponent.

I;credibly, Mr. Speaker, éven in the bill that we

passed two weeks ago we went beyond funding

uncontested races by actually doubling the grant for a

gubernatorial race if there's no opponent. We
actually raised the money that :you would spend, that
you'd be able tb spénd.of.public dollars if you were
running for gévernor unopposed, ‘from 900,000 to
-1.8 million dollars. We voted to do that.

I don't think there's a person ip the state that
thinks we needed to double a grant if ever there's a
circumstance thaf we have a governor, that's a person

running for governor that's so popular that no one
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else in the state of Connecticﬁt chose to run against

them,_but if that situation ever arises, two weeks ago
we made sure that they got twice és much money to run

an unopposed eléction.

And, Mr. Spéaker, we're giving a lot more MOneyl
to this program, $3 million. ‘That's administered by
the State Elections Enforcement Commis;ion;'that for
many of us; as we observe some of their decisions and
some-o% their interpretations and implementat;ons,
.quité frankly, leaves many of us scratEhing our. heads.
And it leaves ﬁahy'constituents scratching their
heads.

I had exprgsséd concern about, undér the clean
election or the Cifizen;' Election Program, last year,
Mr. Speaker, when I ran for election.I was unopposed.
And so I made a dec131on that I was 901ng to adhere to
incredibly strict expenditure limits.

I told the State Elections Enforcement Commission

that I chose to raise and spend less than a thousand

dollars. Pretty strict limits, yet by the law that we

"had passed in the Citizens' Election Program,
Mr. Speaker, I had to sign a form at the bottom that
says, making a false statement on this form may

,

.subject me to criminal penalties or possibly
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imprisonment. '

And the title of the form I had'to sign,

Mr. Speaker, is an Affidavit of Intent Not to Abide by
Expendituge'Liﬁits. I chose to abide by a $1,000
éxpenditure limit, yet by law I was required to sign a
form.entitied *Affgdavit of Intent Not to Abide by
Expenditure Limits" -- leaves one's head scratcﬁing;
and_I've been trying for a coﬁple of years to just try
to get 'them £o chén@e the title of that; which is
incredibly_ﬁisleading.

And I argued that I was actually making a false
statement by signing, that form. There was a choice:
make a false statement by signing the form, or not
sign thé form and be penalized and bossibly'be
imprisoned -- doesn't make a lot of sense.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I oppose the override today,
and I do so becauselI think the evidence is in, that
the Citizens' Eleétion.Program is not having its
entire -- inteﬁded effect. We're just coming off a
primary season ‘where people éualified in all of the
hajoq races, in many state representative and state
'~ senator races for ‘public financing under this program.
| The original intent oﬁ the program we heard over

and over was to get people out of backroom -- 12 hours
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a day dialing for dollars. That we needed to open
dialogue with the citizens of this state, the public,
and actually debate the real issues and have this not

be about people just getting contributions from

special interests, to také the special interest out of:

it completely and open up dialogue.

And two years.agb;'ﬁr. Speaker, we ran -- all of
us in-this building had the opportunity to run under
this'program, and the_majority of us did. And so
special interests were out of the building, because
now we've got citizens’ election funding.

On the.very first day of this session, a bill
came before us that actually had an incredibly strong
piece of special interest legislation. It was an

emergency certified bill that providea tax breaks for

‘any manufacturing company in one of only nine

communities in the state if they missed a filing
deadline to apply for this tax break in their local
town. It was upwards of 6 té 9 million dollars that
we gave out that day without a public hearing.

I bet a few of those manﬁfacturing companies in
some of those towns are considered a special interest,
and I bet they even had-a lobbyist on bsard. So I

don't think, as you look at the results of the way we
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legislate based upon all of the sudden having to be
able to run clean elections -- and I use the term,
"clean," because that's what we all have to hear --
that we take the special interests out of this
building. Mr. Speaker, it's not out of this building.
And lastly, when we look at the barrage of
advertising, robocalls, flyers clogging our mailbox. in
the last week; that's what our public money is spent
on. That's the money that is Connecticut taxpayers'
dollars. I know there's an argument that it comes
from the Unciaimed property fund, but the unclaimed
property fund does not claim property of out-of-state

residents. It's Connecticut residents. 1It's .their

money, and if it doesn't go into the Citizens'

Election Program, Mr. Speaker, it's transferred 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 polliﬁg statign in our
district. I'm not running for election, but I was
there; very concerned about some candidates and trying
to ‘talk to cifizens, o v

And, Mr. Speaker, I've got toltell you,-all day

not one single person came up toé me and said, you know
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what the problem is, Shawn? . We need to spend more
money on advertising and more money on campaigns for
office. More taxpayers' dollérs ought to go into
that. We ought to ﬁouble the grant for gubernatorial
campaigns, Shawn. We ought to spend more money on
that. '

To the contrary, Mr. Speaker, all I heard all day
long wés, I am so sick and tired of the robocalls.
I'm sick of these advertisements where people are
creeping behind bushes, zeroing in a camera on
someone's house and alluding that this person is
wealthy-aﬁd built this house with taxpayers' funds,
watching a white and -- black-and-white grainy_film of
éomeoné pretending to kick someone, as my kids would
say when they wére younger, where the sun don't shine.
We need more af that, Shawn, and we ought to spend
$3 million ﬁore so we can have more of that
advertising. |

Mr. Speaker, to ﬁe this vote isn't about one
individual. This'vote is about whether we ought to
continue iq.this State with the Citizens' Election
P:ogram. And my vote will be to not override, because
I think that the evidence is in, that this program is

not a wise use of anpayers'-dollars and. especially in
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this difficult economic environment, it's not a wise
use of OUrftaxpayers' dollars to@ay!

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER BOﬁOQAN:

Thank you, Representative.

. Representativé-Hetherington.
REP. HETHERINGTON (125th) :

I thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Ybu knqw, I have a great sense of what we do here
as being our corporate responsibility. What we do in
this Chamber, and ipdeed, in this General Assembly
becbmés the_érqpeity of all of ﬁs.

I know whén I go back home and somebody says,
well, why did- you do this? Or why did'you do.that?
And if you try to make the argument, well, you know,

it wés 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 whatever we do in this Chamber.

" And hany times, sometimes at least I'm proud of what

we do. Sometimes mot so much..
I say that because when we 'go back home after
today, we all will have ownership of what we do here,

and that's what concerns me very much. I think we
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wiil make a grave mistake both substantively and in
the eyes of our constituents if we vote to override
here today.

What will we have responsibility for? We will
have responsibility for taking 6 million -- $3 million
more of taxpayer mogey to aid one candidate, as in
qfféct, in the gubernatorial race.

Now,_I know the.argumenﬁ is made: Well{ it's not
really taxpayer money; it's in this special fund. You
see this is fund accounting -- and it belongs to the’
people of Connecticut. If it didn't go to an
earmarked fund, it would go to pay the obligatioﬁs of
this State. And there's just no question about it.

So this is $3 million that could go to'pay for all the
things we need to pay for, but it's not. 1It's going
to go to a campaign for governor.-

And by the way, in.addition to the $3 million
that comes ffom escheated property; sometimes we don't
mention there's also $3 million of the general fund,
and there's no argument about that being from any
special fund, the $3 millioﬁ-of the génerél fund to
pay for thé expenses to administer the Citizens'
Election Program. It must be something about

$3 million thatr§ kind of special because, you know,
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that -- that's seems to come up again and again.

Now, a candidate for governor who's a
participating cand;date will, in total, receive $8.2
million,_if that candidate participated in the primary
as a participating candidate and then in the general
election. $8.2 million to carry on a campaign in a
state that has about, I believe, 1.6 ‘million
registered voters. That's a prettf 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'Qe talked
to people in my district. And people have said to me,
hey, what are you giving these people money for? You
know, I 5ust got home, and I couldn't find any room on
my answering machine bécause it's all filled with
people, robocalls and whatnot telling me why I should
vote for them. The mailbox is growing under the Ioad
of campaign material. And people have said to me; you
mean I'm paying for that? I'm subsidizing that?

I frankiy don't want to go back and say, well,
yeah, and I helped do it. S; I'm not going to vote
for the override. It may come-as a surprise, but I'm
not.

Three million dollars more that will wind up

005
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helping one candidate to run for governor --

$3 million;- What could that have been used for? Now,

I hear Qﬁ a regular basis that teachers' jobs are at
risk. How many teagherS'could you ‘hire for

$3 million? Or how many teachers' jobs could you save
for $3 million? What about our Medicaid obligations,
which are underfunded -- and actually would be way
underfunded, except Uncle Sam is helping us out.

Our unemploymeﬂt compensation fund has for a long
time been inso;vent, and we wouldn't be able to pay
that, those uncompensated paymenté -= ‘those
Unémployment compensation payments unless the federal
government were helping us out.

And we face $3-billiqn_plus.in deficit for fhe
next fiscal year. In spite of all this, we're going
to spend -—'gijg AWay $3 million more of the
taxpayers' money to aid a campaign in financing the
election effort.

I - I'm afraid there's a lot of perception we
have to consider..'Now, I'm nst going to speculate --
well, for a couple of reasons, I'm ﬁot going to
suggest what the motives may be. One.is I cannot look

into any other Representative's heart. -1 don't know

“what the motives were, and I won't sbeculate as to
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wﬂat the motives were in bringing this legislation
along- the way it has.

Besides, frankly, I believe the best of everybody
in this House. I really do. I think thaf.if you had
a one-on-one discussion with any member of this House,
and I make no exceptions, that member would make the
right choice because I really believe in the goodwill
of my colleagues here.

But I'll tell yoﬁ what the perception is going to

be. The perception is going to be, back home, is

.that,'look, you passéd this cambaign finanée bill that

gave tﬁe gubernatorial candidates $3 million each,
more, those who participated in'gublic money. And the
Governor vetoed it, and then the Senate convened and
péssed it over the Governor's veto and then Q; waited.
We Aidn't do anything. I mean, the primary

happened. Wé saw the results of the primary last
Tuesday and Friday. Here we are. Here we are, ready
to repass-that over the Goverﬁor's veto. Now that
perception 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

urde in this climate, in this economic climate with
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all the challenges we face, that we ao not override.
the G6Vernor's veto.

And T would also mention, in closing, other, one
or two other matters. The -- we're urged to consider
that this bill is important to save the program
because of sevérability. Didn't we take care of that?
Didn't we pass legislation: that was supposed to
anticipate the possibility that the federal court for
‘the Second Circuit might_uphold the lower court and
concldde that the prograﬁ in material respects was
unconstitutional? I thought we did that. Now I
understand we have to-go back and save that again.

"And then we finélly.mentioned the feature of the
bill, which I think is very troubling, and that is
that we permit lobbyisté to contribute ;nd have their
contributions counted as matching contributions for

purposes of the Citizens' Election Program.

Whether or not a restriction in that regard would

-

be constitutional is speculative. We cannot say in
advance what it might‘be,-but it -- you may not be
able to -- it seems to me logical to conclude that you

may not have to —- you may not be able to

.constitutionally prohibit lobbyists from contributing

- to campaigns, but yoﬁ don't necessarily have to permit
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thoég contributions to be recognized for the purposes
of a special state program that actually funds
campaigns with public money.

So I would urge my colleagues —-- because I want
to gé back to my district and I want to be able to
face the voters, as I know each of us does. And I can
tell you, perception is going to be dreadful if we |
vote this override.

And without belaboriné the point further,

Mr. Speaker, I would simply urge that we allow the
Governor's veto to be sustained.
SPEAKER DONOVAN: |
Thank you, Representative.
Representative Sawyef. : \
REP. SAWYER (55th).: |
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
You know, we'ré out on the campaign trail.

There's somebody féor every seat in this House that's

out on the campaign trail. And the issue that they

- talk about is the lack of money in the state of

Connecticut for the state government. It's everywhere
: :

we go. It's in every discussion, including primary

day, just three days ago.

If you were there, you probably had someone come _
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out to talk to you about, how is your election going?
How is your funding going? And there are those people
oftentimes on primary day who are way in the know.

And they came up to me and said, isn't it ihtereéting
that the Senate voted to override before the primary
and the House i; going to vote after the primary? Do
you suspect we .might be coming in?

If the election results had been reversed -- and
this waé a discpssion, it's not as though people
weren't watching and aren't watching. The esteemed
chairman of the GAE Committee spoke two weeks égo and
also spoke this time very eloquently on what is in
this bill. We know that no other race is getting a
bump. No other race. It is this Chamber that is
going to. give the one race the bump, a $3 million bump
you've hgard sé much about. .

We've heard that the#é's so many other things

that we could be spending this money on. I can tell

you certainly that for public safety we have our state

police.heliéopter that's essentially down because we
can't find $700,000 for its major ove;haul. Our state
‘poli¢e helicopter -- and we Have only one, Trooper 1.
It can hardly fly because it's down to the last few

hours before it has to go into its overhaul. But we
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. don't have the $700,000 to be able to do that major
5,000-hour overhaul.
'Wé've'heard about the pensions -- we know that
' the --_ih the last budget that we passed, we didn't
put in $35 million into the judges's pension fund.
They got nothing. We didh't put anything into their
pension fund. Zero for judges. Most of them éren't
spfing chickeﬁs -- I guess I can say that politely.
. Let's go back to this. The Senate comes in
before the primary and the House comes in after. If a
millionaire wins on one side =- a multimillionaire
' wins on one side and somebody else who doesn't who's
reliant on this state money, does it matter what party
they're from? It sure as hell looks like it today.
'SPEAK:'ER DONOVAN :
IRepreéentative Bartlett.
REP. BARTLET'I; (2nd) : |

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Earlier in the debate the question was asked,
what has changed? Arid I just thought I yodld address
that real quickly. '

Reality has changed. Reality has changed in
terms of time. 1It's August 13th. We're in the middle

. C of -- in a very. ir’npcrtant': élection that will affect
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the next four jearS'and méybe the next decade, and CEP
will evaporate in 15 days or thereabouts if we don't

take action. And that would affect all of our races.

And that would affect po;ifics as we know it in the

state of Connecticut.. So to presérve this program we

- need to .act today. .

The other thing that has changed is math. A

couple Qeéks ago, during the debate the math was a

total of $17 million that could be expended on the
gubernatorial race. The math has changed to 10 and a
half million.

The third thing that has changed is that you

have, for sure, a millionaire versus a CEP, a citizens

election candidatéa That has changed and, quite
'fraﬂkLy, that could have been ‘in the reverse, and we
all know it. And;that was also sgmethipg-that was
cited in the oéiginal debate of why we have this bill
in the first'place. And a comment was made that we
heyér thouéht we'd have this many millionaires
runhing, but clea?ly this year-we did.

So for those three reasons there's a lot of

~ change. The reality has changed, and that's why we

need to pass this bill.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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'SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.
Representative Hamzy.
REP. HAMZY..' (78th): |
Thank 'you, Mr.'spe;kér, and good morning:.
Mr. Speake;, ob;iousl§, I will be VOtiné-to

: -.'n‘ v
sustain the Governor's veto, and I'll be doing so for

-several different ieasons, one of which‘was_alluded to

by RgprésentatiQe Johnston.
| Like him, I am not running for reelection, but I
was at theipofls'Tuesday morning. And the single
biggest complaint that I heard from people coming in
to vote was the tone of the campaigns and the amount
of neg;tivity that Wagﬂexhibited in those primaries.
And,negafive campaigning obviously has been a

part of American politics since it's been established.

The difference is.that two of the negative

' campaigns -- I'm soxry, more than two were subsidized

by Connecticut téxéaye;sf- That is the.difference.

And the answer'pr:the-requﬁse to the complaints

‘that were elicited by voters is that we are going to

further subsidize those types of negative campaigns so
that a candidate who .runs for governor will not only

receive 5-and a half million dollars of taxpayer
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‘money, that that will be increased to 8 and a half

. million dollars' of taxpayer money with the override of

this veto.

Is that a proper dse éf.state funds? And I'm
going to call them state funds, because as was
demohstrated earlier, any of that unglaiﬁed property
which is used to fund this program would rnot be
returhéd to faxpayérs if this program was eliminated.
That money would go.inté the general fund and pay for
various items that the State pays for.

So what will this additional ‘$3 million, which
will brihg the total state grant to gubernatorial
candidates to 8 and half million.dollar;, be used for?
More negative ads. .Mé£e.negative mailers. More lawn
signs, more bumper'stidkers and less direct care to
ﬁeople who need it, or direct aid to people who need
e,

It will a1é6 be'u5ea to promote a program where

decisions are made arbitrarily without basis in

- regulation or law which will never be challenged.

Because as I said before, the merits of decisions that
are madg by the SEEC will never be addressed, because
by the time the equities are weighed of a temporary

injunction, the issue has become ‘moot or the
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candidates.have no vested interests in.challenging
decisions made by the SEEC.

I also want to address remarks made.earlier that,
iffthis veto is not ove;fidd?n, that there's no other
oépbrtﬁnity to make cﬁanges to the Citizens' Election
Program. That isfqot correct. The Legislature could

call a special session and make those changes that

~ were required by the federal appellate court in order

‘to make this program constitutional. So just

because -- just because this veto is sustained does

‘not mean that it's the end of the road for this

" program.

It's very easy for the Legislature to call a
special session and make thosg.narrow changes that
were required by éhe federal appellate court to make
the,pfdgram constitutional. So, no, the answer to the
question that was posed is that nothing has changed_ih
the last two wéeks which would justify or merit a
cha;ge in your initial vote. If you voted against the
bill two weeks ago, for consistency's sake, you éhould
vote not to override the Governor's veto today because
nothiﬁg haé changed.

The only thing that has changed is that, if this

veto is overridden, you will have made a conscious
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decision to spend $3 million more in an economic
recession that every;ne_is very happy to talk about
but is not so happy to acknowledge and act in
accprdance.

My opinion is 5 and a half million dollars for a

.gubeérnatorial candidate is more than enough money to

run a credible campaign. And this veto should be
sustained.

Thank you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank -you, Représentative.

Represeﬂtative Mikutel.
REP. MIKUTEL {(45th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mf; Speaker, I rise to explain why I am
coﬁsidering'switchihg my vote and suppoérting the
overrider. For a long period of time I have tried to
change the current law and eliminate'fuﬁding for
unopposed candidates. I did try to propose an
amendment to that effect in the past, a bipartisan
amendment. I think it's widely known that I am not a
fan of spending taxpayer money for unopposed
candidates. . |

I am considering switching my vote because. I have
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-

a commitment from the Speakép and the Majority Leader
that they will éhanée that 'and eliminate that in the
law in the next-ségsion. I think -- I think it is
ridiculous thdt we spend faxpayer money to fund
candidates who have no opposition.

I ﬁust say that I'm not very pleased with the way
state.ﬁdney iS;beihg expended by candidates,
particulérly with tbe ﬁegatiVe ads and these robocalls
and.whatéVer else trickery they want to use with state
tax dollars. I don't think that's what'the public
wanted us to use their money for. We must be more
‘responsible in how Qe use ‘that money.

And I do hotiuse_thaf‘money. I do not use that
money. I run oh my.éggord( on my character. And I
think that will be sufficient if I get my message out.
iBut I'm also considering changiné my mind, because
what has changed? I'think the rules have changed.

-The ruieé ﬁave:changeq as they apply to the
cénéidates, one of WhOmjwﬁiCE,-the Democratic nominee,
got %nto a race under cerfﬁ;n conditions with the
‘rules as he understood them then to be. Then the
"50195 were changed in midstream. I aonft think that's
fgir. I think whep you enter thé game, you play by

. the rules-that weré set at .the beginning of the game.
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_Sb I think it is a matter of fundamental fairness
here. So that is why I'm considering.switching my
.vote.
Thank -you, Mr. Speaker:
SPEAKER DONOVAN:.
Thank you, RepieSentative.
Represen£ati§é Rebimbas.
REP. REBIMBAS (70th):
| Good morning, Mr; Speaker.
SPEAKER. DONOVAN:
Good morniﬁg; madam.
. . ' REP. REBIMBAS (70th):

Mr. Speaker, I wasn't going to speak this morning
oh-the bill that's now before us. And I certainly
will_sta;t off by saying that. I am in support of
sustaining the Governor's veto, bué.it's very
difficult to sit-hefe and to listen to .some of the
justificatiéhs fhat have been stated as to why there
is a consideration of changing a vote when only in the

. last. several weeks we were here on the same original
bill.

But before I get to those points I want to state
thg fact that I understand why we were here_several

) - . ' -
.‘ . ..weeks ago to address our campaign election funds. We
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. had some Supreme Court decisions with some

" constitutional challenges to our law, therefore, we

have to address them. We have an obligation to
address them. y

- What we do not need to do, what we should not be
doing is.hiding behind tha£ requgremenp and increasing
candidates’ funds. Th?t was not in thé Court's
decision. We have noﬂrequirement to do so, but yef
the lawmakers in this buiiding take it upon themselves
under the guise of this constitutional correction

reform to.our laws to stick that in to increase the

' candidates' funds.

Well, ‘I can tell you right now I am not going to

hide behind that. And I have spoken to many residents

T.Of the state of Connecticut and not one -- not one

f-have I heard tell me, I want you up in Hartford to

increase funds to candidates -- not one.

So with that said, Mr. Speaker, I-don't blame the
candidatés for following the law. Who I blame are the
lawmakers. Tﬁé,lawmakers who are making this law and
incregsing thé.cahdidates' funds at the time that

we're in.

It was earlier stated that the realities have

" changed, therefore, votes may change. The realities
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stated were that there's a change in time, that there
was a change in math, that now there's a gubernatorial
challenger who's d millionaire. Well, let me tell you

about thé realities that I live in, in the state of

.Conngcticut; and that the residents of the state of

Connéct&éut have told me. The réélities that we live
iﬁ-taday are lack of jobs, a challenged budget,
unfunded pensions;'lack of affordable health care, and
a lack-of cdﬁpetigiye'public education. That is the
ieality of ouf=§tatg.

That is where the-MOney should be going to, not
Fo the pockets of_éandidates, then to spend with
negative ads or any waj they see fit. That is the
reality of our state of Connecticut.

_Fufthermore, I ﬁas also stunnéd and surprised for
some. ofher considerations of changing votes based on
promises made,.-The representation was, by a Majority
Leader, next session that there would be changes to

unopposed candidates. FQE those of you who don't

currently know and the viewers who are watching,

candidates who are unopposed can still qualify for
funds through the campaign financing. What sense does

that make? If:-you don't have a challenger, why should

‘we be giving you money' to spend?. It makes no common
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sense.

So right'now i stand here, and I challénge that
now, not next session. The people of the state of
Conneécticut put us up'hereLthié session to do the work
of the people not based on promises that may or may
not occur'next'seésiqn. To me‘thgt is disgusting.

_ With that said; Mr. speaker, I do's£and once
agéiﬁ anq ask that everyone sustain their vote. I

would ask anyone who's corisidering to change their

'~ vote to considex-tfuly the realities that we're in, in

‘the. State of Connecticut. Because of all those

feaéons'that were.Stated earlier -- support the fact
that this is for a candidate and not for refofm‘of our
eampaign.financing. |

So agaiﬁ, the problem doesn't lie with the
candidates, the-problem lies with fhe lawmakers here

in this House. So I ask for your support in

~sustaining 'this veto because we are here to address

‘the constitutional chailenges of the courts, not to

stick iq-the ability éo increase candidafe funds.
This is poﬁ the time.or the place.

'Thank'you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN: |

Thank you, Representative.
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RepigsentatiVe_Arthur O'Neill.
REP. O'NEILL (69th):

Thank you, Mrf'Speaker.

Too often, I guess, it is thqt repetition is
taken as the soul of wit in political discourse; and
so I will try not to Be too repetitive. But some of
the things that some of the previous speakers have
said, I think do bear at least reiteration.

First of all, for thoseé who think that this

override being sustained -- that if this bill dies

_here today, that we have no way to fix the campaign

finance system, that is simply not true. We can come

back into special session. We can pass another bill,

one that the Governor will sign, one that does not .
include tﬁé offending $3 million extra that'"s not
called for.

And we can pas$ that bill proéobably in a matter of

minutes after toddy's vote if we want to. We have the
" ability to do that. And the Senate can be back in

‘tomorrow or the next day if they want to. If the will

is there, we can change the system to correct the
constitutional defects to satisfy the federal judges,
and we will be in fine shape.

So there is no crisis that regquires you have to

-
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“vote this way today or else the world will end for

politics. That is simply not the case.

Secondly, if it seems to me that promises are

being-méde and: votes are being switched -- but I'm not

sure which majority leader the promise is being made
by. The current majority leader is well on her way to
being secfetary of state, or at least not being
majority anymore as she runs for the office-of

secretary of state. So I don't know which majority

i
‘

leadefr it is that can make:the promise that a bill is
going to be ‘called and passed.

The same thing applies to the speaker. More
likely that the current speaker might be the spéaker,
at least the—cﬁrrent Speaker is not running for a
different office and is not giving up the seat that
enables him to be Speaker of the House of
RépresentatiVes. But again, we have an election to go

through. There's no telling who the majority leader

is or who the speakef_is going to be with certainty.

And third, how often do- you have a promise made
that your bill will be called and it doesn't get
called, that your amendment will be supported and it
doesn't get'supported? To switch votes today based on

representations of things that are going to be done
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six months from now, I think, is not the wisest course
of action to take.

To make a -~ to take a promise of some kind of
action.that may occur months and months from now in a
different session with potentially different_leader;
making thoée décisions, I don't think is a very
prudentICOUrse. For those people Qho believed that
this bill was wrong two weeks ago, it is still wrong
today. - |

Now, I have-afquestion, if I may, put to thg

chair of the Government Administration and Elections

"Committee.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Please-proceéd, sir.
REP. O'NEILL (69th):

Was there anything in tpe decisions that were

:issued by the federal courts thaf indicated that if we

added $3 million to the gubernatorial grant, that that

would be cdonsidered constitutionally satisfactory or

would fix a problem that they found in the original
legisLation? |

Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Spallone.
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REP. ‘SPALLONE (36th):

‘Through you, Mr. Speaker, né. The court did not

; mention any partiCula;“funds. However, the courts --

the court diﬁ.striké down trigger provisiohs that
could have résdltediin-shpplemental grants of up to
$6 million to gubernatorial candidates.

Through. you. °

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative 0'Neill.
REP. d'NEILL (69th) :
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
And the additional $3 million that's been added

to this legislation, or 5ut in this legislation that

we addedfto the grant.éivén to a candidate, is it fair

fo say tﬁét the purpose of that $3 million is to try
to-get arOupd'the decision. that the court made?
Through you, Mr. Speaker. '
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representativé-sballone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Thréugh.you,'Mr. Speaker to Representative

_O'Neill,'absolﬁtely not. It is in response to the

decision.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
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Rep;esentqtive O'Neill.
REP. O'NEILL (69th):

Thank you,  Mr. Speaker.

Well, if the originai decision or the original
legislation called for a $3 million grant and then an
additional, up to $6 million be grantea, and the court
.struck out the additional nioney, now we"'re adding
" additional money back that is only going to go to
candidatés for goverhor -= and has beeﬁ alluded, only
one candidate for go&ernor really has the opportunity
to'get this money, what else is it besides an effort
to sort of circumvent the decision of the court?

Through you;'Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER'DONQVAN:
. Representative Spallone.

REP. SPALLONE (36th):

' Througﬁ you, Mr. Speaker, £his body has a right
* to craft ‘'its }egislation in a.wa& in response to that
decision that tries to preserve the original intention
of the legislation. .[The intention of the legislation
was to make those candidates who participate in the
Citizan Election Program compe;itive with those
. citizens -- those candidates who choose not to.

. Thérefore, this increase in the grant fulfills the
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original intent of the legislation.

~ SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative O'Neill.
REP. O'NEILL (69th):

Thank' you, Mr. Speaker.

But as I recbllect, the original intent of the
legislation Qés to have'a modulated response, or if a
candidate went up above the amount of money -that was
originally in the grant as a competing candidate, a
nonparticipatiﬂg QandiAaﬁe and the participatingl
candidate would have  a certain amount of money. Here
we —- we're not really quite doiﬂg'that, but we are
going halfway betﬁeen'the two, between the $3 million

grant and the additionai 3 million and then a

_$6 million ~- additional money. So we're kind of

splitting the difference and saying, here you get .it,
whether you - your opponent.spends more than you &o

or not.

If I could ask the chair of the Government

Administration and Elections Committee, is he familiar

with Section 1 of the Article, First, of the
Connecticut.Staﬁe Constitution?
Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

005835
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Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker.- I do not have the

" document before me, and have not memorized that

section.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative O'Neill.
REP. O'NEILL (69th):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

It's relatively 'short: Let me read it:

Section 1: All méﬁbéf -- or when they form a social
compéct are equal ip-rights. And no man or set of men
are entitled to an exclusive public emolument of
privileges from_the community.

Since it's been established during the course of
the debate so far todaylthat only one individual
stands to benefit from this additional $3 million that
we're talking.abbut giving as grants for campaigns;
does it not, in fact, Gioléte this provision of our
State's Cofistitution providing an emslument or
privilege to that one individual?

Through you, Mr. Speaker:

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Spallone.
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REP. SQALLONEf_(asth):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, to the gentleman from
Southsury, absojhtély and_pésitively no. This is
not an -- I cannot say ihat word. It;swa difficult
one. It is not a special privilege granted on one
individual. Thé law in the book is neutral.

| At the time -this legislation was passed,.I would
remind the_mémberS'tﬁat there were two candidates for
governor participating in the prograﬁ, one froﬁ each
party.- And this legislation does not name an
individual.- The legislation simply amends existing
law regarding baée granté to individuals running for
governor under the Ciéizeh Election Program.

Through you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representétiﬁe:o'ueill.
REP. O'NEILL (69th): .

Thank. you, Mr. Spgd§er.

I guesé_I have=somé“doubts.aboutfthe accuracy of
that. It seems té.me, Mfa_Speaker, that we. know who
the indivi&ﬁal is. We know the individial by ‘name.
We know that no-one elsg at the present time can : v
qua}ify'under the existing system that we have. None
of the candidates that-areﬁmajo; party candidates

lr-
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eerlainly would'qualify for it.

And we know that, réally; there's only one person
in reality wﬁo's going to get that $3 million. And ﬁ;
know that by passing -- repassing this piece of
legislation, we are.doing it today in that knowledge
it is repassing a piece of legislation that was
vetoed. This ié not fresh. This is not new -- or
_ réther, this is fresh, this is new. This is not
soﬁething that happened’ two weeks ago. This is going
to happen today. We're going ts véte fo give one '
individual $3 million. We're going to provide a
benefit, a privilege; ﬁn emolument to that one
individual.

And, Mr.'bpeaker, it seems to me that while there
was some concern earlier about the amount of
litigation that went on here in this year, in this
election year, I would be stunned if semeone did not
at least try to challengé the constitutionality of
what we are about tg do here, or at least, that's
beigg”attempted here today, on the basis thét only one
individual benefits and whether that named
individuai.-— whether that individual is named in the
legislation, that individﬁai's name is known to all of

'us Here'today.'
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So, Mr. Speaker, I would.urge for those of you
who voted no for the last time to think about hoﬁ you
are going to egplain to your constituents giving
$3 million of their money to one individual,

" guaranteeing that only one_individuél.can poséibly
qualify for that money and get it at a time when we
are in such.gra%e financial distress.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SEEAKER DONOVAN:
-Th;ﬂk,yoﬁ, Representative.

Rep;eséntativé Klarides.
REP. KLARIDES (114th) :

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I know my colleagues have said basically all of
'what_I've been thinking and what we'vé been debating
today, what we Aebated two weeks ago. And quite
frankly, a lot of the things we debated for the past
12 years -- I ha?e'bgen in office before this
underlying bill waspassed. .

kanow we talked about who's ovérriding, why
_ we're overriding, what are the motivations for it.
And I think most people in this building, in this
Chamber, upstairs and downstairs, know the'answer to

- that. We've had people name and talk about certain
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‘candidates and why certain people would take advantage
of this and it would be more advantageous to certain
people than other people.

And you know what? I get that. If I were
certain people, I,woﬁld want that money, too. i th;nk
-éverybo@y_gets that:6n a certain level. But I-guess
the problem that I have is, if you agree that taxpayer
dollars should noﬁ"bg used to fund elections in ‘the
state of Connecticut -—-if.you agree overall they
should.noﬁ, then you ééree that we shouldn't add more
monéy to this;

And quite frankly, I'm not of the school of
thought that we éhouidn't add more money because it
will be used for negative ads, because that's part of
the process. We -all know.that. Part of the process
is sometimes there's negative ads. It's not our job
here to explain and tell people how they should be
campaigning as long as it's within our state laws:

But. if you do agree that taxpayer dollars should
'be used to fund elections for the State of .
Gonneéticut, that's where I have the problem. Because
we spent.maﬁy, many years in this Chamber and in this
..building debating whether taxpayer-funded elections

should or should not be the law of the land in this
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state.

| I knbw,.thé 12 years I've been here, we've been
doing it. I knew-it before I got heré we've been
doing it. And part of that débate every-year was,
what if none of the candidates participated? What if

one of the candidates did not? And that was always

'§Omethin§=that'Was slightly pooh-poohed ‘in this

Chamber, . that oh, rno, how could we possibly ~- we
could: never have'fwo—hilliohaires who decided té just
fund thgir-own eiecFi§n§.

.We have sfate taxpayer-funded elections. People
aré going to ﬁse thét. Brought that up -- many times
I've heard in this Chamber that will néver happen, or
the chances of that habpening are so slight we don't
really have to worry about that.

Sq'élthohgh I do get it, I'get if I were not —-

if I ‘were a participating candidate and T had to run

. against somebody who had some sort of unlimited funds,

I get I would want mére money. I'm not questioning

- that. I guess what I'm quéstioning is this is not a

moving target. -
We spent hours and hours and hours debating this
for many years. We finally came up with formulas and

evidence as to -why X amount of dollars was the amount
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of dollars that is needed to run a governor's race, an

attorney general's race, a secretary of state's race,

and so on and so on. We toiled over that.
And nhow because the circumstances are not as

advantageous for oné: candidate versus the other -- and

~quite frankly, I don't care if that candidate is

Repubiican, Democrat or which -- or flip-flopping the
way it is now, because it could have been
flip-flopped. And I think we all know thefe's a very
good chance we wouldn't be doing this right now if it
were flip-flopped.

This is not something I think taxpayer dollars

should be used for. I've said that before, certainly

not ih these economic times and, at the very least, we

come up with the decision to give X amount of dollars

to a candidate because that's what we determine they

need, and now we want to change it midstream. That's

' not the way this Legislature works, and that's not the

way. the people that elect us to sit in these seats
want us to make decisions.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Representative Mazurek.
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REP. MAZUREK (80th):
Thank you, Mr. Speakér, and I will be brief.

I know people are in a hurry to get out of here,

of the remarks, or one of the remarks, at least, that

was made by a previous speaker that perhaps some

'peopIe have been made promises or given promises to

have certain légiélation move-forward in the next
session.

I was one of the 18 who voted against the
Citizens' Election Fund bill that came up a couple
weeks ago. As most of you know, I have voted
consistently against that bill from the very
beginning. I havelnever offered up a yes vote or a
green light in favorlof that bill.

But I'll tell you'that yesterday I received
perhaps ‘ten phone calls f?om'different people. Not
one of those one calls came from the Speaker. Not one
phone. ¢éall came from the Majority Leader. And no one

who made a call and made a pitch to me to change my mno

.vote to a yes vote offered me anything. And I don't

. like even the implication that perhaps something was

going on, that a promise had been made.

There was no promise being made. I'm weighing up
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tﬁe_evidence in this Chamber. I'm listening to the
diséussioh.véry, very difficult discﬁssiop, that we'¥e
going through here,.but I do want to tell you what my
feelings are and that my position may. very well change
from a no vote to a yes vote on this'bill,

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Thank you, Representative.

Reprﬁsentative ¢éfero.

REP. CAFERO (142nd):

| Thank ypu,“Mr._sbeaker.
For the sécond time and for purposes of
conc;uding remarks for this side of the aisle.
SPEAKER DONOVAN: | |

Pléase proceed, sir.

.REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Before I get to that, I have a few questions to

Representative Spailone.

' SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Representative Spallone, one of the major
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components of the bill that is before us is to

. increase grant money to various candidates. What

‘office or offices does this bill provide for ‘the

increasing of;g}ant'ﬁohey?
" Through' you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER'DONOVAN} o

Reg;e%qntativg Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th): |

Through_xou! Mr. Speaker, to the distinguished
Minority Leadér,uthe‘offide'Sf governor.
SPEAKER DONOVAN: |

Representative Cafero.

. REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Thank ydu, M;; Speaker.

We've heard from Representative Spallone, and it
is clear, that nd other office -- state rep, state
senator, comptfollef, attorney general, secretary of
the sfate, or treasurer, 6r lieutenant governor --

will have any increase to their grant. The only

‘office is that of the Governor.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, to Representative
Spalloné, if we were to pass this bill, how many

people, in your knowledge will be a beneficiary, or

- receiving the additional $3 million?

. 005845
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Through you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Spallone:
REP. SPALLONE -(3§th):

Through you, 'Mr. Speaker to Representative
Cafero, based on tpe facts at hand before this

Chamber, the results of a primary election earlier

this week, one candidate has qualified for the Citizen

Election Program and received the nomination of his
party for governor.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Th;nk you.

Through you, Mr. Speaker, would.that one
candidate be the oniy candidate who would receive the
;dditipnal monies as provided for in this bill?

Through you, Mr. Speaker-.

SPEAkER DONOVAN:

Representative Spallone.

.REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, in part I believe that
governor'and_lieutenant governor canqidates run

together.:
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SPEAKER- DONOVAN:
Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):

Through you, Mr. Speaker, though I think it's

-obvious, could you identify the candidate or

candidates who would be the sole beneficiaries of thé
pass;ge of this:bill with regard to the additioﬁal
grant money?

Through you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN.:

Representative Spallone.
REP. SPALLONE (36th):

Through ydu, Mr. Speaker to Representative
Cafero, it's already been stated earlier today, that
the nominee for the governor of the Democratic Party
this year is Dan Malloy, and the nominee for

lieutenant governor is Nancy Wyman.

' SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd):
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, previous speakers and Representative

]

Mazurek, have alluded to it —- indicated that there

had been some discussions that, what we are doing now

005847
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for, as Representative Spallone said, in passing this
bill which would béneﬁit.oné gubernatorial candidate
élbne, Dan'Malloy, would be changed in the future.

That this is-fbi now, but later on ‘it would éhange.

Are you aware of any plans to.have this law just

be in effect for this election cycle and change
subsequently?
Through you, Mr. Speaker.
" SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Représenta;ive Spallone;
REE. SPALLONE (36th): |
Through you; Mr. Speaker, to Representative

. Cafero, this bill, if it becomes law, ‘would govern

this election and‘ali:future-elections unless amended -

by this body.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Representative Cafero.
REP. CAFERO (142nd): |
Thank you,.Mr.~Speaker.
I thank the gentleman for his answers.

Ladies and gentlemen, once again this bill

affects one person to a substantial amount of money of

$3 million, at a time when citizens across this state

and public officials of Connecticut are scrambling to
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find every nickel to pay our bilis. This is not the
time to expend 3 millfSn additional dollars for one
candidate for office. I would ask all of you,
especially those who haye voted no in the past, to
continue.to vote no;: to not switch your-vote.aﬁd to
sustéin the Governof}s veto. T
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Thank you, Representa;ive.
Represéntative Spéllone,
REE, SPALLONE (36th):

Thank you, Mr. Speéker.

Brief concluding remarks. First, the bill is not
about one indi;idual person. The bill is written, as
any legislation is, to-govein all elections that it
may cover in the future.

Sécohdiy, tﬁe moﬂey, as it's been stated before,
is already there; It's in the Citizen Election Fund."
The fund céntgmplaﬁed up to $9 million being spent for
supplemenfal-grants; "Only 3 will be spent. If the

court hadn't intervened, I suggest that more money

would have been spent than the 3 million contained in

this bill.

Additionally, the.candidates who ran accepted the
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voluntary conditions of the program and expected to
get up to $6 million in supplemental grants if they

qualified, and if necessary. Additionally, since we

passed that law in 2005, there have been changes in

federal Iéw, fedéral constitutional law, regarding
independent expenditures which are likely to be an
important 'part of this election cycle. Additionally,
this bill was passed well before the primary when
there was a Republican and a Democrat who had both
qualified for the Ci£izen Election Program.

Finally, again, all -- bofh candidates that I
mentioned dualified for trigger grants in the primary
that may have had some effect on tbéir success.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, citizens of'.Connecticut
haye expressed their subporf in polls and in- anecdotal
conjersations'with members in this Chamber about their
support for this program. When members of this caucus
'wére at the polls.helbing other candidates on election
day on Tuesday, many were told, please protect this
program: -It's important to the integrity of our
elections. 1It's done a good job so far.

So I ask that we cast a vote to override the veto
in thé spirit of those suggestions on behalf of our

constituents..
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:

‘Thank you, Representative.

Will staff and guests please come to the well of
the House. Members i%ke their seats. The.machiné
will be open.

THE- CLERK:

The House of Representatives is voting by roll

call. Members to the chamber:. The House is voting by

roll call vote. Members to the chamber, please.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Reminding the members, a yes is to oﬁerride-the'
éovernor's veto. A red, or no, is to sustain.

Have all the members voted? Have all the members
votedé Please check the roll call board to make suré
your vote has been properly --

REPRESENTATIVES:
No..
SPEAKER DONOVAN:
What's that? Ail right.
I thought there was a bat in the room.

If all members have voted, the machine will be

locked and the Clerk will please také a tally.

The Clerk, please announce the tally.
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THE CLERK:
Senate Bill. Number 551.
Total Number voting
Necessary for adoption
Those voﬁing-Yea
Those yoting Nay
Those absent and not voting
SPEAKER.DONOVAN:

Theiﬁill is repassed.

IR PR
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136
101
106

30

15

Are there any announcements or introductions?

Representative Tallarita,
REP. TALLARITA (58th):

Thank you, Mr., Speaker.

For a journal notation.
SPEAKER DONOVAN:

Please proceed, madam. -

.REP. TALLARITA (58th):
The: following representatives missed votes. today:

Representative Boukus, due to illness; Representative

Grogiﬁs? out of the éoqntryg.
Thank you.

SPEAKER DONOVAN:
Thank you, Répresentative.

‘Representative Giannaros.

R L
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SENATOR LOONEY:

Yes. Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, the single item apgearing on
Senate Agenda Number 2, under emergency certification,
is a Senate Bill Number 551, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN
ELECTIONS. 1If the -- I would mark that item go when
askéd and would ask the Clerk to call that item as our
order of the.day.

THE CHAIR:

Mr. Clerk. ¢

THE CLERK:

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 2, Emergency

Certified Bill 551, LCO 5943, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN

ELECTIONS. The bill is accompanied by emergency
certification signed Donald E. Williams, President Pro
Tempore of the Senate; Christopher G. Donovan, Speaker
of the House of Representatives.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR-SLOSSBE&G:

Press the button -- thank you, Mr. President. So
nice to see you in a Chair today.

I move acéepténce of the emergency certified
bill. -

THE CHAIR:

004275
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On acceptance and passage of the emergency
certification bill.

Will you, remark?

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:
| Yes. Tﬁank 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 gystem are .
unconstitutional, aﬁd the legislation before us today
addresses those matters and a number of other
things -- of other small things. |

Before I go through the bill with thé Chamber, 1
wanted to just go and have a quick review of how we
got here today. The Campaign.Finance Reform Act,
which includes the Citizens' Election Program, arose
out of several corruptiéns -- of corruptions, scandals
in our state, the most widely publicized scandal
involving Connecticut's former governor, John Rowland.

In 2004, Governor Rowland was accuseg-of
"accepting over a hundred,thousand,dollar;' worth of
'gifts ana services from state contractors.
Unfortunately, the public corruption scan@als weren't
limited to just the Governor's officg, and aur state
earned the hickname, Corrupticut, not just because of

the actual scandals, but also because of the
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perception of corruption in our state government.

_THe response-“by the Tegislature 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 burpose of the program was to restore publié
confidenge in our government by removing special
interest dollars and eliminating corruption and the
appearance of corruption.

Basically, our clean elections system works like
this: We look at what candidates raise and would
have -- aﬂd what they have raised, and then we take
that amount adand we take out the special interést
dollars that we have deemed-té be_a corrupted -- a
corrupt and corrosive influence. And we supplant
tﬂose special interest dollars with public dollars,
Qith 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 eliminateés 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 éourt challenges. It went to the district
court -- our cage -- our cases and then to the éecond
Circuit. Most recently, the Second Circuit upheld the
fundamentai structure of the Citizens' Election
Program, including our funding mechanisms. And in
large part, while we don't think about it and we don't
talk about it, 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, which
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, nonpartiéipating opponents when you're
facing a millionaire opponent and also if a candidate

who's participating is hit with an independent

expenditure 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;_ Anq I fhiﬁk 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
legislatibn, when the program was drafted, it was
drafted as-a whole with the idea 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 in the statute related to this program
should fail, then that particular piece is severable
and goes away, but the rest of the progrém will
continue to stand.

‘ The next change, lines -- is -- the next change
of the erid of Section 1'is clarifying language, which
says that even after this legislation, if you have
received your grant already, you may keep the grant
that you have and the program will continue to

function.
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Section 2 reveals references to the trigger
provisions. Séction 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
going 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 data. |

And the average aﬁount for our gubernatorial
races over the last number of years for the winning
candidates was over $6 miilion. So in order to have a
system that is wviable 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 gﬁbernatorial candidate could potentially
get $9 million if théy 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. 1It'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 triggér
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.
Whét'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
théir house or from putting together a big package
full of checks. And-the;e 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 public a picture 6f 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 éppearance 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 Eiections Enforcement Commission’ and
the State Ethics Commission to evaluate the
relationship be£ween lobbyist contributions and the
- legislative process.

In a survey of Legislators and lobbyists, the
Joint Elections ethic; study found, among other
£hings, that 25 percent of Legislators responding felt
there Was'a relationship between a lobbyist
solicitation of contributions and the success of the
legisla£ion that the lobbyist supported.

Sixteen percent of Legislators résponaed that they had
heard 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 féar of reprisals from lawmakers.

As Doctor Robert Howard of Common Cause testified
before the GAE Commit£ee 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 expect 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 6pen to deal with bundling, and that is what we
do 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
Section 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 restoring the

sessional -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 contribution both for -- however, they are
limited and for candidates that are participating in
the system and also for nonparticipating candidates.
There is still a limit of a hundred dollars.

And again, based 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 that 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 appéarance of corruption of influence.
After January 1, .2011, we are also going to be
prohibiting contractors from soliciting their

subcontractor principals or employees of contractors
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and their subs.

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 provides
for -- one of-the things that we've been asked about
an awful lot at GAE was that small amounts of food
being brought to candidate meetings or an event or an
aétivity, that's not.a fund-raiser that if it's under
.$50. So if someone brings the doughnuts to your
campaign event, that's not a fund-raiser. It's not
considered 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 Election Enforcement provide a report with

regard to the amount of grants and other information
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that they generally report to us, as well, but this
clarifies what we are looking for.
With that, I believe that I have covered just

about everything in this bill, and I look forward to

making -- passing this bill as fast as we can.
Thank you.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you, Senator.

Will you remark further?

Senator McLachlan. Senator?

SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. Nice to see you there

this afternoon.
THE CHAIR:

Thank you. You as well.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

I rise to express concern about the bill before
us for a number of reasons, but I think the primary
concern that I'd like to express to members of the
circle is that a federal court has decided that the
Citizen Election Program is unconstitutional. We have
known that for some time. The appeal failed
essentially on the biggest points.

And I think that what this legislative body

should be focused on today i1s to respond to the
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'

federal court decision and go home. I don't think
it's appropriate for us to be considering spending
more taxpayer dollars by way 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:

Sgnator Slossberg.

Senator MclLachlan, pleaée 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
conversation -- that does not relate very directly to
what the court stated this Legislature should address
as it reiates to the ‘Citizen Election Program.

So I wondered if you could just peel away
everything else and just give us what -is it that the
court needs for us.to proceed and be in compliance

with the decision.
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Thfough you, Mr. President.
THE CHATR:

Senator Slossberg.

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Thank you, Mr. President.

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 the language that I'm reading goes
beyond what the court is looking for in their
decision.

So could you clarify: 1Is 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 you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Slossbergqg.

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Through you, Mr. President.

If I understand your quesfion 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
severability language -- has to be.;evealed 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 held unconstitutional
and the solicitation ban was held unconstitutional.
So that needs to be repealed.

If there's something else, through you, Mr.
President, 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, Mr. President.

Thank &ou, 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
soﬁewhat uniform agreement among all the members of
this circle that we should address those issues.

I think that severability is a -- has been an
agreement essentially of all the members of this
circle right from thé beginning of fhe 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_beeh part of the
Citizen Election Program in éhe past. Certainly, we
can have some more discussion about the specific
details of that, but I think that the way that I am
assessing 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 reﬁind 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

we should not be talking about expanding state
spending for anything, especially not expanding state
spending for TV advertising in a gubernatorial
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 think that we should focus today, on this warm
summer day, on the items of agreement. Those items
that the federal court judge has fuled 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 fight time for us to consider additional spending.

I also am frankly a little concerned that there
is -- seems to be some type of a justification that
additional monies ére needed in the absence of the
triggers of the original Citizen Election Program.
And I heard -- I believe from the presenters’ rgmarks
that that an average gubernatorial campaign was
somewhere around $6 million. 'And I fhink that the
last gubernatorial campaign before the Citizen

Election Program became available to candidates, the
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successful candidate who is our incumbent, Governor
Rell, spent somewhere around $4 million without
contributions from lobbyists or state contractors.

And so I suggest that that is a good example 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
why we should now be enteftaining 5 and a half or even
9 million dollars as a potential cost to run a
campaign gnder a taxpayer-funded citizen eléction
program aé proposed in this bill.

So it's clear to'me, and I hope it's becoming
clear to the 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 focus on what's most important,
compliance with the 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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THE CHAIR:

Good afternoon, sir.
SENATOR KANE:

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 for 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:

SenatorlSlossberg.

'SENATOR SLOSSBERG:
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Yes. -Thank you, Mr. Presideﬁt.

Through you, actually, I didn't talk at all about
the 2006 election. I believe the previous speaker
spoke abouf the 2006 election. What I had spoken
abéut were the figures I was given by Election -
Enforcgment that show historically that the average
number for the winning gubernatorial campaign for
governor ovér 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 increasing 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. Thank 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 average was spent by the
losing campaign?

Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Sloséberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

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 i; to make sure that the
grants we are putting forward are competitive, but
that someone would participate in the system based on
getting a grant that allows them to actually compete
in the program -- in.the election.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Kane.

SENATOR KANE:
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Thank you, Mr. President.

I guess where I'm going with this is -- it
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. 1Is that the thinking here? Through you,

Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberé.
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

Eurrently -- that we currently have that's in
conformance with the rest of the program. ‘Tﬁat's
nothing new and does not at all reflect a review,
again, to adjust grants.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Kane.

SENATOR KANE:

Okay. That's good, because I guess, again, your
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point was that we.looked at an average of typically
what they were spending for the last three cycles.
And if we throw 2010 into that average, it's obviéusly
;

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

thefe's a section, and I don't remember which -- I

believe it's Section 7, if I'm wrong, I apologize --

in the éhange coming in January -- it is Section 7
line 833 -- January 1, 2011. Can you speak to that
again in regards to how we're changing the lobbyist
come January 1.

Through you, 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 lobbyist 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 how have a much more nérrowly
tailored ban. 1In 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 thaf.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Kaﬁe.
SENATOR - KANE:

Thank you, Mr. President.

So if that's the case, then for this election
cycle come November, these same communicator lobbyists
_ can solicit their clients. |

Through ybu: Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Yes, as a result of the court striking down the
general lobbyist ban, that would be true.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Kane.

SENATOR KANE:

So throﬁgh you, Mr. President, why not chénge
that now? Why wait till January 21st of 20117
THE CHAIR:

Senator'Slossberg..

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

.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. Wé

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‘an
election cycle, and I don't believe that anyone would
like to, you know, have any unpredictability or a lack
of staSility in the system that we ha&e now.

We believe that this is stroné and defehsible,
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. Prgsident.

I thank Senator Slossberg for her answers. I
appreciate them very much. 1I'll continue to, you
know, read through this bill. Obviously, there's a
number of pages that we hgve 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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Will you remark further?
Senator Debicella.
SENATOR DEBICELLA:

Thank you, Mr. President. Good afternoon.
THE CHAIR:

Good afternoon, sir.

SENATOR DEBICELLA:

Through you, Mr. Pres}dent, one question to the

proponent of the bill.
THE CHAIR:

Please prepare your dquestion.
SENATOR DEBICELLA:

Mr. President, through you, when we were debating
the biennium budget just a short 18 months 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
515 million. And my question is, at that point, the
responses to could we éweep more was no. We required
every single dqllar to meet the obligations of the
Citizens' Election Fund.

My question is, if we are going to up the dgrants
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. 1It'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 fund, 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 through you.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
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SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

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 exactlylthe
aﬁount that needed to be in thére. If we had taken
more, we would have been in a position of underfunding
the fund. And there, had the court not séruck 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 candidgtes were running -- but how many
people were potentially running and what the actual
exposure was.

So the sufficiency report provided and created by
elections 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 being 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. pre51dént.

And I thank Senator Slossberg for the answer 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 two qualified candidates who would actually
receive that in the general election.

So Mr. President, with 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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* THE CLERK:

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. President.
Mr. President, the amendment will simply.strip,
in line 182, the w;rd "six" 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 to 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
gubernatoria} campaién.

Fourth -- and I think this is important -- is
changing the rules of an election midstream is
inherently biased. 1In reality, there are five major
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 thé 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 ye've done is we've actually
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



004307

rd/mb/md 50
SENATE July 30, 2010

simply increase government spending. I urge adoption
of the amendment.
THE bHAIR:
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

money. We've received documents from OFA_as well froﬁ
Election Enforcement. The money is s;tting there. It
is set aside. It is already there. It has been
there. 1In 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
érgument because the exposure is to $9 million and we
are addressing i£ at 6. |

Third, with regafd to historical precedent, we've
got to actually deal with the facts here. The facts
are competitive race for governor historiéally has
cost, on the winning side, over $6 million. Those are

the facts.
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-Fourth, changing the rules midstream, that's
exactly what we 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 thei? expectations were
with regard to how much money was potentially
évailable.

Fifth, it's not required. I would disagree. I
believe it's véry much required. In fact, if we have
a syétem that does not have competitive grants, then
we might as well not have a system at all. 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 fo the elderl&. We made cuts to the
RIDE programs. We made cuts to programs, to
education. And what cuts --.-and what costs -- we
defgrred $200 million in a pension plan. So yeah, we
protected it. We protected it so we could give 1it,
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 we balance
when we put that away?

So yeah, we protected it, but what was the cost
of that pr;tection 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 does. 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 Senator McKinney wili.

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 gétting out of control. We're spending too much

money on campaigns. We're out there beating the
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bushes trying to get money.

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 épecial interest money, $4 million, and the
DeStefanc other side did about 4.7 million. So in
2006, it was reasonable, about $4 million each. And
that's 2006.

The latest statistics -- 2006, and 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
candidates that are running knew that.the campaign
financing law was gnder appeal. They knew it was
challenged. They knew that supplemental grants were
part of that challenge. They knew what the lower
court had 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 cer£ainty that they walked in, that
they're definitely going fo 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
do. It's not.the ;ight 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 coueh. 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{knew that 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
responsibie. It's got to start now. So I stand here
and I ask your support for this amendment . P

Thank you, Mr. Président.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you.

Senator Looney.
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SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Speaking in opposition 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 within the céntext of the recent decision
by the -- by the Second Circuit.

And it's in 1ine 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, lawmakeré 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 levels at those
that we think meet the egpectations with which the
candidétes that went into the program-potentially and
to preserve the program along with original intent.

In a -- 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 availab;e.
Now; obviously, the matching grants are struck down by

virtue of the -- trigger mechanism has been struck
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.down by virtue of the Second Circuit decision. His ,
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 cycle, provide
something. So I think that what we are trying to do,
in an equitable way, is to restore the balance that
was anticipated in the original bill. Exactly what we
are trying to do, I think, in all of the elements of
the uﬁderlying bill is to provide a system that is
true to the original infent 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, jﬁst 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 governér bécause that's the media market
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 quarter’' 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 candidates, be he or she, Democrat or
Republican, are trying to convey.

I'm opposed to this amendment 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 already
been budgefed, but I do thiﬁk 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 i1nflation calculator to tell -- to find out what
that would have been in today's dollars. 1It'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 fhe costs of what it actually takes to
effectively 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
democracy takes a certain amount of money. And iﬂ our
system, we've already allocated 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
candidate running for governor in this cycle mighf
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:
Thank you, Mr. President.
Good afternoon.

THE CHAIR:
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Gooa afternoon, sir,
SENATOR RORABACK:

Mr. Président, I rise in support of the amendment
and would urge my colleagues to give the public in the
state of Connecticut a little 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. Pres;dent, 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 well 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 where two participating candidates are

now going to blow $6 million, 6 million public dollars
on an endless barrage of distasteful, often
distasteful, often distortive, often -- you want to
talk about 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 énough 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 éven spent two and half million
dollars yet. Everyone knows who's in the game and I,
for one, hope that the determining factor for who wins
Fhe election in November isn't the person that spends
the most dougﬁ.

So shame on -us for -- particularly, if the two
winners of the primaries ére 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 beneficial 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 woul? set guidelines, rules, and create a more even
playing field, not with the supposition that the rules
would change at any given time to advantage one side
or aﬁother or one candidate for another;

I also do remember as well we had a candidate who
was incredibly wealthy, Brook Johnson, that was
running for a U.S. Senate seat and did not -- and was
nbt 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 émendment. 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 -- 1I've already expressed my

concerns about the spendihg, but I'm standing now just
to shed light on statements that I think are
problematic in government, and that is thét 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 thefe, 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. President.

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 spiﬁ that
has been given.

First, as Senator McDonald very correctly noted,
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the winning candidates in'the 1998 and 2002
gubernatorial caﬁpaigns -- that would be former
governor, John Rowland -- spent 6.9 million and

6.5 million. He did not conveniently talk about how
much the winning candidate for governor in 2006 spent.
That was $4 million.

He did not conveniently recognize that the
candidate for gqverﬁor in '98 and 2002 took money from
contractors and lobbyists, 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, T
won't take lobbyist money. I won't take contractor
money. I'm going to take almost $3 million less than
my prédecessor. I'm going to be outspent by my
Democratic opponent and I'm going to win, and I'm
going to win with class 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. 1In 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 of
winning campaigns was a50u£ $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 more money than anyone has ever spent in the
history of the state of Connecticut. I agree with
Mr. Malloy. Are we forgetting £he 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
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 histor;I/ 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 histgry. Now, if you

~agree with that, that'§ 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 ouf 2 and half million dollars that
the Second Circuit said was unconstitutional and we
are not aoing 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 2610 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
candidates were to win primaries and run for governor,
would tﬁey have gotten a supplemental grant of

$3 million? Answer: No.

So if we have two parti;ipating candidates for
governor who are elected by their parties 1in the
primary on August 10th, which is an extremely likely
scenario, we've increased the amount by $6 million.
Fact. Fact.

We also had supplemental grant status -- assumed

candidates would spend more money, but there's no

4

guarantee.that the sélf—funding candidates would
continue 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 million for the general.

We've heard 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.



004325

rd/mb/md 68
SENATE July 30, 2010

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 haybe they
wouldn't have joided 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 éhey would get zero dollars.
They were willing to take that chance, but we're
supposed to believe that they wouldn't be willing to
take the c@ance that 5 and a half million was all they
would get. 1It's illogical and it makes no sense.

The question here is, do you want to spend an

additional $6 million to suppdrt political candidates

to run ads, buy bumper stickers, buy bags, buy
balloons to run for Sffice, and do you want to do that
at'a time when we're slashing our budget, cutting
programs, 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
participating 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 Reil 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 not
need an additional $3 million. The taxpayer should
not bear that burden.

And yoﬁ 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 budéet. That $6 million would
look pretty-good to help balance our future budget
deficit.

And I urge adoption.

THE CHAIR:

Senator'ﬁilliams.
SENATOR WILLIAMS:

Thank you, Mr. President.

004326
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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
entire ciean election system 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 in the process.

And also to say that while there's nothing wrong
with being wealthy and spendiné 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 thg'voters and the voters are not let
do&n and that there is a vigorous debate and that a
candidate is not swamped by special interest of
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 lawsuip
pending that could impact the system. But I believe
that those pandidates who were participating would
have expected us to do exactly what we were -- are
doing right now if the court had struck down the
matching funa 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 hés 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 message'out
and compete fairly.

Senator Slossberg and I believe Senator McDonald
mentioned that, you know, the univefse of resources
for a candidate under the clean elections law, prior
to the Second Cifcuit opinion, was not $3 million or
even $6 million. It was $9 million.

Now, we're talking about capping that at
$6 million. That's why we don't need_new money.
That's why there's existing money in the fund to cover
this. I think few.people expected thét the actual
expenditure in a general election race would be only
$3 million.

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. Adjﬁsted for inflation, it's well over
$7 million. We're talking about capping this at
$6 million.

Now, it is true, four years ago Governor Rell ran
and spent $4 million and won. But I wéuld suggest
this to folks, that we recall that, 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 percenF 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 1 didn't see an amendment from our
friends on'tﬁe other side of the aislé to increase the
grant by él million.

So, for all of those reasons, I oppose this
amendment, but most importantly, for the reason of.
fundamental fairnéss. 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 remark further on Senate "A"? Will you
remark further? .

If not, Mr. Clerk, please call for a roll call
vote. The machiné 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
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in the Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Have alliéenators 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

Schedulé:"A."

Total Number voting 34

Those voting Yea 12

Thosé voting Nay 22

Those absent and not voting 2
THE CHAIR:

The amendment fails.

Will you remark on Senate Bill 5517
Sénator 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.
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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
faﬁily from knéwingly soliciting from anybody. Is
that my undeistanding of the original bill?

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, throﬁgh you, it's my'understanding that
the court believed that that prohibition was too
broad. I believe the court found thét such a
prohibition was unconstitutional andlwas too broad and
struck that prévision. Is that correct?

Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Sléssberg.

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.you, Mr. President.

And through you, Mr. President, today the.
amendment seeks to, one, narrow that solicftafion'to a
more narrow gfopp of people and commence that
prohibition on January 1, 201i. Is that correct?

Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Yes. Through you, Mr. President, yes. That is
correct.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Fasano.
SENATOR FASANO:

And'I guess if the 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
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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. TIs
that correct?

Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

}es, 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 éays, no solicigation, and
what we're going to do is we're going to narrow it in
the hopes of keeping that preamble alive.

Now, we're not going to allow undue influence and
keeﬁ special interest, but we're not going to do this

until January 1, 2011, which is after this election



rd/mb/md 78
SENATE July 30, 2010

cycle. 1Is that correct?

Through you, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossbérg.

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:
Yes.. Thank you, Mr. President.
Throuéh.you.
SENATOR FASANO:
And what is the --
THE CHAIR:
Senator Fasano.
SENATOR FASANO:
Sqrry, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

It's quite all right.
SENATOR FASANO:

And what is the rationale to say, you know what,
we're going to release this ban, and we'ré going to
allow lobbyists the ability to solicit outside éf the
group that's been prohibited for this election? Why
are we going to do that?

Through you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Slossberg.

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

1004335
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Through you, Mr. President, thank you.

As you spoke, the court found that the ban on
solipitation, that soliciting is a core and
fundamental 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 énd the
stability of the system.

So if we are going to draw legal challenge, it
would make some sense to do so afte% 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. 1Is that

correct?
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Through you, Mr. President.
THE CHATR:

Senator Slossberg.

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Through you, Mr. Presiaent, I can't speak to as
how it would be-attacked, but that would be -- if I
had té guess, I'would say s;.

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 Citigen Election 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 apﬁroved
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 if 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 believes in three and a half months, the court
is going to stop us. If i£ is unconstitutional and
there is a challenge, there is no way a decision 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 goiﬁg 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 solipit on behalf of elected
.officials, to go and make arguments or discussions of
why they should support people, at least to 2000 -- at
least until January 1lst. Let's at least get the cycle
in, and létfs get our checks in now, because now is
the election. .We're either going to pass clean law or
we're not going to éass a clean law.

I supported this bill before. I supported the

original legislation before because it did, on the
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" perception, create a clean campaign. And we've
already createa 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 open for this election. That's
hypocrisy. That's hypocrisy.

You're either going to make a bill that is
correct and follows what you're saying or you'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 doiné 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 1lst, the same thing
we did with lobbyists, the two very groups we sat in
Lhis 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
election, the very groups we've been‘falking about
today when we started this discussion and when thé
Senate President 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
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get. " And to say the fear is it may be

" unconstitutional and somehow the court is going

swoop in in the next three and half months when
took five years is ludicrous. Those of us who

practice law know nothing works quite that fast

law. It didn't in 2005 and 1t isn't in 2010, and even

83
2010

to

it

in -

if you thought it would, we raid -- we should weigh

the risks, the risk of so many attacking this law
. n

because it's unconstitutional 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.
SEﬁATOR FASANO:

Thank you, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Fasano.
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SENATOR FASANO: ‘

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I move the amendment, and I
request permission to summarize.

THE CHAIR:

Acting on approval of the amendment, sir, please
proceea. . /
SENATOR FASANO:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, what this amendment seeks to do is
to say starting today, starting today, starting Qhen
the bill is passed today, this amendment, we will plgg
up the loophole. We will not have a loophole that
goes to the very heart of clean elections. What this
says is we're going to stop logbyist solicitation'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 ;n 2011, because we
believe clean elections is the best path for the state
of Connecticut. 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 "BR?"

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 found that the limit on solicitation of
otherwise permissible contributions prohibits exactly
the kind of gxpressive‘activity that lies at the First
Amendment's core, and while.I believe that, you know;
putting this forward in January is something that's a
risk that we're willing to také 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 received from the
court to try to do this now. Thank you, Mr.
President.

THE CHAIR:
Thank you, ma'éﬁ.
Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:
Thank you, Mr. President. Also speaking in

opposition to the amendment.
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As Senator Slossberg said, Mr. 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
soliciting 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 one and be narrowly tailored to
achieve that interest. So anything that we do that
limits solicitation is going to be, in effect, more
potentially wvulnerable 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
portion of this bill that was going to likely to -- to
invite a further threat of invalidation of another
portion. Therefo;e, I think it was more prudent to
proceed, as does the underlying bill.

Thank Qou, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.
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Will you remark further On Senate "B"? Will you
remark further?

Senator Roraback.

SENATOB RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Through you, a question to Senator Slossberg.
THE CHAIR:

You're saying you don't want to answer that --
Senator Slossberg.

Senator Roraback.

SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you.

I'm just trying to follow what's being said here,
and through you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberq,
my understandiné is .the underlying bill contains a
severability-provision. Is -- do I read that
correctly, Mr. President.

Through you to Senator Slossberq.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Tﬁrough you, Mr. President, yes. That would be
correct. There is a severability provision in the
bill.

THE CHAIR:

004344
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Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President.

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 Senatér Slossberg,
is £hat how she understands:-the import of the
severability clause?

THE CHAIR:

Senﬁtor Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Yes, Mr. President, thank you.

Through you, that's the intent of restoring a
traditional severability clause, but there is no
guarantee that if we don't respond to what the court
struck down and the court's expression with regard to
thgir 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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Thank you, Mr. President.

I'd like, Senator Slossberg, if she would, to the
best of her ability, articulate what she thinks is the
worst possible ;hing that could happen if this
amendment ﬁasses.

Through you, 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 Slossbérg.
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,
guite frankly, is that the -- this would invite
further legal action and there would be somehow --
theré 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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THE CHAIR:

Senator Rorabagk.
SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President.

And through you to Senator Slossberg, my
understanding bf 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
concefn_is that fhis 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
tomofrow whether the effective date is January.l or
whether the effective date is upon passage.

So it's not going to slow down the pace of a
court challepge,.ang it's not going to slow down --
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 pasées,
the court is going to make a final decision in advance
of - candidates receiving their grants under the clean
election program.

Through you, Mr. President to Senator Slossberg.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossbergq.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Yes. Thank you.

Through you, Mr. President, I believe that my.
answer ig 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 Slo§sberg.
THE CHAIR:

Senator -Slossberg.

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Thank you.

Through you, Mr. President, I believe this is the
rightﬂthing to do on January 1, 2011.

THE CHAIR:
Senator Roraback..
SENATOR RORABACK:
Thank you, Mr. President.
I appreciate Senator Slossberg's answers, but I

will respectfully be supporting the amendment. If
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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
Jjust to summarize, either this ié constitutional or
not. If the court and Ehe majority believe it is
constitutionally permissible to prohibit lobbyists
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 thaththe 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,
detailing why we.engaged and went down this path in
the first place wgs to have clean elections, to get
rid of at least the appearance, if not the exact
corrupting influence, of lobbyists and contractors.

The court has said your ban was too broad. Come
Eack with a less . restrictive alternative and the
majority has said we have a less restrictive
alternative that is good public policy! 1It's
constitutional, and it's so good we're going to wait
until the next election cycle because we want lobbyist
money pouring in now.

So the 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 sides of 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
candidate, I 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
Connecticut who would stand up and say we think it's

wrong and endugh 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 Qith
my colleagues on the other side of thé aisle in. terms
of what they want to accomplish wifh this and agree
with them that, yes, we want to make sure that we are
limiting, to the greatest extent, impermissible
influence on the legisiative proceés-by lobbyists and
' special interests.

And this is a close call. This is a close call.
A decision was made to make this ban in the underlying
bill effective on January lst as opposed to A
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
here 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

figure 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 unfortunate 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've said, you know, that has caused some
disruption are certainly right, but we're here to fix
that and get back on track. And we don't need another
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 wﬁat 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
i; 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 be;ween 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 place 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 Fhis 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
Qote. 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 immediaté 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 CLERK:

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 5517?
Senator McKinney.
SENATOR McKINNEY:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, one of the- constitutional
infirmities found by Judge Underhill and affirmed by
the Second Circuit was the fact that our ban on
lobbyist contributions was unconstitutional. And this
bill before us pu?ports to fix that decision by Judge
Underhill. .

In reality, though, Mr. President, upon reviewing
the bill before us, it does more than simply fix the
fact that the court found lobbyist contributions -- a
ban on lobbyist contributions unconstitutional. And I
think it's something tbat we should talk about, and

because of that, through you, Mr. Presidenf, I'd like
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to ask Senator Slossberg several questions.
THE CHAIR:

éenator Slossberg.
SENATOR McKINNEY:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Seﬁator 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 campaign and
the like? Through you, Mr. President.
THE éHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:
i Thank you. Through you, Mr. President, my
understanding is courts have struck down limits on
caﬁpaign 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
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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

004356

saying that if 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 agree with that
Senator Slossberg?
THE CHAIR:

Senator'Slossberg.
SENATOR. SLOSSBERG:

Thank 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 stru;k down Sectioﬁ 9-610(g) of
our general statutes, which was the ban on lobbyist

contributions. Is that correct? Through you, Mr.
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THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:
Thank you, Mr. Presaident.
::.' Through you, that's my understanding.
THE CHAIR:
Senator McKinney.
SENATOR McKINNEY:
Thank you, Mr. Pré51dent. And through you, Mr.

President, it is further my understanding that the

"court did not strike down 9-704 of our general

statutes. 1Is that correct? Through you, Mr.
President.
THE CHAIR:
Senator Slossberqg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG: '

Thank you, Mr. President.

Through you, it's my understanding that the court

did not specifically sfrike down that section;
however, there is certainly language with regard to
bans and 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 be good law. Is that correct? Through
you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIﬁ:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Thank you.

Through 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, the reason why I engage in
those questions is that -- and thank you for answering
those questions. I have no further -- I don't want
ydu 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) bans 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
Fhe court. Were we to be here and simply be curing
‘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 contributioﬁs. And as I
just -- as I just engaged Senator Slossberg in a
conversation, that is precisely the history of
voluntary‘campaign reform as put forth in Buckley
versus 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 6ur 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
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contribution for a thousand dollars. If you do
participate, you are limited from tgking 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 getting 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 State'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 siﬁply talking about a
limit in amount of money, they would have said so.
They said you could put limits on lobbyist
contributions, not a ban. Saying that lobbyists can
contrib;te 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
procéss. 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

absolutely good law in the state of Connecticut to
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have 9-704. 1It'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 §—610 and
_stoppéd reading? Of course not.

The lobbyists challenged the ban on contributions
in 9-610. Lobbyists did not challenge the prohibition
of counting their éontributions 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 oﬁr purview, as the Legislature only, not
the courts, to detefmine 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 State has a

-
strong public interest in not using taxpayer dollars
to subsidize participating campaigns that are funded-
by lobbyist contributions. And that is what you are
doing in your bill.

If you allow lobbyist contributions to act as

qualifying 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 million dollars of

taxpayer méney. 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 lobbyist challenge it because you know

what the judge is going to say? Here's exactly what

. the 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 didn't you bring it the first
time?- You brought a lawsuit. You briefed it. It
went on éppeal. You never challenged 9-704.

Did you know it existed?

Yés, 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 sue and say,” making

their contributions qualifying amounts was

" unconstitutional. That's a fact.

But here we are, and the Democratic majority is
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saying we are goipg to go beyond what the court said.
and we are goihg to allow lobbyists back in the game.
And so we will now have public-funded campaigns
through the dollars of taxpayers going to support
campaigns funded by lobbyist contributions. If that
was the reform you intended, if that was, as Senator
Looney said, what we're about today is getting to the
original intent of what we intended, and then I'm
surprised because I don't think that's.what you
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 many 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 exacfly 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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SENATOR McKINNEY:
Mr. President, I believe the Clerk is in

possession of LCO 5960.

_ THE CHAIR:

Mr. Clerk;
THE CLERK:

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 or&ered.

'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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SENATOR RORABACK:

Thank you, Mr. President. 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 effor£ that was made by members of both
pérties when we initially 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 Spitzer 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. Presidenta Senator. Spitzer said that under
the old rules, insiders, incumbents; we know all the

lobbyists. They need 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
system 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 ail possible worlds because
rather than cbmforting the public that the lobbyists
are not in control up here, we put thé lobbyists, we
give them the keys té the treasure chest of public
financing. |

Mr. President, as I read this bill before us, for
the first time, 1f 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 p;obably know
150 lobbyists. And it doesn't matter whether they
live in my district or don't live in my district. I
can gsk them to get themselves and their spouses to
give me -- actually, 75 lobbyists if I get their
spouses —-- can you each pléase 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 cqnstituents 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 gentiemen,
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.

'Throuéh you, Mr. President, to Senator Slossberg.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberq.
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 questipn, 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:

Féir enougﬁ, Mr. President. And first of all, I
apologize. My emotions are getting the better of me,
and I 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 good-faith
effort that was brought to bear by members of both
parties. |

And if I'm reading the underiying bill
incorrectly ahd 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 thé 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. So through

, .
you, Mr. President, to Senator Slossberg, tell me I've
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got it wrong.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossbérg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

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 Slossberq.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

' This -- thank you, Mr. .President. Through you,
this doesn't change the underlying program with regard
to the amount of contgibutions, 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 appropriate amount to

balance the expression of free speech against the
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co;rosive influence of lobbying.

But we also know in this bill that we have
prohibited bund}ing so that lobb&ists can't .go out and
have fundraiéers and get big envelopes full of money
to bring them -- to bring them forward. It doesn't
change the underlying rgquirements of the Citizens'
Election Program.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
SENATOR RORABACK:

And I held out such hope that I did have it
wrong, bﬁt 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 qualifying contributions. Through you, Mr.
President, to Senator Slossberg, am I right on that?
THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.

SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Through Qoﬁ, 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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THE CHAIR:

Senator Roraback.
SENATOR! RORABACK:

Through you, Mr. President, my question wasn't
whether I had to have. My question was am I not now
currently prohibited from accepting contributions 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 Rorabaqk, 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?

004372



004373

rd/mb/md . 116

SENATE July 30, 2010
THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

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 éum total of my efforts to
get to the promised land. Throuéh you, Mr. President
to Senator Slossberg.

THE CHAIR:

Senator Slossberg.
SEﬁATOR SLOSSBERG:

Thank 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 here.

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 home. 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 amendmeﬁt
and I will feel like we'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

machine 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 Kiséel.

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 ana 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 law, and back then, "there
were some very interesting debates both here and in
. the Senate and down in the House of Represéntatives.

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
over the last several moﬁths, not only with the
original 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;iméry 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 experts
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 Senator McKinney so
eloquently brought out, as well as Senator Roraback..
The puglic perception is 'that they are the foxes and
we are trying to guard the henhouse. And what 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 point that if we tie our own
hénds'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
debéte. 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 of our voluntarily

agreeing to do that to allow us to obtain the funds in
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the system, T think that's a very workable solution.
I think it's a fair solutioﬁ to lobbyists because they
would not be prohibited from all contributions. They
would still be able to contribute to whatever the
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
housekeepihg measures in this bill to address a lot of
the nuances, and I ;ommend 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.allocatea and I understénd that
argument, but as you may recall, at the end of the
last legislative session, one of the thiﬁgs that over
the last several years that I did feel very strongly
about and in favor of was the UCoﬁn-ﬁealth 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 arqued 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 ié 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 iﬁitiative, and that's the.
‘reality that we'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 milli;ﬁ,“$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-to0-30,000 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
attention 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 bé 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 took us a number of years, and
I want to thank Governor Rell for announcing that she
would put into the August bond commission meeting
$1.1 million that we have been looking for for ball
fiéld remediation at Fermi High School. 1It'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 of Enfield, we have never
seen the difficult financial situations that the town
is facing. Fof the first time since the 19705; 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 weé need to keep our municipalities whole and
education is paramount.

I am'almosf 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 depfh 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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penny is going to count.

T bet you each and every individual in this
circle has a program in their district, whether it's a
nonprofit, whetﬁer 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 C%fmel

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 thére'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 matérial possessions. 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 of themselves, who
either have dementia or early onset Alzheimer's or
6ther 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 have some folks that are really, really rich
out there, and while it's a very laudable goal to say,

you 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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beyond that.

It may not be fair to the publiciy financed
candidate, but I would suggest the fact that you could
announce herg 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 the
motivation for individuals who wish to participate in
the public financing cambaign 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 progfam
s;ruggling 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? 1I've got to
say, it's a matter of dollars and cents.

And at some point, we have to do decide which
programs stay buoyed 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, thé fatal
flaw, in my view, from my perspective as the Senator
representing folks from north-central Connecticut, is
that T could come up with éo 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 léaders 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're almost frozen because they don't know what's
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coming down the road, both internationally and
nationally. And they look to us for guidance and help
and support. We are 3 to 4 billien 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 constituents 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
particular bill. Thank you very much, Mf. President.
THE CHAIR: |

Thank you, sir.

Senator Meyer.

SENATOR MEYER:

Thank you, Mr. President.

I want to just address briefly the lobbying
provision of the bili before us and urge its adoption.
I don't think I've ever Qisagreed as much with a court
opinion as I do with the Second Circuit's court
opinion with fespect to our effort to ban lobbying.

The Second Circuit opinion is an example of

judicial activism in the extreme. What the Second

Circuit has said 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
1egislative business.

The judges.are saying to us, you don't.know that.
They're saying, only contractors will affect you, not
lobbyists. 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 Circuit opinion, because we're
"trying to go forward with what's léft of other public
finahcing of campaigns' law.

And because of that, the way this bill has been
drafted clearly is the better cohpliance than the
Republican approach, because the Republican approach
says, you can't -- you shouldn't give -- lobbyists
shouldn't be able to make qualifying contributions,
but you see the problem is the qualifying
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 éevening
to 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 Kéne.
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 am glad that we are making some fixeé that the court
is requiring. The one part that I really 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 different programs that we've

caught and how many different agencies could use



rd/mb/md . 133
SENATE : July 30, 2010
that -- that money. So with that, Mr. President the

Clerk is in possession of LCO 5952. 1I'd ask him 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 adoption.
THE CHAIR:

On adoption, would you like to remark further,
sir?
SENATOR KA&E:

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

froht-pagé article that's on here says that food banks

are 6verdrawn. Well, this article, the story takes

place in my hometown, in Watertown. And what they're
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talking about is basically almost Charles
Dickens-esque, bedaﬁse 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 té run a campaign and how expensive
it is to run a campaign and how much TV commercials
cost in Fairfield County. Well, I've got to tell you
I don'f 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
what I would say, ladies 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.

Thaﬂk 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 importanf
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 participating 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 needs of hungry people in Connecticut or giving
candidates for go&ernor 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. éresident.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Kissel.
SENATOR KISSEL:

Thank you very much, Mr. President.:

It's a difficult decision. Part 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 aside 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 Patricia and her Felician Adult
Day 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 only 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 fields that Enfield had already
expended, but after that I was very: honored to join
her and Chief Richards and various firefighters from
several départments in Enfield to announce her
initiative ﬁor 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.
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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 haa Priscilla Brayson on the
program and spoken to her, from Loaves and Fishes
located in Enfield, and believe me, it's not just
Enfield. Go to Windsor Locks. Go to Suffield. Go to
Somers, East Granby, Granby, Windsor, other
communities that 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. 1It'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
.sfruggling like that for months upon months, and the
question then comes down to, do we put'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 granfed become dear. And it's amazing in the
communities that I.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. They waﬁt 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 recessién is hitting
folks in the 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 things 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 times 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 féirly
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'billion dollar deficit, with the pain that has
not occurred yet at least as far as state government
and we are indeed the safety net.

So why are we choosing $6 million for ultimately
two potentia} 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 gd a long
way. There was a woman there from Foodshare and of
course when I have folks, again on my local cable
show, palking 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 warehohse facility, they
yill tell you as much as we'want to encourage people
to bring bags of food, a dollar, we can stretch a
dollar even farther 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 go right now? Huge difference. Are there

. other wonderful choices we can make for that $6

million? Yes. quld.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 my 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 Sepator Kane's amendment. Thank you, Mr.

President.

THE CHAIR:
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Senator Looﬁey.
SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I'm rising in opposition to the
amendment asking for a roll call vote. One reason to
oppose the amendment, Mr. President, is exactly one of
the points that Senator 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 tha£ everyone will rémember 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 with 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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. Will you remark further on Senator "D"?

If not; Mr. Cierk, 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. Immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all genators please return to the
chamber.
THE CHAIR:

Have all Senators voted? If all Senators have
vdtéd, please check your vote. The machine will be

. l,o;:ked. The Clerk will call the tally.

THE CLERK:

Motion is on adoption of Senate Amendment

Schedule "D."
Total Number voting 35
Those voglng 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 5512

.,' Senator Fasano.
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SENATOR FASANO:

Thank you, Mr. President.

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 elecfions, and this is why I say that.
Under the old law, . we éaid we cannot have anymore
lobbyist contributions.

And as Senator McKinney, eloquently pointed out,
there are two sections to that. There is the public
finanqe section and the nonpublic finance section.

And the court said under the nonpublic finance
section, you cannot have lobbyist -- you must allow
lobbyists 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
lobbyiéts. And what we've done is we've changed that.
We're allowing lobbyists to contribute in a
publicly-financed caﬁpaign.

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 in an area that this circle
said we should not allow a lobbyist to be a player.
The court never told us to correct that section. 1In
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 publiély funded, you need to make a
change, not in this section. The court did not speak,
so why are we changing it?

The second issue 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 actiﬁg if we 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 yearé. 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
in placé 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 hqve
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 thig
election. We think it's bad because they're starting
it iﬁ January, but we're allowing it for this
election. Qou are being permissive when you press
that button and you're allowing lobbyists back into
the game on all levels.

I would suggest we took a bill that wé 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 i1t 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 problem, and it's a fiscal problem,
and that's been articulated. But what 5others me
much, much more than that is the word "clean

elections," and wé'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 finaﬁce elections. And we could have
done that and met the challenges of the court, but
we've gone further and, unfortuhately, we have made
this bill to a point that we have disturbed and
diluted the clean electi;;s 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 Mcbonald.
SENATOR McDONALD:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, just briefly, I wanted to rise and
note that some of the votes that we have taken today
have been 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. 1In 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 tliese
individuals have accepted the méntle of responsibility
to reach out across the state, to not be the power of
one but to be the power of thousands.

Mr. President, you and I have known each other a
loné 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 Staté Senate, and I also know
héw expensive that race was. ,In fact, it sfands today
as the most expensive legislative race in Connecticut
history, and nobbdy 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 presiaegt of
the Senate reached out and crisscrossed this state and
involved thousands of people. This is not about
individual candidates running for office. 1It's about
empowering all of our citizens. I think,.Mr.
President, that-whén 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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Itns not about one party. It's not about one
candidate.

I've been very disconcerted to hear that the
governor has thréatenea a veto of this legislation,
and I would 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; Mf. President.

THE .CHAIR:'

Thank you, sir.

Senator’ Frantz.
SENATOR FRANTZ:

Thank you, Mr. President.

I think most everybddy in the circle understands
what my feelings are about the Citizens' Eiection
.Program in the first place and all of the public money
that goes into campaiéns, so I'm not going to speak
very much about that at all. 1In 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.

Pub;ic financing is a dicey -- of campaigns is a
very dicey sugject, and we should make sure that we
keep this dialogue up going forward to make sure that
we don't get into a situation where we're funding
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 amendment is so
critically important, iﬁ my judgment, in\terms of

assuring the public 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 eége program. It's in need
of serious improvement in some areas. This is -- I
see it as a step backwardsr It was stated before
right here in this chamber that the belief that
there's a public perception if someone sees an
eﬁvelope-going from a lobbyist to a candidate that
there's a certain amount of suséicion 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 $15K000
mérk to qualify énd 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-acpess to $85,000.

Those initial goﬁtributions are not just $100
contributions if you look at it from a utility point
of view. They're more like seven or eight or nine
hundred dollars per contributions wﬁen you look at the
overall value because it brings in and it has the
leverage of bringing in the additional $85,000.

And Senator Kissel is right. Lobbyists'shouldn't
be érouped into that categor? of people that we need
to raise our eyebrows every time the term éomes 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 lobbyipg 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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bit of an issue.

.I think Senator Meyer raises a good point in that
he says we need to make sure that we don't brush up'
against the threshold of where we're going to be
brought back into court, be sued again 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, of‘close to it anyway,
can come 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 disappoipted with it.

We all know that the approval rating of the
General Assembly is not anywhére near what it could be
and should be today. They're looking to us‘for
solutions to one of the most critical fiscal
siteations 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 being honest with ourselves, a
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solution that is long lasting, that is compfehensive
and sets us back on a great course with respect to the
budget.

I think they've been looking for a solution.to
.the ﬁroblem and issue of corruption in poiitics, 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. ?resident, the debate today has been a vefy
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 those 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
constitutional challenge, but they did. We also knew
at the time and part of the debate on that long seven
hour night back -- back in 2005 had to do with the.
very issue that waé 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
great as they are today, and the answer then and I
think the answer tonight is the same: We have that
cqmmitment and we're going forward.

And that is -- tﬁat is important because in the
end, even after all these chaﬂges, 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
fhe court decision and we're required to respond to

it. But when it's all said and done, despite éll the
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criticisms, despite all the recommended changes in the
bill, we will still have in the state of Connecticut
the strongest campaign finance reform bill in the
Unifed States. We ought to be proud of that, and
despite the changes made today -- I'm hoping that the
Goverhor will support this and move forward with us --
we will stili have the strongest campaign’ laws and the
strongest ethic laws in the United -- in the entire
United Staﬁes, and that's something we should be proud
of, and despite the changes made today that will still
'be the case. —

So, Mr. Presidént, I hope all of us will join in
supporting this legislation thight. It continues to
preserve the basic thrust and import of the reforms we
made in 2005. Thank you, Mr. Presidént.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Senator Looney. '
SENATOR LOONEY:

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 bossibly 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 filiné of the appeal goihg through the 2008 cycle
whére the -- the law was used -- the public financing
system was uséd by General Assembl& candidates 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 Circuit's decision. And the district court
will be looking very closely at what ‘we do here today
in both bhambers.

This is not aﬁ 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
ts be very careful about what we do today because the .
imﬁact 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, we
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have amended the severability 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 haQe
established a bundling ban. That was a reasonable
alternative, and it was something, in effect, that was
suggested within the'dec1sion itself. And that
bundling ban applies to exploratory committees,
candidate committees,_legislative caucus or leadership
committees and party committees.

We have a lobbyist contribution limit of -- $100
limit imposed on everyone who is a contributor, the
maximum contribution far -- 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 out the variabilities that were --
that were stricken by the Second Circuit and no longer
offering an option to deal with the trigger mechanism
or having an adjustment being made fér.independent
expenditures.

So I believe that 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 clear. Thank you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Will you remark further on Senate Bill 55172

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 othe;, it will give-thoée 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 than 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 budget deficit is almost $4 billion. Our
bonded indébtedness 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 yoﬁr 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 other thing we're doing here, and for me as
one who was not comfortable with spending taxpayer
monies on 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 raise our money. And
. Senator Rorabgék pointed out pleariy that any member
running 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
chaliengers, or very few do. They give to incumbents.

So we were told that the price to get a clean
election and the price to get a fair and equitable
electioﬁ was to spend 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
ﬁaking 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, énd if Republicans were in the
majority, it would have been the reverse. 1It's not
about one party versus the other. 1It'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 gave to incumbents not to challengers.

So we have created a systém where we're using
taxpayer -- where we're using taxpayer money. We're

increasing it by $6 million, and we've allowed

004416



rd/mb/md ' 160
SENATE July 30, 2010

lobbyists back into the game. And we've proven that
the Second.Circuit and Judge Underhill did not strike
down our lim;ts on lobbyist contributions, but the
majority has choéén, for fear of lawsuit -- for .fear
of lawsuit to let lobbyists back in the game. And I
think it was Senator Fasano who pointed out earlier
that we've had more lawsuits than we should have had
and more lawsuits than Fhe,people of the state of
Connecticut want on this campaign finance law, but
despite all of those lawsuits, the court has never

prevented the SEEC giving out grants, and any grants

already given, even sgpplemental grants given after

the court deemed them unconstitutional are still good.

So any lgwsuit-brought by lobbyists to challenge
what we could have done to their contributions would
' ﬂot have preveﬁted 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
wé passed this clean elections law, it was the
toughest in the nation. It is still the toughest in
the nation, and with the additions hére 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
statés -- this is still the best when it comes tg
cleaning up our elections and getting out of politics
the influence of special interest.

Now,‘even though there's been disagreement here
between Democ;ats and Republicans in the circle over
certain amendments and 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 influencé 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 décades of precedent in campaign finance
law and decades of efforts across this country in
different states_to clean up our elections aﬁd to root
out the influence of special interests.

So to the extent that I have heard discussion
from folks in both bolltical 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 process and
rooting out the: influence of special interests.

That's a good thing. And we'll find things‘to agree
about going down that road in the future. So, Mr.ﬂ
President, I'm prdud of this step. f'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 check 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 passes.

Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:
Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I move for ihmediate transmittal

of Emergency Certified Senate Bill 551 to the House of

Representatives.

THE CHAIR:
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Without objection, so ordered, sir.

SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Mr. President.

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.
3

SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Mr. President.

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 1lth 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, éOlO. Copies have been
distributed.
THE CHAIR:

Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:

Yes, thank you -- thank you,.Mf. 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
Senafe journal and the Senate transcript.

THE CHAIR:

There is a motion on the floor to 'move all items
on Senate.Agenda Number 1.

Seeing 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, Mr.

President, having been on the prevailing side on the
vote on Senate 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.

There is a motion on the floor for
reconsideration”of Senate Bill 551 from the -- Senator
.Looney from the prevailing side. Would anyone.eiée
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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THE CHAIR:

Senator Looney.
SENATOR LOONEY:
Yes, thank you, Mr. President.

Now that the bill is before us, once again having
approved the motion to reconsider, I would now yield
to Senator Slossberg 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 first.

THE CLERK:

Calling from Senate Agenda Number 1, Emergency

Certified Bill 551, AN ACT CONCERNING CLEAN ELECTIONS.

The bill was originally accompanied by emergency
certification signed by Donald E. Williams, Jr.,
President Pro Tempore of.the Senate; Christopher G.
Donovan, Speaker of the House of Representatives. The
bill is also accompanied with a message from the
Governor concerning her veto.
TéE CHAIR: |

Senator Slossberg, do you accept the yield from

Senator Looney?
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" SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Yes, I do, Mr. President.
THE CHAIR:

Please proceed, ma'am, on the repass.
SENATOR SLOSSBERG:

Thank you, Mr. Président.

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 briefi}, 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 associatgd 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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Senator McLachlan.
SENATOR McLACHLAN:

Thank you, Mr. President.

I, too, would like to incorporate my comments
from the debate of July 30th. My only other comment
that I would like to share today is concern that I
share with the Governor about restrictions on |
lobbyists and contractor solicitations that do not
become effective until January 1lst 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'anticipated deficits in the
billions of dollars in the coming years is
inappropriate. I urge my colleagues to reject this
véto'override.

Thank you, Mr. President.

THE CHAIR:

Thank you, sir.

Will yéu remark fﬁrthei?

Senator Fasano.

SENATOR FASANO:
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Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I'd like to.incorporate my
remarks, as well, from July 30th, and I'm not going to
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 solicitation by lobbyists,
solicitation by state contractors and for a short
period 6f time.

We've said it is okay until January 1, 2011, then
after that, we're not goin§ 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 éelections, 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 ;n 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.
fﬁE 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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componenté of the law that were ruled unconstitutional
by the Second Circuit and also, at the same time,
frying to make corrections that we think come within
the parameters of that decision 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 addressed 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 be éapped at the
same level that other contributions ‘can be maée for a
maximum of a hundred dollars. We've replaced the

absolute ban with a bundling -- with a ban on bundling



rgd/mb/md/gbr 18
SENATE : August 5, 2010

so we have done as much as we possibly can given the
-- the equation of political contributions with
speech, which was 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 péssibility of an enhanced grant in
fhe event of a candidate facing a wealthy self-funded
opponent. Now, the -- the Court struek down the
specific the triggér -—- 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 qguidelines 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 pﬁglic
financing in Connecticut is one of the things I 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 iarge
numbers of candidates for the General Assembly
participating, I think, by and large, ‘that 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 iq 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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SENATOR McKINNEY:

Thank you, Mr. President.

I rise in opposition to readopting tﬁe bill
before us and overriding Governo; Rell's veto. I will
keep my remarks very brief, but we were told on
oriéinal 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 grant amount should be.

Participating.céndidates for governor in a
primary and general election will receive $5.5
million. That's a lot of money. 1It's monef 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 are
askihg the éaxpayers to foot another $6 million. This
is money that belongs to the taxpayers of the stéte’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 if. .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 election 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. 1It's the | .
system that hasn't worked.

Allowing lobbyist ccontributions 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. Our 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 l;wn 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 to get fair electioﬂs. Clean electioﬁs meant
no contractor;, 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 when we 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, attorney general,
state Senate and state 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 that in December,
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 criticgl to do because of the
timihg, you have no one to blame but yourself.

There's another issue with timing here where I
will commend the majority in the Senate, just so I can
act like I'm trying to be fair. I commend the |
major;ty for calling us in for an override prior to
the primary. I think the very fact that £he House has
now scheduled a vote after the primary raises the very
appearancé-that the decision made by the House coqld
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 you 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 have the best clean elections
system in the United States right heré 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 that within the confines of the court
decision. We continue to put more restrictions on
lobbyiéés and how they can bundle contributions to
reduce their influence and the influence of special
iﬁterests in politics. 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 option for candidates is
very important. We are not adding dollars to the
clean 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, aga;n, 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,
ét the beginning of this campaign cycle,.Qe had three
self-funded candidates in the U.S. Sénqte race, where
no public financing is available, only one candidate
self-funded in the gubernatorial race. Now, 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
candidatés 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 Réll.suggested, last January or
December of last year, there is, of course, a very
simple reason: The Second Circuit did not rule on
this case until July, and in our wisdom, we decided
you know what, don't fix i£ 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 aﬂf@ay. 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 interests in the
country. For those reascns, 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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Bill 551? Will you remark further?

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 all Senators please return to the

chamber. Immediate roll call has been ordered in the
Senate. Will all Senators please return to the
* chamber. \
THE CHATIR:

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 véting Yea 24

Those voting Nay 10

Those absent and not voting 2
THE CHATIR:

~The bill passes.

Senator Looney.
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SENATOR LOONEY:
Thank you, Mr. President.

' Mr. President, just to inquire, we -- now having

repassed the bill, would move for immediate

transmittal to the House for them to schedule their

action.

A

THE CHAIR:

Without objection, sir.

SENATOR LOONEY:

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, that -- that concludes our
business. I'm very pleased that 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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