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So far this year, the leading spender on legislative lobbying is Consumer Healthcare Products Association (CHPA), which represents manufacturers and distributors of non-prescription, over-the-counter medicines.  

In 2012, CHPA has spent $502,053, and that total is $175,000 more than CHPA spent in the same time period in 2010, the last year in which there was a 60-day legislative session.


During the 2010, 2011 and 2012 sessions, CHPA lobbied on legislation tightening restrictions on the purchase and possession of pseudoephedrine and other substances which are used in a variety of non-prescription medicines, and which can be used illegally to produce methamphetamine.


CHPA is unique among the businesses and organizations employing lobbyists, in that CHPA spent $442,000 (88%) of its total on facilitating direct contact by citizens with legislators during the 2012 General Assembly.  The vast majority of spending by other employers of lobbyists is allocated to lobbyist compensation.  CHPA’s lobbying spending is primarily used for phone banks which contact citizens to connect them to the toll-free Legislative Message Line to leave a message for a legislator in support or opposition to legislation on which CHPA is lobbying.  CHPA has also spent heavily on advertising encouraging citizens to contact legislators regarding legislation, but that spending is not reported.

The Legislative Ethics Commission is recommending a change in the Code of Legislative Ethics to require reporting of spending on advertising that advocates passage or defeat of legislation, if the advertising is paid for by organizations that employ lobbyists. 

CHPA’s 2012 total is more than twice as much as the $217,431 spent by the second-highest spender, the Kentucky Chamber of Commerce.  In the year to date, other top-spending businesses include: Altria Client Services ($195,697); Kentucky Hospital Association ($162,799); Kentucky Medical Association ($142,151); AT&T ($112,823); Kentucky Farm Bureau ($104,180); Kentucky Association of Health Care Facilities ($99,145); CSX Corp. ($98,985); and Kentucky Retail Federation ($96,613).

The “second ten” includes: Kentucky Justice Association ($93,216); Houchens Industries ($88,000); Kentucky Optometric Association ($87,453); Hewlett-Packard ($85,000); EQT Corp. ($82,951); AmeriHealth Mercy ($81,644); Kentucky Education Association ($81,009); Kentucky Bankers Association ($76,719); Humana ($75,359); and Kentucky Association of Manufacturers ($73,822).

The $13.2 million spent on lobbying so far in 2012 is $1.4 million more than the $11.8 million spent in this same time period in 2010.  Several top spenders have significantly increased lobbying spending in the last two years, while others have cut back.


Compared with the same period in 2010, Ky. Chamber of Commerce spending has increased by 16% in 2012; Ky. Hospital Association spending has increased by 40%; Ky. Medical Association increased by 38%; and Ky. Association of Health Care Facilities more than doubled its spending, going from $44,700 in 2010 to $99,145 this year.  


Other lobbying interests which have significantly higher spending this year include: CSX, which is spending 30% more on lobbying than in 2010; AT&T, which is up 57% from 2010; Ky. Optometric Association, which is 64% higher this year; Hewlett Packard, up 53% from 2010; EQT Corp., which is spending 63% more than 2010; AmeriHealth Mercy, which is up 62% from 2010; and Humana, which is up 25%.

In contrast, Altria’s 2012 spending has decreased by 25% from 2010; Ky. Education Association has decreased by 18%; Keeneland’s spending decreased by 42%; Wellpoint-Anthem Blue Cross/Blue Shield decreased by 54%; Res-Care decreased by 50%; and University Health Care, Inc. (UHC), which spent $132,000 on lobbying in the first eight months of 2010, decreased by 74% to $33,800 in 2012.  UHC operates the Passport Health Plan, a Medicaid managed care plan.  
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The top lobbying firms by revenue in Washington D.C. reflect a similar mix of increases and decreases as Kentucky lobbying has experienced.


According to The Hill newspaper, “a divided government and the demands of campaigning have kept Congress in low gear, depressing revenue at lobby shops and leaving trade associations and grassroots groups in planning mode.”
 
The Hill said the revenue of Patton Boggs, the top-earning lobbying firm in Washington, is down four percent from $36 million to $34.6 million in the first three quarters of 2012, compared to the same time period in 2011.  Other lobbying firms experiencing downturns from 2011 to 2012 include Akin Gump, from $27.9 million to $23.3 million; Van Scoyoc Associates from $18.3 million to $16.4 million; and K&L Gates from $14.1 million to $13.4 million.

On the other hand, in the first three quarters of this year, Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck had a four percent increase from 2011, from $16.4 million to $17.1 million; Mehlman Vogel Castagnetti also increased four percent from $9.2 million to $9.6 million; while Williams & Jensen, and Alston & Bird were up one percent each.

On the bright side for lobbyists, The Hill says the advocates will be busy in the upcoming months:  “Election Day is nearly here, bringing with it a lame-duck session that many in Washington believe will be among the busiest and most consequential of modern times . . . Washington’s corps of lobbyists and advocates will be in the thick of the post-election action.”


The following businesses and organizations have recently registered to lobby the Kentucky General Assembly:  Bluegrass Farms & Woodlands, LLC; Kentucky Athletic Trainers' Society; Kentucky Public Pension Coalition; Local Food Association; Network Center for Community Change (NC3); and United Insurance Company of America.


The Catfish Institute has terminated its registration.
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By Janie Lorber, Roll Call
Oct. 22, 2012

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce spent $31.65 million on lobbying Congress during the third quarter of 2012, maintaining a record pace during the current cycle, according to the latest Lobbying Disclosure Act filings.


So far this year, the business lobby has spent nearly $75 million on advocacy and voter education.  The tally dwarfs what the group has spent in past election years, a reflection of the group’s ambition to play a much bigger role this year.  


The Chamber appeared poised to maintain its perch as the top interest group spender.  Unlike many firms and associations subject to the LDA, the chamber includes all election-related spending in its quarterly tally, including grass-roots and voter education expenses.


The Chamber has spent $28.87 million on independent expenditures so far this cycle, according to the Center for Responsive Politics, placing it among the top outside spenders and on par with the Koch-backed nonprofit Americans for Prosperity.


Lobbying expenditures typically drop during the three-month period from July through September, especially in presidential election years.  And, with very little legislation moving through Congress because of partisan gridlock, this year is no exception.


Among other top spenders:  American Medical Association, which spent $3.68 million, down more than $700,000 from the second quarter; Chevron USA, which spent $1.78 million down from $2.06 million in the previous quarter; and CVS Caremark, which maintained second-quarter spending levels of about $2.3 million.


Some groups, however, increased their activities, such as America’s Health Insurance Plans, which spent $2.63 million in the third quarter, and the American Chemistry Council, which spent $3.48 million.


Reports from other big spenders, including Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America, Boeing Co. and AT&T, are not yet available.


Quarterly reports are filed with the Clerk of the House and the Secretary of the Senate.
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Congressional Ethics Committees Protect Legislators, Critics Say
Federal  -  Washington Post  -  October 7, 2012


In the 1980s and 1990s, a series of ethics scandals roiled Congress, claiming the careers of several influential politicians.  Among them were House Speaker Jim Wright for accepting excessive speaking fees, and Speaker Newt Gingrich for misusing a tax-exempt foundation. 

Badly bruised by the ethics fights, House lawmakers agreed to an informal cease-fire in 1997. The unspoken agreement to refrain from filing complaints held for seven years until 2004, when the  ethics committee reprimanded then-Majority Leader Tom DeLay for misconduct.

 


But since then, ethics committees in the House and Senate have been loath to discipline their own, moving to censure or reprimand just two lawmakers for improperly using their offices: U.S. Rep. Charles Rangel in 2010 and U.S. Rep. Laura Richardson in August.  Letters of admonishment, a lesser punishment, have been sent out four times in the Senate.  U.S. Sen. John Ensign resigned last year while under investigation by the chamber's ethics committee. The pattern has prompted critics to euphemistically call the panels "protection committees," according to interviews with nearly a dozen ethics experts and government watchdog groups.

 


"The House ethics committee and the Senate ethics committee are structured in a way to protect incumbents rather than to discipline them," said Craig Holman of Public Citizen.  "Members are overseeing each other, and they make sure that nothing comes back to haunt them."

 


Lawmakers also rely heavily on the committees for legal advice on a range of activities such as accepting gifts, raising money, or voting on legislation that might pose a conflict.  Between 2007 and 2011, lawyers for the two committees sent at least 2,800 written opinions to lawmakers and provided e-mailed advice 6,500 times.  The opinions are kept confidential, unless lawmakers choose to make them public.
   


In February, The Washington Post reported 33 lawmakers directed more than $300 million in earmarks and other spending provisions to public projects next to or within two miles of their own property.  The Post also found another 16 lawmakers directed tax money to companies, colleges, or community programs where their spouses, children, or parents worked or served on boards.  In many of the cases, the lawmakers said they had received permission for the spending measures from the ethics committees.

 


After the scandals involving DeLay and lobbyist Jack Abramoff, Congress took steps to make the process of investigating complaints more independent, creating the Office of Congressional Ethics (OCE). Designed as an in-depth investigative arm, the OCE has conducted a series of lengthy probes since its creation in 2008, referring its findings to the House ethics committee, which has the ultimate say on possible sanctions.

 

To date, the OCE has referred 32 cases of possible wrongdoing against lawmakers to the committee, which has levied no sanctions in 30 of the cases.  The committee ordered U.S. Rep. Jean Schmidt to repay $500,000 worth of legal services she improperly accepted, and the panel decided to adopt an OCE report detailing travel expenses Rangel improperly took as an admonishment of the congressperson. Six additional cases are pending. In the vast majority of the cases, the committee has exonerated the lawmakers and issued opinions that have had the effect of shielding other members of Congress from similar allegations, say watchdog groups.

 


In 2010, for instance, the OCE made a referral for an investigation involving three lawmakers who held fundraisers with representatives of Wall Street firms on the eve of voting on the Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act of 2009. U.S. Reps. John Campbell, Joseph Crowley, and Tom Price offered the financial industry representatives one-on-one meetings during the fundraisers.

 


The OCE found "substantial reason to believe" the fundraisers were linked to an official act.  But the ethics committee disagreed.  It ruled the politicians had already staked out positions on the bill, and there was no interaction with their staff or discussions about the legislation at the fundraisers.  Watchdog groups say the ruling served to relax the already loose standards on lawmakers who wish to raise money from individuals and corporations with business before Congress. 

 


Today, watchdog groups worry the OCE's future may be in jeopardy. Members of the Congressional Black Caucus have tried to dismantle the panel, saying it has targeted a disproportionate number of African American lawmakers.  Last year, U.S. Rep. Mel Watt, a target himself who was ultimately exonerated by the House ethics committee, sponsored an amendment to cut the OCE's budget by 40 percent.  His effort failed, but close to a quarter of the House backed his amendment.

 


Watchdog groups say they now fear lawmakers will try a different tact this year by declining to appoint a new OCE board of directors.  Board members decide which cases to investigate and which to refer to the ethics committee.  The terms of four of the eight board members are up at the end of the year. 
State Lawmaker Ben Arredondo Pleads Guilty to Two Felonies
Arizona  -  Arizona Republic  -  October 5, 2012


State Rep. Ben Arredondo pleaded guilty to two felonies and agreed to resign his legislative seat, becoming the latest in a string of Arizona politicians to face criminal and ethics charges.  Arredondo pleaded guilty in federal court to honest services fraud and mail fraud.  Honest services fraud is a federal charge often used in cases related to public corruption.  Each felony comes with a maximum prison sentence of up to 20 years and $250,000 in fines.  Restitution could be up to $50,000.  As part of the plea, Arredondo agreed to resign from the Legislature.

Judge Lawrence Anderson said Arredondo accepted a bribe in exchange for services and defrauded the residents of Tempe and Arizona of their right to honest services. Federal prosecutors said Arredondo accepted about $6,000 in tickets to charity events, and college and professional sporting events. The tickets were bribes in exchange for giving undercover FBI agents posing as developers the inside track on a Tempe land deal, said prosecutors.


Arredondo is the second state lawmaker to plead guilty to federal felony charges this year and the third person in the State Capitol arena to be snared by an FBI corruption investigation.  

 


In February, Rep. Richard Miranda abruptly resigned from the Legislature and in June pleaded guilty to felony wire fraud and attempted tax evasion for selling a building owned by a non-profit he ran and pocketing the money.  Miranda was sentenced to a 27-month federal prison sentence and must pay back hundreds of thousands of dollars.
California Legislative Staffers Moonlight in Campaign Jobs
California  -  Sacramento Bee  -  October 21, 2012


With Election Day approaching, campaigns across California have stocked up on scores of aides and advisers to walk precincts, staff phone banks, and plot strategies to deliver a win.  Many of those workers are not just political operatives.  They also are employees of the state Legislature, logging hours and outside pay during election season by assisting their party's campaigns.

 


A Sacramento Bee review of thousands of staff financial disclosure forms found nearly 200 legislative aides reported earning income from an outside political source while working for the Legislature in 2010, the last statewide election year.  Even in 2011, an election off-year, dozens had a paying side job in politics. 

 


State law prohibits the use of public resources for campaigns.  Many aides take vacation time and volunteer.  But paid work on political races outside work hours or during personal leave time is legal, and in some cases encouraged, for legislative staff.   Some work on behalf of their bosses, others for a wide range of political candidates and causes.  Some run their own consulting companies. All draw paychecks funded by political donors.

 


It is a practice defended by some as one that helps them understand their members' districts and sharpens political skills needed for everyday work at the Capitol.  Others question whether it contributes to political polarization in the Legislature and compromises the integrity of top legislative aides.

 


In 2010, 27 legislative chiefs of staff disclosed outside income from a political source.  Overall, legislative employees reported receiving a total of more than $1.9 million in payments from consulting and other political endeavors on top of their state salaries that year.
 


"It totally blurs the line between campaigning and governing," said Phillip Ung, who pushes for more transparency and disclosure in politics as a policy advocate for California Common Cause.  “[What happens when a campaign donor whose contribution helped fund your political work] offers a bill that they want your boss to sponsor in the Legislature next year?”
 


Those doing the extra work and earning the extra pay have a different view.  "I think political skills make you a better chief of staff or a better staffer because you understand the impact that legislation has on people, and you understand what motivates people and what is really important to them," said Mike Spence, chief of staff to Assemblyperson Curt Hagman.

  


Natalie Wood, a senior policy specialist at the National Conference of State Legislatures' Center for Ethics in Government, said the overlap could become more common as statehouse leaders hire more of what she calls partisan staff, positions often affiliated with leadership or Democratic and Republican caucuses.  That trend, she said, makes rules governing legislative staff and campaign work all the more important.

 
Fla. Ethics Commission: Rivera broke 11 ethics laws while serving in Florida Legislature
Florida  -  Miami Herald  -  October 24, 2012

Already facing FBI probes and a daunting re-election, U.S. Rep. David Rivera was charged by state authorities with 11 counts of violating ethics laws for filing bogus financial disclosure forms, misusing campaign funds, and concealing a consulting contract with a Miami gambling business while serving in the Florida Legislature.

Investigators with the Florida Commission on Ethics found Rivera's secret deal to work as a political consultant for the Magic City Casino created a conflict-of-interest for the lawmaker.  The ethics panel also said he broke state ethics laws by failing to fully disclose his finances from 2005 to 2009. Rivera was first elected to the Florida House in 2002.

 


Rivera signed a consulting contract with the Magic City Casino's owners in 2006 to run a campaign to win voter approval for slot machines at Miami-Dade pari-mutuels.  But Rivera had the money from the deal sent to Millennium Marketing, a company founded by his mother and godmother, show records.  He then received at least $132,000 back from Millennium, money Rivera has called loans that did not have to be disclosed.

 


The commission says the Magic City Casino was attempting to influence his vote in the state House, where Rivera had also backed legislation favored by the gaming industry.  Both Rivera and Magic City's owners have denied the consulting contract was an attempt to influence legislation. 

 


In a letter to the commission, Rivera's godmother, Ileana Medina, described Rivera as a subcontractor to Millennium on the slots campaign.  But Rivera's mother told prosecutors in a sworn statement that Millennium was a "nonexistent" company created at Rivera's request, show records. The casino ultimately paid $700,000 to Millennium.  The FBI and IRS are also investigating whether Rivera should have paid taxes on the Magic City money.

  


The state ethics agency first began investigating Rivera in 2010, following complaints triggered by Miami Herald articles about discrepancies in his financial disclosure reports.  Ethics investigators suspended their probe when the Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) and the Miami-Dade state attorney’s office launched a criminal inquiry of Rivera's finances and the Magic City deal.

 


Miami-Dade prosecutors dropped the probe in April, saying the statute of limitations and toothless election laws prevented prosecution.  When the criminal probe ended, the ethics commission then resumed its inquiry, said commission spokesperson Kerrie Stillman.  "We don't choose the timing of our investigations," said Stillman.  Rivera also filed false or incomplete financial disclosure forms between 2005 and 2009, found the commission. Investigators said Rivera should have reported the Magic City payments through Millennium as income, and he also failed to report some real estate and a small number of stock holdings.

Legislature's New Leaders Back Tough Ethics Reform
Florida  -  Bradenton Herald  -  October 17, 2012


The new leaders of the Florida Legislature called for sweeping and stronger ethics laws, including a crackdown on lawmakers who collect a second public paycheck while holding office. Incoming Senate President Don Gaetz and House Speaker-designate Will Weatherford pledged to make ethics reform a priority in the session next spring in hopes of improving the Legislature's reputation among Floridians.

 
"I think we ought to raise the standard of ethical conduct in the Legislature and among public officials in the state generally," said Gaetz, endorsing changes sought by the Commission on Ethics as a starting point.

 


As Gaetz's call for higher ethical standards for elected officials hit the political blogs, Weatherford tweeted:  "Don and I are in agreement here.  It's the right thing to do!"

 


For the moment it is just talk, but this would be the first time since Reubin Askew was governor in the 1970s that high-ranking state officials have taken ethics reform so seriously.  Attempts to strengthen state laws have consistently failed to go anywhere, even as powerful lawmakers have been dragged into one ethical swamp after another.

 


Outgoing Senate President Mike Haridopolos formally apologized in February for filing incomplete disclosure forms over a five-year period.  Former House Speaker Ray Sansom resigned in 2009 amid an investigation of his efforts to steer millions of dollars to a college in his hometown that later offered him a job.

 


In a discussion with Capitol reporters, Gaetz listed ethics reform as his second-highest goal, right behind tweaking the education system so it creates better jobs.  For starters, Gaetz said, public officials' financial disclosure statements should be on-line, where people can find them, and he said lawmakers should not be allowed to vote on matters in which they declare a conflict-of-interest, as current rules allow.  "What kind of rule is that?" asked Gaetz.

 


"If you or your family benefits directly from a piece of legislation, you should declare the conflict, you shouldn't vote, and you shouldn't try to influence the vote," said Gaetz.

  


Weatherford, who like Gaetz will take office on November 20, issued a statement that said: "It's good news for Florida that House and Senate leadership are in agreement that there is a need for meaningful campaign finance and ethics reform. This issue will be a Senate and House priority."
Atlanta Region Sees Spike in Public Corruption Cases
Georgia  -  Atlanta Journal-Constitution  -  October 22, 2012

 


An analysis of federal crime statistics by The Atlanta Journal-Constitution shows the number of public corruption convictions has spiked in recent years.  The federal judicial district that includes metro Atlanta now ranks among the top districts in the country in corruption convictions, found the newspaper.

 


Law enforcement officials say an increased emphasis on nabbing corrupt officials, not necessarily an increase in corruption, accounts for the rise in convictions.  But federal prosecutors say the consequences of corruption, including wasted tax dollars and broken public trust, are real.

   


For the 10-year period from 2002 to 2011, the Northern District of Georgia saw 181 public corruption convictions, 22nd among the 93 districts.  It trailed such famed corruption capitals as New Jersey (429 convictions), Chicago (370), and South Florida (284).

 


The statistics do not provide a definitive answer to the question of which regions are the most corrupt.  They include only federal convictions, not local prosecutions.  The statistics also might reflect variations in population and the different priorities of federal prosecutors in different districts.

 


But Dick Simpson, a University of Illinois-Chicago professor who has analyzed federal corruption convictions, believes they are the best measure available of relative corruption levels in different parts of the country.  He called metro Atlanta's steady rise in the rankings troublesome.

 


Federal officials attributed the trend to aggressive enforcement.   Mark Giuliano, special agent in charge of the FBI's Atlanta field office, said public corruption investigations are the agency’s number one priority.  Several years ago, the bureau established the Atlanta Public Corruption Task Force so the FBI would work with local and state law enforcement agencies and maximize investigative efforts. 

U.S. Attorney Sally Yates said in recent years, the FBI has made a concerted effort to develop sources of information from within law enforcement and business communities.  "They’ve worked hard on that and we're seeing it pay dividends now," said Yates.

  


Regardless of the cause, many believe corruption is bad for business.  "If somebody figures your state is corrupt, they may not want to bid on your project or move their business here," said Georgia Common Cause Executive Director William Perry.

 


"Public corruption cases really strike at the heart of what our government is all about," said Yates.  "Our system depends on trusting our public officials to act in the public's best interest.  When they use their positions instead to line their own pockets, it not only undermines the public’s confidence in that individual, but the whole system of government."

Loopholes Abound in Some Lobbyist Gift Bans
Georgia  -  Atlanta Journal-Constitution  -  October 14, 2012


A proposal to ban lobbyist gifts to Georgia officials sounds pretty straightforward to most voters. "B-A-N; it means none," said Gordon Jones, a retired executive who lives in DeKalb County.

 


Jones is talking about eliminating gifts like these: in 2010, a lobbyist spent $17,000 to take House Speaker David Ralston, his family, and staff to Europe to learn about high-speed trains.  This summer, House Ways and Means Committee Chairperson Mickey Channell spent much of June at Florida resorts with lobbyists picking up the bill in exchange for his attendance at industry conferences. Every year, the Savannah Area Chamber of Commerce spends more than $80,000 on a seafood feast for the entire Legislature.

 


But all of these perks could remain legal if Georgia lawmakers follow the example of other states, where loopholes are often written into the legislation.  The Atlanta Journal-Constitution review of bans in other states finds such laws often do not go as far as voters might expect.  The proposed ban in Georgia is expected to come up in the 2013 legislative session.

 


Consider California, where lobbyists cannot take an official out to dinner, but the lobbyist's employer can.  In Arizona, lobbyists exploited a loophole in the law for years to send powerful state legislators to out-of-state football games.  Alabama's gift ban, on the other hand, has changed the way state leaders do business, said a key ethics official. 

 


While some states have absolute prohibitions on lobbyists giving gifts, they say nothing about gifts from the people who hire them. Businesses or groups that employ lobbyists are called principals, and some states that ban lobbyist gifts allow gifts from principals. That means California lawmakers can take sports tickets, spa treatments, even paid vacations from special interests without violating that state's ban.

 
"… Reasonable people can disagree whether a comprehensive gift ban would have an impact or not, but banning gifts from lobbyists and not their clients does not accomplish much at all," Dan Schnur, director of the Unruh Institute of Politics at the University of Southern California. 

Tennessee tightened its ethics laws after a 2005 FBI investigation into official bribery sent 11 people to prison, but the state still allows lobbyists to throw parties as long as every legislator is invited. Eighty-six such events took place in the first six months of this year at a total cost of $668,447, according to records from the Tennessee Ethics Commission.

 


Still, the new rules have altered the relationship between politicians and lobbyists, said Tennessee Common Cause Chairperson Dick Williams.  He said the new rules mean lobbyists can no longer take legislators out for a private dinner or drinks.  "The climate now is that if somebody did that they couldn't keep it secret for very long," said Williams.

 


The Alabama Legislature rewrote its ethics laws in 2010 following scandalous behavior between public officials and gambling lobbyists.  Alabama Ethics Commission Director Jim Sumner said the new restrictions on gifts changed the political culture almost overnight.  One question faced by states seeking to restrict gifts is what to do about out-of-town conferences.  Lobbyists for trade associations and other groups love to have influential politicians come to their group’s summer conference, often held at a posh beach resort.  

  


Robert Smith, chairperson of the political science department at Kennesaw State University and an expert on legislative ethics, said voters expect a gift ban to effectively end special interest gifts to legislators.  But he said there likely has to be some flexibility built in.

 


"If you buy me a cup of coffee at a Starbucks, I guess I'm not sure this would influence me to take a stance one way or another," said Smith.  "But if you are flying me to a football game … well, gee, that just doesn't look right.  I think that truly is at the heart of what the lobbyist caps or bans are supposed to be."
Subsidized NJ Firms May Be Forced to Disclose Political Donations
New Jersey  -  Columbus Republic  -  October 9, 2012


Companies receiving business grants, tax credits, or other subsidies from state government in New Jersey would be required to disclose all political donations of more than $10,000 under newly introduced legislation.  The sponsor, Assemblyperson Tim Eustace, said taxpayers are entitled to find out the extent of political involvement by companies receiving economic development help from the state, as well as what candidates and causes they support.

 


"Corporations have the right to immerse themselves in politics, but they definitely should not be allowed to do so secretly if they're receiving state taxpayer help," said Eustace.

 


The same holds true for publicly traded companies doing business in New Jersey and their shareholders, said Eustace, who has introduced a separate measure requiring disclosure of $10,000-plus contributions to candidates and ballot questions by publicly held companies.

 


Jeff Brindle, executive director of the New Jersey Election Law Enforcement Commission, said candidates and PACs are now required to report receiving all contributions of more than $300.  This legislation would place the reporting onus on the companies making the contributions and put the list in one searchable database.

 
New Jersey's Economic Development Authority approved $883 million in financial assistance, business incentives, and tax credits to 301 companies in 2011, all of whom presumably would be covered if the state law were to change.  
 


As drafted, the legislation would require any corporation receiving an economic development subsidy of $25,000 or more to list every political expenditure greater than $10,000 made by the company or its corporate parent to support a candidate or support or oppose a ballot question.  Publicly traded companies would be require to keep a list of all political donations, with those exceeding $10,000 available on a Web site set up to browse such contributions.  Smaller donations would have to be accessible to shareholders.
Lobbyists' Checks Buy Lawmaker Access
Pennsylvania  -  Allentown Morning Call  -  October 15, 2012


It is just after eight a.m. on a Wednesday, weeks before an election, and Pennsylvania Rep. Jerry Knowles is engaging in a time-honored rite of fall.  Outside the Market Square Café in the Harrisburg Hilton, Knowles greets lobbyists, fellow lawmakers, and other supporters entering his fundraising breakfast. Nearby, at a folding table, an aide ticks off their names.  The price: $250.

 


Although banned in some states, the scene the hotel is hardly unique.  In Pennsylvania, lobbyists have access to lawmakers from before the start of the business day until well after the sun goes down.  It is the product of a fundraising culture embedded in the legislative schedule, say critics.

 


During session weeks, it is possible for a lawmaker to take a check at lunch and vote on a lobbyist's issue that afternoon.  Lawmakers and lobbyists reject any suggestion of quid pro quo.  Indeed, that would be illegal, even under Pennsylvania's weak campaign finance laws.  What is being bought, both sides readily agree, is access. 

 


"I don't know of too many [legislators] who would not give me a chance to make my pitch after I've gone to their fundraiser," said lobbyist John Milliron.

 


Lawmakers and lobbyists say fundraisers, as social events, build relationships and help the democratic process.  Informed lawmakers, they point out, pass better laws.  And constituents who do not write checks, lawmakers insist, certainly are welcome at their legislative offices.  "I don't think a check for $500 is going to buy anyone's favor," said Sen. Bob Mensch.

 


But watchdogs warn that one man's relationship-building looks like another's influence-peddling.  And they question the timing and intent of fundraisers scheduled so close to an election. Fundraisers also proliferate ahead of votes on priority legislation.

 


"Everyone understands what a fundraiser is for," said Pennsylvania Common Cause Executive Director Barry Kauffman.  "There is a lot of unspoken political body language involved."

 


On a recent day, a single donor in Harrisburg could have attended 19 fundraisers for incumbent lawmakers, legislative candidates, and political organizations, according to a schedule on the Web site of Greenlee Partners, one of Harrisburg's biggest lobbying firms.  Assuming that donor had run the full slate of events and given the maximum amount, he or she would have written checks totaling $16,100 in one day.

 


Privately, lobbyists grouse at writing big-money checks to lawmakers, complaining the number of events they are asked to attend has grown exponentially with the increasing professionalization – and cost – of campaigns.  None would speak publicly out of concern for their business or for fear of damaging relationships that, in some cases, they have worked years to cultivate.

 


"There's always pressure to raise money," said consultant Mary Isenhour.  "Every piece of mail costs money.  As the cost of living has gone up, so has the cost of campaigns.  It's economics."

 


Rep. Eugene DePasquale, who is running for state auditor general, said the proliferation of fundraisers underlines the need for campaign finance reform in a state where there are no limits on political giving and only a ban on direct corporate contributions. 

 


Lawmakers and lobbyists know when politics and policy intersect over a cocktail, or in the case of Knowles' breakfast, a cup of coffee and a bagel.  They also know attendance is being taken.  Lobbyists interviewed say they shun detailed discussions about legislation at such events.

 


"I never bring up a bill or a vote at a fundraiser," said Milliron, who was a House member in the 1970s.  "[Legislators] are smart.  They know who their friends are."

 


While the approach is more schoolyard rules than black-letter law, legal prohibitions are in place.  Any contribution a lobbyist or his employer makes to a particular lawmaker is reportable under state campaign finance laws.  And the lobbyist's salary, time, and contact with the lawmaker is reportable under the state's lobbyist disclosure law.

 


Those who track the influence of money in politics say scheduling such events around the legislative calendar feeds into public cynicism that attendance at them buys more access and influence than the average voter can hope to wield.

 


"It creates a question [of] whose interests are being served, especially if you're raising money while casting votes," said Edwin Bender, executive director of the National Institute on Money in State Politics.  "Those involved may not bat an eye, but to the everyday voter in the supermarket, it's going to look like favoritism.  It supports the notion that money is corrupting."

 


Government reformers have unsuccessfully sought changes in Pennsylvania for at least a decade.  Those include timelier reporting of campaign donations "to give the public some idea of the timing of the contribution and what issue it may have been connected with," said Kauffman.

 


"It's been a part of our culture since I've been here," said Rep. Dan Frankel, who recently hosted a fundraising luncheon where attendees paid $500 to $2,500 for a buffet and quality time with a senior legislator.  "It's one of those issues we all deal with.  I think most members are able to separate it."

ETHICS REPORTER 


October, 2012





Kentucky Legislative Ethics Commission


22 Mill Creek Park, Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-9230


Phone: (502) 573-2863


� HYPERLINK "http://klec.ky.gov" �http://klec.ky.gov�




















� EMBED MS_ClipArt_Gallery.5 ���





CHPA Is Top Spender This Year	








D.C. Lobbying Revenue - Third quarter 2012





News You Can Use from State & Federal Communications





U.S. Chamber Congressional Lobbying Continues at Rapid Clip





New Employers Registered to Lobby








_1326263092

