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Kentucky lobbying spending continued at a record pace in the 2019 General Assembly. Reports filed after the end of the session show that $7.55 million was spent on lobbying during the odd-year, 30-day session.  That total was eight percent higher than 2017 and 2015, which both came in at $6.9 million.

During the session, 736 businesses and organizations employed 603 lobbyists, tracking the national trend toward more state lobbying by businesses and interest groups, and more money spent to influence state-based policies.  

As an illustration of that upward trend, the amount spent in the first three months of 2019 exceeds the amount spent during the entire 12 months of 2001, the first year in which Kentucky held an odd-year short session.

As it was in the 2018 session, the top spending lobbying organization this year was the Kentucky Chamber of Commerce, which spent $112,740 in January, February, and March.  

The second-biggest spender in the 2019 session was the National Council of State Boards of Nursing (NCSBN), which has previously lobbied very little in Kentucky.  In the 2019 session however, NCSBN jumped to the top of the list after spending $103,720 lobbying on legislation to change requirements for advanced practice registered nurses to prescribe controlled substances.


The other top five spenders include: Altria/Philip Morris ($98,762); Kentucky Bankers Association ($98,735), which successfully lobbied to repeal the Bank Franchise Tax, saving banks $50 million per year in state taxes; and Kentucky Hospital Association ($94,596).

The rest of the top ten includes: Greater Louisville, Inc. ($62,455); Kentucky Association of Electric Cooperatives ($62,444); Kentucky Credit Union League ($58,078); Kentucky Retail Federation ($54,128); and Kentucky League of Cities ($53,461).




The Kentucky Legislative Ethics Commission (KLEC) recently addressed a case in which it recognized the constitutional authority of the General Assembly in election contests for legislative races.  Here’s background information on the Commission, and discussion of its decision in the case:

KLEC is the only ethics commission of its kind in the United States:  a bi-partisan, citizen-run commission with jurisdiction over an ethics code that applies to legislators, lobbyists, and all businesses and organizations that employ lobbyists.  In every other state, legislators are members of the ethics panels that deal with complaints against their colleagues.


KLEC’s independence and its bi-partisan membership guarantee that the public has a higher level of confidence in the group’s ethics decisions, as they are guided by the law, and not by political connections or legislative collegiality. 


It’s noteworthy that in the 26 years since Kentucky adopted the ethics law and created the independent KLEC, not one legislator has been indicted or convicted in state or federal court for misusing his or her legislative office.  This stands in remarkable contrast to many other states, where legislators are regularly resigning or going to prison in the wake of serious corruption.


In the recent KLEC case of Glenn v. Osborne, the law was clear, and on two separate occasions (in January and again in April), KLEC Democrats and Republicans agreed, without a dissenting vote, that no violation of the ethics law occurred.  


The case involved an attorney for a legislator-elect (Glenn) alleging that the House Speaker (Osborne) used legislative staff to prepare an election contest case against the legislator-elect.  The attorney said such staff work was a use of public resources for partisan political campaign activity. 


However, the Kentucky Constitution, statutes, and case law are crystal clear on these key points:


Election campaigns end on election day, and in the case of legislative elections in which the results are contested, each House of the General Assembly has the sole authority to determine who will be seated in that chamber; and   


Therefore, any work done by legislative staff on post-election contests and recounts in the House or Senate - a constitutional responsibility specifically assigned to the House or Senate - does not violate the ethics law, as that work is done in pursuance of those constitutional responsibilities, and as authorized by state statutes. 


At its January meeting, KLEC dismissed Glenn’s complaint because each House of the General Assembly, and the legislators and staff working on its behalf, has exclusive and complete power over the resolution of election recounts and contests, pursuant to Section 38 of Kentucky’s Constitution.  In April, KLEC denied a motion to reconsider the earlier decision.

This case is similar to ethics complaints that were brought against two previous House Speakers (Greg Stumbo in 2014 and Jody Richards in 2008).  In each of those cases, a complaint alleged the Speaker violated the ethics law in handling impeachment petitions filed by citizens.  In those cases, as in the recent case, the complainants offered no substantive evidence beyond speculation to support their allegations.


As in the Osborne case, KLEC determined that Stumbo and Richards were exercising constitutional authority, so the actions of all three Speakers were “authorized by law”, and were not violations of the legislative ethics law.


Interestingly, there have been a fair number of legislative election contests filed in the House and Senate since the 1891 adoption of Kentucky’s Constitution.  


Over the years, Kentucky courts have drawn a bright line between pre-election activities, which are “campaign activities”, and actions after the election.  


An election contest has been described as any action taken after an election to challenge the election's results, as courts have held that "An election contest obviously is a post-election procedure, involving an election that has been held, as distinguished from a pre-election suit to determine whether a person may be voted on as a candidate."  Fletcher v. Wilson, 495 S.W.2d 787, 791 (Ky. 1973).  


Thus, Kentucky law makes a distinction between the election, during which campaign activity occurs, and the post-election period in which an election contest or recount may be held.  


In the days before the General Assembly employed many lawyers, the House and Senate approved the use of public funds for both the contestant’s and contestee’s legal fees, upon request of the parties, and the courts acknowledged that this is a proper use of public funds.  Mercer v. Coleman, 14 S.W.2d 144 (Ky. 1929).  



In Hallam v. Coulter, the court stated that “according to parliamentary custom”, General Assembly appropriations could be used to pay any expenses borne by the parties to a legislative contest action, either by a successful or unsuccessful party, in a legislative contest case before the House.  73 S.W. 772, 774 (Ky. 1903).  

 CONCLUSION

In this case, any activities in which House leaders are alleged to have engaged involving a recanvass or other pre-contest or recount processes, or actions in a recount or contest, were done pursuant to Constitutional and statutory authority, so they are “authorized by law”, as allowed by the ethics code. 

The actions complained of were not for “private gain” or “partisan political campaign activity”, as prohibited by the ethics law.  Rather, they are specifically provided for in the Kentucky Constitution and statutes for the post-general election decision of who is to be considered a properly seated member of the House.  


The citizen-run, bi-partisan Legislative Ethics Commission unanimously agreed, and that makes it a bright day for ethics and the law in Kentucky.
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Ward: Bill allowing lobbyist gifts to officials 'dead' in his committee

ALABAMA -- Montgomery Advertiser – by Brian Lyman -- April 10, 2019


It got verbal support.  And then it stalled. 


An Alabama Senate committee delayed a vote on a proposed ethics bill that critics say would represent a major step back from 2010 ethics laws and considerably loosen restrictions on what lobbyists can give to public officials or their family members. 

The bill’s sponsor, Sen. Greg Albritton, argued that SB 230, would clarify ethics laws by providing better definitions, explicit lines of enforcement and punishments for transgressions, and disclosures of gifts from lobbyists to officials. 

“SB 230 clarifies what is to be disclosed - everything, publicly - so that all may see what the goings-on are,” Albritton told the committee.  “Bribery has always been a crime, and in this bill, it remains so.  So does using a public office for personal gain.  Any crimes will be more easily ferreted out by using the disclosure information.”


But the bill would lift any limits on what lobbyists could give to officials, provided they do not do so with corrupt intent.  

Senate Judiciary Committee chair Cam Ward, moved to carry the bill over.  He said it would not come up again in his committee.


"This bill is dead in my committee as far as I am concerned," he wrote in a text.  "I carried the bill over because I had a lot of concerns and questions."

The Alabama Attorney General’s Office and the Alabama Ethics Commission both oppose the legislation, saying it would gut the existing ethics law.  


No member of the Senate Judiciary Committee expressed explicit opposition to the bill during the committee meeting. But some, including Sens. Vivian Figures, Mobile, Sam Givhan, Huntsville, and Larry Stutts, Tuscumbia, expressed a desire to give time to review the legislation.


“If it’s such a good bill, why is it the AG is against it?" Figures asked.  "And all that I’ve been reading in the press and from others and also constituents is how bad it will be, and it will be worse than where we are now.” 

The bill would also make significant changes to the definition of “thing of value,” making it anything of monetary value and significantly broadening exemptions for gifts given to officials by friends.  It would also lift the prohibition on principals - those who hire lobbyists - from giving to officials and narrow the definition of who a principal is. 
House Ethics Committee found 'substantial reason' to think Arizona Rep. David Schweikert broke rules

ARIZONA – Arizona Republic – by Ronald J. Hansen – April 17, 2019


The U.S. House Ethics Committee has acknowledged that its unanimous decision to investigate Rep. David Schweikert last year included "substantial reason" to believe he improperly billed campaign expenses to his congressional office.


The committee released a one-page report made a year ago that sparked the investigation of Schweikert's office and campaign finances that continues to this day.


It is a fresh reminder of old information regarding possible misspending by the five-term Arizona congressman.


Schweikert has in the past cast the matter as a bookkeeping issue, though investigators have taken more than 18 months to sort out the money trail.


"Schweikert’s campaign committees may have accepted contributions from an individual
who was employed in Rep. Schweikert’s congressional office, in the form of individual outlays that later were reimbursed by the campaign committees," the committee's 2018 report said.  That could flout House rules and federal law, the committee noted.


The bipartisan committee voted 6-0 a year ago to examine whether Schweikert authorized improper payments from his congressional funds to his former chief of staff, Oliver Schwab, and to look at whether Schweikert failed to properly monitor his campaign committee.

Schwab's income and spending habits came into question in a 2017 report in the Washington Examiner.  In April 2018, he repaid Schweikert's campaign more than $50,000 for what was described as "erroneous reimbursement."

The spending questions largely revolve around Chartwell Associates, a consulting firm operated by Schwab.  The firm took in more than $133,000 in consulting fees since 2014 and billed another $57,000 in "consulting/travel" fees to the campaign, according to a complaint to the Ethics Committee.

In May 2018, Schwab told The Republic that the allegations have been distorted and asked for patience as the matter was investigated.  Shortly afterward, he resigned from Schweikert's office.

Corruption case spans 15 people, two states 

ARKANSAS – NW Arkansas Democrat-Gazette -- by E. Besson & L. Hammersly -- April 12, 2019

With three new indictments, an almost five-year-long federal investigation into political corruption has resulted in charges against more than a dozen government and business leaders in Arkansas and Missouri.


The first charges, starting in 2017, alleged that two Arkansas legislators accepted thousands of dollars in kickbacks to direct state General Improvement Fund grants to a Northwest Arkansas substance abuse treatment center operated by a Springfield, Mo.-based nonprofit, Preferred Family Healthcare, as well as directing grants for kickbacks to a private Arkansas college.

Federal authorities later issued a series of bribery and conspiracy charges against former executives of Preferred Family Healthcare, including Arkansas Capitol lobbyist and company executive Milton "Rusty" Cranford.


Those charges alleged that Cranford and at least five more Preferred Family executives engaged in illegal political lobbying and paid bribes to Arkansas legislators in exchange for favorable state laws and regulations.  The company executives also are accused of stealing millions from their nonprofit and its predecessor, Alternative Opportunities Inc.

Five former Arkansas lawmakers have been charged or found guilty so far.  Here's the accused legislators and a lobbyist, and where their cases stand:


Former state Rep. Micah Neal, Springdale -- Pleads guilty to one count of conspiracy to commit honest services, mail and wire fraud in connection with taking kickbacks for directing state grants to small, private Ecclesia College and Decision Point Inc., a Bentonville substance abuse treatment facility owned by Preferred Family Healthcare's predecessor. 

Allegations also included an unnamed state senator and a lobbyist later identified as Cranford.  Now serving three years' probation and one-year house arrest, Neal was granted leniency for his "unprecedented" cooperation with federal authorities.

Former state Sen. Jon Woods, Springdale - Charged with 17 counts of wire fraud, mail fraud and money laundering, accused of taking kickbacks and using his legislative position to approve more than $600,000 in state grants to Decision Point and Ecclesia College.  Jury finds Woods guilty of 15 felony counts.  Sentence is 18 years, four months in prison, $1.6 million in restitution, and $1 million forfeiture of assets.  Now in federal prison, appealing his conviction.

Former state Rep. Eddie Cooper, Melbourne, also a former Preferred Family Healthcare lobbyist - Pleads guilty to one count of conspiracy to embezzle more than $4 million from the nonprofit.  Admits working as a legislator and lobbyist in Arkansas and Missouri with Cranford to pass state laws and rules favorable to the company's services to Medicaid clients.  Awaits sentencing.

Former state Rep. Henry "Hank" Wilkins, Pine Bluff - Pleads guilty to one count of conspiracy to commit offenses against the United States, including taking $83,000 in bribes in exchange for influencing Arkansas legislation to favor Preferred Family Healthcare in the state's Medicaid program, and other actions.  Awaits sentencing.

Former state Sen. Jeremy Hutchinson, Little Rock - Pleads not guilty to 12 counts of wire and tax fraud, alleging he misspent campaign donations and underreported his income on federal tax forms.  Awaits trial.  A month ago, Hutchinson was again indicted, and pled not guilty to 12 felonies, including conspiracy, bribery and honest-services fraud.  He's accused of accepting bribes to influence Arkansas legislation and regulations favorable to Preferred Family Healthcare.  Awaits trial.

Milton "Rusty" Cranford, Preferred Family Healthcare - longtime lobbyist at the Arkansas State Capitol - Pleads guilty to one count of federal program bribery, in connection with bribing Arkansas lawmakers to influence laws and state regulations to benefit Preferred Family and other clients, between 2010 and 2017.  Awaits sentencing.  Cranford is also accused in a federal court filing of trying to arrange the murder of a co-conspirator, Donald Jones.
To block California soda taxes, companies paid for ‘Black Panther’ tickets, fancy dinners

CALIFORNIA – Los Angeles Times – by Samantha Young -- April 7, 2019


Dinners at an expensive restaurant in Maui - with ocean views.  Tickets to professional sports games.  A free screening of “Black Panther” at a Sacramento IMAX theater.  And a $250,000 donation to a group that funds the governor’s travel.

That’s just a sampling of the $11.8 million that soft drink companies and their lobbyists spent at the state and local levels in the last two years in California to block proposals such as taxing sugary beverages and slapping health warnings on their drinks, a California Healthline analysis found.

“They exercise extraordinary influence in this building,” state Sen. Bill Monning, Carmel, said of the industry.  “We don’t underestimate the power of the opposition.”


Monning doesn’t accept soda industry money - and has tried repeatedly to tax sugary beverages in California and place warning labels on packaging.  He was one of the most vocal critics last year when the industry blocked cities and counties from levying soda taxes - a maneuver some lawmakers described as “extortion.”


Angered by the industry’s tactics, Monning and other lawmakers now are pushing a package of bills to clamp down on drinks they say contribute to rising rates of obesity and diabetes.  Several of the measures are scheduled for a committee hearing, including one that would tax distributors of sugary drinks at two cents an ounce.


Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York, Rhode Island and Vermont also are considering statewide taxes on sugar-sweetened beverages.  At least four states, including Arkansas and West Virginia, already impose taxes on sodas, either by the fluid ounce or on gross receipts, according to the National Conference of State Legislatures.


Although it’s anybody’s guess how much the industry will spend to sway California lawmakers this year, its previous largesse indicates money will flow to nearly every Capitol officeholder.


A California Healthline analysis found that 9 in 10 state senators and members of the Assembly, or a member of their staff, accepted a campaign contribution, gift, or charitable donation in 2017 and 2018 from the American Beverage Association (or its political action committee), the Coca-Cola Co., or PepsiCo - the three largest givers in the industry.

The beverage industry, like other interest groups, spends money to influence lawmakers in several ways: It makes financial contributions to their campaigns and lobbies them and their staffs, plying them with meals, events and travel, and donates to charities in lawmakers’ names.


“They follow the playbook of the tobacco industry in protecting their products from criticism, casting doubt on the science, lobbying, working behind the scenes, funding front groups, doing all the things that industries that make potentially harmful products do,” said Marion Nestle, author of Soda Politics, and a professor emerita of food nutrition at New York University.
Ex-watchdog says state ethics panel buried legislator misconduct report
ILLINOIS – Chicago Tribune – by Dan Petrella and Ray Long – April 24, 2019


The former Illinois legislative inspector general says the ethics commission that oversaw her work buried a report of alleged misconduct by one of their fellow legislators, just one sign of a system she describes as “broken.”


In an op-ed published by the Tribune, ex-watchdog Julie Porter said lawmakers have done little to address these longstanding problems despite warnings from her predecessor and a series of high-profile sexual harassment allegations at the Capitol.  Porter was appointed interim IG in November 2017 after alleged victims said their complaints went unheard.


“When I agreed to serve as acting legislative inspector general, I knew there were structural problems, but never for a minute did I believe that the commission would take any action to thwart my independence,” wrote Porter, a former federal prosecutor named to the position to address a backlog of complaints built up while the position was left vacant for three years. 


“I certainly did not think that the commission would refuse to publish one of my founded summary reports.  “I was wrong.”

The legislative inspector general “is supposed to be an independent, objective official to whom anyone can go to lodge a complaint about unethical or wrongful conduct by members of the Illinois General Assembly,” Porter wrote.


“There are many problems,” she wrote, “but the key one is that the legislative inspector general cannot perform basic functions” - including opening investigations and releasing reports about founded allegations of misconduct - “without permission from the Legislative Ethics Commission - a body made up entirely of Illinois legislators who have inherent conflicts of interest.”


Porter, whose temporary term expired at the end of February, wrote that she issued a report near the end of her tenure that found a legislator had engaged in wrongdoing.  But the ethics commission refused her request to publish it. 


Porter said she wasn’t criticizing any of the eight lawmakers who serve on the commission individually, but “they have an inherent, baked-in conflict of interest.”  The commission should be made up of people who aren’t lawmakers, and the inspector general should be able to publish reports on founded allegations of misconduct without needing the commission’s approval, she said.


“The only real accountability that exists within the office of the legislative inspector general is the ability to share those things with the public,” Porter said.
Casino-investor ties led Speaker Bosma to skip gaming bill vote
INDIANA -- Indianapolis Star -- Tony Cook and 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.indystar.com/staff/10049302/kaitlin-lange/" Kaitlin Lange, -- April 18, 2019


Indiana House Speaker Brian Bosma is recusing himself from votes on legislation that would make some of the biggest changes to Indiana's casino laws in a generation.  The reason: a potentially lucrative contract arranged by a casino owner.


In a letter to the House ethics committee, Bosma said his law firm is providing legal representation to the Vigo County Capital Improvement Board - a local entity that stands to benefit from the legislation, which would allow a casino in Terre Haute.


The contract was arranged by Terre Haute businessman Greg Gibson, one of two principal investors in Spectacle Entertainment.  The arrangement is raising new concerns about the company's efforts to influence legislation at the Statehouse, where Spectacle is lobbying lawmakers for permission to move two lakeside casinos in Gary to more lucrative locations, in Terre Haute and closer to the interstate in Gary.


Heightening the concerns are Bosma's private discussions about the legislation with other lawmakers and casino companies, despite his decision to avoid any public votes on the topic.  It's the latest example of Bosma's private legal work overlapping with legislation his clients are seeking.

In a brief interview with IndyStar, Bosma denied the contract Gibson arranged had any influence on his actions as a lawmaker.  He said he has followed all House ethics rules.

The changes to Indiana's casino laws that Gibson and his partners at Spectacle are seeking would constitute the state's biggest expansion of gambling in at least a decade.  Allowing Spectacle to move its two casinos would increase the value of its two gaming licenses by hundreds of millions of dollars, according to estimates by competitors and some lawmakers.

As the House's most powerful member, Bosma has considerable influence over legislation. He appoints committee chairs, decides which committees handle each bill and plays a key role in deciding how campaign money raised by his caucus is spent.


In his letter to the ethics committee last month, Bosma says he will recuse himself from voting on or presiding over the casino legislation, even though he is not required to do so under House ethics rules because he has no "direct personal or pecuniary interest" in the measure.


Speaking to IndyStar, Bosma said he doesn't believe Gibson or other CIB members hired him to influence the legislature.  "I'm an excellent lawyer," Bosma said. "...They hired a good law firm that does construction and public affairs."

Such conflicts are not uncommon.  Because Indiana has a part-time legislature, lawmakers typically have a primary job outside of the Statehouse.  That can make the conflict of interest lines blurry, especially for attorneys who are not required to disclose their clients.


IndyStar asked what other clients Bosma is currently representing.


"None of your business," he said before walking away.
St. Louis County Executive Steve Stenger indicted in federal pay-for-play sting, resigns 

MISSOURI -- St. Louis Post-Dispatch -- by J. Kohler, J. Barker & R. Patrick – April 29, 2019

prev

next

Clayton -- St. Louis County Executive Steve Stenger, a target of a U.S. government investigation into political favors traded for campaign contributions, was indicted by a federal grand jury on charges of bribery, mail fraud, and theft of honest services.  Stenger also resigned as county executive, according to his lawyer, Scott Rosenblum.


In a copy of the indictment, prosecutors said that from October 2014 to Dec. 31, 2018, “Stenger and various individuals and companies schemed to defraud and deprive the citizens of St. Louis County of their right to his honest and faithful services, and the honest and faithful services of the St. Louis Economic Development Partnership’s Chief Executive Officer, through bribery and the concealment of material information.”


Stenger, they said, sought and accepted “campaign contributions from individuals and their companies in exchange for favorable official action, and for individuals and their companies to enrich themselves and their companies by secretly obtaining favorable action for themselves and for their companies, through corrupt means.”


Stenger ensured that a campaign donor, John Rallo, and his company, Cardinal Insurance, got insurance contracts from the county in 2015 and 2016, and a 2016 consulting contract through the St. Louis County Port Authority, prosecutors said.


Stenger also helped a Rallo company, Wellston Holdings, LLC, obtain options to purchase two properties in Wellston, Missouri which were held by the Land Clearance for Redevelopment Authority.

Stenger also helped a company that is not named in the indictment get a 2019 - 2021 state lobbying contract from the St. Louis Economic Development Partnership.  Stenger lied in public statements and took other actions to cover up the crimes, prosecutors said.


A Post-Dispatch investigation in 2017 and 2018 was the first to put a spotlight on the deals with Rallo.  

Despite a bitter cold war with a bipartisan majority on the County Council, Stenger appeared to be at the top of St. Louis’ political world as recently as weeks ago, enjoying wide support from local leaders, and raised an unprecedented $4.4 million for his reelection.


Even so, clouds were building over his political future.  Post-Dispatch investigations pointed to several instances where county contracts went to Stenger’s political donors. Stenger’s council rivals launched an ethics probe and called for state and federal investigations into the county’s long-term lease for office space at a renovated shopping mall owned by developers who gave Stenger’s campaign $365,000.


It was a stunning end to a political career that saw Stenger rise from two terms on the council to oust a seemingly entrenched county executive.  The day of Stenger’s 2014 announcement that he intended to challenge the incumbent executive, he told a reporter in an interview that his top priority was “restoring integrity to St. Louis County government.”
Editorial: Politics on public's dime

NEW YORK – Albany Times-Union -- April 15, 2019


Albany -- State legislators have argued for years about public financing of campaigns, but actually, taxpayers were paying for a small army of political operatives all along.  They just didn't know it.


Oh, and we still are, because those same legislators blocked a plan to end the practice.


The game works like this: Employees of elected officials - such as state legislators - supposedly rack up bunches of compensatory time during the legislative session.  Some - no one has quantified how many - then take that time off in the election season to work on campaigns of their bosses or of their bosses' political pals. 

It's a sweet arrangement: The "volunteers" keep drawing a state paycheck and don't have to use vacation time.  Politicians get free and often seasoned campaign staff.


Gov. Andrew Cuomo proposed to end this wink-and-a-nod system with a measure in his budget to ban employees of elected officials from working on their bosses' campaigns.  Surprise: It didn't survive budget negotiations.


It's noteworthy that Mr. Cuomo proposed this.  The governor has come under fire over revelations that a former close aide, Joseph Percoco, now imprisoned on unrelated corruption charges, had been doing campaign work for Mr. Cuomo from his desk in the governor's office. 


While the circumstances were different - Mr. Percoco was on leave from his state job - the fact that his political use of state resources wasn't challenged at the time speaks to how blurred the lines are between government and political work. 


Some legislators have called for an ethics investigation.  Which is rather rich, considering those legislators have benefited from the comp time loophole as much as all the others.  

And it's all the richer because legislators long blocked proposals to create a system of public financing of campaigns on the argument that taxpayers shouldn't have to pay for politicians to run for election.  Yet they were willing to use the public payroll for campaign staff.


There is a big difference between those two systems.  Public campaign financing benefits all qualifying candidates.  This use of staff - or abuse, really - mainly benefits incumbents.
Richard Quinn, consultant to top SC pols, indicted on perjury charges 

SOUTH CAROLINA – The State -- By John Monk and Avery G. Wilks -- April 19, 2019


Columbia -- Richard Quinn Sr., a legendary South Carolina political consultant, was indicted by a state grand jury on 11 charges of perjury and one charge of obstruction of justice.

The new charges against Quinn, 74, stem from special prosecutor David Pascoe’s three-year investigation into State House corruption, which has led to the conviction and removal from office of four powerful state lawmakers, including Quinn’s son.


Quinn himself was indicted in October 2017 and accused of masterminding a secretive influence network that connected his public relations clients - special interests and corporations lobbying the S.C. State House - with his political clients: powerful state lawmakers who allegedly worked to push or defeat legislation on behalf of those interests.  So wide and deep was his political empire that critics - and admirers - dubbed his network “the Quinndom.”

But in a surprising move, Pascoe dropped those earlier charges when Quinn agreed to testify fully and truthfully to the state grand jury.


The recent indictment of Quinn alleges he failed to do that, lying to the grand jury about his involvement with former state Sen. John Courson, former House Majority Leader Jimmy Merrill, former House Judiciary Committee Chairman Jim Harrison, S.C. Attorney General Alan Wilson, and Quinn’s son, former Rep. Rick Quinn Jr.


“Quinn intentionally gave incomplete and evasive testimony throughout to pervert, obstruct, impede, and hinder the ongoing investigation by the State Grand Jury,” the indictment alleged.

Among other charges, the indictment alleges Quinn:
▪ lied about why he helped Attorney General Wilson draft a letter to Pascoe attempting to stop Pascoe from further investigating the State House corruption allegations; 
▪ falsely testified that checks from his public relations firm to Sen. Courson were reimbursements for campaign expenses; 
▪ falsely testified that his son, Quinn Jr., recused himself from House debate and votes that affected numerous clients of Quinn Sr.’s firm.  In reality, Quinn voted numerous times on such legislation, according to the indictment.

▪ lied about former Rep. Harrison’s involvement with Quinn’s firm.  Harrison was paid for his secret work in the Legislature on behalf of the firm’s corporate clients, Pascoe has alleged.


Quinn found himself in the center of Pascoe’s crosshairs once the prosecutor, along with the State Law Enforcement Division, launched the State House corruption investigation in March 2016.  That probe has led to the convictions of four legislators: Harrison, Courson, Merrill and Rick Quinn.  Charges are pending against a fifth, former state Rep. Tracy Edge.


Lawmakers have done themselves little to help themselves on the political front, failing to pass any ethics reform proposals that were filed over the past two years to address issues raised by Pascoe’s investigation.


All targets - except for Edge - in Pascoe’s investigation were convicted.  One, former Rep. Jim Harrison, who took some $900,000 in secret payments over the years from Quinn’s firm, insisted on a trial.  After a weeklong trial, a Richland County jury found Harrison guilty of two counts of misconduct and one count of perjury.  He was sentenced to 18 months in prison. 
Did Reynolds American stop contributing to dark money groups or just stop disclosing it?

WASHINGTON, D.C. – CREW -- by Caitlin Moniz -- April 26, 2019


Tobacco giant Reynolds American has voluntarily disclosed its contributions to political nonprofits for years, but that may have changed in 2018.  The company’s latest disclosure does not mention payments to these groups - which can spend heavily on elections without disclosing where their money comes from - and it isn’t clear whether the company stopped disclosing its donations or just didn’t make any.


Reynolds posted a single disclosure document this year, compared to its usual three that parse out contributions to political candidates and committees, section 527 political groups, and 501(c)(4) and 501(c)(6) dark money groups. 


Section 501(c)(4) and 501(c)(6) nonprofits generally don’t disclose their donors even though they can and some do spend millions on politics.  In past years, Reynolds has been both a prolific and controversial dark money donor.  In 2017, it reported contributing at least $1.5 million to nonprofit America First Policies, making it at least the group’s fourth largest donor that year.

Several corporations that contributed to America First Policies in the past said they wouldn’t contribute again because of racist and anti-Semitic comments made by the group’s officials.  Reynolds did not publicly weigh in on the comments.  The change to either Reynolds’ political spending or political disclosure comes after the company’s first full year as a subsidiary of British American Tobacco, a corporation that does not voluntarily disclose its political spending.


Reynolds began reporting its contributions to dark money groups in 2012, as a result of pressure from a shareholder for its political spending to be more transparent.  It would be surprising for Reynolds to stop giving to dark money groups altogether - the company’s reported contributions to these groups have been in the millions for the past two years.  [image: image4]
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