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begun within one year after the date of the election in connection with
which the offense is alleged to have been committed.

* Sec. 32. AS 15.13.020(c), 15.13.040(f), 15.13.070(f) and (g), 15.13.-

110(d), and 15.13.120(d) are repealed.

* Sec. 33. This Act take3 effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-

10.070(c).

-14- CSSB 167 (RIs)
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE POUCH V, JUNEAU 99811

SENATOR VIC FISCHER, CHAIRMAN (907) -1654954

MEMORANDUM

T0: Senate State Affairs Committee
FROM: Senate State Affairs Committee Staff
RE: Campaign Financing

DATE: August 30, 1984

Over the last few years, concern has been expressed on the general
area of campaign practices in Alaska, and specifically on the
subject of campaign financing. The state affairs committee staff
under the direction of the committee chair began working on this
area during the 1983 interim.

Section J of this preliminary memo is a very brief summary of the
staff work done on campaigns, and campaign financing from 1983 to
date. Section Il is more in depth on the effect of money in
campaigns, and Section 11l is a laundry list of problem areas and
issues that have been brought up by various groups, legislators,
citizens, and articles, etc.. on the issue of campaign disclosure
and campaign financing.
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SECTION 1

SUMMARY OF STAFF WORK ON CAMPAIGN FINANCING

1983 Interim/Staff Work on Campaign Financing

Under the direction of the Committee Chair, staff began to research
the area of campaign financing. The emphasis was to find out the
options for curtailing the escalating costs of campaigns.

Following this page 1is an August 30, 1983 memorandum by Dick
Bradley on the constitutionality of certain options (see page 5 of
that document).

1984 Interim staff work on Campaign Financing

Under the direction of the Committee Chair, staff once again began
researching the area of campaign financing. This year the emphasis
has been on collecting statistical data on costs (see accompanying
report), isolating issues (section IIl of this memo), and the
effect of money 1in campaigns (section Il of this memo).
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

M EMORANDUM August 30, 1983

SUBJECT: Election campaign reform
(Work Order No. 13-1520)

TO: Senator Vic Fischer

FROM: Richard A. Bradley \2~
Legislative Counsel

You have filed a work order request on the above subject;
you suggested that 1 contact Ginger Bairn if 1 had questions.
I have a number. And to some extent, the constitutional
questions raised are addressed in these comments.

Apropos the two concepts, | ha/e numbered the paragraphs of
each and would appreciate your judgement on the. following
matters. And as you might guess, | expect to need to

generate additional work order requests for the separate
subjects of these proposals unless you feel that they should
remain within one bill; perhaps some creative phrase could
be invented which would encompass all that is suggested; |1
would prefer two or more bills.

l. Legislative Reform.

I note initially that the topics contained within this
request do not all fall under the general topic;

paragraphs 3, 4, and probably 6 deal with issues extraneous
to the legislature.

Paragraph 1 seems to state a constitutional goal.

Bucklev v. Valeo, 44 USLW ..127 (1976) agrees that limi—
tations on contributions (as opposed to expenditures) are
constitutional as appropriate legislative weapons against
the reality or appearance of improper influence stemming
from the dependents of candidates on large campaign contri —
butions. The Court held that the ceilings imposed in that
case, $1000, serve the basic governmental interest of
safeguarding the integrity of the electoral process without
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impinging on the rights of individual citizens and candi—
dates to engage in political debate and discussion.

While 1 do not see any comments in the Court"s opinion 1in
Buckley on the significance of $1000 as a threshold amount,
in my view a limitation on contributions to state candidates
from lobbyists at $100 seems prima facie valid, particularly
as | note .the limitation on other contributions from non—
lobbyists at $500.

The limitation suggested on the times within which contri—
butions are forbidden: "during or within 45 days after" a
legislative session - seems curious since 1issues of concern
to lobbyists are frequently identified before a legislative
session.

I note that the list of organizations prohibited from
contributing under this paragraph does not literally
include, for example, corporations.

Regarding paragraph 2, is it suggested that a contribution
is prohibited only when "in direct consequence of"
(apparently meaning "after" 1in addition to "as a result of")
a legislative act while the same contribution would not be
prohibited if it anticipated the legislative act.

To what extent 1is this intended to displace existing bribery

statutes; see AS 11.56.100. Note that subsection (a)
provides:
Sec. 11.56.100. BRIBERY. (@ A person commits the

crime of bribery if he confers, offers to confer, or
agrees to confer a benefit upon a public servant with
the intent to influence the public servant®s vote,
opinion, judgment, action, decision, or exercise of,
discretion in his official capacity.

I do note that AS 11.56.130(1) defines "benefit” to exclude
"political campaign contributions reported in accordance
with AS 15.13." Perhaps the answer to the first aspect of
paragraph 2 is simply to delete the provisions of AS 11.-
56.130 (1).

And 1 understand the latter aspect of paragraph 2 to suggest
that while a "campaign contribution™ 1in any amount ™"in
direct consequence of" a vote is prohibited, the legislator
may engage in a business transaction amounting to $5000 or



Senator Vic Fischer 4
Page 3
August 30, 1983

less within a year of the vote, even if the vote was on a
"measure of direct financial interest”™ to the person
benefitting and apparently offering the business
transaction.

Regarding paragraph 3, 1 assume that the prohibition on the
raising of funds for reelection purposes starts at the time
of taking office; the paragraph merely states that the pro-—
hibition ends on the January 1st of the reelection year. I
assume that a governor who comes 1into office with an
election debt can raise funds at any time until the debt 1is
paid; I further assume that a governor who had, for example,
"lent” personal funds to his campaign may engage in fund
raising efforts until he is repaid.

No similar concepts are suggested for legislative offices.

Concerning paragraph 4, what is intended by the phrase
"appointed official"? Note that to some extent every person
serving in the executive branch (except the governor and
lieutenant governor) 1is an "appointed official". Among the
options you may wish to consider (under the assumption that
a blanket prohibition is not intended) are (1) officers
required to be confirmed by the legislature (Article 11,
sections 25, 26, Alaska Constitution); (2) individuals in

(1) plus deputy commissioners and directors; (3) individuals
compensated above a stated salary level; or perhaps some—
thing else.

Paragraph 5 presents some constitutional problems. While it
is clear that a legislator is under a substantial burden to
avoid conflicts of interest so that his motives for voting
for an issue are not clouded, it is the constitution that
gives the legislator a vote and 1 doubt the ability of the
legislature to take the vote away, even for the best of
reasons. I believe that there is a longstanding consti—
tutional policy of denying to a majority of the legislature
the right to decide whether a single legislator may vote, at
least apart from the constitutional procedures of expulsion.

I note some logical tension between a prohibition on a vote
if there is a "direct financial interest,” apparently in any
amount, and a prohibition on a vote to benefit a interest
only if the interest contributed more than $5000 to the
legislator®s last campaign.
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The application of these rules to executive decisions and
administrative orders seems awkward; note that apart from
the governor and the lieutenant governor, presumably no one
in the executive branch has engaged in a political campaign,
at least for the office occupied. And while the governor
may have the conflict, 1 assume that that presents no
disability on a commissioner or a lower executive officer to
act even 1in the presence of a gubernatorial conflict.

Paragraph 6 seems unconstitutional on its face; 1 can see no
connection between the principal place of business of an
enterprise outside the state (such as Alaska Airlines) and
the right of that enterprise to contribute to a candidate.
And since First Amendment rights are involved, 1 believe
that any judicial review would involve strict scrutiny. And
would not survive that scrutiny.

Paragraph 7 seems unfocused. Perhaps the governor could be
requested to make recommendations for further implementation
but 1 don"t see the legislative information offices having
much of a formal role. And it seems unnecessary to suggest
that officers having the responsibility for implementation
of a law may suggest improvements to it.

I1. Fair Campaign Practices.

I understand the suggestion in paragraph 1 to propose an
amendment to the state credit for contributions to political
campaigns [AS 43.20.013(a)] from the existing $100 to $500.
And it seems that implicit in subsequent provisions is the
premise that the credit be available only to individuals
making contributions to candidates who have themselves
agreed to the limitations on campaign expenditures and the
other limitations established in the scheme.

Paragraph 2 limits the contribution to a campaign to $500;
understood as a limitation on a contribution to a campaign
and not as a limitation on independent expenditures, the
provision seems constitutional. I note that the statement
of the provision is unclear to the extent that it does not
make clear whether the maximum contribution is $500 in all
cases or rather only in those cases where the candidate has
agree to campaign limitations. In earlier schemes that |1
have drafted and in laws in other states, the limitation on
campaign contributions only applies to candidates who accept
the limitations but | believe either solution is consti—
tutional .
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Paragraph 3 establishes a maximum cumulative contribution to
all campaigns in a year for the contributor of $10,000;
again understood as a limitation on contributions to
campaigns and not as a limitation on independent expendi —
tures, | believe the limitation would be constitutional.

Paragraph 4 appears to create no constitutional problems. I
assume that the figures are within the ballpark; as a
question of drafting, |1 suggest that the dollar figure per
registered voter 1is a simpler formula. I note that no
inflation index is suggested.

As I understand the concepts in paragraph 4, a candidate
would agree to accept the limitation on campaign contri—
butions, presumably by filing a statement with the director

of elections or the APOC. The candidate would then accept
contributions within that formula, up to the maximum, but
only for the primary. A candidate who 1is nominated having

accepted the limitation, 1is then entitled to state funding
for the general election under the formula suggested 1in
paragraph 4.

A problem encountered in this area arises under the consti—
tutional requirement that candidates for governor and
lieutenant governor run as a team: have you considered how
you would wish to deal with the question of one candidate of
the team having accepted and the other not having accepted.
One solution is to deny general election campaign funds to
both candidates unless each has agreed to accept limits.

The provisions for municipalities to participate in similar
programs may create some problems. Recognize that the
analogy to municipal elections 1is imperfect since munici—
palities have no primaries and the primary election quali—
fication/general election grants dichotomy seems important
for the structure of the concept.

Paragraph 5 seems to create no problems. The ten percent
limit of obligations and expenditures in excess of receipts
may not create problems and 1 assume that a candidat may

fund his own election limits to extent of his wishes; |
assume for the purposes of this paragraph that personal
candidate funding constitutes a receipt.

I assume that an "independent committee™ 1is similar or
identical to the concept of a group not controlled by the
candidate under AS 15.13. I suggest, however, that this
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limitation on independent expenditures may constitute a
"restriction™ which "while neutral as to the ideas
expressed, limit[s] political expression "at the core of our
electoral process and of First Amendment freedoms®™."
Buckley, 44 USLW at 4138, citing Williams v. Rhodes,

393 U.S. 23, 32 (1968). With regard to the limitation on
contributions by a political party or a subdivision of a
political party or a combination of them (but what about
contributions from different political parties?), the
limitations appear valid under Buckley. See 44 USLW at
4137. Some of the Court"s comments there may be relevant to
your consideration of this bill:

Section 608(b)(2) of Title 18 [Jof the U.S. Code]
permits certain committees, designated as "political
committees,”" to contribute up to $5,000 to any candi —
date with respect to any election for federal office.
In order to qualify for the higher contribution
ceiling, a group must have been registered with the
[Federal Election] Commission as a political committee
under 2 U.S.C. sec. 433 for not less than six months,
have received contributions from more than 50 persons
and, except for state political party organizations,
have contributed to five or more candidates for federal
office. Appellants argue that these qualifications
unconstitutionally discriminate against ad hoc
organizations in favor of established interest groups
and impermissibly burden free association. The
argument is without merit. Rather than undermining
freedom of association, the basic provision enhances
the opportunity of bona fide groups to participate 1in
the election process, and the registration, contri—
bution, and candidate conditions serve the permissible
purpose of preventing individuals from evading the
applicable contribution limitations by labeling them—
selves committees.

Bucklev, at 4137.

The provisions regulating the qualification of "third or
independent parties” are somewhat complicated in their
constitutionality. But before addressing that question, let
me restate my understanding of its proposals. It appears
that third or independent parties wishing to qualify for the
"general election grant” may qualify for the grant if they
received 15 percent of the vote in the "previous or compar—
able election.”™ What does this phrase mean? Do, for
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example, the Libertarian Party candidates for the
legislature qualify if its candidate for governor in the

last gubernatorial election qualifies. What about the
gubernatorial candidate qualifying if one or more candidates
for the legislature qualify. Is qualification by district,

by office, and only if it is continuously maintained.

I believe that the constitutionality of the general concept

under the U. S. Constitution is likely. Anderson v.
Celebreezze, 50 LW 2322. The constitutionality of the
question under the state constitution is less certain. The

Alaska Supreme Court intervened into legislative preroga—
tives, that is, in line drawing in its March 3, 1983
decision in Vogler v. Miller. While that case is not
precisely on point, 1its logic is instructive and 1 am
concerned that the thresholds suggested may be too high.

I assume that if the party seeks to qualify by gathering
signatures on registered voters in the relevant election
districts, it may qualify by obtaining the signatures of any
qualified voters, not by getting the signatures of qualified
voters registered to that persuasion. And I assume that the
"15 percent of the registered voters 1in the relevant
election district or 10 percent of registered voters
statewide”™ constitutes formulae for particular candidates in
either a house or senate district or for a statewide
candidate and not options for either.

With regard to paragraph 7, is it intended to limit state
credit funds only to initiatives and referenda and not to
recall elections; the latter was omitted from the
discussion.

And 1 suspect that there must be some shorthand used in the
description, 1i.e., | assume that there would need to be .a
qualification period during which contributions of $500 or
less would be required before the group is entitled to
receive state grants - not as suggested in the request,
where the entitlement seems to arise on certification of the
group for initiative or referendum purposes.

And finally, as suggested in the discussion on "legislative
reform,”™ 1 see no meaningful purpose to requiring APOC and
elections people to comment on implementation after the bill
is adopted; the bill should be comprehensive and perhaps
"amendments"™ might be in order (and will be doubtless
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proposed, whether requested or not, if needed) hn+-
recommendations for "implementatioA."

If I may be of further assistance, please advise.

RABiljb
28/009
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SECTION 11

INFLUENCE OF MONEY IN ELECTIONS

Some of the i1deas that have been discussed regarding campaign
financing are presented in this section. The concepts outlined
come from a review of some articles, books, statutes, and court
decisions. Where appropriate, portions of texts are included
as each subject is discussed.

The purpose of this section is to help the Committee understand
the vast range of approaches that are available. Some 1ideas

may not make sense for Alaska; others may have been inadvertently
overlooked.

“"The point is that what raising money, not simply spending it, does to

the political process. It Is not just that the legislative product Iis
bent or stymied. It is not just that well-armed interests have a head
start over the rest of the citizenry -- or that often it is not even a
contest. It is not just that citizens without organized economic power
pay the bill for the successes of those with organized economic power.

It is not relevant which iInterests happen to be winning. What is relevant
is what the whole thing is doing to the democratic process. What is at
stake is the idea of representative government, the soul of this country."

— Elizabeth Drew, Washington Correspondent,
The New Yorker



INFLUENCE OF MONEY IN ELECTIONS

The 1issue of campaign financing is not a new one. The Tfirst major
federal legislation prohibiting corporations and national banks from
making money contributions passed in 1907 at the suggestion of Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt. This measure was followed by other impor-
tant laws and US Supreme Court opinions relating to campaiqn financing
throughout the century (see Summary of Key Federal Legislation and

US Supreme Court Actions Affecting Campaign Financing, attached).

With the tremendous of growth of political action committees (PACs)
in recent years, the nation has once again focused on the influence
of money in elections. Major stories on campaign financing have
appeared in Business Week, The New Yorker, The New Republic, Time,
The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Los Angeles Times,
Newsweek, US News and World Report, and other publications across
the country. In Alaska, the rising costs of campaigns and some
fundraising issues have required that we, too, look at our approach
to regulating campaign financing.

The subjects discussed are:

1. Disclosure of Contributions

2. Disclosure of Expenditures

3. Contribution Limits

4. Prohibited Contributions

5. Loan Limits

6. Public Financing

7. Independent Committees

8. Prohibiting Political Advertising and Providing Free Air Time
9. Other Ideas

10. Concluding Statement

"Money not only can make the difference, but can make a huge difference.
People make decisions based upon the way they see the world, and the way
they see the world is conditioned by the information they have; and money
can influence not only the information they have, but also the perceptions
they have, and therefore influences who wins and loses."

--Richard Wirthlin, Republican Pollster



SUMMARY OF KEY FEDERAL LEGISLATION AND US SUPREME COURT ACTIONS
AFFECTING CAMPAIGN FINANCING

Tillman Act (1907). This measure prohibited corporations and national
banks from making money contributions in connection -nth any election.
It was enacted at the suggestion of President Theodore Roosevelt in the
wake of charges during his 1904 campn®gn that he had received large
corporate contributions from prosper ive government contractors.

Corrupt Practices Act (1925). This act extended the earlier prohibition
to all contributions (not just monetary ones), while excluding primary
elections and nominating conventions from its restrictions.

Smith-Connally Act (1943). Labor unions were prohibited from using

union membership dues as campaignh contributions. This measure established
the precedent of allowing separate funds for this purpose, in other words,
political action committees.

Taft-Hartley Act (1947). This measure further extended the ban for both
corporations and labor unions to expenditures, as well as contributions.
Vague and easy to circumvent, this act served as the principal means of
regulating federal campaign activity until 1972.

Federal Election Campaign Act (1971). The concept of the political action
committee was codi”~"ed here.

Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments (1974). A response to Watergate,
this measure imposed limits on campaign contributions and expenditures,
and created the Federal Election Commission. Penalties for violating the
limits were raised significantly from $5000 to $25,000 and for officers of
organizations found guilty of violations from $10,000 to $50,000. Govern-
ment contractors were allowed to establish PACs. Most important was the
creation of the public financed Presidential races.

US Supreme Court Decision: Buckley v. Valeo (1976). This decision upheld

the notion of limits on contributions, while nullifying expenditure limits.
It specifically declares the limitation on independent exnenditures as un-

constitutional. It supports the constitutionality of ceilings upon contri-
butions, for example endorsing the concept of limits on the total amount a

candidate may accept from all PACs.

Federal Election Campaign Act Amendments (1975). Responding to the Buckley
decision, this measure placed restrictions on the types of employees corpor-
ations could solicit, guidelines for soliciting contributions for PACs, and
a limit, on the proliferation of PACs within an organization.

US Supreme Court Decision: Common Cause v.Schmidt (1982). This action
shews that the question ot unlimited expenditures has not been closed. The
Court divided 4-4, with the ninth Justice disqualified, upon the question of
whether Congress may prohibit independent expenditures by a "political
committe®™" in support of a Presidential candidate who has elected to run on
public funds.



1. DISCLOSURE OF CONTRIBUTIONS. Most states require some type of
information regarding disclosure of contributions. The following Iis

a presentation of how many states require c’sclose information and the
contribution amount for which this information must be provided (see
Blue Book, page 7).

All Contributions O states
$10 1 state (AL)
20 1 state (MID)
25 5 states
30 1 state (CT)
50 6 states
100 15 states, including AK
200 3 states
250 1 state (AR)
500 2 states
1000 1 state (LA)

We are the only human beings in the world who are expected to take
thousands of dollars from perfect strangers on iImportant matters and
not be affected by it."

--Barney Frank, US Representative (D-MA)

2. DISCLOSURE OF EXPENDITURES. Campaign expenditures 1is another area
that many states have chosen to review. The expenditure amount requiring
disclosure is listed below (see Blue Book, page 7).

All Expenditures 25 states, including AK.
Expendi cures over $5 1 state (AL)

25 3 states

50 7 states

100 8 states

150 1 state (IL)

250 1 state (MS)

5000 1 state (RI)
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3. CONTRIBUTION LIMITS. Limiti~g the amount one can contribute Iis
one method many states have chosjn to requlate the influence of money
in elections. Several approaches are described below.

"The ceilings on giving and spending take from wealthy citizens,
candidates or organizations only certain limited advantages totally
unrelated to the merits of their argument -- advantaqges which all too
frequently obscure the merits of their arguments.™

--Judge Skelly Wright

* Campaign Contribution Limits. Contribution limits have been esta-
blished for specific elections in many states. The following reviews
which races the states have required contribution limits (see Blue Book

page 8).

Governor 18 states, including AKr
Lt. Governor llstates, including AK
Cumbined Gov/Lt. Gov 3 states

Other Statewide Office 18 states

Legislature 21 states, 1including AK
Municipal 12 states, including AK
Judicial 7 states, including AK

* Limit contributions made by members of family.

* Provide different contribution limits for statewide versus district
elections.

* Establish aggregate totals that PACs, political parties, and individuals
cancontribute. In a memo to Senator Vic Fischer, Richard Bradley, Legis-
lative Counsel states that he believes such a limitation would be constitu-
tional (see Bradley Memorandum on Election Campaigqn Reform, August 30, 1983,

page 5).

* Establish aggregate totals candidates may accept from PACs. Montana
recently passed legislation with this purpose.

"When a large number of groups which have made substa.tial contributions

to Congress are all Ilobbying on the same side of an issue, the pressure

generated from these aggregate contributions is enormous and warps the

process. It Is as if they made a single, extremely large contribution."
--David Obey, US Representative (D-WI)

* Prohibit campaign expenditures in excess of 10% of the receipts on hand
in the campaign treasury, including personal and other loans (see Bradley
Memorandum, page 5).

#
Alaska statute limits contributions to $1000.
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Camnaian Finance, Fthirs & Lobby Law, Blue Book 1984-85~ >
$H8 88Hﬂgil on Governmental Ethics Law, The Council ot State

Governments

CAMPAIGN FINANCE

/ CONTRIBUTION LIMITS
/ /
/
> /0 / / /& //
AN A I ?
Il j /7 7/
/ R / £
Alabama
Alaska 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Arizona
Arkansas 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500
California
Colorado
Connecticut 2,500 1,500 1,50(3 500 250 d00
Delaware 1,000 1,000 1,000 500 500 500 500
Dist of Columbia
Federal 1,000 1,C00 X
Florida 3,<300 3,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 wvar.
Georcia
Hawai i 2.000 2.000 2,000 2.000 2.000 2 .000 2.000
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana X
lowa
Kansas 3,C300 3,000 750 750
Kentucky 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000
Louisiana
Maine 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 X
Maryland X
Massachusetts 1.000 1,000 1.000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Michigan 1.700 1,700 1.700 <150 250 X
Minnesota 0.000 var. 1.500 750  Tmmmms
ISSIr."; 1pp
Missouri
Montana 8,<300 2,000 600 300 300 300 300 X
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hamnshire 5,000 5.000 5.000 5.000 5.000
Mew Jersey 800
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma 5,300 5,000 5,000 5,000 1.000 1.000 X
Oreaon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota 1,000 1,000 1.000 250 250 250 v
Tennessee

Utah
1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

Virginia
Kashinoton
West Virainia 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 X
Wisconsin A * * 1,000 500 var. var, lvar. v
Wyomina 1.000 1.00011.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 v

CANADA

1

Alberta v
Federal CFO
Manitoba
Ontario 8.003
Ouenec 3.000 500

Saskatchewan
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4. PROHIBITED CONTRIBUTIONS. In order to avoid situations where the
integrity of the law-making or administrative process may be jeopardized,
some states have instituted prohibitions on certain campaign contributions
The following are some of the methods that been discussed. A section on
campaign contributions in the Book of States, Volume 25 and a Common Cause
Summary of Contribution Limits for State Elections is attached.

* Prohibited Campaign Contributions. The list below describes the types
of contributions that some states have chosen to prohibit. In the case

of corporations and labor unions, this prohibition applies to the entities
themselves and their respective PACs in most instances (see Blue Book,
page 7).

(@) Government Employees 1 state (NH)

(b) Lobbyists 6

(c) Anonymous Donors 33 states, including AK
(d) Corporations 22 states

(e) Labor Unions 9 states

() Government Contractors 3 states

(@) In Marne of Another 31 states, including AK
(h) Public Utilities or 18 states

Insurance Companies

* Government Employees are prohibited from the solicitation of funds
during emoloyment hours.

* The providing of contributions to campaigns just preceeding, during
and immediately following the legislative session.
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Table 2—Continued
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Table 3
CAMPAIGN FINANCE LAWS: LIMITATIONS ON CONTRIBUTIONS
BY INDIVIDUALS
(As of January 194
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Table 3—Continued
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Table 3—Concluded

Candidate

Unlimited.

Unlimited

Same as individual.
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Table 4

FUNDING CF STATIC F.ILKCI IONS: TAX PROVISIONS ANI
(As iif January 1S4)



Alahama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California
Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

Florida

V. Florida

Corporate

5500 per candidate
or party per election

51,000 per year
per candidate

Prohibited

51(500 per year
per candidate

Hone
None

Prohibited

51/000 per statewide
candidate, per election
5500 per non-statewide
candidate

53.000 per statewide

candidate, per election”/
51.000 to others

lias three primaries.

COMMON CAUSE SUMMARY OF
COUTRIBDTION LIMITS FOR STATE ELECTIONS

PAC Labor
None None
51.000 per year 51,000 per year

per candidate per candidate

None Prohibited

51,500 per year 51,500 per year
per candidate per candidate
None None

None None

If established by Prohibited
individuals - no linit

If established by labor

organization, same as

individual limit - 550,000

aggregate limit per election

If established by corporation,

twice individual limit -

5100.000 aggregate limit

per election

51.000 per statewide
candidate, per election
candidate cam., date

53.000 per statewide
candidate, per election

l. 00 to others .000 to others

51.000 per statewide
candidate, per election
5500 per non-statewide 5500 icr non-statewide

53.000 per statewide
candidate, per election

July 1903

Individual

None

51,000 per year
per candidate

None PO

51,500 per year
per candidate

None
None

Between 52,500 for

governor to 5250 for

state representative

per election

(varies for each office)
Aggregate limited to 515,000
Individual contribution to
political committee also

limi ted

51.000 per statewide
candidate, per election
5500 per non-statewide
candidate

53.000 per statewide
candidate, per election
51,00 to others

51.000 to political committee



Georgia

Hawa

Idaho
Illinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

M aine

Prohibited from agents of

public utility corporations

?2,600 aggregate per
candidate, per election

Mono
None
$3,000 aggregate to

statewide candidates
and committees

$1,000 aggregate to others

$1,000 aggregate to all
party committees
($8,000 aggregate per
calendar year)

Prohibited

Prohibited from certain
corporations and their
majority stockholders

Otherwise, $3,000 to
statewide candidates
per election

$750 to others per election

Prohibited

Hone

$5,000 per candidate
per election

Hone

$2,000 aggregate per
candidate, per election

Hone
Hone

Hone

Hone

$3,000 to statewide
candidates per election

$750 to others per election

Hone

Hone

$5,000 per candidate
per election

Labor

Hone

$2,000 aggregate per
candidate, per election

None
Hone
$3,000 aggregate to

statewide candidates
and committeel

$1,000 aggregate to others

$1,000 aggregate to al-1
party committees
($8,000 aggregate to all
party committees)

Hone

$3,000 to statewide
candidates per election

$75C to others per election

Hone

Hone

$5,000 per candidate
per election

Indi vidual

Hone

$2,000 aggregate per
candidate, per election

$50,000 aggregate
from rtoediate family

Hone
Hone

Hone

Hone

$3,000 per election to
candidate for statewide office

$750 per election for
legislative office

PO
$3,000 per candidate per co
election
Hone

$1,000 per candidate

per election
$25,000 in the aggregate
per calendar year



Mary land

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Hon taimV

Nebraska

Nevada

V  House candidates

Corporato
$1,000 per candidate

$2,500 aggregate per
election

Prohibited

Prohibited

Protu- Ited

$1,000 per calendar year
$250 per primary for
judicial candidates

Hone

Prohibited

None

None

in Montana cannot accept more

PAC

Hone, except for limits
on out-of-state PACs to
$1,000 per candidate,
$2,500 per election

Hone

$1,700 to statewide
office, $450 to state
senator, $250 to state
representative

Between $150 and $12,000
non-election years
depending on office

I.imits are increased five
times for contributions
election year

Hone, except for $250 per
primary for judicial
candidates

None

$0,000 to governor and
lieutenant governor

$2,000 to other statewide

$000-300 non-statewide

Hon =
Hone

than $000 from all PACs.

1.abor

$1,000 per candidate
$2,500 aggregate per
election

“lone

$1,700 to statewide
office, $450 to state
senator, $250 to state
representative

in Between $150 and $12,00-7 in
non-election years
depending on office
I.imits are increased five
in times for contributions in
election year

Hone, except for $250 per
primary for judicial
candidates

Hone

$0,000 to governor and
lieutenant governor

$2,000 to other statewide

$000-300 non-statewide

Hone

Hone

Senate candidates cannot accept more than $1,000 from all

Individual

$1,000 per candidate
$2,500 aggregate

$1,000 per candidate and
per committee per calendar
year

$1,700 to statewide
office, $450 to state
senator, $250 to state
representative

$25,000 aggregate limit
from immediate family

s
(@]e]

Between $150 and $12,000 in

non-election years, depending
on office
I.imits ate increased five

times for contributions in
election year

Hone, except for $250 per
primary for judicial
candidates

Nona

$1,500 lu governor and
lieutenant governor

$750 to other statewide

$400-250 others

Hone

Hone

PACs.



Hew Hampshire

How Jersey

Hew Mexico

Hew York

Horth Carolina

north Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Soutl) Carolina

South Dakota

Corporate
Prohibited

Prohibited from certain
corporations and their
majority stockholders
$000 per gubernatorial
candidate

Hone

$5,000 for all political
activity per year

Formula based on voter
population

Prohibited

Prohibited
Prohibited

Prohibited

Prohibited from certain
corporations

Prohibited
Hone
Hone

Prohibited

Hone

$000 per gubernatorial
candidate

Hone

Formula based on voter
population

$<1,000 per candidate
per election
Hone
None
$5,000 to state candidates
$1,000 to local candidates

Hone

Hone
Hone
Hone

Hone

bailor

Prohibited

$000 per gubernatorial
candidate

Hone

Formula based on voter
population

Prohibited

Prohibited

Hone

$5,000 to state candidates
$1,000 to local candidates

Hone

Prohibited
Hone
Hone

Prohibited

Individual

$5,000 per election per
candidate

$000 per gubernatorial
candidate

Hone

$50,000 per campaign,
$150,000 for all political
activity per calendar year,
Formula based on voter
population

$4,000 per candidate
per election

Mono

Hone

$5,000 to state candidates
$1,000 to local candidates

$5,000 to a party or organization

Hone

Hone

Hone

Hone

$1,000 to statewide candidates
$250 to legislative or county

candidates
$3,000 to parties



Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Sources: Federal
Haley,

Corporala;
Prohil>it(1(l
Prohibited
Hone

$1,000 per candidate
per election

Hone
Hone
Prohibited

Prohibited

Prohibited

Election Commission®s national

PAC

Hone
Hone
Hone

$5,000 per candidate
per election

Hone
Hone
$1,000 per candidate
$1,000 to statewide
$500 to state assembly
Others: >7. of spendinf, limit

which varies depending on
off Ire

No limit

Clearinghouse on Election Administration, "Campaign

Martin Companies, Inc., Campaign Contributions and Lobbying Laws.

Labor

Hone
Prohibited
Hone

$1,000 per candidate
per election

Hone

Hone

$1,000 per candidate
Prohibited, if labor
organization was

incorporated after
December 31, 1977

Prohibited

1902.

individual
Hone
Hone

Hone

$1,000 per candidate
per election

(lore
Hoik *
$1,000 per candidate

$10,000 statewide per election
$1,000 for senate

$500 to state assembly
Aggregate limit of $10,000

per year for state and local
office and committees

$25,000 aggregate biennally
$1,000 per candidate biennally

Finance Law 81" (Washington, D.C. 20"1C3)
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5. LOAN LIMITS. Methods to regulate loans, as well as explicit
contributions, have also been discussed. The following describes
some concepts that address this potential problem (see Blue Book,

page 9).
* Tv/elve states limit loans to electoral campaigns. In general,
the maximum loan allowable is from $1000 - $3000.

* Prohibit the making of loans to campaigns just preceeding, during
and immediately following the legislative session.

* Establish and enforce loan limits to campaigns that are equivalent
to money contributions limitations.
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Pamnaion Finance, Ethics & Lobby Law, Blue Book "~ 4 -8*",

The Council of Governmental Ethics Law, Ilhe Council ot

Governments

CAMPAIGN FINANCE
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6. * PUBLIC FINANCING. Public financing of campaigns is an alter—
native approach that several states and the federal government has

endorsed. The pros and cons of public financing are discussed in
a paper from the Connecticut Office of Legislative Research which 1is
attached. Some approaches to public financing are described below.

For more information, Blue Book, page 11, Review of State Public
Financing Laws, and Book of States, pages 197-198 have also been
included in this section. *

"There 1is nothing in the political system today that creates more

mischief, more corruption, and more alienation and distrust on the

part of the public than does our system of financing elections.”
--John Gardner, former Chairman of Common Cause

* Many states have instituted some form of partial public financing
of campaigns. The following presents which states use this method
in support of which races or to support political parties.

Governor 15 states
Legislature 8 states
Political Parties 6 states

* Public money to finance campaigns comes from some type of tax
credit, check-off, or surcharge, as well as from general treasury
funds.

* Some states support this program in the general election only,
whereas others provide funds in both the primary and general elections.
In order to make sure that frivolous candidates do not receive tax,
primary candidates often have to qualify for the program by raising

a certain amount of private dollars from small contributions.

* In some instances where public financing is provided to political
parties, these monies can be used for political party administrative
expenses, as well as for support of candidates.

* Some programs, such as New Jersey, provide a 2-1 match of state
funds to small private contributions.

* Some states provide a ceiling on the amount of public funds that
are available to each candidate and/or party.

* Some programs enforce spending limits to candidates who receive
public funds. The US Supreme Court has upheld expenditure limits

as part of a comprehensive public financing system. A bill now
before Congress, H.R. 2490 with more than 120 cosponsors proposes

a partial public financing scheme and limit on allowable expenditures.



35

* Alaska®"s political campaign contribution credit could be considered
a form of partial public financing of campaigns. There has been some
discussion of requiring candidates who want their contributors to

receive the refund to be bound to certain campaign expenditure limits.

* The possibility of direct grants to major party nominees has also
been considered. There should be special provisions for minor parties
and independent candidates based on demonstrated public support.
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Campai gn Finance, Ethics & Lg * Th~ACounn Nat.P Governments

The Council on Governmental Ethics Law, 1ine i.uum.

PUBLIC FINANCING



37

October 1983

STATE PUBLIC FINANCING LAWS

(1) HAWAIIl (H.B. 1671 of 1979): A taxpayer may checkoff $2
(or $4 for a joint return), to be paid over to the Hawaii "elec-—
tion campaign fund.™ The fund 1is administered by the Campaiqgn
Spending Commission, with distribution to candidates for state—
wide, legislative, and county office. Currently, candidates for
governor, Jlieutenant governor, or mayor (who qualify for public
money) vreceive matching funds up to 10% of applicable expenditure
limit in each primary and general election campaign; for all
other offices, the maximum amount allowable to candidates is $50
for the primaries and $50 for the general election. No signifi—
cant amendments.

(2) IDAHO (H.B. 260 of 1975) : A taxpayer may checkoff $1
for the "election campaign fund” and may designate that the $1 go
to a political party or to the general "election campaign fund."
The last gubernatorial election (with no more than 50% to any
party and at least 10% to minor and new parties). The state
central committees must spend the money "in furthering the
election of a candidate for office or attempting to influence the
election of a candidate for office or attempting to influence any
election.” No significant amendments.

(3) I10WA (1973): Under the campaign finance law, as amen—
ded, a taxpayer may checkoff $1 (or $2 for a joint return) for
the "election campaign fund” for the account of a specified
political party, or as a contribution, to be shared by all

political parties. Contributions 1in the latter category are
divided equally among each account maintained 1in the election
campaign fund. Money received from the fund is distributed as

directed by the party, to general election candidates and/or for
administrative expenses of the party.

(4) KENTUCKY (1976) : A tax payer may designate a $1 check—
off (or $2 for a joint return) to a political party of his or her

choice. Public funds distributed to the parties may be used" to
help their candidates 1in the general election, or for administra—
tive expenses of maintaining party headquarters. No significant

amendments.

(5) MAINE (1973): A taxpayer may add $1 to his or her tax
liability to be designated to a specified political party. No
significant amendments.

(6) MARYLAND (1974): The 1974 Act provided that a taxpayer
might add $2 to his or her tax liability ($4 for a joint return)
to go to a Fair Campaign Financing Fund, which was to be dis—
tributed on a matching basis to general election candidates for
state and local office. However, as a result of the inadequacy
of funds collected under this provision (Chap. 263 of 1982),
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delayed disbursement of public funds already collected until the
1986 elections, and directed that such funds should be distri—
buted as provided in new legislation to be enacted by July 1985.

(7) MASSACHUSETTS (Chapter 774 of 1975) : A taxpayer may add
$1 (or $2 for a joint return) to his or her tax liability to go
to a state "election campaign fund". The Fund 1is distributed on
a 1 to 1 matching basis (based on individual contributions up to
$250, received in the election year and in the year preceding the
election) to primary and general election candidates for state—
wide office who qualify for public money. No significant amend—
ments .

(8 MICHIGAN (S.B. 1570 of 1976): provides for partial
public funding of gubernatorial primary and general elections.
The state campaign fund 1is financed by a voluntary $2 checkoff
($4 for a joint return), and the fund is distributed on a 2 to 1

matching basis. Money designated by checkoff is matched by state
appropriation in equal amounts from state®s general fund. A

candidate becomes eligible for matching funds when he or she has
raised $50,000 in contributions of $100 or less. No significant

amendments.

(9) MINNESOTA (1974): Under the amended statute a taxpayer
may checkoff $2 (or $4 for a joint return) for a state "election
campaign fund", and may designate that the money go to a particu—
lar political party, or to the general account. Funds designated

for a particular political party are dis -ributed after the
primaries to eligible candidates of that party, pursuant to a
formula. Funds designated for the general account are distri—
buted after the general election to candidates for statewide
offices who received 5% of the total vote; and to legislative
candidates who received 10% of the vote.

(10) MONTANA (1974) : Under the 1974 1law, as amended, a
taxpayer may add $1 to his or her tax liability (or either $1 or
$2 on a joint return) to go to a state campaign fund. (This

replaces the checkoff provision 1in the original law.) The fund
is divided in equal amounts between gubernatorial candidates and
between candidates for the State Supreme Court in the general
election.

(11) NEW JERSEY (1974): The public financing law, as
amended in 1980, provides for public funding of qualified guber—
natorial candidates in both the primaries and general elections,
on a matching basis (contributions to $800; 2 to 1 matching). A
$1 tax checkoff ($2 for joint returns) provides funding. The
maximum amount available to each candidate from public funding is
$600,000 for primaries and $1.2 million for the general election
— determined by formula.

(12) NORTH CAROLINA (Chap. 775 of 1975): Under the amended
statute, a taxpayer may checkoff $1 for the "election campaign
fund™ for the use of a designated political party. Where no
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particular party 1is designated, available funds are distributed
to the parties on a pro rata basis according to party registra—
tion. 50% of distributed funds must be expended by the parties
for "legitimate campaign expenses." The remaining 50% must be
allocated to individual candidates for Governor, Lieutenant
Governor, U.S. Senator, U.S. House, Council of State, State
Supreme Court and Court of Appeals, who has opposition in the
general election. The distributed funds may be used for general
elections only, and not for the primaries.

(13) OKLAHOMA (H.B. 1027 of 1979): A taxpayer may checkoff
$1 (or $2 for a joint return) to go to a "campaign finance fund"
in the stateetreasury. Such funds are distributed by the cam—
paign commission as follows: 50% to eligible political parties;
50% to eligible candidates for Governor and o-ther statewide
offices, to be used in general elections. As a result of State
Supreme Court decision, the law can not be implemented until the
state legislature amends the act to comply with the Court®"s
decision.

(14) OREGON (H.B. 3233 of 1977): The state public financing
law, together with the taxpayer checkoff provision, was terminat—
ed in January 1981 under the terms of the state®"s Sunset law.

(15) RHODE [ISLAND (1973): A taxpayer may checkoff $1 (or $2
for a joint return) for a political contribution to the account
of a political party or a non-partisan general account (the
ratter being allocated to political parties 1in proportion to
their statewide vote at the last general election). Under a 1978
amendment, any such funds may be used only for the party"s
administrative expenses, and may not be used for the campaign
expenses of any candidate. There have been no other significant
amendments.

(16) UTAH (1973, repealed and re-enacted by H.B. 135 of

1975) : A taxpayer may checkoff $1 for the "election campaign
fund™ for a designated party. One-half of the party"s fund goes
to the state committee and the rest to county committees. There

have been no significant amendments. i

(17) WISCONSIN (Chapter 107 of 1977) : A taxpayer may
checkoff $1 to the Election Campaign Fund which will provide
partial public funding for statewide and legislative candidates
in general elections. Available funds are split equally between
competing candidates 1in the general elections. Candidates must
raise a specified percentage of their allowable spending limit 1in
contributions of $100 or less to qualify for public funds. The
law was challenged because of the Governor®s use of the item-veto
to change a $1 add-on to a $1 checkoff, but the state Supreme
Court upheld the Governor®"s actions in an opinion that was 1issued
in April of 1978, No significant amendments.
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Table 4
FUNDING OF STATE FLECTIOI(\IS: TAX PRO\]/%ONS AND 1UJULIC FINANCING

alﬁ%?ﬁluin
Mabama

Alaska 150

Arinina

Arkansas

( afilnfiiia

Hawaii

Idaho 50*« of COIl-
I.bUInm 10
tnu 15(a)

low* .

Kentucky

Marne

Mavsai huw 11\

Ntihigan

Minnesota iA i of con-
tribution to
nut. 55k.a)

Montana

[a\ proviutm rewtina to iyl
Qtiddion ool

SI M)
$5

SUM

5100 for contribu* 52(a)
lu*nt (o central or
county party com*
motccs or 55a) for
contribution* to
car didjtcv who
abide by c*i'ciiOi
lure (imiUi 'wuh
max olSUOola
total coiitnbntiott
to a single candi*
Jiicd. M Ihle

Slta)

52(a)

52(a)

12(a)

51(a)

As of January

Y0t

Sunburnt

S|(a) Surcharge

51.53.510 Surcharge and an equal amount

or 525(b) nui%lied by state
Chcwknfl, appropriated lunds.
other moneys
I'luckoll

52(a) (.Ticikoll'iurchargc
Checkoil

51 Surcharge

51(a) Surcharge
Clicciotl jr.J an qua) amount
matched by state
Checkoffand tuns anony-
mous contribution

51(a) for Clieckoll 'surcharge

those x*ith no

U\ liability

Liihlu Juium ini
)i\tn>nini
e

To political party designated by taxpayer

To political parties for party acti
vnde general election caudiJalcs

To c.mdidaics for all non-lcdcral elective offices

To political party designated by taxpayer

To political party designated by taxpayer; if not specified,

amount divided among qualifying partus lor party activities .

distribution to general election candid) res

To political pany designated by taxpayer for pany activities and

distribution to general election candidates
To political party designated by taxpayer

To candidates m statewide pnmary and genera, electrons

To candidates in gubernatorial primaries and candidates, lor

governor and It. goxernor in general election

To candidates for goxernor. It. governor, attorney general*
secretary ol slate, state auditor, state treasurer, state senator

and representative in primary and general elections

To candidates opposed in elections for governor, It. governor,

Supreme Court chief justice and justices

ties and distribution to stale-

o

SNOI1L1237113



FUNDING OF STATE ELECTION'S: TAX PROVISIONS AND PUBLIC FINANCING
(As of January 1983—Continued

S|ul
uthcr}ur}uothhun Cffihi M Jiu/mn

>n» Jer*y

North ( arulina .. S:j
Oklahoma nut
QOregon 50®+ of con-
tribution to
mas. 525(a)
unless tax-
payer has
claimed a
federal tax
credit lor po-
litical contri-
butions
Sthndr Island ... ... Sl(a)
Hah
W iseunvin
nisi, ofcoi.. 50 Ttol con-
tribution to
max. 550(a)

SOUrCE james A. Palmer and Id ward 1). Fcigenbaum. Camftuni hnjl'ﬂ\/ la#t /w (Washing,ion,
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Connecticut Office of Legislative Research. "Public Financing of

Political Campaigns.”™ December, 1979.

INTRODUCTION

This paper is intended to provide legislators with an overview

of the issue of public financing of election campaigns.

end, it includes arguments for and against the general
of public financing, a more detailed discussion of the
options and alternatives for enacting public financing
Connecticut, a summary of the federal public financing
a brief discussion of public financing laws which have
enacted or proposed in other states through the end of

SUMMARY

To that
proposition
possible
in
law and
been
1979.

Arguments 1in favor of public financing of political campaigns may

be broadly summarized as follows:

1) that public financing will reduce corruption
government by eliminating the financial influence
of "special interests” in political campaigns;

in

2) that public financing will open up the electoral
process to a broader cross-section of candidates and
ensure that the qualifications of the candidates will
be the determining factor in election;

3) that the public will be encouraged to participate
in the political process because they will have
correspondingly greater influence on the process and
more confidence in it once the influence of a small
number of large contributors is eliminated; and

4) public financing, if enacted with corresponding
spending limits, will hold down the high costs
associated with political campaigns.

The arguments against public financing are, broadly, that:

1) public financing distorts the operation -of the
free market of ideas and engenders unwieldy elections.
by artificiallv supporting marginal or single issue
candidacies which would otherwise be eliminated from
contention;

2) public financing turns political parties and
candidates into government-sponsored entities and 1is,
therefore, potentially dangerous to the democratic
integrity of the process;

3) public financing, 1if it is enactec in conjunction
with spending limits, tends to favor incumbents;

4) public financing will 1increase the cost of

election campaigns by increasing the number of
candidates and primaries; and

1-
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5) voters have displayed no interest in public
financing; an assumption which is supported by

the low rate of participation in federal and state
tax checkoffs.

Enactment of a public financing law in Connecticut requires that
choices be made among a variety of options including which
campaigns for which offices are to be publicly financed; whether
public funds should be distributed through parties or directly
to the candidates; whether primaries should be funded as well

as general elections; how such a law is to be administered; how
the funds are to be generated; which candidates will be eligible
to receive public funds; and whether to impose spending limits.
The various options associated with these questions are detailed
below, together with a brief summary of the advantages and
disadvantages of each option.

Many of the options described in this report are already being used
in the federal public financing law, The Federal Elections Act
(USCA 26 Secs. 9001-9042). The present federal law governing the
financing of presidential campaigns was originally passed in 1974
and amended in 1976 as a result of a decision by the Supreme Court
in the case of Bucklev v. Valeo. (96 S. Ct. 612)

Funds for public presidential campaign financing are derived
exclusively from a voluntary one dollar check-off on the federal
income tax (two dollars on joint returns). Funds so designated
are earmarked for a Presidential Election Fund which is distributed
among all candidates for president. These funds are automatically
sent to th-i Presidential Elections Fund without requiring a formal
Congressional appropriation. ITf money remains in the fund after

a presidential election, that money reverts to the general funds
of the U. S. Treasury. A full summary of the provisions of the
Federal Elections Act will be found in this report. Public
financing has also been enacted in 17 states. A brief discussion
of these state laws, together with public financing proposals

put forward in Florida, also follows.

ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF PUBLIC FINANCING OF POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS
The Good Government Arguments

Under the present system of financing political campaigns through
private contributions, there is a danger that corruption may result
from the necessity of candidates having to raise money from

special interests. Often such interests command great financial
resources and thus are able to make comparatively large campaign
contributions. Even when no specific quid pro quo is demanded,

the candidate is placed in an ambiguous positron at best. At
worst, the successful candidate may take his or her oath of office
with strings attached.

Another facet of this argument 1is that the presence and influence

of large contributions to campaigns tend to discourage participation
by a larger proportion of the electorate, thus accentuating the
influence of a small group and reinforcing voter apathy and

cynicism about the electoral process. In addition, by accepting
public funds, candidates could spare themselves the time-consuming

v oon
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and sometimes degrading.aspects of fundraising and devote them—
selves to discussing issues, thus improving both the quality
of campaigns and the public®s perception of the political process.

The Qoen Campaign Arguments

If the ultimate goal of an election is to select the best qualified
person to hold a particular office, then-it is desirable for the
voters to have as wide a field of candidates to choose from as
possible. It is also desirable to minimize such artificial
distinctions among candidates as personal health, 1incumbency and/or
easy access to large contributors. Public financing would reduce
the effect of such factors and put all serious candidates in the
position effectively to communicate with voters.

Because of the spending limits which are part of all existing

state public financing laws, as well as the federal law, candidates
who receive public financing compete on a more equal basis than

was possible before. Access to private funding sources becomes
less crucial. Public financing reduces the advantage of

incumbency by eliminating dependence on private contributions

which incumbents generally find easier to attract. This 1is
especially true in legislative races.

Public financing allows qualified people who do not possess large
personal fortunes to run for office. Public financing might
encourage more non-traditional persons, such as women and
minorities, to become candidates for public office and thus
broaden the political process. Such candidates are at a dis—
advantage under the present system because thay are less likely
than white males to be incumbents, wealthy, or part of the
corporate world.

The Public Participation Arguments

Public financing of election campaigns would, by eliminating
dependence on a small number of large contributors, broadening
the field of candidates and reducing public cynicism about
corruption, encourage more participation in the electoral process.
In_addition, because candidates would have to spenu less time
raising money and would be guaranteed approximately equal -
resources, competition among them would be based as much as
possible on their actual qualities and views, undistorted by an
inequality of opportunity to communicate with voters based on
money. A concentration on issues and increased communication
with voters would, in turn, lead to a more informed electorate,
and, theoretically at least, to both better candidates and better
and more credible democratic government.

The Cost Arguments

The final arguments 1in favor of public financing are based on the
presenthigh cost of running for political office. Not only

does this high cost discourage the person who is not wealthy

from running for office, 1t means than an even higher premium

is placed on candidate fundraising and on larger and larger
campaign contributions. Because private campaign funding requires
candidates to soend a substantial portion of their time in

3-
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fundraising, proponents of public financing argue that the current
system brings the election process into disrepute bv distracting
candidates from discussion of the issues. The present system
encourages candidates to try to outspend each other. Campaigns
thus become more and more expensive while seeming less and less
substantive, with each election in turn driving up the costs

of those which come after. Because public financing 1isalmost

by definition limited (by being limited to a finite pool of money,
however generated), it provides a ceiling, enabling candidates

to call a halt to the campaign costspiral.

IT candidates are limited in their spending, whether tothe amount
of money .they receive from public funds or to some other amount,
campaign costs should level off or even go down. Such a result
would reinforce the tendency of public financing to put candidates
on an equal footing in their ability to gain access to the voters.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST PUBLIC FINANCING OF POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS

The political process resembles, to some extent, a marketplace,
where ideas, programs and candidates are offered for public approval
Ideally, those ideas with little or no support or merit are

weeded out. Public financing distorts the beneficial aspects of
the marketplace of ideas by allowing floundering, single issue,

or marginal candidacies to remain afloat past their time. Use

of public funds, far from encouraging the best qualified candidates
to come forth, may, on the contrary, have the effect of masking

the trueextent of a candidate®s support or lack of support. As

a result, public financing could lead to a proliferation of
candidacies and primaries as public funds are used to support
marginal or irresponsible challenges.

As evidence for this argument, opponents of public financing cite
the 1976 presidential election where some candidates continued to
use and receive public money after they had, to all intents and
purposes, ceased to be candidates. Formal organizations remained
in existence after the candidates had ceased to campaign in order
to receive public matching funds and reduce deficits. Thus,
candidates who had been virtually eliminated by primaries and who
showed very little support, such as Senator Fred Harris, did not
withdraw from the contest, leaving the field crowded and- confused.

The Political Freedom Argument

Few would deny that one of the basic components of political
freedom is the freedom to leave, join or form political associations
Public financing means that, in effect, parties and elections

are sponsored by the government and that* the parties and candidates,
by receiving tax money, become extensions of the government.
Therefore, the freedom of political association could be endangered
Public financing removes control of elections from the electorate
and the parties in three ways. First, to oversee the spending

of public monies a new bureaucracy is created and interposed
between the electorate and the candidates. The Federal Elections
Commission is an example. Second, party responsibility 1is reduced
because candidates are more independent of the parties. Third,
minor parties and candidates are not treated fairly under most
public financing systems.
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The Incumbent Protection Argument

Public financing, far from being the means to open up the
political process that proponents say it is, in fact*tends to
favor incumhents. Because incumbents are generally better
known and, 1in addition, have the resources of their offices
behind them, they have an advantage against virtually any
challenger. One way for a challenger to overcome the advantage
of incumbency 1is to increase his or her campaign spending.
Candidates who accept public financing are generally required to
accept spending limitations, however. When an incumbent and
challenger spend an equa.l amount of money, the incumbent often
has an overwhelming edge.

Furthermore, public financing tends to encourage large numbers of
candidates. This too will usually work to the advantage of the
incumbent because s/he would tend to stand out in a large field.

The Cost Arguments

Opponents of public financing dispute the arguments of proponents
regarding the cost of political campaigns. They argue that high
campaign costs are a. function of lengthy campaigns rather than
excessive private contributions or the absence of spending limits.
Indeed, public financing could actually increase the cost of
campaigns in several ways. The prospect of public reimbursement
encourages one issue and marginal candidates to overspend their
budgets. The 1increase in the number of candidacies anticipated
under public financing tends to increase both the number of primaries
and the length of campaigns and, therefore, the cost. More money
would be spent in the aggregate under public financing, because
the same amount of money 1is spent on all races rather than being
funnelled to a few hotly-contested ones. Finally, there is a
hidden cost in the checkoff system of public financing in that
general state revenues are diminished thereby. The financing of
political campaigns 1is not appropriate to an era where public
resources are scarce.

The Apathy Argument

The final argument against public financing 1is that voters have
shown that they do not want it by their historically low partici—
pation in checkoffs on both feder-al and state income tax returns.
Private contribution tends to engender a sense of participation

and identity with a candidate or party which a checkoff does not.
Furthermore, large fields of candidates may actually increase voter
apathy and, to the extent that public financing fosters large
numbers of.candidates, it has contributed to the recent low election
turnouts.

OPTIONS FOR A PUBLIC FINANCING LAW IN CONNECTICUT

If arguments in favor of public financing are assumed to be valid,
the next consideration is what kind of public financing law

should be enacted. In considering what kind of public financing
proposal to enact in Connecticut, the legislature would have to
address several questions and options. Each possible option

and answer has advantages and disadvantages and each oo"tion
5-
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raises a series of issues. The issues, options and arguments are
summarized below:

1. Which campaigns should be financed?

The major options under this heading are to finance campaigns
for all state elective offices, both executive and legislative,
or to limit public financing to campaigns for specific offices.
For example, public financing might be limited to gubernatorial
campaigns only or to campaigns for offices at the "top of the
ticket” (i.e. Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Secretary of the
State, Comptroller, Treasurer and Attorney General).

It might be argued that it is somewhat arbitrary to exclude
particular offices from a public financing law. If public financing
were adopted because of its potential beneficial effects on the
political process and to reduce the possibility of corruption,

then it would be most beneficial to extend the system to all

state offices. Moreover, limitation of public financing to just

the gubernatorial campaign would tend to reduce further the
importance of the Under-Ticket, Assembly and State Senate races
which are often underrated under the present system.

In response, one could argue that, as Connecticut has not previously
had public financing and because all other states having public
financing laws also have relatively simple methods of generating
funds for them (i.e. an income tax checkoff) which Connecticut

does not have, 1t might be more prudent to proceed gradually and
thus fund only the gubernatorial campaign at the start.

Another argument for excluding General Assembly campaigns from

the scope of a public financing law is that public financing could
encourage a proliferation of candidates for the legislature and

thus so reduce the amount of money available to each candidate
(assuming a finite pool of money) as to make the amount insignifi—
cant or insufficient to run a campaign. To avoid such a contingency
it might be necessary to increase the pool of money available,

a course which might conflict with other state priorities.

IT one chooses to finance Assembly campaigns from public funds,
the additional problem of how much to allocate to each district
arises. Connecticut Assembly districts are widely different and
require different kinds of campaigns; thus, allocating a set
amount to each district or imposing a set limit on spending may
have inequitable results on candidates in some districts.

Multiple candidacies in the relatively small Assembly districts
might also lead to fragmentation, smaller winning totals and
reduced credibility of winners as representatives of their
districts. The argument that public financing would result in

an unmanageable or undesirable proliferation of candidacies becomes
even more powerful if primaries as well as general election
campaigns are financed (see #3 below). In that case, the dis—
advantages could apply to campaigns for executive offices as well.

Against the threat of a proliferation of candidacies, the

political”party may be interposed (see #2 below). If parties
received funds and disbursed them in a discretionary fashion, then
6



candidates competing®™ in hotly fought or close campaigns could
receive more money than those under less serious challenge.
This might reduce the incentive for marginal candidates to run.

There 1is also some evidence which goes to show that the fear of
smaller majorities or even minority winners may be unjustified.
Minnesota has had a public financing law since 1974 and though
87.17, of the candidates in the 1978 state election used public
financing, there was no increase in the percentage of votes
received by minor party candidates.

2. To whom should public funds be given?

Public funds may be distributed to the candidates directly, to
the party committees or to some combination of the two.

Distribution directly to the candidates ensures that public
campaign money would be used to finance campaigns for all state
offices instead of being concentrated on "top of the ticket" or
other particular races, which could occur if parties were given
all the public money without any conditions being placed on
their use of that money. In addition, 1independent candidates
would be eligible for public funding even though they may be
unaffiliated with a party.

Distribution through the party alone would enhance the role and
importance of political parties and might thereby reduce the
political fragmentation, intra-party bickering and influence

of single-issue candidates and special interests in the electoral

process. If parties were given discretion in the distribution
of funds, they could target money to hotly contested races rather
than to no-contest or long-shot ones. Finally, party committees

are formal continuing groups rather than ad hoc committees
responsible only to the candidate and thus may be more responsible
receipients of public money. If greater party influence and
control were a goal, then funneling public campaign funds through
the party would tend to increase party power, both before and
after the election, by making candidates and, therefore, office—
holders, more beholden to the party committees.

IT public funds were given fo a combination of candidate and party,
as in thefederal presidential public financing system, some of

the positive effects described above might still be obtained,

while negative effects might be reduced. For example, parties
could still channel some money as they saw fit, while independent
candidates would not be ignored. However, party influence would
probably be lessened in proportion to money given directly to
candidates and the issue of whether to channel public money to

ad hoc, non-continuous committees responsible only to the candidate
would be unresolved.

It must be noted that if public financing of primary elections 1is
contemplated (see #3 below), money could not be distributed
through parties during primaries because candidates contending
for a party"s nomination could not be required to deoend on the
party for funds.

7 -



49

3. Should primary campaigns be funded?

The arguments for and against public financing of primaries are
virtually the same as those enumerated in the general arguments
section of this report. A further potential disadvantage of
funding primary campaigns is that it could result in an unwieldy
proliferation of primaries with concommittant higher costs,
political fragmentation and an undesirable reduction in the
influence of parties. (see #2 above)

4. Who should administer public financing of elections?

There are several subsidiary issues which may be grouped under
the heading of administration. They are:

a) should the Elections Commission be given oversight
of distribution of the campaign funds;

b) should public funds be granted on a matching basis;

¢) should campaigns be funded from general revenues or
should there be a separate fund;

d) how should corruption be regulated and should it
carry civil or criminal penalties; and

e) if a separate fund is to be set up, how should the
money be generated?

The options will be discussed in the same order as the points
listed above.

a) |If the Elections Commission is given oversight
functions, it would likely require a substantial
increase in staff to perform the monitoring and
auditing functions which would be required by a public
financing law.

b) If funds were distributed on a matching basis, a
certain basic minimum of support for a candidate would

be assured. However, such a system might not completely
do away with the disadvantages of private financing of
campaigns unless a ceiling were placed on individual
contributions, as in the federal law. The proportion of
public funds to private contributions might be adjusted,
and the influence of private contributors correspondingly
reduced, by matching on a greater than a dollar for

dollar basis. For example, for each dollar of private
funding, two or three dollars of public money could be
allotted.

¢) The advantages of using general revenues to fund
public financing of campaigns are that no new system
would be required to collect money and enough money

to cover all qualified campaign expenses could be
assured. The major disadvantage 1is that such a systenm
would, 1in effect, be an involuntary contribution by
all taxpayers to support candidates and political
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positions which whey might not wish to support. An
answer to this concern is that taxpayers are not
presently permitted to earmark their tax dollars only
for programs of which they approve and that since
political campaigns are legitimate public business,
general revenues should be used.

d) If corruption were regulated by criminal penalties,
the Elections Commission would, to a degree, lose control
of the administration of the fund. This 1is because

the imposition of criminal sanctions would require the
intervention first of the Attorney General®"s office and
then of the courts, whereas the Elections Commission
itself could-impose a fine,-. On the other hand, civil
penalties might not be sufficient to prevent violations.

e) IT a separata public financing fund is to be set up
outside of the general fund and not requiring a specific
appropriation, the funds must be generated either through
some form of tax checkoff or through a surcharge.

The advantage of the federal and state checkoff systems
is that they are voluntary and the transfer of funds is
automatic. The problem with using a tax checkoff in
Connecticut arises from the fact that the state has no
income tax. Alternatives to an income tax checkoff are
checkoffs on motor vehicle registrations, drivers® license
renewals or property tax payments.

The disadvantages of these are that none is as universal
as an income tax. The drivers ~license renewal occurs
only once every four years on a staggered basis and

the chance to checkoff and, consequently the funds
generated, would be correspondingly limited. A property
tax checkoff would require that the checkoff funds be
transmitted from the town government to the state, since
property taxes are paid to towns. This would likely
result in increased cost, paperwork and inconvenience

to towns. Also, towns might wish to be reimbursed for
lost revenues. A property tax checkoff would tend to
confine the opportunity to contribute to a particular
economic class, 1i.e. property-owners and it could be
argued that such a system would discriminate against the
poor and/or urban citizen who often does not own property.
Of the three, car registration checkoff has the fewest
disadvantages 1in that it requires an annual renewal and
would not require transfer of money between local and
state governments.

Checkoffs have not historically had a high response rate,
and unless the taxpayer is entitled to specify which
party or candidate his contribution will go to, the
involuntary contribution issue remains. Also, since,

as noted above, taxpayers are not permitted to specify
what proportion of their total tax is to go for which
state program, one might say that the earmarking of funds
for elections gives political campaigns special status.

9-
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Finally, it might be argued that the whole 1issue is
moot since the loss in general state revenues resulting
from_ tax checkoffs will have to be made up from the
general fund anyway.

This would not be the case if taxpayers could voluntarily
contribute an additional amount in the form of a
surcharge on their tax. The disadvantages of the sur—
charge are that, 1if it is voluntary, public response
would likely be low, thus reducing the amount of money
generated and, because the surcharge would be over the
regular taxes, it might be harder to justify not
allowing the money to be earmarked for a particular
party or candidate by the taxpayer. Such earmarking
could lead to substantial 1inequities 1in public

funding among candidates thus defeating one of the
major goals of public financing: to make candidates
most nearly equal 1in resources.

6. Who should be eligible to receive public financing?

There are virtually an infinite number of options under this
question depending on how difficult or easy the legislature

wishes to make access to public campaign funds. IT one"s goal
is to broaden access to the system, eligibility requirements
cannot be made too stringent. Eligibility could be based on

a candidate®"s or party"s vote in a previous election, on the
amount of preliminary money the candidate or party is able to
raise in small contributions and/or (on a reimbursement basis)
his or her vote in the current election. All of these mechanisms
are used in the federal law. The object of eligibility require—
ments is to make the process as open as possible without

going so far as to give public money to any candidate who simply
declares himself or herself to be a candidate and demonstrates

no real support from either a political party and/or the
electorate.

7. Should spending limits be imposed?

The last issue is whether or not to set campaign spending limits
for candidates accepting public funds. The advantages of

having limits are that they tend to lower the "high cost of
campaigns; they place the candidates on a more nearly equal basis;
and unless candidates have spending limits, they will merely

add private contributions onto public funding, thus continuing

the problems public financing is meant to solve.

The disadvantages of having limits are that they might tend to
give incumbents an advantage, especially if they are set low,
because incumbents have higher public recognition and greater
resources chan challengers simply by virtue of the fact that

they are in office; and spending limits, unless they take into
account inflation, may become unrealistic after only a short time
and thus act as a disincentive to candidates to accept public
funds. For these reasons, the federal public financing law
includes a cost of living escalator clause. A summary of the
federal law follows. 10
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7. INDEPENDENT COMMITTEES. Because of the US Supreme Court"s
divided opinion in the Schmitt case, there has been considerable
discussion about how to limit or counteract the ever-growing ex—

penses of the independent committees. Some proposals are described
below.

* Imposition of a very low ceiling upon independent expenditures

by any "political committee”™, also known as independent committees,
such as presently applies to a Presidential election campaign in
which the candidate accepts public funds.

* Free response time to a candidate who has been attacked by an
independent committee. The theory here is that if such expendi—
tures are allowed at least they can be neutralized. In fact, the
US Supreme Court®"s opinion in Red Lion Broadcasting v. FCC (1969)
requires any broadcast licensee who allows the broadcast of a
program or advertisement supporting one of rival candidates to
give other candidates equal free time 1in which to reply.

* Broadcasts could be partially funded by public funds, 1if necessary,
as well as using public funds for mailings to counter those of the
independent committees.

8. PROHIBITING POLITICAL ADVERTISING AND PROVIDING FREE AIR TIME.
America 1is one of the very few countries in the world that allow any
purchase of television time for political broadcasts; no Western
European nation does. This section discusses some of the concepts.

* A proposal by Elizabeth Drew suggests considering requirements that
most of the free broadcast time be in segments of not less than five
or ten minutes (a requirement in Great Britain). She claims that this
would make it necessary for candidates to actually say something, 1in
contrast to the one-minute or thirty-second spots, which are uninforma
tive at best and misleading at worst.

* Arrangements would also have to be made to assure that the free time
offered would be when people were likely to be watching.

* Acknowledging that the broadcast industry would oppose this idea,
it may be possible to offer some public funding as part of a comprehen
sive public financing scheme.
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9. OTHER IDEAS. The following 1ideas did not fit neatly into a
specific category, however, they might be important to consider.

* Establish more comprehensive provisions for the use of funds remaining
after an election to prevent abuse or misuse of these monies.

* Prohibit transfer of funds from one PAC, independent committee, or
candidate to another.

* Limit honoraria and gifts allowable to candidates and elected officials.

* Prescribe more severe penalties to those who exceed the contribution
or expenditure limits.

* Provide more support to those agencies responsible for enforcing the
campaign contribution statutes and regulations.

* Require a type of truth in advertising to those organizations that
solicit funds 1in order to support or oppose candidates or ballot measures.
In this way, the contributor knows how the funds will be used.

10. CONCLUDING STATEMENT. State Affairs Committee staff has reviewed
numerous articles, statutes, judicial opinions, and books on the issue of
campaign financing. On the issue of the influence of money in elections,

the following statement seems to best capture the basic question before
this committee.

"The most fundamental question 1is, What kind of electoral process would
give us the best kind of representation - the best at representing the
public interest and producing officials who, on the basis of experience
and judgement, would make decisions that would not always represent passing
public attitude- or be affected by financial contributions?"”
--Elizabeth Drew, Washington Correspondent,
The New Yorker
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SECTION 111

CAMPAIGN FINANCING/ISSUES AND PROPOSALS REGARDING ALASKA®"S CAMPAIGN
LAWS

Specific issues and proposals that have been discussed on Alaska's
campaign laws may be found in this section. Some of the suggestions and
issues may be rather insignificant, and others have much broader implications,

ihe list focuses on the following three areas: 1) reporting and disclosure,
2) campaign financing, and 3) APOC.

The purpose of this section is to provide a basis for a more complete
list of areas staff should research before the meetings in October. The
list was compiled primarily from articles, statutes, APOC data, and
discussions with candidates and legislators.
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SECTION 2

CAMPAIGN FINANCING/ISSUES AND PROPOSALS REGARDING ALASKA®"S CAMPAIGN LAWS

The following is a preliminary list of suggestions and "problem areas™
on the subject of campaigning in Alaska. While section Il addressed the
general areas in campaigning financing, section 11l targets the more
specific 1issues.

Once again, this is merely a preliminary list.

The areas of focus are:

1. Reporting and Disclosure
2. Campaign Financing
3. APOC

I. REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE

*Higher penalties for late or improperly completed group or
candidate registration, and for failure to properly identify political
communications (for example, a letter soliciting funds).

— Current misdemeanor penalties pay not be effective.
Misdemeanor cases such as these are seldom prosecuted.

AEstablishing a $250 threshold for disclosing source of
income.
— APOC resources are limited and may be better spent in
other areas.

*Reverse "expenditure before filing"” prohibition and require
that those who act like candidates be subject to AS 15.13 even though
they have not filed.

— This was discussed in the context of allowing public
access to information.

*The necessity for reporting to continue as long as campaign
chests are accumulating funds.
— Increased campaign size and the ongoing interest in
contributing to winners means that some campaigns never
end.

~Reporting requirements for groups and PACs.
— APOC has no way of determining whether PACs that employ
lobbyists are paying for the lobbyist with funds for
which Political contribution credits are paid.
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2. CAMPAIGN FINANCING

*Multiple contributions form parents and children.
AS 15.30.070 prohibits parents or spouses from contributions in the name
of one another.
— 1982 saw an increase in multiple contributions (APOC).

*Prohibition of corporate and labor contributions (see section
Il of report for indepth information).

*Remove political organizations from those eligible to raise
funds through raffles, bingo, monte carl, etc.
— This type of fundraising is difficult to control in the
areas of reporting requirements, and separating out the
funds used for political activity from those used for
other purposes.

*Loans used for campaigns.

*Legal and ethical soliciting of fund.”, from employees (public
and private sector).

*Prior to a function out on by or for a public official,
reuire that all those attending be notified whether or not the funds

will be used for campaigning.

~Public financing (see section 2 for more depth).

~Fundraising by political parties.

2b. MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES
*Clarify the definition of contribution and expenditures.
Current definitions rely heavily on the intent of the donor.
— Current definitions may undermine the $Ir00 limitation.

*Political Campaign Contributions
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3. APOC

During research, APOC has come up as an issue over and again primarily
in the context of its budget, and secondarily in the process APOC staff
goes through during an investigation. A budget history for APOC, and
the regulations on the APOC process (2 AAC 50.460, in the pink booklet
attached) are directly following this subsection.

The process of an APOC investigation is briefly outlined below.

The staff of APOC my begin investigation under two conditions: when they
receive a citizen complaint, or when they discover something in the
normal course of business that would constitute a violation of the law.

In a "citizen"s complaint investigation,” APOC takes the following
steps:

Deternini allegations are sufficient to warrant an investigation.
If allegetions are substantiated, they look into report.

Notify co.iplainant and respondent on the status of the complaint.
Notify the Commission.

Carry out the commission®s recommendations.

gD WN R

In a "normal course of affairs investigation.” APOC takes the following
steps:

1. In most cases, this type of investigation is concluded ™"in
house.”™ This type may only take a phone call to the respondent to

notify him or her that a report is not in order.
2. The commission is notified, and once again the staff follows the

commission®s recommendations.

For the most part, APOC staff relies on people involved in campaigns to
notify then of possible illegal activities. Many types of activities
are not reflected in reports.
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Fy 86 =

FY 84 FY 84 FY 85 * FY 85 APOC

Auth. Act. Reques Auth. Request = Base + Increments
Personnel $318.5 $317.5 $373.2 $359.6 $470.6 $375.7 $ 94.9
Travel 35.6 27.2 36.1 35.0 37.8 35.0 2.8
Contractual Services 101.2 83.9 144.2 107.2 246.8 107 .2 139.6
Commodities 8.7 10.1 12.2 8.7 9.3 8.7 .6
Equipment -3 15.5 25.4 25.4 25.4 9.2 16.2
Total $464.3 $454 .2 $591.1 $535.9 $789.9 = $552.0 + $237.9
Full-time/Part-time/Temp 6/3/0 7/3/1 6/5 9/2/1
Staff months 108 133

W PpPOC 3 (yorl wo-
I9.01-0 " A9-ng.



Table 3. Budgetary Summary: PY 01 PY 0?, PY 83
Classific.lt ion Au”orim]| LV ] SOTRANEN Y K 3 AR
_____________ AqUzilll  AiiUmrizecl Actual Authorized Actual 3
IZrsoune 1
$243, 400 $291 ,100 $293,900
ravel
33,000 35,200 36,000
36,700 53,500 36,100
Cool raetna 1 Services
85,200
CoiniModi Lies 6.000 6.200
, 6,500 0,700 0,700 12,200
tguipment
quip 0 300 2,000 2,400 4,900 25,400
Total
$367,600 $415,300  $423,700 $423,600 $600,700 $591,100
Pull-1 ime/lart-t ime 6/5
6 6/3
Staff months I A 05 3 by 714 7/4/1
. - 98.3 120.3
1Adjustments sanctioned by the Administration
InC"'"eS W "M * f°r 0f,iCe ,MS" ,Klmfnnh *  OWiston of Genera



ALASKA PUBLIC OFFICES COMMISSION

, /Y S4 Organizational Chart - Operating Budget of $454.2

, COMMISSION

_l [ |
JPT. OF ADMIN. oo e EXEC—DIR--—--- -
/ Ranee 24 - 12 mo. SEC 1 CLERK 1V
RIO - 12 me. RS - 12 mo.
r ................................
tDKIN ASST 11l - Jnu
R14 - 12 mo.
ASSOC. .COORDINATOR ASSOC. COORDINATOS
*CLERK 111 Conflict of Interest Campaign Disclosure
R8 - 5 mo. R18 - 12 mo. RL8 - 12 mo.

eCLERK IV/AUD
R9 - 9 mo.

RES. ANALYST 11/AUDITOR.
Rio - 10 mo.

AFunding for this position is available for FY 84 only because or "savings"
which accrued during the reclassification and hiring of the Associate

Coordinator positions.

12722783
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ALASKA PUBLIC OFFICES COMMISSION

FY 85 Organizational Chart

COMMfSSION
f
DEPT i
OF — ryrr nTP
ADMIN

PCN 1301 - “Range 24D/E

SEC 1
1303 - 10A

ADMIN ASST Il - Jnu
1309 - 143/C

CLERK 111

ASSOC. COORDINATOR
1305 - 82 - 1.5 mo.

Campaion Disclosure
1308 - 18A/B

RES. ANALYST I1---——-
1307 - 16 E/F - 10 mo.

CLERK 1V
1306 - 9A/3 - 9 mo.

CLERK 1V
1-310 - 9A - 9 mo.

CLERK 111
1311 - 8A - 7 mo.

8727731

6 Full-time

5 Part-time

108 months
CLERK 1V
130A - 9K

ASSOC. COORDINATOR
Conti Ict of |Interes
1302 - 18A/B
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ALASKA PUBLIC OFFICES COMMISSION

9 Full-time

Fv 86 Organizational Chart
2 Part-time
1 Temporary
133 months
comm :SSION
DEPT
oF EXEC DIR -
ADMIN PCN 1301 - Range 24E/F
SEC 1 CLERK 1V
503 - 103 1304 - 9K
ASSOC. COORDINATOR - Jun
Regulation of Lobbyinc
1309 - 18A
CLERK®"111 ASSOC. COORDINATOR ASSOC .
1305 - B8A. Temp - 9.0 mo. Campaign Disclosure Conflict of
1308 - 18B/C 1302
RES. ANALYST 11 REG. SPECIALIST 11
1307 16 F NPCN - 16A
REG. SPECIALIST |1 CLERK 111
1306 -jlI3A 1311 - 8A - 7 mo.
CLERK 1V
1310 - 9A - 9 mo.

S/27/84

COORDINATOR

Interest
18B/C
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CHAPTER 50.
ALASKA PUBLIC OFFICES COMMISSION
CONFELICT OF INTEREST, CAMPAIGN

Editor's Note: As of Reciste: 78. the Alaska Public Offices
Commission regulations which were formerly located in 6 AAC
29 are now located in 2 AAC 50. in light of Executive Order No.
-1 (1980). The history notes under the sections in their new
location carry forward the history of those provisions from
their old location.

Article _
1. Conflict of Int

S:ZA C 50, 01? -2 AAC 50.200)
ampaisn Disclosu

EZ AAC 50, 31? 2 AAC 50. 40?
ampal

T LOhb

nvestl

erest

- n Disclosure. and Regu;tlon

Ing Complaints and
vestigatio % i

2 AAC 50, 4502’AAC 50.470)
lation of Lobbyin
C|50 5052 A 50.545)
C
ICLE

. Requ
2 AA
5. General Provision
%ZAA 509102AAC50920)
ART 1
CONFLICT OF INTEREST
Re ortm% sources of income for retall
DUSINESSES |

Reponing interests in real propert
Reegmgtipsg fpnancslai data oip fa r%?lyy

0

0

0

8. Loan? d indebtedness
. Retail charge accounts
8. erte |n candicates
0

0

nco
Controllln(% interest in a cor ?ratlon
unmPah ies as instrumentalities of

100. CIalmlng constitutional or statutory

exem
%% FlUHi%? e sgrt#elﬁtoqmq ftle filing

of a LPort vastate% lic 0? clal

Procedures followed upon arefusal or
falfureg Le omFuds an, or ahired or

apgomted official In't eexecutlve
nch. or a board member, to file the
conflict-of-Interest statement when due

2-18.8

ADMINISTRATION

2AAC 50.010
2AAC 50.030

120.  Procedures followed uPon a refusal or
failure by ajudicial officer to file the
1% gmgl ;!1 (%f -Interest statement'when due
126. roced res for failyre or refysal of
mcum ent state eliected og‘fl‘J clal toaPIe
E e %nnxan?o [ dpt -of-Interest statement

edae
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200.  Definitions.
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Irmative good fai rt to obtain the



Register 78, July 1981 ADMINISTRATION ) AAC 50.031

2 AAC 50.100

information and also re U|re reportin | jon’s sh Eff,
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vl §d rofe sron %t/agroonsergrﬁ rr]réagsr% ?lCO\l/JV Se
ﬂt As soon &, Practr ablfelr hut in an}/aevg

er than the time or ng ttr]e rrér e

in fl 158 eac fo o ing vear, avrs
h %omymrspron ofte claimed e trn an
the reason or rt an re uest a sta ru In

ét the person clai rng

confrgentraf S0 In cte an that In-
mu a} t con entral unti

taff or co jon ruling 1S. made
y a court of com-

>32) The staff will rujf In%ue tt\h\eltgtlgf I%

(corrected)
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Lavorat(r]e to the erson Ia

not ai SC OSG
ose with respect to t aﬂe r
élOﬂ IS mace |

a request for an exem 8 ?lu
S |t IS granted unless

ear on the same r? ?
elevant chanoe of facts or law™for the cenera

understanding” of either or hoth) has intervened.

&32 If the ruIrng of the commhssron 's staff Is
adverse to the person makrng e request he
may appeal to the commisSion by filing a
wrr fen notr%e of ap [ﬁeal and sta}rnr%; IS reasons
orréwrth e commission’s staff olater than

ys ater rcervrn notrce of the stafts

nless, the staffs. rulin 5. peaed
ath B e T

and statement 0? reas(?ns It are not fi
within the time require

ming the exem tion
RRER

4) An appeal timely made to the
corhrhrssrop p %e hear y fge next re uiar
eetin te commr sion nlre ha
ays after the filing, unesstheaé)lp ant n t
commission agree " upon another time ort
hearrng
The he |n will b recorded. A
hearr Hpe an ma e re re nte y
conns " an ot t at the earrn
rivate in or er to HOtSCt a er ons
hracte or otherwise avo closn the
In ormatlnn claimed rotecteg. 1pn l'ant
esents IS case fi rst Te om |ssr n sta
ﬁentg it case. Strict rules of evjdence
N the commission |ves |grhtwe| tto
|nd ofrnformatron that would ot be Telie
u on h prugent persons in the conduct o
rt)rtat affairs the es are swom and
tes dp%n oath. Legal arqu ents np] ey
grte wrrtten emor n Eit
ag ant of the commission s %n
uest to the commjssjon — t
est fthe teomm ssron de no aertan
at the coseo the arrn ost earhﬂ
memorandum In supr%or os tron wit
15 day: of the close of the earrn

close' of the
em%mm

%%Wrﬁhrn 30 days att
the ‘appe ant

rﬁmerf“ atotmherea er notrfay

0 fthe result.
(7) If the decision of the commission is

ADMINISTRATION

2-21

2 AAC 50.100

llant, he need nat disclose

favorable to the app
h P ? nal and closed with re [Feaert
e

and that decisi
r that

aaeronasfa o 15 et

e’same
future ¥efar It vvrll qﬁe rante Linlesa a reFevant'
change of facts or law (or general understanding
or either or both) has Intervened.

3 If the decision Is adverse the aggellant
ays in which to agpea on the record to
the su lor court under Rule 45 of the

IIate Ruler of the AIasJéa aCnOrt]

appeal k not
co trhl esp not to disclose, the

re erred to the attorney general for appropriate
must  be ma]

action.
I
LR

rt System Ifa

e

[_ﬁ; Tapes of the heari
ble "upon re(%ueﬁt to
comm?ssron Tanscr ts of the hearrnﬁ
ssion sta
request, with costs
A ‘n considering the reﬂuest forarulrr]g
the carme exem%)tron tfle commissiorilSta
eia%torne
ma reaonab}/ Ssar tatte
state court? hat 0(feterm .
prrvr eg grofe onaI relatrorr(r38 ct t
exerﬁgtron clal IT the ?ttornef frn
Ve S0
h gxg]nttjstrgr? rlnnfé;rvor% facts he ad uce
to show Pha% lie ffswrthrn tahe sci) ?lthe
Ehe courts
b S el
&r)n Until the matterg er. finall
Inistratively or judicia r}/ agarn |
n disclos e
eqlurrementts | not co rfered to_be In erjn
violation 0 the law for fal urﬁ or e
Bubject of his
exemPtro U
co(n es to refuse or falLs to isclose or It |?
%a tion was not magﬁe In rI)Sod Cjarm
rat?t made . without :gny reasona%tl

}torneyo agent for listen
must e prepared e
i M)eborne yt eappe nt.
ma opinion from t elieral
ey S A i
constrtutdona privacy . or e?ag
s-preciu
Q with
fr tate courts ermin
erson carm}ﬁ
exemption. If, In the ttornex enera t1grr on,
ve not r?etermr e%t at ¢ rel?1
exemption claime é
rl';l]ecrded
Person claming an exemptr
to drscﬁose
r ort with respect to t
e thereatter
determined ﬂ
prospect for succeeding.

(corrected)
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0) Nothing in thi fsectron Precludes the
commissjon or Its staff from etje nirnrn]g on, Ifs
own Initiative that information, disclose t% It |?
either protecte(i y the constitution

|vac or e&any ptr]v even It neither Is

rnatlo o Pon egergetermrnatron the
contrg] hid pIa]ce and, |

laced In a Secure
} at there cannot reas?nab\ reas

t.1s also determined
orm tro%n |(lJ (f

or retarnrnE the In must
Restrr}yed ff. 9/9/78, Reg. 67; am 5/14/80,
Authority: ﬁS 15. 51 0330
A A3 0ED )
2 AAC 50.105. FILCINGDEiY AAT%T EPSUTBLTIE
FiAC ,?a All re rts regurre to
S
C rmut by the. commission
on, or efore the d u at eceived” means
elther
% hand-carried .to_the.commission’s cer]tral
office or its branch office in the state capital; or
ostmarked. The. date shown b ost
maﬁg %)Rres meg to be [he date rtwasy eposited
In the United States mal

b) A person hired or ap or ted, &
onrgudsm%rr or hired ra'ppn a drtty tﬁn
(recutrve ranch & a eat ent a epu%

artment head. or |vrsron head, ori'as
to  the governor must ~ fi

Ict-of-interest statement

{N hin 30 dasof the first da rgworr]
{1 compen atron IS receive
rcra and

52) no later than April 15 in each following
year

ér% (Perso hired or a orntegl s a
mission  chair an [ me ero astate

§tate[§n§§t8n %ust Ile asrég lrct of- rnterest

COH?

within 30° days f the date the hoard
mewber signs hi Hs oath o¥ office; and

ADMINISTRATION

2 AAC 50.100
2 AAC 50.110

yeé(Ig) no later than April 15 in each following

éd%_ ,udicial officer must file a
lict-of-Interest statement

within 30 days of the date the judicial
offﬁ er IS sworn (r)nto %?frce and ]

ye{SZ) no later than April 15 in each following

(6) A legislator, the governor, and  the

liettenant “governor must file a. conflict-of-
i/netéerrest statément no later than April 15 of eac
An |n umbent s Irc official who

5 107 state pu |c 0 Ice need not fi
of-Interest statement at the time o

|n a aratrono candigacy, or witnin 3

CI%etr lon orwrt] 30 days of b

sof

X] gaca f an ot er means, soog
as a saterﬂent cove ear Prece ing t
iear In which he resfrofrf the
leutenant overnor!)scurrent || h the
frfmmrfsro Incumbent stat ub |c 0 }ras

9 or elective municipal offt ce t file a
s aate stae en wrthtecer emu 'ﬂ
8 |nw see pubcorce E

Aut?rorrty 30(%0
020
B9 o)
C 50.110, IILPNL A
MENTAé FX LAT% éLINé OF AR
ITE PUBLIC OFFICIAL, (a

?Pflrcto In (esr statement of a.stat ub |c
orficial Js delinquent It not received hy the
commISsIon on or eore th due date.

h) The statement .continyes to be delinquent
and) suBJeect f0a Elrvrf penatJ unti recetvgr':]jebrf
the commission, or PI the% te r%ublrc officia
r 3ns or 1S fem ved from office Tor refusl
z% re fo fi srgnatron ?r removal roni

ce however not re lev eof \a

re uirement  that e file t
con |ct -0f- |nter st statement.

it WUONE offcial e e & elnauent, an

2-22
(corrected)
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subject to a civil penalty, within five days of the
eJ date of the reBort v d

st Satament omisson Seftvl

et th te civil penal
Ho V\esermrne e appropriate civil penalty,

Sl a day through the first seven days
of dgelr)nquency,y : Y

) Sh aday from the eighth day through

the glst d%y ofa ¥he omrnque oy, an%y .

C) S10 aday from the 22 hrou

the(d)ate the ﬁegrn uent f rffl fnte egst
%tement I fi or until tne stat?p

oTrcr or is removed from office for

(=]
refuSa ? %ure {0 ﬂe Whichever occurs
Sooner,

f tnwrthrn five da sof rec |pt]ofad lin u nt
statement, send a otrce o the crvr tg
aﬁgﬁs‘%eed agarnst the state public offrcra an

gA%W a statement of the amount of his
as5ess

ent; and
(B) an affidavit appeal form.

() The state public official subject to a civil
penalty may

ass$91'>‘smenStUtn§fl;I ersgégn%gd f hrs

ﬁctrono show Wﬁwtasctrz\i/tr\nﬁ &sfrg%u)[d notafae
gsed against nim: an aff avrty

tat t { d
oath andlsugosnapgnmaﬁ?y "f Sverfrbfg,mage Hnoet

B must. pe sw n(to hefor a{notar
|c municipal cer court cer pos-
ser or an ot er erson aH orrze to
mrnrster Qat one reBe |Hg
rn trves IS av e signed
|th?ut ene |t of the oat

0
as e official states, In wrrltrngf thattﬁoe -
avit s signed under penalty “for perjury; or

(2) pay, within 30 days of receipt of the

ADMINISTRATION

da?{s of recer(r)t of the

2AAC 50.110

assessment nofice des ribed in of this
section, the civil penaty assesseé grgga) nst him.

20 If a state rﬁublrc offrchal ?utg er 7*a cgvrl
naI assessment for t Jun

con li¢t-of-Interest r deport rebfuses or TaIls, with-
|ntet|me rer%urr to submit an affi %vrt or
make Hoaymen then commission Sta
refer the ‘matter to the Office of the Attorne
General for ap ro riate. ctro Jecommrs
vvrlf]not eara Beal avrt IS not
within the time required.

r% An affidavit trmer filed with the commrs
sion . will- Pe considered . at tff]e next reﬂg
etln of the. commission. If a state p
|cra sappeal S

denied by the cmmr sion, commission
sta(f]f notr hlﬂt |ts ecsron Ithin 15
days, nd re ure that hep crv pena
orgrna afsssseid against h Wrt %y
n e date’ of § ét [ containing notr ication of
the commission’s decision: or

accepted by the ommrssron commission
sta% otry nrm 0 |ts decrsron wrt In 15

days |nfor Ing him th tt ovil penalty assess-
3/ fye alve natpt n¥a
consrderedcose or

3) .accepted. in part. by .the commission,
corfrrfrrssrorP staff vvrIIpnotr yhrm of Its decrsron
é fl n require that He pa(}/
reduced civi ena assessment wit rn? days
fthe date of the [e dtter containing notification
the commission’s decision..

h) A state pubJrc official may appeal
mr slon’s decrs* n to den rS)artra oy
acce IS. reasons Tor I feness .to the Superior
co [ wrt in yso |sree| ) te tice
e45 o the A peIat Rules of the
yst m no ) pea |s mage
wr s a men IS mad e t
atter vvrII re erre t tt rne
a)opr%nrrate action. Ef 9/18, 6

Authorrty S 030(10) AS 39.50
AS 3950020 " AS 3950

tter IS
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smn will S|mu]](t) bg

notify the off|C|aI b certlfled mail re-
turh) t Y ?

recelpt’ requested, that"the applicagle due
date haspassgd %t his |n|t|aP con? t-0f-
mterestbsta ement is ae Inquent, and t at e 1S
now subject to criminal pen tles

e e P aﬁét”?ﬁl ghAdministration

I]IS Initial atate
ment, an reguest that al salary, LF lem
travel expenses, and any other emol entfs be
Ogtfetted until notified by the commission of the

IC1al’S cOmp lance; an

3). infor ice of the Attorney. Gen
eraﬁ that the oflcnﬁ as not fA c? hlymclateial
statement.

b) If the annual statement is n E filed bg
AC 25 t?] pursuant. to 2 AAC 50.10 b)z)an

e commission'wi I
él not Ia er of dehn
c¥ n0t| ICI certlf
et ece |&4ucste sor
statement as no en rec |ve
|s ow sub ect to CIV n '[IFS an tat fuluLe
|eb ? a e rf]%uencg/
Ject te ?la to rfemova ffice an
criminal penalties;

the 22nd day of deI c not
Ehe ‘%ubp %f ?ia % J egramt l}/ e 10 FI%
3/ eI|n Uenc vv|I resuI lna
Uest tat e overno re ovet officia
office and 3 reg %est that misoemeanor
proceedlngs be Initiated oy the attorney general.

6% If the nnulstatement IS not flled X e
} oem uenc rhthe y .0

delinqu c co mssm staff will notify” the
contm ssm under commission diréction

2AAC 50.120

f” mform the qovernor of the Pubhc
offictal’s failure to file nis or her conflict-of
Interest ?]atement an rear est thaé the governor
remove the official from office: an

h?l inform the attorne eﬁtl hat tﬂ
C 0 |C|aI as not £] at t

overnor has been n0||e ﬁ mq -f
Feste to remove ubhc official nm
fice, and request tat he attorn %/ Eg;/enera
|n|t|ate mlsdem ar) r procee | gs

Reg. o/, 1, Reg, 0

uhonty AS 15

O :l>)>)>)>:l>
(FpTpdp Jp Fp!
OO

m o'lcno—lo'lcn

S

~_ O
(@]
)

=Sm
Do
—m
o
—

—
= s
-

C
%e Iﬁvﬂt%oég-l 50.10(0)(
m snr)%vvl simult aneous?y QU

ﬂ) notify the Judlual officer by Certlflﬁd
return  re EI%'[ rggete hat. 1
agﬁ {cable due date has mp sed, that his initia

Ict-of-interest statement is delinquent, an
that e is now subject to criminal penalties,

kafn he administrator. of cgurts tha

QJ
wn

the' fudicia flcerh no flled 1S |n|t|a
statement, an %(e saa er diem,

ra €l EXPENSES, t er e ent
the commlssmn 0 t

elted until no
flcerscomp lance; an
inform the Office of the Aftorne
| that the judlc?a{ officer has not tlﬂedn h%

o

|n|t|af statement.

b). If the annual statement IS not filed b
ARl 15 e ol Stament. . ot i B

the commiission will

fore. th th day of d
ug[?cy r%]tl y Re or8|C|Iale oﬁ cr}a]l ba)ee(r) I %Im
retur ecelp requeste ﬁTs orh1

statement as not peen recelved, that
IS now subject to cmf pena?tles ang that ? |Iure
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to file by the 30th day of delinguency will sub-
ﬁt the offrcra 0 ldss .of pay, removal from
office and crimina pen alties,
@ j
dicial official by felegram: th fayfUre
%ﬂ Jn ne Otn d,ayyof uenc a"

50
Ll e W el

meanolr proceedrngs be mrtrateg y the attorney

genera
iled by t
o B T

8 }1 Olf the ag Fal statement is no%
f e commission
1) Info m

MMISSION drrect?gn will

dmi |strator courts that
the Brdrc ceren alled to sorR1
conflict-of- nterest tatement and at eors
su Ject 0 osso pag/ recommen
ministrator take the dppropriate action;

t?te a
inform  th Commrssron on Jugicia
ngrcatros an tP enate the ICla
|c%rs fa Ilure. to Ie IS or er sta ent,
of? e or she is now subject to remova rom
be taken: and

Ice, and request that tre appropriate action
3) inform the attorney _oeneral that the
JudHalofrcer otc %rdta the Com-
mrasron on Ju cra ua rfcatrons ese ate
the amrnsratr o courts ave een
notrfre anq are ern aske to take appro rrat
actron an attorn %/ é’ nera

equest 1
|trae7mrs %&é rpl_[{ocee gs
horrty 0 10

(== s 1 I p Tl

D mz;lﬁ'\’
—
m

ADMINISTRATION

op the 22nd day of delrn uency, notify

2 AAC 50.120
2AAC 50.130

In accordance with AS 39.50.120 or 39.50.130
and 2 AAC 50.105, the commission staff will

on or_before th el of delin
r)c¥ otrfy the ub ic g |crap certl
eturn - receipt requested tha(tjﬁﬁ1

Lh

gred

statement not been ecerve
sersn ctto Vi an tat ar,
e30t enc |
ectt |craI to Io of paya crimina
pe alties:
e.22nd day of delin u notr
m t%)ublrco re%l2 [l) teramta aﬁrre fy
n ga de mcwen%/ result
In los gaa/ an uest that misaemeanor
proceedings e rnrtrate y the attorney general.

dal)r; t(r)re a I]ual statement 'ﬁ n%t frleétaby e

éb%
nquenc
S, Sl ol e o
%n

antt th'QfO[er% %hﬁtlegpi{ﬁnent gf Administat
% conflrct '
orfeite un |

Ir

eIecte official has not fr?rf his or

of-interest statement and req%es%

Rer llem, trerj e] ePenses ete

otifl Fatron Xt commission of the official’s

compliance; and
2 mf

the artome
ted 0 |craI has not coy

S

eé 1m|/s1 e/meanor é)(goceedr be Initiated.
L tho 0ty AS 15, 30)30 10) AS3950120 *
ﬁgdg@%%ﬁ?&a AR tz’rt IIIIIII

FIL]JNG Y A MUNICIPAL
con lict-of- nterest statements

amunrcrpa O |cer under
gl’ VISIONS
mut

cha er
erecerve by emunr nt) er or ter
municipal official n his communit

oigiocNOn]

re uired to e |

designated

10 IEC l e the statements on or.betore the due

ate.. Filing suc aséatement Wwith the_ commis-
sion is not"considered proper filing. “Receiveq”
means either

1 and-carried .to the clerk or designated
muwcipalh ffd c(ra soqfrce or :
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the

ﬁg ostmarked Trﬂe date shown 8 posr

ma med to be the date 1t was
In the |te States mal

borou h or mayor,  borou h
cou crllrtd/ n, school

erfAm oar
em ecte tility boar ember cr
orou ana er. and a.member of a cit or
rou ann nﬂ or zonmg commission must
ea on lict-oT-Interest Statdment

(1) within 30 days of

A) the first day of work for which com-
pensat%on 1S recetrved/ by the officer; or

the date a munjcipal board r com-
mrssﬁ 21 m%er takes thepoath of ofrce or

0 later than April 15 'in each vear
fol ‘owm P Y

(A) his election to municipal office; or

his hiring OF appointment to a mu
1 %osrtron degscrrb 0 t Ssectrﬁ (E?I!

- Y’ a”tront 4SS o)
X 33.%8.8%800)

Editor's Note: Register 74 inadvenemty dropped subsection (b)
of what is now 2 AAC 50.130. It has been restored as of Register
82.

2 AAC _50.135._CIVIL PENALTY ASSES

DEFICERS i %Atqg Al

ment 0 % ﬁcr a |ce]r ﬁdlemqu nt & noé
cipal clerk or designate

?%reclraﬁ on or efore Hte due date.
db sup)e statement . ontm es to qe delmgge&t/

ect 0 acrvr enat ntil_recelv
e mun crpa} clerk or d)esrgnateld |craF

The municipal clerk or other munic
o{'ﬁe al design teodi to receive the fdnng sm
notify the co mrssron

bcy tele am of the name an add ss Of
H p ﬂrce Who has refused or
1S c%n dcto rntereat statement vvrt m
ve aysoft Ue cate; an

ADMINISTRATION

ass

2 AAC 50.130
2AAC 50.135

rwal flf Iett aH] m 1r?rc?§¥ %H?grsre(dmd
aelnquent ed on or before the April 15 due

) Co mrssrons aff will notify the mumcr al
o}‘? er tat ers quuenta?/ t% d 8

ey P ol

fl
designated o mﬁ I(oltr‘] tPry

munrcrpa cersde inquency

The mu ici aI clerk ¢. designated offjcial
da? | noti Jy dt |ssron b teq #de
naea a resso Mg |cer
h elin uent re or and t r]v\ﬁrr
the_ late report recelved
desrignated official, UBon notr ?atro? of te
receipt of a delinque ?nf Ict-of-interest
statement, commission'staff wil

F ?Oe\r/estermme the appropriate civil penalty,

(ﬁee) a/ throu h four. days follow-
datet e deling arYnotrce S received
tgtemumcrpalo ICer:
B) S5 a day from the. fifth day followi
ras‘datarrd%trrtsrr oo
2 frve d cat
M e
lcerp nclasde J p
gAr%a stat(ement of the amount of his
assessment: an
(B) an affidavit appeal form.

r@ The municipal officer subject to a civil
penalty may
submit, within 30 days of receint of the
ge ment ofce escrrr]beg in{e M)Z) f 1S fec
H)n an affidavit stating reas for(]wrs %S
8shdw%t1 acrerdo nalty should not

against hi vrt
(A IS a sta ement in. writing mace under
oath a?td Upon pena ty orf] perjury; arq
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must be sworn to before a nota
ubhc municipal cIerw court c?er[; post Y
ster, or any other person achorlze t0
minister qaths or, ,f one% e preced |Hg
alternatives is available, may be Slﬁ
offlcer without benefit of the oath so fpg
the. officer states, In wr}tm that the affidawit
15 signed Under penalty for Perjury: or

&Sssfﬁ)smerﬁ Kotl\é\gﬂfyenscr?f?)edd f % {ecte IR‘I:S ggcthe
aS9eSSe a alns h|m

tion, the civil penalty
fct to a civil

é If a munlc aI offi cer su
al assessmet for the late ||ngo a con-
Ilcto -Interest report refuses or alls“within the
time re U|re to submlt an affid aV|t or to make
ayment, the comnpssmn staff VVI refe
he matter to e Office heAtorneh/ enera
or ap ro rlate ?ctlon The commission wil| not
hear an appeal it an affidavit is not filed within
the time required.

%{2 An affidavit tlmelg/ filed with the com
will ?e considered at the next reg
eting of the commission. [f a muni

""[
of?lcer Sappeal Is . P

2 AAC 50.13
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) denied by the commrssron commrssron

tag‘t will notif

aas a“td regu e{ 0 |ts ectﬁ'ocrv Itpe'rqagy
o}igrnat asts ed a%arnst Wrt in 3 daa/tr

the letter contarprng notifi
the commission’s gecision; 0

accepted by the ommrssron commission
sta(r% T ot )nrmo IS decision |t rn 15
S, N ormrn him t datth(e nlr enalt
Jra warve an atte |s con
sr ere ose

3) .acce ted in art by .the commission,
cortrr)nrssro taffvvr noti y of Its decrsrﬂ
n re re t at he 0y
re uce crvr enatP/ asse sment within dags
of tne date of the fetter containing notificati
of the commission’s decision.

g A munrcrﬁal Jofficer mag gﬁeal the ¢q
mi sron?deersro to deny or part| accept
reasons or te ess 10 fhe sup rror courtw
n 30 gays of his re eipt g t]ce er
RuIe 45 of the (Ar[:])ge Iae ﬁules 0 hﬂras
ourt sem appea AS mﬁewrt |n3
(”ment IS made, the mattervvr

PN R SRl
95005010
135

b, re?erre

riate action. (E
. ]

Authority: AS 15.13.030(10) AS
AS 39.50. 020

-
w
©
UIC
c

L
%T-O REST ST T
% a) | t stat metrsnot
e due ates escribed In
the  commission will ~ simult

ma‘f otr the municipal office J by certrfrd

ret regert requeste
agﬁ cable ue loasdseI tat |
Ict-of-intere t statement rnquent an
tha he IS now su ject to crrmrnal penalties,
2) inform . the a Irca unicipal . ¢
ﬁ (t Pe munrchaI o tnas Feen n%trfr i%
IS-cle cerrre the officer

it
[ now ubject o crimina penatres for late
filing; and

ADMINISTRATION

2 AAC 50.12:
2 AAC 50.200

&3) inform the Office of the Attorney
General t[the municipal-officer has not filed
hrssaemen

"b% If the statement is not filed within 30 days
or | e&ﬂplrc Ie due dates descrrrﬁed in 2 AAC
ousy the  commission will simultane-

Corgl%lnotrfy the unrcrpaL offrer that n

ssion. is rl ? 8
orne% General of i noncom |ani ax
requesti at the attorney ~ genera
approprite action;

). inform _ the applicable municipal . cler
tha(t the munrcrt al orpfo cer geen n%%ﬂ% lt
his failure, gnd at the attorney gene~al Is erng
notified: an

fi the Of the Att

Gene)ra|ntﬁartnthe ﬁt ncr)crﬂc? 0 f1|: er eas not) s
his statemerl) re§u st t] proprrate
iro?eedrﬂg e Initiate that 0 |ce (ETT,

7
b, ot 030(10) AS 3950

REA K~

2 AA 0.200. DEFINITIONS.
50.0 C25AAC 50.200 N5

‘hoard, member” megnsa ergber offa

356‘%23 1 (8{35'0” orboardspecifiea n- A
b tttg@t' ety Sl L

an actrng magistrate. (Ef

s R

BT e o

tion
gi Eonﬁrtiutron limitation exemption
. recorg rng requiréments for

gi &aeé)orcrj e@?&nnt butions and

322. ?ﬁ peale

B0

=X
>®

In .2 AAC

?‘.%%



