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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA5H:NGTON 

February 8, 1995 i 
I 

MEMORANDUM'FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT 

THROUGH: lack Quinn 
! 

FROM: PtlU! Weinstein 
, 

SUB1ECf: Unfunded M.nd.t"" 

STAGE t: COMMITTEE ACI'ION 

, Under the Unfunded Mandate Reform Act (S,1/H,R,5), procedures fo[· considering legislatioll 
(other than approprjations bills) in the Senate and House: will' change suhstantiHUy, TIle purpose of this 
memorandum is to 'provide you with an outline of the new procedures. 

I 

Step I: legislation Is Introduced 

Assume the Senate is considering Bob Dole's health care reform bill from the lase Congre.'is. 
According to AFSCME, the Dole health reform proposal would ha'vc created $115 hill ion in new 
federal mandates o;:cr the nc..xt eight years (Squeezing the StatC.!i. AFSCME July 1994). Despite the 
size of the mandate; the Majority Leader decides iO rcintmducc his hill, amI tbe purliamentarian refers 
the legislation to the Seu,:te Finance Committee. 

Step 2: Com~ittee Of Jurisdictio~ Decides To Markup Legislation 

If the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee plans 10 markup the Dole bill llnd send it 10 

the full Senate, hi>wouhJ most likely request assistuncc from the Congrcs..'ii{)l1ui Budget Office (CBO) 
estimating the numncr and cost of any mandates crmtaincd in the bitL TIle Committee will need Ihis 
information latcr when it makes its report. 

I 
Step 3: 8ill Is Agreed To In Committee 

Once thc Fin~mce Committee reports the bill, it must provide the legislation to the Director of 
cao. with a lis! of mand.ltes contained in the hill. 

I 
,I , 

Step 4: CIlO 'Analysis III Report Language 

As required ~y S.J/fLK5, the report language accompanying the Dole hill must include an 
estimate by CBO of the direct cost of aU intcrgovernmenlnJ mandates of $50 million or more and' 
mandate$. Oil the private sector of $200 million or more ($50 million io the House bill). If the DireclQr 
of CBO determines I,hal il is llot feasible 10 eslimate the cost of 1he mand~llc, the Director must 5t,lte 
why in the report Failure by CBa to submit .10 c"\timate is grounds for raising a point (if oroer, even jf 
eBO documents that,I! is not'feasihle to make the estimate. 



/
'STAGE Z: FLOOR DELIBERATION 

Assuming CBO has c,<;timatcd that the Dole health cafe legislation contains a mandate of Over 
$50 million annually, the Majority Leader must decide how 10 deal with the possibility that a Member 
of Congress may niisc a point-of~order against the bilL His options arc: 

Option I: 	 Waive The Point Of Order 

Inc. Majority Leader may decide he wants (0 require this mandate without full Of pani4l1 federal 
funding. Under S,lIH.R.5, Congress can continue to place unfunded mandates on state, !OC<l), and tribal 
governments by waiving the point of order hy simple majority (51 votes in ihc Senate, 218 votes in the 
House). 'In the Senale, where you often need 60 votes to reach clo1ure on controversial legislation, the 
simple majority requiremenl may not create much additional gridlock. If the point o( order is waived, 
and the legislation is enacted, the mandate takes. effect whether or not !here is federal funding to cover 
the direct costs. '> 

This is an irpportam poin!. As the ~-fillU. notes in its edilorial endorsing the S.I, (see 
attached) "the legiSlation doesn't ban unfunded mandates as so much of surrounding rhetoric On both 

, 	 ~ 

sides would sugge.<.;t. Jt would merely create a parliamentary presumption against them and require 
explicit majority votes in both houses to impose them," 

Option Z: 	 Create Entitlementllncrease Receipts To Cover Cost Of Direct 
Mandate 

" 
If the Majority Leader determines he has enough votes to pa~s his bill but not enough to waive 

the point of order, he could try to avoid the point of order by funding the mandate through one of the 
following mechanisms, First, he could include in the legislation language to create new or additional 
entitlement, funding: 10 cover the direct cost of all the mandates in the hilL Since many health care 
programs nrc entidements, there is prcc,:dcnt for fundillg the Majority Leader's proposed blH through 
this mechanism. Second, ne could include language to create new or increase existing receipts , 
(inCluding taxes) in an amount equal to the direct costs of the mandate. However, since Ways nnd 
Means .md Senate Finance arc Ihe only cornmiuccs that can increase receipts or create new entitlements, 
and there is a general disdain in Congress towards raiSing taxes or expanding entiticmcntst it is not 
likely that either of these means for covering the cost of mandates will ,be greatly utilized, 

Option 3: 	 Placing Conditions On The Mandate Taking Effect 

A third way: for Dole to avoid the point of order would be to include in his bill a directive th'lt 
the mandate shall nm take effect if all direct costs arc nOl covcred or a schedule for reducing Ihe 
mandate hy the amount· not fundeu. In addition, the Senate language, amended by Senator Byru, 
provides another option that would allow qole to direct the agencies. up<m determining that there me 
insufficient funds tQ provide for the estimated direct cost of the mandate, 10 fe-estimate the cost of the 
mandate or rewrile the mandate 10 fit the funds available, and, submit to Congress within 30 days 
legiSlation (hat would enact their rccommcndaiion. The Senate bill, unlike the House legislation, 
incrcao;;es congressi<lnal accountahility by placing the decision to implement the mandate with Congress. 
However. two improvements should be made to the Scnacc language. 1) The mandate should take 
effect ulltil, Coogrcs;...; votes on the agel~cy recommcmJalion; 2) Mandates: that expire because they arc 
no! funded should renIa!n in effect as applied to the private sector. 



A18 Tn.:iu,\y, J!.:\IJAIlY 17. 1995,·__ '-__~__~~------.....--~----lT!"!c'!W~.\~,,:I~II 

i\I', INDEPENDENT NE\I'SPAPER 

-
More on the l11andates Issue 


H,OUSE REPUBLICANS partly disannecl the 
clitics of their tm(l!Oded l11:ulIL'ltcs bill by 
keeping a promise and quietly fIXing one defe<:t 

!2St week iu'committee, TIley sll{lUld fIx rull)tr.er when 
the hili Ctlmes to the floor, perhaps L~is week. . 

The manaate& bill could well be the first major 
building ii.ock «the Republican congressional agcn· 
da to pass..The Senate's version is oll·thc floor as 
well. aad the president has said whit!! avoiding details 
th2t he too favors such a measure. The Republicans 
look UiXlO it in part as the key to aducving other 
goals such as a balanced butlgct amendment to !..he 
Constitution and perhaps welfare refoml, Governors 
and other state. and local officials arc fcarfut of bemg 
srrandcd b)' the spending cuts implicit in both of 
these and Conceivably could block them. The prom
l..<;e that at the same time the:.' vY"ill get relief from 
ft"de'ral ~1!es is- meant to assll"ge Ulem, . 

In faet. the legisration does-n't ban wlfunded ,man
dates as so much of surrounding rhetoric 00 both 
sides would sugge&L It would merely create a 
p;rrliamentary presumption against them and require 
~:;:plicit majority \'{ltes in both houses to impose 
them. That's the right approach. Though there is a 
genuine problem that needs flXing here. oot aU 
·In.funOOl mandates 3re unjustified, I!Or art: state and 
Q(fil govCOl!Tlenls, which receiv(! a quarter trillion 
loilars a year i.'l fed~ral aid, always the victims ~hef' 
.}'.)ftrrl; tr.emse!vcs to he io :..he f,:dl:ra! If!!<ltio-;lShiT' 
What \>l,)uk\ happen is simply tha:. (ature Ili!!::; imp-:;s, 
'l,g mandates \I:ithou: the funds i.o carry them out 

WQuld he subject to a point of orO(!(' l\ member CQ:JltI, 
raise the point of oHier, ,mother would mOw,; to 
....-a.i\'(! it and there would I.IC iI \'o~e. Thtlt works in 
the Senate. The problem in the lIouse was H\'1t the 
rules would not have allowed a waiver motion. A 

, single mcm~T, raising a point of order th:>t the chair' 
would have been otiJiged to sustain. would have tx..->cn 
enough to kiil ;) hill. 'Ow Rules Comm:ltt.."!! found (l 

way nrou:td that rock lilst week. The hit! now 
provides express.Jy for the majority votes that the 
sponsors say are its main point. 

The other p!"':blel1l involves judicial review. The 
Senate bill would rightly bar appeals to the courts by 
state and 10cal officials or others on grounds the terms 

, of the bill had been ignored. the theory being Hlaf is 
mainJy an internal matter-Congress agreeing to 
d:ange its own future behavior-and a political acoom· 
modation of the sort thnt court..'l should h;ive no role in. 
The HooSe biU contains 00 similar ban, in part because 
a section would require t.~ executive branch to do 
certain studies be[me issuing regulations and the 
sp::msors, or some of them. want that to be judicialty 
enforceable. But Congress 1)"1s power enough to 
enforce these requirements ilself; it needn't turri to 
the courts. The Rcpubliwns rightly say in other 
t;qn\i:xt'i tnJl then; ii> alrc;dy too ll:llCh tt:sort to (Jl'.~ 
Ct)ll~ts in tlli!. country" ';'hcy (..'URht to stick to that 
jl,)siti()t), 1.1 (;oct. be(..1USC the 11m;&; lIiU :$ silellt 0111111: 

m:mCl", il isn't dear whethCl il wouid pt:nnit fC,"D!1 W 
the courts or nOI. 111C ; louf.e should say noL 

I. 


l 
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stiMMARY OF PROPOSED ADMINlSTRATlQN BILL 

Membership 

8. members, appOinted by the President. 

- 2 selected by the PreSident 

, l' by the House minority leader 

- I by the Senate minority leader (4 Democrats) 

- 2 by the Speaker of the House 
 ,;- 2 by the Senate majority leader (4 RepubliCans) 

Scope 

Campaign finance 
Lobbying refonn 
Gill reform 

Deadline 
. . 

Nine months. (ROaJistically, one year would risk putting.'; final vote off after 1996 -
we want final action before the election.) 

'Teeth" 

Report submitted to the PreSident . '. 

President decides whether to transmit it to 'Congress 

Congress considers under' fast track" procedures . 


- committees must discharge within 20 days 

,- time Bmits. . - . 

. - no amendments 




I 
'I 
I 

DISCUSSION OF POLmCAL REFORM 'BASE CLOSING' COMMISSION 

TWO MAJOR ISSUES TO RESOLVE 
. 

1. Scope? 
- stick to the "handshake deal' (CFR,lobby,gifts) 
- campaign finance only1 ' 
- CFR and lobbying only bUI riol gifts? 
- CFR and lobbying other than lobby disclosure and gifts , l 

I 

2. Statute or'executive commision 
- a st;ltute is the only way t/) have 'teeth" 
- bul i' presidential commission is easier 10 set up 

NEXTSTEl!S 

* Convene m~ng 
- Gingrich only? 

- Dole1 Daschle? Gephardt'/ 

- role of PresidentiVice-Presidentisenior WH staff 

- aimouncement by McCurry? 


• Public momentum 
- public evenl wi congreasionalleaders 
- bring NH citizendown.fur announcement of deal 

,I 

I 
I 



SECTION 4; COMMISSION REPORT. S,~ 

. (a) IN GENERAL.--No later than~ months after the 'date 
of the enactment of this Act, the C~ion shall submit a 
report to the President which includes its findings, conlusions, 
and recommendations to reform the Federal political system. Such 
recommendations should 'restore the public trust in government and 
our political system and should include ways to-- [,hvl- ..J-1,...4~i.f.o] 

(1) reform the nation's campaign finance system, 
to reduce' the need' for fundraising", provide candidates 
for office s' fair chance to make their case' to voters, 
and reduce the influence of special interests; 

(2) improve government accountability by requiring 
full disclosure of lobbying acti,?,ities; 

. (3) restore public confidence in elected OffiCia11' 
by eliminating giftss and other 'benefits to Members of 7 
Con ress. 

, ~ , 

(b) STATUTORY LANGUAGE. --The Commission shall 'include in the 
report specific statutory language required to implement the 
recommendations included in the report. ' 

(c) SUBMITTAL OF REPORT TO CONGRESS.--No later than 30 days 
after receipt.of the report, the President shall submit the 
report with appropriate changes to the Congress and shall make 
-the report publicly available. 

http:receipt.of
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l! X Ii: C; UTI V E 0 1!' -11' ICE OFT II E PRE SID E N T 

lS-Jun-1995 l2:52pm 

TO: (See Below) 

FROM: James J. Jukes 
Office of~~~~ha~udqet. LRD 

SIlBJECT, ::UR~G~E",r;+.::.::,~2.:.::!.3",O...II..e",e",t,.i",n=..:0~n7-'p,-,o",1"i,-,t"1"c"a",1,-,R"e"f,-,o"rm",,--,c,,o"m"m",l"o"e"l,-,o"n,-!s"l"l"",l 

Michael Waldman has asked me to invite you to a 2:30 meeting in 
room 211, OBOB, to review a draft bill to oGtabliah a "CommissiQn 
on Political Reform." Waldman advises that hie objective 1s to 
reach agreement on a bill that can be transmitted to Congress by
the President tedey• The bill is intended to implement the 
agreement that he president made vith the Speaker on Sunday. At 
lIicael'8,request, I am also inviting Justice and OGE. 

, 
I will circulate the bill to you shortly, and vill have extra 
copies available at the meeting. ~h6 proposed Presi4enti&1 
meGSaqe transmitting the bill has not yet boen drafted. 

Distribution: 
- -------. 

TO: James Castello " 
lTO: Marvin Kri&lov! ./.
e.,TO: Katbleen M. Wha~en J 

TO: Bruoe N. Reed v 
TO: Paul, J. Weinstein/ Jr . 
TO: stave Ricchetti~/ 
TO: John. c. Angel-l J 

cc; Tracey E. Thornton 
cc, Robert G~ Damus 
ce: James c. Hurr 
CC: M. Jill GibbOns 
CC: Robert EA' Lita.n 
cc, Kenneth L~ Schwartz 9 fA~EJ 
CC; David J. Haun 
cc: Adrien L. siles 
CC: Larry R. MatlaCK TOTA-1....cc, Miohael Waldman 
ce: Daniel P. collins 
cc: Todd Stern 
CC: G. Timothy Saunders 
cc: Karin L. KiJer 
CC: Richard C. Loeb 



lU: l'):UL NU.UUO r.v.t. 

I 

Icc: Barbara F. Kahlowcc; Charles S. ~oni9.bergcc: LAWRENCE J. HMs 

I 
, 

I 
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THB COMMISSlON ON POLITICAL REFORM ACT OF 1995 

A BILL , 

7 

To pfGYU!o fot. 1.114 flltibHthrnonl of l WmpbW)' QOrumiWllltlll on pol!!ICllll roCorm ii, U\C kWl: "'Wl~ 

\o~~mol;'.JQbb)'lna 1)(.co.'1A1U OM lOO"""'L1Li~l!r~~ ~;--~ 
: . ('·,f)<.e. r~f· 

. , . 'r ff~ 
2 8p It enacted 2llWg $e~Jtilo ll!Jtf IVunu?1ift1lW~l1lhllm Q/lhO UnJl~dStaW gfAmer1Pa (;..~{) 

) In CAAr'alLQu,mbhd. 

• 
> SECTION I. SHORT TI1'U; AND ,'URI'OSE. 


G ~ SliORTTlTLIl.,. TI,i, Acl m.y b. cited .. ,b. "Commi••lon on Polilical Reform Act 


7 of 1995'. I .
. 
8 (It) PURPOSE... · Tho purpose or this Act' I r.,lore public IrUSlAn-'our political 

~. . / 
o in$tiI1J1l0n$~Nrormlng the tampJdit.l finUlco S em, 10 rtdu~e tho need/for tuntlt.al~Jn&. live' 

10 cll1didates fOT'offico a fair dUlO<» to l1'Ut~hoir ces. to votors ~ reduct the influence.of 

11 spaoial lntctOsts; to impJQve gOVMl III lI~untnbitity by uirina full disoJosure or lobby-ina 

12 'lotiviriel~Ei~loTe p~bHc iZonfi' eneo in clcctt4 om' by eliminating aifts and other bene:ftti ? 
to Members of: Consress~ 10 take other step¥ to restore the public trust in govMnmon1 ':'ld , 
our politienl sysrem, 

\ 

IS SECTION %. ~EPINI1'IONS. 


16 III Llli. ACt.· 


11 (1) The term "Commb:sion" means the Commission on Politioal ttoform 


IK establl'hed by soction '(a). 


I? (2,) The tOrln "executive aaenty" hilS 1ho' meaning given to the term "l&tJlcy" by 


~ sections 551(1) and SI2(f) of dOe 5, Unil.~ SIOtes Cod., 


21 (3) The term "Tollon" me,fllIi' tho report rC(luired uudcJ soc\ion 4{a) 'of this Act. 

• 

2> SIlCTION 3, COMMISSION ON /,OLITiCAL REFOIIM, 

II (1I) ES"'ABLISHMEN'f.• • Thore is cstflllJlisnod a oomrnissioo which shalt be kno\Wn as 

1 

http:influence.of


. 

I D ; 

•• • • vV 

1 the IlConlnlission on Political ltcform'\ The Cornnlitsion sblJlI pottorro such functions ~ are 

2 "';gno4 to il by 'hi' oct 

, (b) MEMBIlRSHlP,•• 

.. 	 ': (1) IN Ol!NBRAL,~· "11)(': Commission thall consist of 8 mombor. who "hall bo 
I .. 

S IPpoiptcd by 1ho Pccsidol1t. [with tho. advice .nd consent of tho Senate.} [(rom IUllOOS 

6 Individuala wbo art n01 officers or e~pJoyees of t\~y government,] by not'li1to~ than 30 , day••ner the tilllo of the MaCllnent of \hi; act III mnkinG appointments. the .Prosident 


• shall eon.ul ••, 


(A) the Spaa~er of the. Houso or~cpresentlltivoJ wJtb tCipeet to the 


10 ~ppointmcn{ or 2 members; 


II (ll) ,be "'!\Jon!)! I•••., or .h. Sena.. wilh ' ••poe! to Ih. 


11 appointmenl of tWI) rl1emtlofs~ 


13 (C) tho minorhy loador of the House of Rtpreson"tatives with 


" respect to ontl n10mbor: and 


>'5 (ll) the minority loader of the Senate with respeot to ono member. 


t. (2) CHAIRMAN", Allh. lime of Ille 'ppoinlmOllI,lbe PreSl'ent "".U desig ••t. 

I 

" One of tbo mombers or the CommissiOtl B.S the ChQirpCfson of the Commisilon. 
! 

Ii (3) VICIl·CHAIRMAN, .- Al lite time of Ihe appointment. .be IIPe.sidonl shell 

19 d-6SignIU! one of the JI1~tl1bers (If the Commission u the Vico..Chaitman or tho 

10 Commiasion. 1110 Vicc·ChuirmHll shall not be a membor of tho S80)0 political party IS• 
21 th. Cbalrmllfl, 


n (4) TBRMS. The mombclIs (If the Comrnltsion shclt ficrve for the Ufo of tho 

. 	 ' 

COmmii$ion. , " (5) VACANCIES. A vtltsncy in tbe Commission ..hall be filed in tho manner in 

whi~ the ~,originl\l tsppulnunant wos made. 

(6),POLI'l'ICAL AJ'l'II.lATION, Nol more 'han 4 membm of the Conlltl;"ion 

17 mlY be of: the'nme political perly, 

" (0) COMPIlNSATION,-· ' , 
(1) :PAY.-- Memb~rs: of lile Ct>nul\iuion &116U be compCnS1Htld llit a rate oquallo 

the 	daily ~{luiWllent, of the' annunl rnle ~Ir basil; pAy pcoI;ribod for 10\161 111 of' .he 
, -

'2 



ID: 


" 
, 1 HKOOUPVC: Seh(!duJo umJeJ' section :.J'4 of aide S. United StolOS Code. far each <by 
2 (hieludine trnV4f ,in,,,) dutin,!} which the &c~ulivo DIrector Is el\n-aged in tho pttrornumee 
I of tbo dutioJ of die CQmmj~iotl< 

, ' 

'. (2) 'CRAVEL nXPENSES." Membor, or ti," C.otnrni".lon ch411 b~ oJlowod 

l , I'oasonabhl t(av~l cx,)enscs, Jnc:luding ptr diem in lieu \If subsistence at rates authC'lriud 
, " 

6 for employe.s of a,eneio. under c"ap,ot I of ch.pt.r S7 or li,l. S, United S..t.. Cod., 
, 

whil~ AMy fram the nltlnber's homo Pf togular ~ll.ee or bU$inCS$ in ~bc performanco or 
, wfvltos roi the Conullis.iou. 

• 
I ,

(d) M!lIlTINOS,

10 \ (l) IN GBN'P..RAt..-~ 'JOQ Cvnnnitsioll ,Jntll JIUIfH as necessary to ~aflY out 

11 its Jc;-poosibilhies und~f fhis Act Tlu\ r.(lrnn1iuioll mt,. oonduct m~(ini' ovUid<:l 

12 the Dlslliet or Cohlmbi~ when nc(:onary. Tho Cl)mmission mflY hold boarings, 

te.ke ;csdmony, And receive evidence ~¥ tbe Commission consider. epproptiale." 
(2) PlmLlC ACCESS,.. Th. provi,ion, of ,oction SS2(b) or titl. 5, 

" Unilecd Steles Code, shnll "Pply to' mec:ting$ hold by Ib~ Commltsion, 'I. 
" 

t (3) QUOn.\JM.·~ "lye mombers or t~o Commission shail f;OlJstitute 6 quorutn, but 

.. tot1>~r number may hotd IltllulilS~. Any mem\)er orthe ('omnuS$ion Mil)', if 6uthor1zod" I 
18 by the ,Col1llni)i~i<'n. take 81\)1 .~lion whioh

' 
tho COAnllinJufl. ill authorlnd to taka undo! . 

this section. I' 
I 

:10 (0) EXEC\lTIVll PIRllCTOR,·· 

" (1) IN OENERAL.•• Th. Conmlisslon sh,lI. wilhout regard to $!>c,rion 5311(b) 

22 of till. 5, Unitod Stat•• Co~•• OPl",inll111 indlvidulll or integrity IIIld impartiolity 10 $Orvo 

2' &I the EXe<:utive D1reeto.r. 

(%) COMI');N~ATION." 'fh. Bx,c.livo Dir.ctor .h~1I b. compo.SIlled at 0 rale 

equal to- the daiJy cquiv&lcut urihe annual rale of basje PlY pre$Cribed for lovel IV Of1he 

BJ(ec\lti~e ~c:hedu)~ \lnd~r ~oclion 5315 of titlo S. tlll!lO\J' States Codo. ('ot oach day 
I " 

27 Uneiudinu , travoi time) dUfinit! whicl1 the n...;eutivf Dire-clOT is: OllSIlIOd in tho ~crforlu"",l.:-o 

,. of the dulios of the Commission" 

" (f) lUiMOVAL.•~ No momber or the Commi~siof1 or thb r;xc:culiyo Director thall be 

'0 removed from omct'. other than for incfI"'Jcienc),. net:l~o[ of duty. malfoas:&.nce In office. 

\ 
I 



I D : 

, 	 . 
~hY$jQat diSAbmC),. n)cntal in~·apftCit)'. Or My other condition that suu$tMtlally irnpa.~r' the 

pcrtormMc(J QF tho. mcmbo..." or l1xeoulj~c Direttoc's dutics. 
, (B) 	 SUPPORT SBRVICBS.•• 

, 0) Ol!NBRAL Sn!{VICllS ADMINISTRATION.·· ThoAd.ninistrotororOon<ral , 	 . 
SCf'IIicoa shaU provide administrativG IUld support secrviclU to the CommWion on • 

I 

rcimbur.sable bllSis, ineludin~ office Sp8C6 nod clerieal and personnel support. 
I . 

1 	 ~ (2) DBTAILS.w... At the roquest of the ~ecutivo Director. th" head of an 

• O)(tcut~vo «geney ihnll derAil employees of th6 agency to assist me Commiuion in 

9 carrying oul thi. Acl. AllY employ•• delailed to Ih. Commi"i." shall b. detailed withoul 

10 f(timbUf'cmenl. and without interruption or 1011. of ,jvU service Slctut cl' privilege. [can , 
II we do Drmgtcsslonal detalloct?], 
12 (3) Sl!RVICllS.·· The Com",!ssion may plocur. tempornty ""d' intermittenl 

servicos under scction 3109{b) or tido S, United SUites Code. at rl\fCi for individual. tbct 

do nol .",(,Cod the daily equivalent of tho nnnuftl ratc of basic ptJy proscribed fot level V 

of Ih~ B!',eC\,ltive Scht:dulo undtr ~~ctiOll 5316 of (hili titlo. ' 

(4) B)tPIlRTS AND CONSULTANrS.•• The Comn,!,,!on Oloy pr••ur. by "nlrlct , 
the 'len\pOflt)' or IntcrmiHt<nt ~rvice~ or oxperts or conSl1ltants purs~anllO section 310~ 
of lid. S, United States Cod•. 

(0) 	TBRMINATION.·· The COmmission shall tormi.at. on the date which I. eight••,,'
" 

months,af'ter the dMe or the enuclment or this act, 
, 

SECTION 4. COMMISSION REPORT. 

. """"" $1>1' ' 


(a) IN OJZNBltAl...-- Not lAter ~10hths BOer tho dilto or thl.} enadment ot this Act. the 

Commission .hall ~ubmlt t() the CongrcS11 II roporl uf tho ftctividos of th¢ Comtnir&icn. togcthbf 

with a draft or legislation (ineludin,s.leclmicRf and tonfotnliflC provisions) roeommonded by tho 
, 	 . 

C_mmi..i•• to ro(orm tho F.dcrollll."ion C.mp.iG" Act ofl971 (2 U.S.C. 431 ot ~.q.) ."d any 

26 olher lows relaling 10 oleclion, to Feder.1 office; lend the law, govorning lobbying IIId g~ !!.. 
(b) SUBMITI'AL OF REPORT TO CONGRf!SS.·· No lutor tllM 60 doya all6r ,';""ip' , ... -:t' 

1M' •
of Ille report. the Prosldenl mil)' ~ubmit the' repO(l 1Q the Congrc.s Md sball make tho roport 

vuMicly availablo. 
I 

,4 
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SllcnON 5. PAST TRACK PROCllDUJUlS. [110,., (akolljrom M"IO~'f bill) 
I 

2 	 I 

i 


(a) llULllS OF HOUSIJ OF. RIlI'RIlSI!NTATIVES AND SENATl!.-- Thi~ soc,ion I, 

• enaGtcd. by thoc CongroiS~ 


S . (1) tlS WI cxerei£o of the rulomaldng po~r of the House or Representativos Mci 
, 

, 6 the SGnl1tc, rOipflcrively. and u .such they shen be considered .s part of the rules of oadt Hou$e~ 

respoctivoly. or of that House to Wtllclt tho &cpeoiticftl1y apply, and such rulos ,hon a~p6riOde other 

8 rules only to', tho. e;&!:tent th~t they are inconsittclll therewith; and 

9 ! (2) with full recognition of the constitutionAl riSht of either liou" to chango the 
I . 	 . 

I. rules (so Car ~s relftting to s\lch Hou$O) J\t nny 1imo. in the came mUlInor and to the Siun. extent , 
II u in the caso of My oiher rul0 of Iftct House. 

I 
n (b) DBI'INlTIONS.- Ac used in ,hi. ,ec\ion, tb. lelm '""llllCAI ,.ronn bill" me"". only 

I) a bill or either House or Congress \\'hich i$ introduced 8$ provided in 5ubs:e"tlon (c) to earry out 
I.. tho rccommendntioJls of th. Commission as tet forlh in tho draft of Jes,islation refeffOO to in > 

1$ .~tjQn $. 

16 (e) 	INTRODUCTION AND RllFliRRAL.- Wilhin 1 diYS .ft., Ih. Commi.,ion submit. 

11 . its draft Jegislation under ieClion S.It political reform bill ihllil be introoucod (by requC$t) in tho 

18 House by tba nu\iority loadel of 'he Hou~e ~nd shall be,introduced (by roque.st) in the SOllate by 

I. , tho majority I.ade, of 'he Senn,e. Such bill••hall be ,'ferred \0 \h. appropri ... commiu •••. 

(d) AMENDMENTS PROl!ll)ITED.- No Bmendmelll•••• political rerorm bill sh.ll b. 

in order 'in eithtt the House of RC)reierltlltives or tho SenOlOj o.nd ne> motion to aU$pcnd the 

application of this subsection $hal1 bo in order in oilhcr Howe~ nor sball it be in ordor in either 
" , , 


" House 10 onte'1~n ft request to 5usj)cmd the Ill'plication oftbti lubsection by ullanimoUl consont. 


(e> PERIOD POR COMMITTIlIO AND ,LOOR CONSIDERATION.· ., . 

('0 If tho ~mmiuec of ~ilhel Houso 10 which a polilicltl roform bill has· been 

tofetl.d has noi reponed it at lhl'l close of the 20th dlY tOer irs i,uroduction. such comminee 

21 shall be autotntltically diseharG~d from further c?,nsidoration uf'tho bill and it ,haU be plaeed on 

28 th~ appropriate eAlendaf. If prior 10 tho passage by 0110 House of tI poH1i(nl'reform bUt ,of th~t 

29 HOUS6, that.Ho~GC teceiv~s Ih.e same political reform bill from the other House. thcn~ 

'0 
1 (A) the proc\Jdur~ III dun HQ\lSC- shltll be the SlIme as if no Fedora! eloction 

5 
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j 

I 
I bill l1ud boeJ fOteivCld from Ilia otber HUUiO; but 

2 (0) tho \'()t~ ()n (milt P%lSSlI:SO shan be 011 the political refotm bili 'of tile 

-
4 ; (2) For purp.... or para,raph (I). in <••'puling tho number or days in either 

I . 
Houso. -there ishall be exc:fuded the days. On which thAt Hcmte j, not in sossion bocausc or an, 

, 
Adjol.lmmont or mote thM three daY$ to a ctnain dey or an &(ljournment of tho 

I 
cine di.. . I . 

• (I) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN THI! HOUSIl.

9 .! (1) A motton in the House of Reprcsontativol too proceed 10 the con.idoradon of 

8 politicai reform bill shall be highly privileged oxcept th~t • nlotion to proeoed to 

II consider may only be lU8.(le on the second legislAtive da)' after the ealcndflf dBy on 

12 Member riulking the motion AI!fIotmCC$ 1u the Housl1 hho intention tb dO' &0. 1110 motion 10 

U proceed 10 consider is nOl debatable. An f!.mcndment to the mOlion shaH not be in ordor. 

141 nor shall it b$ ia order \0' mOYo 10 reconsider tbe vote by whic,h th, motion is agreed to or 

d!.agr••d 10. 

1$ (2) Consideration of it politicui roform bin in {lIO House of R.epresentative, 

11 'han be in .h. Hou.. with deb.te limited to no! morelllan 10 hour.. which.shall b. divided 

18 ~uany bClwoen thOlt!: fflvoring tlnd thoso 01)1'0$in8 tbe bill. 111' provious qUQstion 011 til.. political. . 
19 reform bill snan bo considered iI~ ordered (0 tint! pusilgo wi1hout intorvcnins. motton. tt 

thDU not be in order to move to re(:oltsider tho vole by which a Cedef.1 tlcction bill is asreed ' 

2' to or dingreed to, 

22 (3) All .pp••ls from tho dc<i,io", or the Chair relating to ~\o application of 11,.. . 
23 Rules of tho House or RC~)J05onlutivcs to tho procerluJ'u reluting to 0 Federal otection biU du~U 

2' ~ docidod wi1h~uf debate. 

(g) PLOOR CONSlDERA'J'lON IN TIlE SllNATE.

26 (1) A motion in tho ~enntc to pruceed to the cont:ideretion of a federru e'~'tioll bH1 , 

21 shtilI be privileged and not douttlnblo, An IUtlcndnltlll to the ,motion $hilJ not be in order, nor 
I 

,haH It be in order to !nOVO ttl rcC()nsid~r 'ihe voto by. Wllith the moticm is f\,groed to or 
I 

disasree.d to, 
I 

(2) Dc:batl3 in the SMIl1e 011 fl p(ililical reform hill. and aU dobotuble motions nnd 
I 



i 

! 

I 
I 

I appoal. in c:.Onnc~,jon thorOWI11), £hall be limited to not mero 1htlll to houts, 'rhe timo 5bell be, 

2 OQl,1ally divici~d betwClen. and controlled by. the m~ority 'oader aha nlinority leader or tholr 


.. d..ign.... !. . 

I . . 
! (3) Debate in the $1'n&(o un ally debata.ble motion or appeal in conneotion with a . , 

• 
political reform bill shail be limited to not more than t Jlour, to be equally divided botween, and 

'controUed br; the mover and J'lllUll'tger or the bill. except that in the event th~ Inonlser of the bill 

? is in fayor of illY such motion or apptlltl. the dille in opposition thereto. 'hill be controllod by 

I the minority loader or his: ciosJgneo. Sucb lender•• or Olther oflhem, may. from time under their 

9 wUll'OJ on tne Passei¢ of "a Pedtral elcction bill. Allot lddiuonaJ time to any S611at?r curini 

to the 

• t ooDsidcrMion of Wl)' debafable lJ}otioll or tlppetlT, 

. (4) A motion in dl~ SenA10 to 'further lintit debntG' is: not debatoble. A motio;n '0 

rceom01lt a poihtel'll rciorm bill i~ not in Qrdcr. 

SECTION 6. AU1'UorUZ,ATlON 01' API'ROI'IUA1'IONS. 

For 1h.6 p\.Irposes of C6l'f)'ina out this Act. there Ate etlthori~ed 10 bo tlppropriatcd such 

sums as m$)' bo noct:ssary ror ftsCQt year 1993.10 remftin available until expended. 

L 

I 


I 

i 
I 

1 

\ 

\, 



MEMORANDUM FOR CIRCULATION 

FROM: MICHAEL WALDMAN fAJ 
SUBJECT: FYI -- BIPARTISAN REFORM PACKAGE 

Atttu::h:ed is the summary of the bipartisan reform package introduced by Shays. Denl, 
and other Members. 

i 
According to Shays' staff, some of the issues are s1iH being worked out and therefore 

were not lOc!uded in this summary, but Will be induded in the bIlls as introduced (e,R, soft 
money). 
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CONGRESS ,
CHRISTOPHERSHAYS 


Fourth Districl 
Connecticut NEWS RELEASE 

I STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN CHRISTOPHER SHAYS 
I BIPARTISAN REFORM TEAK PROPOSALS 

Karch 7, 1995 

For years, constituents have been asking us to clean up Congress. 

They're tirea of the perks, fed up with the special interests and 

frustrated with the ~ay campaigns are financQd.
, 
In the past, IConqress has tried, and failed, to deal with these issues. 
But this time is different. 

our effort has tvo unique but esaontial components; itts bipartisan, and 
it's comprehensive~ 

For the last two months, we have worked to de~elop a substan~ive plan we. 
cOUld all aqree to~ We have not alvays agreed on every issue I but we 
all believe these issues must be adQres~ed, and we' are committed'to 
leading the 'f ight to do so. 

In each area!, we have been guided by' the principIa that ve l'ia've an 
obligation to ensure congress is fair~ noblG and not above the standards 
set for the rost of the country~ 

Our p~ckaqetl ~hich inclUdes seven saparata bills, addresses the issues 
of campaign finance. lobbyin9 disclosure, gifts, "frequont flier" 
mileage , frankinq, members' pensions~ and unused office funds. 

I 

j


We look forward to working together with the cocmittee chairs and 

leadership 0'£ both parties to en<lct these needed reforms ~ 


-- 30 
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. (:on\Jfe55 of tfJt ~njttb g;tate5 
j/,loW!e. ot l\rpftlitntatibtli 

ili!lUbinllfon.l9(; 20515 

BIPARnSl\ll .RRl"Ollll TElIK 

lttSS:roJf Ii'l'ATI!l!I1!liT 

The: Bipartisan Reform Team Is a group of RepUblican and. 

Democrat Members of congress dedicated to working tog$ther to 

reform the way Conqress conducts ·its business. We believe our
I· . 

proposal~ are a place for debate on these issues to ~gin~ We 
I 

are eager to work with those from both sides of 'the aisle to 
• 

. , 
pass strong, straight-forvard ~nd logical reforms. ~e intend

•
Ito serve,as,a force for change~ which 'Will result in increased 

public f~ith in conqress, and a more effective, efficient anO 

ethical government. 

8'1 ckey 

~~ 
David ,Minge l 
~ecd. 
Nathan Deal 

Ptl,M~ ~3Q...rr 
Enid wl:n,Oltz Tom Barrett 

7JIlclJll.... 
Paul McHala 

Mike 

http:ili!lUbinllfon.l9
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I. TllE CONGRESSIONAL GIFI' REfORM A~ 

Lead members: 	 Congresswoman Waldholt% 
congressman Barrett 

Lead members; 	 ConqreQcman Barrett 
CongTG:Gsun Kluq· 

III. TllE FRANKED MAIL SAVINGS ACT 

Lead members: 	 conqressman castle 
Congressman McHale 

IV. THE UNOBLIGATED FuNDS REfORM A~ 

Lead members: Congressman Minqa 
I congressman Klug 

V. THE CAMPAIGN FINANCE REfORM ACT 

Lead members: 	 Con9Teseman Deal 
Congressman'Shays 

VI. TilE CONGRESSIONAL PElISION REfORM A~ 

Lead members: 	 Congressman Dickey 
congressman 'Minge 

VII. THE LOBBYIST DISCLOSURE REFORM ACT 

Lead members: 	 Congressman McHale 
Congresswoman Wnldholtz 



I 
9 	 '9'5 11:27 FROM CS PAGE ,0135 I 

1. 	 Gifts froa Lobbyists are prohibited, exoept under one 
specific circumstance when the gift is:. 	 ,, 
• 	 tOlthe best of the mambar/s knowledqe, neither qiven for a 

business purpose nor deduoted/reimbursed as a businoss 
exPense -- within current limitation and disclosure 
requirements 

2. 	 Gifti. frOll persons other than Lobbyists are prohibited, exoapt
under six specific circumstances when the gift is:" 

* to. the beat of the ~Qmber~s knovledqa, neither qiven for a 
business purpose nor deducted/reimbursed as a business 
expense -- within current limitation and disclosure 
requirements 

I 

• a 	 meal, 
*.a 	contribution to a legal defense fund 

!
• 	 personal hospitality on the premises of an individual 

I 

* necessary expenses for tra~61 to meetings, speak1nq 
engagements, fact-findinq trips or similar events directly 
related to official duties. 

• 	 attendance at a charity or other widely-attended event, such 
as a conference, symposium, political event or association 
dinner 

. 
3. Gifts include, but are not limited to: 

i 
• 	 Objects 
... trips 
... Co'nqress ional retrea1;s 
.. ch'ar1table contributions· basad on a lIie.l:!lbcr's recommendation .. 
.. ti'ckets to events, 

4~ Gifts do not include: , 

* 	informational material 
• 	 home state products of mini=al value 
• 	 receptions and other food/refreshments Qf nominal value, not 

offered as part of a meal 

... ohjects Of little intrinsic value 


Fo~ the !purpose of this bill, campaign contributions and tickets to 
polltical events a·re excluded and will be addressed. in campaign 
finance ;reform. 

note; 	"~,, Qf _late family (parents, children, spoullUl and 
sU>lings) are exrulpt = this bill. 
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~. 	 Bans the use of frequent flier awards accrued by members, 
officer$ an~ employees ot the House throuqh business travel, 
except for official travel. 

~ 	 ~Official travel ~eans travel performed to conduct official 
House business travel which woula otherwise be paia for by
the House,. 

* 	This'lanquaqe was adopted by the senate 'in January under S. 2. 

* 	Mirrors principles of H.Res. 1S t introduced by Congressman Tom 
aa~rett. but qives them the fcirce of law. 



hAR 	 9 '95 11'28 FROM C5 
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1. 	 Bans unsolicited mass mail in election years until after the 
elertion (town meeting notices excluded) 

• 	 Based on principles of H.R. 923, the Franked Mail ·Sav~n9s 
Act, introduced by Congressman Mike castle. 
, 

* 	Members may provide information to constituents in 
·follov~upft mailings to constituents who have expressed
interest within the current leqislat1ve term, triqqered by 
legislative action. 

2. 	 Separates frankinq account into amass mailM and ·constituent 
wail n accounts, allOlJinq no more than half the total to be 
used for unsolicited mass cailings 

* 	Tightens the definition of "mass lIlailinqft from 500 pieces to 
250 pieces 
,

3. 	 CUts fund1nq of franked mail 50 percent from 1994 levels. 
I 

4. 	 Re~ires the Commission on Conqressional Mailing Standards to 
make 'available to the public samples of town meetinq notices 
ana 

! 
all unsolicitod mail in excess of SO piecGs. 

, , 
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1. 	 Requires any unused funds in Members' official expenso, clerk 
hire, or official mail accounts be transferred to the Deficit 
Reduction Trust Fund at the end of each fiscal year. 

* Based on H.R. 330, introduced by Conqressman David Kinqe 
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l~ contribution limits: 

* 	A PAC may contribute no =ora than $2,500 to a candidate each 
election cycle. 

* A candidate may receive no more than SO percent'of his/her 
tot,Al contributions froll PACS each election cycle. 

• 	 A candidate may receive no mor~ than SO percent.of hiS/her 
.total contributions from outside his/her state each election 
cyele~ 

• 	 The above limitsvill be liftGd for every candidate in a rae", 
if ;one or more candidate in that race contributes a total of 
more than $100,000 to his/her oYn campaiqn. 

- A candidate must notify the FEe within 24 hours of 
contributing a total of more than $100,000 to his/her own 
campaign~ The FEC will L~e~ notify all other can~idates in 
the race. 

- A member must declare by Sep~flmber 1 if he/she plans to 
spend more than $100,000 Qf personal funds on the campai9n~ 

•• Bundling 

* 	8undling is prohibited by PACs, trade aSSOCiations, lobbyists,
corporations, political parties, limited partners and foreign 
ag~nts. 

• There will be no exceptions to the ban on bundling " 

3. Leadership PACs 

~ 	nan on leadership PAce (political c~ittee Qthe~ than one's 
own prinCiple campaiqn committee) 

http:percent.of
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l~ 	 Brin9S members' pensions in line with those of other 
federal employees 

2. 	 Targets two areas wh~re Membars' pensions 
out-benefit all other federal employees' pensions: 

• 	 the Benefits computation Formula 

* 	 Age and service requirements 

3, 	 Beginninq with the lOSth Congress, a new and standard 
computation formula would be established for all 
federal employees -- including Membors of Congress,
'congressional employees and ExocutivQ"Branch 
employees.

! 
• 	 Reduces the multiplier in the formula from 2.5 or 

1~. 7 pet'cent to 1 percent -- that which applies to 
other federal employees., , 

• 	 Reducas the contribution amo'unt in the formula 
frolll 8.0 or 1.:) percent to . S percent ... - that 
~hich applies to other federal employees~ 

4. 	 Req~ires Mnmbers to comply with the aqo and service 
~equirements that exist for Executive Branch federal 
employees~ Members Would be eligible for a full 
pension at age 62 vith at least 5 years of service. 
at ~qe 60 with at least 20 years of service, or at 
age/55 with at loast 30~years Of service. 
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TIIB L088YD1G DISCLOStlRl'; lUll'ORII' AC'l' 

1. 	ImposeS disclosure requirements for lobbyi'sts who contact 
axecutive and legislative officials and their staff. 

2. 	Centralizes the disclosed information with a new division of 
Lobbyinq Reqistration and PUblic Disolosure in the House of 
Representatives offica of Records and Registration. 

3. 	Oefines a lobbyist as, 

• 	Any individual who is employed or retained by a client for 
financial or other-compensation.for services that include one 
or more lobbyinq contacts,· other than an individual whose 
lobbyin9 activities constitute less than 10 percent of the 
time en9aged in the services provided by such individual to 
that client. 

• 	 Any!individual whQ expects to receive, or does receive a total 
income of more than $2,500 from lobbying activities. 

* Any individual whose total lobbying expenses are expected to, 
or do exceed $5,000~ 

4. 	Provides statutory language that protects an individualis 
ability to petition qovernment without infringing upon his/her 
right to participate in "grassroots" activities~ 

5. 	Establishes a system for determining violations of the 
disclosure requirements" including an appeal process.. "All 
penalties are assessed in the form of fines. 

t 	 Minor violations assessed a fine of no ~ore than $10,000 

• 	 Major violations assessed a fine of no less tban $10,000 

* 	Each week a required report is late, a fine is assessed of 
$200 per week -- not to exceed $10,000 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH1NGTON 

Deeember 6, 1994 

i 
MEMORANDUM TO PAUL WEINSTEIN , 


1

TIIROUGII: Ann Walker , 

FROM: Russell Horwitz 

RE: Franking Analysis: 

HOUSE 

The 37 House incumbents involved in tough re-election bids outspenl retiring House members 
by a 3-to~1 rallo between January 1, 1993 and September 30. J994. Overall during this 
period, House members spent $62_9 million in public funds on postage for newsletters, cards, 
and letters mailed to constituents. The 31 incumbents believed to be most vulnerable in the 
last election spent an average of S 129.184 in the 12 months ending September 30 of this year, 
35 percent morc than the House average of S95,895. By contrast. the 27 retiring members of 
the House spent only S39,895. 1 

In the first nine months of 1994, House incumbents spent $29,5 million. 42 percent more than 
during the same period of 1993. December, 1993 and August, 1994 accounted for nearly one~ 
fifth (1&%) of all House franking expenditures in the lOJrd Congress.2 

, 
In the same period, the 1,041 Congressional challengers raised a total of $47.4 million for 
their campaig,ns. 3 

, 

The top 25 frankers from July to September, 1994: 

, 
, 

INCUMBENT 
, 

AMOUNT FRANKED 
Cost Per Address! T olaf Cost 

I 

I 
ELEC'iION RESULT 

II 

I. Nita Lowey (D ~NY) $.4541 S104,000 Won 
,, 

I 

2, Louise Slaughter (t).NY) 

3, George Miller (D·CA) 

$,43)1 $119,000 

$.4),51 $100,000 

Won 

Won I 
I 4. Harold I{ogers (R.Ky) 

i' 5. Charles Tay~~.~ (R·NC) 

SA15! S92,OOO 

HOll SIO&,Ooo 

Won 

Won 



, 
, 

INCUMBENT A MOUl'\'T FRANKED ELECTION RESULT 
Co'>t Per Acidrcul Total Cost 

I 

;1 
I 
I 

6. i'cler Torkild3en (R-MA) $.400/1107,00() Won , 

:1 
I 
I 
I , 

I 
i' 

7. Bob Filoer (D-CA) 

8. James. Bilbiay (D-NV) 

9. Curt Weldon (R~PA) 

10. Lee Hamilton (D-1N) 

S.4001 S82,OOO 

1.3951 $94,000 

S.J89/ $87,000 

S.3U1 $87,000 

WOII 

La" 

Won 

Won 

I , 

I 
I 

, 

I 
I 

I 11. Scott Baesler (D~KY) 
I 

1.384/1102,000 Won I 
I, 

12. Cbrdiss Collins (D-1L) 1.376/ 1S3,OOO Won I 
I 
I 

I,, 
13. M.M.-Mczvinsky (D.PA) 

14. Corrine Bmwn (D-FL) 

15. Geratd Solomon (R-NY) 

1.375/190,000 

$.3711 $85.000 

1.337/184,00() 
I , 

LOM 

Won 

Won 

I, 
I 
I 

16. Bart Q(.rdon (D-TN) 

, 
17. Elizabeth Furse (D-OR) 

$.3341 $77,000 

1.3311189,000 

Won 

Won 

, 
I, 
" 

IR John Myers (R-IN) $.3211 174,000 Won 

I 19. Lynn Woolsey (D-CA) 
I , 

20. Mutt Martinez (D-CA) 
I 

I 21. George IJrown (D-CA) 

II 22. lack Fields (R-DQ 

$318/184>000 

$.316/ S54,000 

$J IOf $65.000 

$.3071 $75,000 

Won 

Won 

Won 

Won 
I , 

I n Tony Bei1~nson (I)·CA) U021 175,000 Won 
I 

I 24. Leslie Byrne (D-VA) 
, 

1.298/ $67.000 Lo,", I 

I 25. T<tny I1I1U:(D-OH) $.2951574,000 Won ~ 

Of these 25 incumbents, more than half were characterized as vulnerable to losing theIr seats. 
yet 92 percent of them won re-election. 17 of the 25 (68 percent) are Democrats.4 

The top 25 frankers from October 1993 to September 1994. 

AMOUNT FRANKED I ELECTION RESULTINCUMBENT , 
, I Cost Per AddrellsITotal Cost , 

L Dovid Levy (R-NY) $1.1011 $214,195 Lo~ 

Won2, Dick Gephnrdl (D·MO) $1.0731 1279,551 . 

I 



ELECTION RESULT Ii 
,, 

, 
INCUMBENT AMOUNT FRANKED 

Cost Per AddressITotal Cost 

: 3. Leslie Byrne (D-VA) SI.055/1235,76> Lo" 

4, I3<>b Fllner (D-CA) $L0491 $214.844 Wen 

S. Lee Ilami1(cu (D-I}.') S,983/ S230,099 Won 
, 

$.9131 S198,)'69 Won , ,: 6, Bill Richa~ (D-NM} , 

7. Bart Gordon (D-Th') $.943/1225.509 Won , 

. 8. Maurice I linchey (l)·NY) $.943/ 5230,908 \Von 
, 
,9. II.or01d Rug~r5 (D-KY) $.942/5209,695 Won , 

10. Herb Klein (D·N)) S.923/5204.489 Losl I 
11. Bruce Vento (p.MN) Won$,921/5212.453 I 

,, ,,Woo(2, Lynn Woolsey (D-CA) $.9111 5240,J95 , 

13. Eliot Engel (D-NY) $,9001 $194,767 Won I, 
14, Jo:w Serrane (D-NY) Won I$.8861 5179,791f- ' 
15. Gary Ackerman (D~NY) $,81!41 Sl%,156 Won I! 
16, Helen Bentley (R.MD) Retired$.880/5221,746 

17, Nita Lowey (O~NY) $.8721 $199,054 Won , 
18. Gerald SQjrunon (R-NY) $,8581 $212,6$1 Won 

i , 19. Dan Burton (R-OO $,8481 $206,230 Won 

Won$,8471 S147,9851120, E,ta""" T<mcs (!)-CA) 

$,8431 $198,691 Won;; 21. Martin Fmst (0-TX) , 
, ,l.Qst, 22, James llilbray (D-NV) SJHJ! $241,266 

$.8401 S208,92Q Won1 23, Tony lleilenson (D-CA) 

I,i 24, Peter Hoagland (D-NE) Un?15177,266 Loot 
r-

$.&331 $,222,998 Won: 2$, Charles Taylor (D-NC) 
" 

87 percent of the 24 incumbents WQn their re~e'ection bids, 21 of the 25 (&4 percent) are 
Democrats:. ,1. 



The bottom 25 frankers from October 1993 to September 1994 
, 

I,INCUMBENT AMOUNT fRANKED ELECTION RESULT , 
, 

, 

, Cost Per Addres:sl Total Cost 

410. Dun Edwards (D-CA) $.052159,568 Retired I 
, 

, 411. Peter Blute (R-MA) $,OSll 112,70'1 W~ " I, , 
, 412. John 3pran (I)·CA) $,049/511.500 Won 

, 

4!l, Michael Crapo (R-ID) $.049/ $.14.003 Won 
, 

414. Jan Meyer (R-KS) Won$.049/ $13.841 

415. Al Swin (D-WA) $.046/511,574 Retired 

I
4 Itt G!en Browder (I)·AL) $,0461$11,216 Won I 

$,044/ $10,210 411. Wu)'nc Allard (R-CO) Won ,, 
, 

418. James Treficanl (D-OH) $,0431 $12,634 Won 
, 

,I 419, Michael Hufffingion (D·CA) $.042/ SIOAII Ran for SCOllt;; 
, 

420. John Kasieh (R-OH) $.042/ SIO,471 Won 

421. Porter O,?ss (R·F[.) $.0421 Sl5,lll Wnn Uf\opposscd 

422. Tim V.lentine (D-NC) $.0411 $9,'130 RClircd 
, 

$,0411 $10,451 Won ,,I~Em'" I,took (R-OK) 

! 424, Chet Edw.rdl1 (D·TX) $.0401 $9.663 Won il!i Won425. Spencer Bachl,lS (R-AL) $,0361 $9,2&5 , 
, 

Won426. W.O. Hefner (D·NC) S.0361 S8,361 

II: 427. Arthur Ravenel (R·SC) $,0351 $9,)01 Retired 
I , 

Ii 42&. Mike kopctski (D...QR) Retired$.OHl S8.039 
,, ," , 

429. J. J. PiQk~e (IJ-.TX) S.ol21 $9.778 Retired 

$,0321 $1,166i1 430. Andrew ~acohs- (I)-IN) Woo 

,
$.0291 $9,781 Retired431. Tom LeVl.:is (R·FI.) 

IiRetired432. Tim Penriy (D.MN) $.0271 $5,969 
II 

43.3. AI MeCIl~le!ls (R-CA) $.0271 $8,086 Retired ,, Ii434, Alex McMillan (R-NC) $,0251 $6,749 Retired , 
, 
I Won II, 435. Michael Cllste (R·DE) $.0191 $:5,6>3 , 
10 of the 2~ House members retired and one member ran tor hlg er ottu:e.l he oUter IS all 
won their bids. ror re~election. 13 of the 25 (52 percent) are Democrats.~ 



SENATE 

! 
Top frankers who were up for re~election. (January 1993-June 1994), 

INCUMBENT AMOUNT FRANKED 
Cost Per Address!' Total Cost 

ELECTION RESULT 

Conrad Bums'(R.MT) 

Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY) 

$.14/ $49,923 

$.1311918,138 

Won 

Won 
,, 

; Slade GorWn (R~WA) 
, 
, Jim Sasser (D~TN), 
:: Joseph Lie~n (D..cT) 

S.13/ $270,589 

1.10/1204,926 

1.10/1133,135 

Woo 

Lost 

Won 

; Trent LoU (R~MS) 
, 

: Paul S8rbune~ (D-MD) 

:$ 07/ $68.286 

1.031155,185 

Won 

Woo 

Senators who 'sent no mass mailings. (January 1993-June 1994)~ 

INCUMBENT ELECTION RESULT ,, 
Daniel Akaka (D-Hi) Won 

Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-TX) Won 

Bob K cITer (DwNE) Won 
, 

: Herb Kohl (D-WI) 
 Won 
,, Charles Rohb (D-V A) Won ,, 
,, Harris Woff{lrd (I)-PA) Lost 
·The ~nate has banned .all unsollctte. mass aUII IngS In an cleClion yeM. 

CONCLUSIONS 

While not a purely scientific and extensive analysis. this report does indicate that of the 
Congressman that franked heavily during the given time periods, the vast majority of them 
were Democr~s. The Senate appears to. be more evenly split. 

Delineating a relationship between franking levels and incumbency, however, is a Jot more 
indefinite. While II large percentage of the top 25 frankers (in both time periods) won re~ 

election, a samplmg from the bouom 25 frankers reveaJs that ei,her the Congressman won or 
retired (Huffington ran for Senate). No one lost Franking levels in the Senate provide no 
discernihle pa~tern either. 



., 


Consequently, taX en as a whole, it appears that unsolicited mass mailings did not greatly 
influence the outcomes of the Congressional elections. One could further argue that high 
levels of franking do not provide significant advantages for the incumbent 10 terms of 
entrenched visibility and name-recognition given certain races. Doth Marjorie Margoljs~ 
Mezvinsky and Jim Sasser suffered defeats, although they employed the franking privilege 
extensively. Many people don't read mail sent by their representative. They either consider it 
a waste of time or not important Hence, it's difficult to gauge the impact mailings have Oil 

the average voter, hut they appear to be minimal. Increasingly, challengers are even using the 
franking privi~ege against incumbents, Campaign commercials depict the amount the 
Congressman has spent on franking and decry the spending as wasteful and irresponsible. 

, 
Hence, based on the above analysis. it's reasonable to argue that incumbent:y would not be 
fundamentally affected if franking privileges were severely restricted, 

I ,, 

1.The Reeord; October 31, 1994 

2.U$. New,wire, October 31, 1994 

3.ibid 

4.Roll Call, qctober 31. 1994 

5,National T~payers Union Foundation Report, October 31, 1994 

6.ibid 

7.Washington'Post, November I, 1994 

8.ibid 

I 




POLITICAL REFORM 


Pre SOTI] •• laying down the bar? 

• Loliby reform 
, . public 

. negotiationsiHill? 

* Campaign finance reform
i ~ announcing proposal 
, 

• Drafting documents/proposals 
,, 

• Media 

• Constituency/outside groups? 
I 

I
SOTU , 
I 

PQ§t·SOTU 

.. political reform event in the first week 

* medium term goals 


.. calendar events 


* Unilateral actions (re: lobbyists, etc,) , 
• GoJ,g after special interest bills 

Clinton :reelection campaign 

• Any steps to take re: structure/funding? 
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December 29, 1994 

I 

MEMORANDUM FOR, LEON PANETTA 
HAROLD ICKES 
GEOROESTEPHANOPOULOS 3!] PDA 

, '''''' -+ 

CAROL RASCO 
PAT GRIFFIN 

FROM: M1Cl!AE~ WALDMAN f+1 
SUBJECT: OUR. PLANS FOR "R]lFORM WEEK" 

I . 

AI I discu..od with Georg~ and Harold this week. we have laid somo.plans to {OCUlI on, 
reform during th.lim week ofthe congre,sional '"I$Slon (s.. aullOllod). The goall: 1) to i<kntifY 
the President.is. reformer during the week when reform i. front and center. Ifw. get in the 
game early, we can continue to tritique the GOP .. favoring special intere'ts over the middle 
.cl...; and Zl 10 define wl reform as.a <halIg. in Washington's IllOney culture (viz., a gift bl!!,' 
lobby fofumi, and <8!lIpaign refonn),nol merely tho GOP'. wonby but ultimately minimaiirt atepl. 
W. sboutdn~ lot them fit • • bunch ofstllffand 'llC:...sfully say that - pr."o! -- Ihey've clconod 
up COJIjrCs.. • . . 

. 

The "main OpCft questions far t~e "reform week" are: ,

I . 
. ' Whit day dllll'A WOnl\ll. _s!ltlls &runRIIia:n fi~ refOUJljlroPQ&al C.b~ IYl? My 
instinct i, that we want Wednesday to b. foeII.cd on tho gi~ ban, rather ~ trWls to 
make new new. on • free TV proposal. Tne HiU Democrats and reform sroups win b., . 
focusing on the sift ban, and unveiling a new propo..1would only muddle tho mc.,.ge. I 
would sUSSes, holdi.g it unlU Friday (wbon Gore, Po.etl. 'If oven the Pre¥i\lllnt could 
announce it). or Saturday, for lb. radio addr.... The counter..rgumenl is thaI lIIe should 
hit QldI reform m....g. as bani .. possible that first day - no one will be liSlellling by the . 
weekend. Also, the 5ell4te Democrat. will drop their cm fIill in the first dlly ... lind 
th .... • •• d..... en..ce that Dol. will ,",unt... with hi. "base dOlins commitsion· proposal 
on Thursday and preempt our .ubstantive proposal. ,I 
• Do W!i - either on lb; full day. in the meeting with Ille b\PIl!1iSM lellller!bip, gf QYllf the 

. W;e~'Dd - pljl fQllb Adwlillo Qr other aC!ion-forcimV!>ar-njsing lime.? W. didn\ do 
this I"t Conare". but maybe the rule. have cl1anged. 

• 00 Wi: "'NIl 19 pr~yjg\ll'ny Qflbm IWllli tNI weok lee.. t9 NI!W$!ffs/(s PmSCQ""l1 
SCI far, nothing has leaked, wWeh may·mOO!l the pr... will be unprepared. AI the vlO!)' 
I•••!, next w..kwo should b. prepared 10 tBlk to the Nuw York Times editorial board. 
which is rabid on lhi. subject -- they "Quld like what we're doing. 

I'm reachable through the WH "",itchboanl; I'll he back on Sun. and likely in on Mon. 
I , 

http:foeII.cd
http:President.is
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TENTATiVE SCHEDULE FOR FIRST WEEK OF CONGRESS 

• Wednelll!!l1~ hnuBIY! (the day the House come, into leUion; it i. scheduled to vole on 
lhe Congressional Accountability Act and other rearm.) 

- tho President will send a M ....S. to Congress, to b. reed to Ihe full HoUle by Minorily
Lead"': Gephardl or other appropriale figure. (NOTB: lfw. can'l swing. reading, we 
should consider making il a letter. wilh promolion allhe WH). Soc anachod draft. 

I . , . 
- [OPTION: Release of "our' reform agenda, induding lhe fre. TV campailJll finance 
reform proposal] ., 

• TlmiJdav. JarmaN 5 (leadership meeting). 

- at leadcrabip meeting. the President could make a pitch and propo$e a deadline. rNe 
refrained from doing Ihi' during Ih. last Congrc,", bUI perhaps it'. appropri4te now.} , . 
• Eridky• JIIDullll' 6 

i 
.- POSSmLE: Rfllease ofcampaign finance reform/free TV proposal. The plan could be ,
rel_ed by th. Vicc-Presidenl or the Cltief-of-Staff; or, possibly. by Ihe Prosidenl. (Thi. 
may make ..nse iflh. gift ban has been enacted, especially iflb. GOP i. embarra..ed;n 

. thepri> .....) '. . 

• SaturdAY. IonuBIY 1. , 

- Radio addreu on reform - Should be done live from tb. Oval Office before an audience 
of "validatars" -- reform leaders, DLC types. civic leaders. This would be an opportunity 
to rope in or8anizations who are theoretically for our reform agenda, but who haven't 
done much On it. 

- The valid.tors would tben go to lb. stakeout outside the West Wing. '0 praise Iho 
Pre'id.nt'~ reform agenda, and pusb lb. GOP Congr... to move on it. 

- (IF WE HAYEN'! RELl!ASED THE CFR PROPOSAL ON FRIDAY: We could 
rei..... it todoy through b""kgrouadcrs. with the "announc:ement" mode by the Preaidcnt 
during ihe rMin address.] 

,i 

http:Pre'id.nt
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To: Bruce R~ed 
Fr: Rob Shapiro 
fie: Cuts to Finan"" the President's Economic and Social Investments: 
Dt: November 7, 1994 

i 
I, 

Below i. a lisi of refonns of current span ding and tax subsidies that 
currently benefit particular industries without serving any overriding social or 
economic purpose. 'rhos. refonns were selected from a list of 68 ineffective 
subsidy provisions in Cut and Invest (totalling $225 billion over five years). This 
shorter list would produoo savings over five years of $72.2 billion, and therefore 
could be used to finance tho President's economic investment agonda and provide 
s measure oftal< relief for middle-class families with children. 

I. 	 .Government servicos now provided gratis or at below·market prices to 
particular industries ($17.6 billion over 5 years) 

II. 	 Spending subsidies for private utilities ($3.3 billion) 
III. 	 Special spending subsidies for energy firms ($10.6 billion) 
IV. 	 Three mojor tax breaks for particular industries ($40.7 billion) 

I. 	 Make Firms Pay for Special Government Services Provided to Them 

S. 	 Commodities Futuro Trading Comm'n: 
charge ree to cover costs of overse.ing 
,commodities exchanges: $ 0.3 billion 

h. 	 FmC; Charge state-chartorod bnnks 
to covar cost of FDIC examinations: $ 1.4 billion 

e. 	 FCC; Rsiso fees to private media using 
FCC services to cover costs: $ 0.4 billion 

d. 	 SEC: Rei"" current fees to cover coots 
of registering and monitoring securities 
transactions: $ 0.2 billion 

e. 	 iTravel and Tourism Administration and 
iInternational Trade Administration: Charge 
lfirm~ for using tourism export promotion 
: servIces: . $ O.S billion 

f. 	 .Charge airlines and private plane owners 
; fees to cover marginal cost of FAA air 
! control services; $ S.8 billion 

g. 	 , Grazing reos: Raj"" foos to market rate.: $ 0.2 billion 
h. 	 'Charge slaught~rhouses and poultry 

: procossing plants reos to cover costs of 
: government inspections: $ 0.5 billion 
,• 

1 
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• PAGE 83JCt1ATHAN FINE12129/94 1&: 58 G11354B176 
I 
I 

MESSAGE TO CONGRESS; 

.Congratulationo. M. the new congressional ...sion begins, wo have an opportunity 10'.'I . .'. . 
makohi'toric fhanse in the. way thaI W"hington ";orks and the government serv.,lho·poopl •. 

, 
Today; the Cons",,, will take imporlont and positive steps to change its operation, for the, 

I 
better. ReducinS staff, shrinking the number ofeomrnitlee, and other measur•• ore valuable, and 

\ .' 
long overdue. :Th. p....ge oflogislation that would apply to Congms 'he laws that apply 10 the 

public ;. oniy fair, and .imple common 'en •• 

o But ret u~ be "honest with the American peop1e: true congreuional reform must reduce the: 

power oflobbyists IIIId spec;ai int.,...". That is why it is '0 important that prof ...ionai lobbyist' 

b. barred from giving Sift.; meai. and entertainment to members ofCongre" -- just "they life 

now barred from giving these benefits to executive brtnch officials. And it is why Congress must 

immediately eOmpiele the job ofrefaiming our lobby disclosure and umpaige !inance law.. 00 

that wealthy interests do nol wie1d disproportionate influence over Qur government. 

That i, true congressional reform. I look forward to working with tb. Congress to 

achieve result. th... are biportisan, bold, and give tho government back to the people. 
I . 
, 

WIWAM 1. CLINTON 

,
I . 

i,. 
, 
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1. 

j. 

k. 

I. 

Charge market rates for water sales from 
Bureau of Reclamation projects used to 
irrigate surplus crops, and add Il surcharge 
to other' water .ales: 
Strictly enforce fee collection for harbor 
maintenance charges: 
Index for inflation federal fees ror disposing 
of utilities' nuclear wastos: 
Charge firms using inland waterways fees 
covering fedoral costs to maintain, operate 
and upgrade these routes: 

Saoings over five 'years: 

$ 4.3 billion 

$ 0.2 billion 

$ 0.3 billion 

$ 2.2 billion 

$17.6 billion 

II. Stop the Use of Taxpayers' Funds to Subsidize Some Firms' and 

Individual's UtUity BUis, 
B. :Reduce REA subsidies to private utilities 

'by charging ncar-market rates on loans: 
b. :Roduce TVA subsidies to privato utilities: 
c. ;Sell federal hydroelectric power to 

.private utilities at rates that cover 
'governmont'. cost of providing it: 
I 
! 

! Sailings over five years: 

I 

$ 0.7 billion 
$ 0.6 billion 

$ 2.0 billion 

$ 3.3 billion 

III. Cut Ineffective SubsidY Programs for Energy Corporations 


B. Cut Grants for "Energy Supply. Research 
and Development" with llttle industry 
participation or commercial value: 

h. Fusion rese.reh: redllce grants and 
require Industry support: 

c. Suspend new purchases for Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve: 

d, ' Suspend new purchases for Naval 
Petroleum and Oil Shale Reserve: 

e, 'End subsidy for utilities' advanced 
light-water reacior design costs: 

Savings over filJe .years: 

$ 6.9 billion 

$ 1.0 billion 

$ 1.1 billion 

$ 1.3 billion 

$ 0.3 billion 

$10.6 blllion 

2 
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IV. 
I 
I 

Three MlQor Tax Breaks for Particular Industries 

•. 

b. 

Repeal special tax provision exempting from 
tax any income earned by US firms on operations 
in Puerto Rico and other US possessions (used 
mainly by pharmaceutical, who transfer
of patents to P.R. SUbsidiaries: 
,, 
Rocogniz. 20% of advertising costs as 
capital investments to build name recognition 1 

. and so require flrms to amortize 20% of their 
advertising expenses: 
: 

$ 21.5 blllion 

$ 17.5 billion 

c. End credit unions' tax exemption, so thoy 
are taxed on the same basis as thrifts or 
.mutual savings banks: $ 1,7 billion 

Savings oller filII; years: $40.7 billion 

3 




BIG IDEAS 

The case for Bold Ideas 

Shifting Power to the People 
-- Free TV Time/PAC ban 
-- Referendum?? 
-- Citizens Frank: 
-- Citizen lury?? Summit on our discontent (with Gingrich) 
-- Cut: & Invest , 

CongressionallReform 
-- Lobby Reform, Gift Ban, 
-- Apply laws to Congress 

-- Une nem veto (BBA) 

-- Staff cuts (pay freezc/BBA?) 

-- Term limits 


I 

Cutting Burcaticracy 
-- De~olution/con8(}lidation/unfunded mandates/waivers 
-- Civil service reform 
-- Bur'caucracv-closing commission bill , 
-- Regulatory overhaul 
-- REGO cuts, privization. etC. 

-- Cut l 

& invest 


, I 
, 

TIMETABLE I 

WRMEMO , 
-- analysis of: contract 

, 
EITC memo from CHR 
WR financing i , 

, 

GENE BOOK' 

I
Call McNeely:for photo note 

I 
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'SCHED~LE PRQPOSAL Date: 10125/94 ~ 

TO: 

FROM: 

REQUEST: 

PURPOSE: ,, 

BACKGROUND: 

PREVIOUS. , 

. PARTIOPATION 
, 

DATE AND TIME: 

DURATION: 

LOCATION: 

PARTICIPANTS: 

. 
OUTLlNEOF 
EVENTS: 

_PENDING 


Billy Webster . 
Assistant to the President and Director of Scheduling and Advance 

'Orro! H. R~t to the President 
for Domestic Policy 

Briefing time with the Presiden on poHtica1 and government rcfonn . . 
To brief the President on the outlines of a political and government 
reform agenda, which is likely' to be one of the: key domestic issues in 
1995.. W. need to get Presidential guidance and direction on a range of' 
policy questions' including the Balanced budget amendment, the line 
item veto, and an expansion of reinventing' government, to mention a 

." few issues. 

The administration win be needing to address a wide range of politic.il 
and government Tefonn proposals which will be Central to the 
,Congressional agenda early in 1995. We want to enSure a tough, 

aggressive and coo.rdinated position on this impOrtant agenda. and will 

require Piesidential guidance on a number of critical questions. We 

would lik. to use the time '0 brief the President On the ·status of a 
number of initiatives in this area, to present him)with a range ~f options 
for proceeding, and to get initial decisions on the'scope of Ihe reform 
agenda he wants uS: to pursue. 

There have not been any briefings on this speci.fic topic for Ihe . 
President, although it is an,issueon which he likes to be personally 
involved. .. 

December, Ex.ct date TBD 

,Two one hour sessions. 

Oval Office 
\ 

Appropriate White House staff. 

Briefing 

, . 

http:politic.il


, , .' 

REMARKS: No: 


MEDIA: No. 


FIRST LADY'S No 

ATTENDANCE: 


VICE PRESIDENT'S Yes 

ATTENDANCE 


SECOND LADY'S No 

ATTENDANCE: 


RECOMMENDED BY: Carol Rasco 

CONTACT: 	 Bruce Reed, 6-6515 
Jeremy Ben-Ami, 6-5584.. , 
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I 

MEMORANDUM FOR SALLY KATZEN 

FROM: i MICHAEL WALDMAN 

SUBJECT:! REVOl.VING DOOR AND ETHICS ISSUES 

,, , 

I 


Attached is a draft memorandum on the Boren bilL Bruce Reed and I have 
reviewed th~e issue. and he is reviewing this draft this A.~\1:. As you will see, my 
views on what we should do have hardened, I believe that. post· Howard and Roy. 
it would be "d~ngerous for us to intercede ~~ for the first time ever on any such 
elhics bill .. on the revolving door issue, of all issues, 

As for the draft OGE letter on the Conyers bill: I do not object to OGE 
sending some letter of this sort. But it seems to me that they miss the major 
argument against the Conyers bill, which is that the conduct that Conyers is 
seeking to affect is covered by the Levin*Bryant bill Levin-Bryant requires 
disclosure of a wider array of activities than <;urrent law, It does so for all 
lobbyists -- 'not just former government employees. Levin.Bryant strikes the 
better balance than Conyers. Our comments on Conyers should be couched in that 
context. 
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J~~c"tml Nt-...·.trd .. Att • [ .... IJ.~,C. 220~\u)1, 
I 

1'1 N>ltimtal St,,",lrily t:1111.'>ilkd !lIf~>¥umtiwll(u)(l; j)r tilt I'UA I 
1'1 Reldtillg III III( appi>illhltc!l~ 10 t\~hcr,,1 'JJr...~ !(ul(li"f!lw I'RAj 
p-, Rde'JM:' would v1"hll\: II "'!.'dfrlll SUint!' H$.I{.') IIftbl.' I'RAj 
1'4 Reh:l!~{, wvulll d~"fI"J/(' t<'lUlc ~l*n:I~ Hr 1-""I:IIII"l)tial ('Immcrd .. ] '11' 

fimmdal inforllw!lml !\liX41 of Iltc I>R,'\j 
"S ReiroM' wOlild dbdu're '1Infld~l;tial mJvlw hell"('ell I.he I'rl-:<id,mt 

and hl<; adviMIN. <w hdw\'t-l1 \urh lMh'kon la)($) (,I' lhe I'RAI 
Pli Rck'lIIw wmlld rmt\1\tuto a dearly uuwaITUllttd i!lva~hm or 

jl<-'TSOllal pri>'llry HuUM of Ult ':K;\I 

C. CklM:d in u«"<)rd<im.:e "hh n:t-lrktl<)lL~ (<)utalntd hi dmwr's dtcd 
mRin. 

I'RM. Pen>t"ml r«"f1'IlUi.<J'iie dt5fi('rl ill u<:u.rdow,'t' willi 44 U,:U;, 
22lHt.'}.. 

RR. OflCUllltlit 11 ill fM; 4" It>>cd "1>'111 rl"q\R-:<I. 

Frecd()m oflnfurnmlimt ,\el • 15 U.S.C. 552("'11 

h( I) NalimHlI ~tcllr[ly dm•.<ilicd !nformali;.u j(bi' t] nf liu.' HHAI 
h121 	Rdca.'c would di~d{!~c [JI[craml Ilcr.\HfUu.i nllt'S and pn!<:tir~;jf' 

1111 ~1!l;CIIQ [(bU21 "r tllc 1'01,\ I 
h(.\) Reka~c "ollld vlulltl~ It Federal slulnll' !(II}U] uf tilt; ~'(Hi\: 
hH) lt~l~ase would dlsrlm;c trade sn'ft·t~!Or l"'ltfld~Jllial Qf fln:.IJtl'ilil 

iliforlllllt/Oll [jI1)(~) Iff tll(' FOIA I 

blt/l RtltaM' woul<i ronstilutc 1/ fh'ariy unwarranll'll im'a~loll of 
personal prlnu'Y l(b)(6) or the FOIA i 

h(1) Rtltfl~ would di~rln~e infurm.atiun t'UJIlllilcd for I,,\> tnrl>f('~nltnl 
pllrpn'il~ j{hX7) of till: liOIA) 

h{1I) Rd!:ase would disd[l~e infurnmtioll l'lUln'rning Ull' rCj!:ullltitll1 nf 
fillalldal in~tillllillm j(b)(XJ of tlir .,'01,\) 

Iot.g) Release would disd[l~e I:elllof,:it'ai Ilr gcuph)'slcfli information 
o.mc~rning wdls I(b)\9) of lilt' H)IA I 



09-1)5"" 


I ' II' 

obE: j) tc.¥r 

lJRJIl'T 12/3/~' 

,
"l'hQ HOnOT(lbt tl ,Tlllm CunYlllrs I Jr. 

Ch.li....n: 

~ittee: vu Gv"'eni.Olf~nt. Operotiontl 

u.s. Hg~.e of R~pr~oent~tiYe. 


Washington, DC 20515 

I 

Oellr M<r.. ,Ch.. inrtAn: , 
I 

we are "'t'1tin£! for th~ 1-'urpooe ot eAl1~'l:oo!"9 t:.be viovo of. th. 
Office Qr (;ovenlille-l1t Ethics w:ith ~4rd. ~Q H.tL 1593, t:.h; 
-R.volv1ng Door Sunsnlne Act vi 1991~ .u;it woe report~ by th' 
Cornmu:te!f\ on Goverr..l'f\nll\.. Op.c~HrJ.omJ on. Nov'l!"J1'\ber 1{). 1993. Oc.r 
J.nt-er&filt.. in t:ld.~ bil) (lrOf\t\ f;~;,",m itS having be.;) ,uaerib.4 to I,l4 •• 

"er.hics" leSiSlation and ""e have revitirwEtd i:l from t~t perlll'Jbcttve. 
; , 

wnile we recognize that this 1~9.iDl__t.lv....,.,l1li)<.8 in p$rt t.o, 
ensure atJ.her~nn#l: t.\: PO&C -employment IIt6tlJtQS by re~irlng re-port;i,J')9' 
of post-employment: cont;a.ctB!, we I;..ttl ieve 'tn. benefit.. of s\lien .. 
l'&portll)9 system to, be :dn.ilTlAl And: to be file outvelghed by t.he 
eosee &nO .burt1ene that the- .YBr,;.etn wt;l\).ld 1upoel!l. Montov.r~ it 1_ 
our experj enr.:~ that the exit1tfng 8tilt1.ltOry and regulatory !r&m$lfOrk: 
a.4,quat.ly aadre9ses the iu.ue o! i th£ r.volvlog 400T. 
Consequent1r. 11: j,a Q\.t:: view tha.t. t.hilt logislAtion _houid not be 
en.oted ir.eo l~w, ., 

'I'be' bill woulti Ct1t.a.l)l1stl an expen.1.¥* CI.»d ,U.:l!.i(:\ll~ tt); 

(ldtn:1nistel.- rt!~()rting a:yer:.atr. that litould gl:t.Ulet a br.... d rang_ of 
1nform&tl<.m t.hat \<I'Ould be Of little use ';0 t;h\'t Government. More 
importa.nt.ly I it IJI'ou1t1 fO'CUIl 011 report.ing OontdcttJ rath." t..'utA 
orotecting governmental processes. We reiliillc that thu c~po:rt:i..tl9: 
r.qulr~nta a~ek to en~amr~A9 many of.tbe activitioe covered br 
the pli!i'dge Prtiflilidgn't clinccn haa asked nie sanior appointe•• to 
Sign. Whila this AdJtiifl.18tration is strongly cOJmI.itted to obill~tvin9 
eLhical etandardu, it believes thac con~uct should u. th. toeue. 
not rl!l'portins,r_ ' 

In our judgell\~llt. tile t>11~, it eda~t.o. nd.gl.t V11Q well 4otracrt; . 
" 

from ttJ;~: tJov&rnment' f1 int-eree:: ,ill protecting ice pro.:•••" f:a:~ 
actual 0; llpparent C'orl!Hd'tft. Ie. 'Wo~l.'" ,e$~it.blish a eyotQllU ::1n .hieb 
a former' employee who engagG$ in perteecly app::op7!'iate ~ctivl\:;.y 
would stl1) be penaJ.iztO tor tailing eo report utoui~ 
infOrmAt1on that ?foUl ~ Qnlv aemOTotitrat.e ,tb.t he: or she hAd boctn 
ii\C't;ltJ9 properly. For the viet majority: o~ to1'ttl~r pUblic offJ.c-i..l. 
\lh.o abide by Lh~ pOBt>ez;tployment re.t:r1c>,:;.loM. '=he infonNltion 
gachered w~1Jld he of: Utt;l.e use and in It~ lnstano:u would X'equ,l~o 
tne d18cloeure of: cOll1:'ldenc1al or very 'perGloUl int'otwltion about. 
eonduct that tne ~overnment naB no int.~••~ !u regulatiug. 

r . !., , 
Tn.l" bill, if,.')t' example. would' "~lro d1.aclotturo of' 

r~preftent!ltions rna·je in the connectiQil with & !lAnd 3v.ry 
proeeecUnS". It would also req..l:i;re d.iIllC1Q8Ut'O of contacts mad" with ,. j I . I. , ,,. ,, 

,,,, 

, ' 

L 

http:importa.nt.ly
http:a.4,quat.ly
http:wt;l\).ld


2~/S3 !S:42 003 
r 
: etYOS/;: 

" 

i: 	 "e~ ..)'.'ans A.dm1n1t1U'e,C1CH or rttltioruel InGc~t.~t,elf ot IIcal~l. JIlIy_J.ut...a. 
In,connec~ion with 4 ?«.en~ or ehil¢'o h~41th ~ar•• And It would 
req-...llre I,; n~ C1A01 ~"I)r~ 0' ~h<=: nQl'Wl:8,: et:ddree.oll \IIA4 t;ol..phoM 
numoec. Q' tv'~~~n .uuac~iber8 co a nev.l~~tcr ~n~tl&in9 f04.t.l 
lEt9j6l)#;:~u';l)') or re~ltt~ory pract':lt!dita9'lI. 

for Cholle lew ~~upl0l't!e. ",rlQ (Ugh¢: ol)74,e til (,:ocud\l(l!,;. that wou.ld : 
implicate A poat ~~mplQrmC'ut ci.l:tt;ute Q. :::h. :trcuI14csllt '. f1.4i.t j 
oml.u,1on o! that fact in a vaat: QQ."n of ~ntQU\liti.oo woul.d :t'$.Hly , 
be d.iecovere:1 oy the i'lUmi.nistttoclng ottice or tohe pub1ic. e.p4; 
certainly not with:'n ~he :;,ime- ltm1to eetdblieh.-d by th!tS bill. -. 
believe Gove:"lU!~l!L Lundt'! -&;t"a pliilt;t.e.l' 8pOO:: o~ucat.ing th_ f!edtlnl. 
wot'ittorca About [)oD:t:·employ;ne:nt. .t:eftcl0t.:JOPfi .1:1' th.at:- ,",bey know ~ 
to ·avoitl 'problems aU,er leaving Gov••u.\'\&I\\<: tJorvice o. \;.0 roc09tU.II, . 
tl:'\.1lm in ochere whUe W'tlH 1r. GovllrnMe:nt. ·st1lrvice. Con~.tn.u.in$l to; 
toa:e-r that ""moer5tandin9 of t.he .\.~tu:e$ eetttnB a tar bct:.toS' /:0\1,"•• : 

ot:actioo. In.~erer.t.in ~vor:y p'~j(p!;,·t:«nplotw.ent ce.tricticm i. th~: 
concern tr.at Goverr.ment, of~i=1ala v111 treat tor.;nor ofticials GIOt:'e 
tavor.:Oly. Howe'/f.u',': no.::' UAFt!:;icDC&. GoveJrnmeut; ofU.eia.l. 10 the
4~eeutive braneh h&vt not been atra1d to quoution th. conduct of • 
former orrlcial wt,Q appears baCu£.'S lhem 0'1; 'c!\lllll ~h6G'l on the, pboae~ . I 	 .. ' 

Further. W~ Uelleve: :hat cne oxp:"n~. OJ! ;;he .:r.~eG ltO\I;14 I 
outweigh Ar..y beneUe of hav}.llg tn. info~~1on. 'rba n.partaaent. 01' -
OettmtU;: lutl!! hao a report.ing" roqu1nuneut. gt po.t~StlPlo~" I ::
activit.i<to for some tim!,!, It r.ae been the fJubj.ct o~ & nWlll:.>el"of. 
GAO reports tnat have comuateolltl.¥ cor.c).ut!ed that the J)Ot) reporU,niJ 1 " 
lJy'terr dOl!lS not worl:, F(')t' your reterenct!, th.O' GAO r~%'t;. are 
N~LND-96·18oaR, N~l~~U~·7L( NStAD·&~·,et:6nd r~n~"·l•• 

r'lna.lly ~ ene tl':'11 i'll' dr..tt.tt:J h.((,., both p~~t.1C"1 uel; 
.uoecancive prQbl~R. We are .tt.ctAing « eect10nel analy.ie thatl 
1ncl\J!l~e examples ot the extent 
informat.~Qn. WI!! t"0i"e thAt. it:. 
U!l(lel-'ecttp..:ung OUl.· ¢on;;erne about: 

, 
'l'ne' err iee o:t Man6.gtW'Itmt. a.nO 

ObJectlon tram tne 8cancpOln~ or 
1.1j~ fII ..d;.f1lielt1on of tOll!' l~tt;et'. 

I 

or CP.I'r.t.in proviaioM t.or YO\l~
1.5 helptl.tl to )'Q\l in further: 

t:toh bil~. 

-auo.get "avidle8 ehat; ~hore J.• .... 
~na A4miniBcr4t1uu'. prQ9r~ to 

I 

. i 
Sinoerely, 

StAf,han O. 
01 t"'ector 

PotC8 . I 
I 
I 

, 
I 
\ 

I 

I.I 
Ii 
r 

I!.' 

" 

http:helptl.tl
http:CP.I'r.t.in
http:analy.ie
http:fJubj.ct
http:In.~erer.t.in
http:roc09tU.II
http:ntQU\liti.oo
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Anatyeia of H.a. ~St3 I iI 
, 
, , 1'tHt ,cRevOlv1.n9' poor Sun.hine ~ct ot lJJ~)· 
, oece.rnber l~ 19~3 ! I' , .
I Ii 

" 

,, 
, 
, I ' 
' 

I • I'
1. G.cccinn·o:r·ooc:tion cnalyaifJ ot the b ... l,l.. j' 

• SUbSEc:tton If!} (1-) Stl'ttcu I.;he %:.porCln~ ~1ro;\l('nt. begin "'a,t.-a-.:! . 
service t;r employ;nenl:. IUS a r;en1or member . • • to:t'm:Lna.t••• N1d, 
"xte:nd for 5 YQ;;I.t:e beyon<& ,that CAt.e. CoueiBte!lt wit.h: 
interpretations ot the PQiJt'$mpl9)'ltl~nt ~t!I'b:LriCt1on., ttloi. !,!1:' not' 
ne~e&8a:;lly roea!'1 af((?r ~Qverlllll:p,t .mployment termi::ate., on.), alter' 
servicp. in a tJen,l.ot' pcll:\.~1on teminate•• ; Technic.llYJ th./l .~ i 
irn1:i.v1C\la.19 who .,r:e ati':l GOvern.ruent ~loyee$ w11! be ::eq>.tired to l 
£.1.18 thC$e Tl"lpnrce. '.. ' 

• I L'IJi:xample: 1'h~ Ai!minl.llltrcc:.i.ve JUlb1tttant. to 8 "'8tira9 IMambel.' ~ceepr.A a Dep'.,lty Alfalatant. :Sep~et..ry pOJfitio.e in ! f! 
the. E~~cutiva bruuch. While that pOBitlen j,.. an SitS ;." 
I?lJsiLion, the individua.l ts. ranked.~ a~ ctn sa. t, and thu. 
111 nO' longer a ~B~njor n\embii',T of ~he ~.Qtllral ~::'Um.tn,t-. " 
He woulo have to !lle reports tor 5 ye~~. following hie 
•• rv!ce aa an AA, 

, 
• ! gupsectiOtl in) eli (A) (1) atates that !th;' report.t.tl8 4.q\lJ.~~1' ,:
apply to ~ny "oral or written Com:ftU.cJ.~a.t:lon l'QIIde on l'>ebalt of'; In 
~uyone other than himself or herself or the united Stat.,- •.. : il,
tlragardlng ~m officiI} ACe~on of c.be cotigre•• or chat ~gency.· The! i;
"oral or <'(ritteu comillullicat.lonl! hAs nO ~nt.nt mocUtier alt.b.augh! 
lIotUclal action" is de::1ned 1n (n) (9) (0): •• not -1nclud[iIl91 ,tobe!;' 
rc:ut1ne prov-lsjnn flf ir.1!o~t.ion an" ••~ice.~!i Ttul.t d.ti.n1~loor 
does: not h.Nf.I A l'Jaaitl in any present poet-employment .tatute or: 
_nalys1s. latent to lntluence ilJ an elemvnt to th. potlt--ezrployaMt.t:
Rt«tUtQS And i. gan~r.l1y diBcua.eO along;tne linop of vhe~b.t the' 
individu~l is a~eklng a discretionary or m1A1It.~ial action of the; 
;agSr1cy, Tho tl\"'out.1.n~" proviqion:of tnfonMtion and. .eMe•• 'CD bel 
rt.d much mero broMily 01:' Mrrowlv than ·1nt.D~ tQ intlueno.-,· 
n~pendi~9 upon whether one w~ntQ tc·repDrt the !nfo~ation Qr .oe; 
t.he j nlormat" ~Qf! r'iJl'(Jl:;.etl, 

I ' , ' 
KxAmplSS: 1;: ..ddl.t ion \:0 co:rvmmlc;«t lone _de or. b~lt: 
of paying clicnt~f n :.cr.mer .enio~ o~t1c1al w111 have to 
report CommUfllC8.t: 10':1& made on ~e~lt' or lli. OJ:' b.r' 
spouse, cnild. FaJ;'l!tl\., boy ft'COUI; ,C,&;'QQp:1 .unt' ••at(lt.c::. 
tne U.Xi.. lit (;ampa1gt') or Foll.ti cal' ~"ty, or 0. atllte or 
locul govnrnmer.r. ~asumin9 .uc~ communicacione ~et the 

I 
_; S~p"ectiot1 tn) i1J (A) (.il): attl;m!pt.1I to: 119\1to "h1.eh cc_nunico.t:S."':' II 
moAt. be, r"eporte.:l by termer executive' branch senior appointe• .,.' ,. 
(1'hs8e addlt100al limltlltionl c1Q not ~~lY to thO' .presidont -1 

, " i 

:' 

http:attl;m!pt.1I
http:diBcua.eO
http:Ai!minl.llltrcc:.i.ve
http:irn1:i.v1C\la.19
http:tJen,l.ot
http:cRevOlv1.n9
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vide Pr"~.i,de.nt becaUlU!I thOy iU'. not. a1J\';l1y "lIIftnlor "ppctlllt.e.••·, I'" 
t,11~:r are r;over"d IiiIpcclficaUy hy p09it.ion.'1 I: 
Qply ~om.'ljuniC'aL.ionll r&9&l."dini, an ()ff~c1a.l aet:!,011 of t.ho!.! Ii 
1ndivi<tual'jjI !OI"'f\'1r,U employing .a.ge!'lc)".: lU t>ttioi.l a.otion of: 
CongroiUJ "affeCting that il9(1)'l~r" t su: an ottleiCll action relatlnl t<t I 
" :nattel' in wr.d ct: ~he torme:r .eniot,: appointe. s>&rti~ipatCt" I ;;persnna.lly I1na 51ubBtamHtlJj au &. t",u.LOl: l1p'poillteo would: H! 
,..epor-:;ed, TIlere Ul no l?reaent restricd.on :tlWlt would .had liiht OJl ! "" 
....nat congra••ional mtl,UerH ·,U.facting t.nA,t: agoney" VO\ild ftne ..ll~ : 
W.l th re';1:lH'! to t.ne th1,;o 8upposeC nllz't:'owing rotJt;.1aeiac:. the 1 
Pt'ovisierl only \l'H!S UH'!: :ero "~tt.r" D:O~ "po.rticul*r mAtteu:dl or' 
"particular matt.8Ir 1nvo'lv1fi9 speciEi~ :~rt:i.'4. '*tter- t,hou' 
woulrj, if dcfiulld ccnsistent~y \l1t:o t:he rose ot the conflict Of, 
b~terea~, et-atute£l. probably include ~v,n the broad•• t; polioy' 
i«flueS" , ' i . " 

I 
BXM.)ples: ill.; tomer aenior ¢t:r~C'1al of th. cout ~I:j :f,
woul(1 havJJ to T.Aport sll comtm.lQlci~tion8 tOr non.rout.Lu. ( i 
info~tion end ~~~ices to the FAA on behalf ot an .viatlObi· II" 

"! ; iHoItviC8, inciuCilng 'One suppc.es' r:equ••tg tor:; Gnll'ietlcy i . 
se1."Vi~e6 lilt an }.nd~n9 at.'ip. (:l,' Ii to~r seni.Qr officiAl ! 
of Traauury would ~ave to r9port any! cO~mJnic.tiona wi~h ~I 
IRS on any joint tax return ttled by • fo~ Qttici&l aodl 
spouna other tnan prObaOJ.y.lt requellt tQT tQ10lU or ...~; 
tor an a!JtQn\8.t~c 1J:',.cenaion. (3} ,A tortner metuber ot tbe) 
cabinet ~ho pa~~icipated :naelib~r~Cion. iAa Cabinet COQACilr 
tneetin9' OIl the Art..-ninintl'AtiQn's' pol:.cy on, web g.IlMf~C! 
subjects 88 health care, the f;'ICQilOlJ!r~ or d_tanH mifht ~! 
requi red t::o disclose any contact" about uou~ routiu I ' 
info~t1o~ and services with ~ny aaency for .. period Qt fiVe] 
rears it: iL touched on tho•• polici{e:s, (4) A tOl:1UJ: .ot.dOr~ 
appOintee or :iRS would hnve to report any CQUIIIImicaeiOAiJ tOj 
Ccmgress 01.' st.art on any of ~ne nwnerOU8 grant 0 .... A'IUli.tlJlDd_l "':pr09t:'iUt\S administered by 'liHS in which .. atate 0)'; lr;l101jll .,gcrvernmanr. would nave an .1nteC9a"t.. (!S) A tc;u::'11\CI't eer.Uori 

" 

appointee at OOJ wov) t! hll·.re tOo report ltJ..l c;QI'mlUlli.catlona madei 
to a U.S. Attorney'. ott1Ctt or the PBI in tho Qmu~·•• of! 
deCending 8omeon~ in A f~~e~al cr~nal c••a, iDclu4ing GraUdJ '.
Jury matttlrs:. {G} A tormer pree1ctertt' a.n<S vice l?reaiullt 1f'I'IU14J' , 
have to .u:,VUCL: all contact. ",j,th ,ttle Feeser&l Government for .' 
five years on behalf of lluyone: else J,.f on ot:;her than t'ha,' 
r.o1ftine provlBlon ot: 1~torma.t1on atid. seIY1~", {Query bow! 
mu~h or the cornmur.1CatlQtH' to thf! ~ecret s.rvlee by fomur,: 
Pt'eeil!t:!lLEI on behal f of the1r lpoutllea wauld be. require4 t~ be!': n
::eftorte<1 t or, corr..1'\unir.atJonD on j:)etl~~f ot. political parer OEfi 
GIl~etl.9'n commiL.t;.e.e). . : II 

, I ' 
• i Su}.tQect,10ne iDI \l1 UH an" ';C) set!:: ~ct't..h the ic.t'Onllatol.oa tha. ".1:1 i',I
T6q'IJ1J:'ed. to be reported atlout the MamJ:ie~, otti,,_r ur:' employ.. t.~ ; Ii 
whom the COIt1li\miC'a~ion i8 ti\2:I.(,1:e an", a desQrj,pti.on of what t,M.' 1~ 

ct;mmuni-::tlcion ...Oft AbOut. . ! ~ . ; 
! ' 

I 

http:desQrj,pti.on
http:ic.t'Onllatol.oa
http:prObaOJ.y.lt
http:suppc.es
http:non.rout.Lu
http:restricd.on
http:Pr"~.i,de.nt
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I?xru'ttplce ~ It. repore j ng 1nd.1V1d.ua.l woUld have to' J'''''''''''Il'j to ij 
report that. he contacted. a. ~er ~r 1:4t1 off1eiaL 4 

....1.t4*lt " 
·• to 8~6X 8 meet,ins with a MfI:Ir1ber a"t gove:CDlHnt o-tf1.ei&l. W.·~ 

include tnat assiwcant'1:I flMle adi1r".~1 &Qd telephone n'*'-r I . 
bet.'otuse very tew oeria!al. rQutinely; mest with ev.xyone whO , 
a81t1:l ana. tnBIny 0: them give eubatl:ll1tt...l 6ipc:rction t.o t.tail' j 

.,lii.tants about the! r appuintMent ;l!Jclle4\lle.. Pailur. ' 1;.0 ! ' 
re9'Ott that contaet would., Dub:l.~t ; tha individual to the! 
perut!titta rjidGUSeor1 be!.ow. , ; i·,. 'i 

• : Subaection (tU!li (D• .require" th4t: the ".P'Ol't.1c.g tM"V.tcJ\1A~ I:; IIreport the name: I elt1(lreSS &.'i.d eelephone; number of aDY ~Qrilp :' Ii 
government (\o{hicn preSiumanl't haJJ ,mot'e ttj.an: one telephone:). tonl9~ I': '. 
j)Olltical ,Pi:lrty or fo::;'eign buii1t1e.e G"nt1tYlwbom he rllln:e.ellt.lJr 4141:' 
or: advise's L'1l9a.rding ~ny :l:fticial action of tno congl"••• or 01' '*,. 
agency. 1ih~:clluBe of whe.c;'q :.:he "official ;action" mo(U.tler 1s pl&OfI4 
in: th41 requirement, n only requj,r•• that; it be a matter in wMehi 

,., " 

the Congress is tAkill9 :in official 4ction, not • matter in wh1elt: 
the: foreign gOyt!tl4J'l";ent. ~. Ilee-king the otti'cla.l Action ot Congreill •. 
Theret"Jre it cover", repr.eeentati¢rt8 made ~o anyon. including UAi. j 

Gcv~:rm:'l"rit offi:.:inls. : , 1 :: 
; 1 ; , • 
, : ! r II

EXM'lpleR: l\ repOrting 1n<ilv1d.uotl Who rop",Mnt•• t:~_1 P I. 
government t,o the l]::Jl tll-d Hatior.e about an i ••ue that will &1.0, ' 
require co~gres8iona! action wo~l~ have to ~fOr~ that I 
represent.tlon, A reporting lnaivi~al YOU14 have eo ~rt; 
that roe advift~d a C:orelgn governtnene About the .~at\Ut of: 
pendin9 legiSHn.1r"l1'l in congress ewn tt the t()roigA 9ove~t: 
was ni~!y aeeXins information and was making ~o .tt~t to' 
influence the Ct)lJ~I.~as on tb.6 ,U:9~.~ati()n. . . , ' 

.) Subaecth1n In) (.2) (Aj "cat." that! with ene exoopt100 Jl.(Jrt.ed II iI 
i~;1iBt.ly belo<oot in ,ni (1) U1), the repcrtf.:l9' d,at:ea will, b9 .:tuly )0 . Iifor the I period. JAn'Jary 1 t.hrough Jun~ 30 or that. y••r &aid:" 
January 31 tor ,July 1 through tlec6mC.~ 31 at tbe pt:eceding yu.t~l ! ~ 

" SUbpsctiort In) (~) (a) (iiil pays !';he lAst report ia due on the fir.tl· 
ot thl!!8t: tWO <latea ane-.r th($ Uve YCilU:. ;10 c~l.t.. : 

1 ' 
'

L :II·~xample! J\ l'~portins indivll1YA1, who leavue IJCld,,{.lr i ; 

~Qrvi~~ on February 1. 1995 will tile ~~pO~tft en4icg with ! ' 
;.

the- one dl)" .'JUl),' jO, 2000 . 

• ~ SUbaet'tion In} (3) (A) ph.C8S tn. r~~on.ibilJ.t)' Cor rec:ei;vtNI·: iJ: 
reports for the ex&cutive branch witn.n!OM!l. Sut.aKtl.ons (11) (3) (II)" .' 

and In) (1) (el place thO "e91.1a~lv. branch responsibility with tbel; 
$!ct'8:tary of the !)en'!;:$ ",na t!le :Cler~ '9' the ftololB6, re.poetiv.ly:. i 

, . " . 
• ; Bioll;)iJ&et.ion {nJ {ol I requires en. otCicee col.l.ct:.lag report,. ~!i 
make those report!i ava ilal:le tor PUbU,* in$pection aM' COWUl~ I: 

,,, w~l;.hj,n 3.0 claro aft.er receipt.. ! ~ . 
, I . . ' 

i:i· I 
i If 

" ~ ! 
i! I'1/

I,d 
I' , ' .t:,j! , ' 

,j: 
I' 
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, 	 , ...:. 	 • SubsectiOn (n) !S; :let& to):'til tho o..e~ U~Jl wb:1Qh tba co;u..~~W I"i', 
; : 	 Ot:'tlCQS ml.:-st refer 10m !nd.;lv1du~l ,to tho !l)ep(!.rt~nt ot 11t.l.tie:e c.a :) II 

muwt. mld~.e tt.1,.8 or l"u: n.I'I.!M public. (kuorol1.y. tho.e beuM_ .,.,... ! ,.tallu:te to rll~r !a.1l\).t~ rv rUe Onn.pllltU J.fi!o:t'l:M.t.iou culd lilicg 01 . " 
t.~IJ. iufoL"U'I4t.iuu. Ant oae ot 'the.,~ 1t1~.d.ng~..t;.. -*1 be ~q 
1l1!r1c...lt tor a t:o.llefJt.iug Agency co ucerl;..1n J.n GO 4."r-•. 
elpec1.11y if. cnay recelv@ no repQr~ wbatuoev~~. It the ¢ull~cti~ ! . 
~9$n~y f4ilQ to recei~e a report, it wil~ ~ ~~tr1Qult to ••certain 
wheeher it- loa beCtHH:li1 Lht' report,ln9 ~:ndJ vidual b&. IlOthing to; .' 
repo~r, or beca.use che individual hfl ha. '~1.1ec1 to l.'".pot:t. Wltb, 
r~por\,;.s chat: are fl.ltj<l, !"l1e COllect,log' "ilene}, ~y t')ot bavct aCT I ' " 
1naePfl"m:tent knowledge th«t "l1!\.;rI.lJ.~ ,.hr • r~se to flIlu.cb • qu~ettOfJ. an<I I .' 
for; j (l 0: the '00 "ayl1 All ot.!'.Ad before re~er.::al, the pu.bU,c (toe_ not !>

kmrw tbS! cont-ents ot che report. and o,,;nnot. .be (\ lIou.f;'qe ot that i ::
1n2!or:tr~tton, F1H:~1lt:!", it t.ne lntot1n6.t;ion al;:Iout _ CA11v.re CQ 1'1101 
tndotrtpleee fUing 01." !.41fle Ul1ng become:. !WQW1l l.tat: tlWl 40 day. 1 

"aft.:.;l::' tiling, t.he provieHOr'l as \l{r1tten NY not provide toJ" 

r~f~~r~l, ; 

Examples: !\ reporun.i1 jmUv.1d.utll; 1" J.ll a.l'l4 f'"J.l., to 
f.i1A ... report. or rlli~. to file information requ1);" 1n 
such report ~~c~~~e tecoros are not re~dily .va~lab1e or 
r,n or sh& ca.nnoc aecert.1n tba t.itl,e ;or pho~ ll',lm\Jer ot 
t..I1O:: GOvernrneu:.: <:,uIFlf-'Yt'lee: co whOO', he Qr: Clil. ClU' _pokeD in 
tne: last h mOntns, There 1" ~o; VToviaion lOt; an 
eXl:t!flSiOn of t!mfJ to til'll. TI:ilt ,p:Ovl.ion _e.tea the 
reI?9t't. colleccing ottiea 80&11. rcpql"C t.hat. inl3ivi<lu.al to 
th~ D:zptlr"i;me:nt. nf JUstice &.cd :na.:Ke chat individual' e MIhO 
~Ubll,C. l'ltiEJ wpulu be l.,:rUt:: reuartll~S. or whe;t,n.. ehe 
colleetlns otfice has eut:1clent lntQ~t1on to 4acennine 
...,h.t:her the B!.H"QnOE' .,1' "he ;'uV",xt. ,'Or the 6,tifl.<OUC6 of IU$ 

er.:'!;,ry l-ii it !411ure o;r; ii. r~Uoi!ic~t.1Vll_ The OOpArt.lnMlt. of 
JU8ti~e must t.hen 'UI!te- its TGIQUrQe;o' to' 411t.eX'D\ine" tbi. 
Ettatl.lB iI'Jt. t.ne lrulivluual' & Uf:lEM 1" o.l.l:ell'ldy publie., 	 ' 
;t ~ne reporting requ1teln$fit.B til:': me.de ol.ea:&: to mu.n t.MC 
on~ need only report once one hAB ~~Lhln9 to ~$pO);t or 
at years 3 and ~f an lnd~v1~ual who'h~8 nothiny to &*POrt 
at the second reportin9 per104 cmd a.ottS not fi.le '!till 
nave to bf! trtU'::.ked. 6.own too ,,"ceo if the lack of Ii report; -1.. 
a t:(Iilure to t1le or lQ~H( of \l"nd".-t.dwlillg ot the 
requirUUtnta. Th!? col ) "'t':'t.:l.l'lg otU,?_ :c.u.not OlieUR" it i., 
6 tailure .nd raport th& lnd1V1dU4~ ~o the OOJ and ~e 
tnat pent·un' U H!UTle: pUll-lie without; pot..entially dainaging 
r-.ha reputa.t1on ot tl:le lnQ.lv1aU'1,1 ".mer.tora, tb. 
COUecti.r.s- ot.r:),r..~ will hav,," to contac1;.. everyone who d.14 
nOt till!! 'W1'tnln "Cha.:. 60 da.y wiru.tov:· aprl t1et;t!!ImU.ntt wb.l' J,tO 
report waS received. ~t ~he ~.p~~tins roqu!~oment. ~u 
a .report has to be tiled 
orr ice woulO 9"Cill h«v~ 
detfotrmilH.t.li why « rll1r~9' 

, 

. ' 

.regardless, th6 col1.4oting 
~o ~ke' .~ .tt~~ At 

was not ma4. before a1mply
' 

.,~h. l: 

I:,' Ii 
, I,I ,.! ' , 

; i 
I 

Ii 
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http:reporun.i1
http:CA11v.re
http:ot.!'.Ad
http:flIlu.cb
http:l1!\.;rI.lJ
http:1t1~.d.ng
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rM£ucrJ.fl9 the indtv1dual t.,C Ju8t~C.l aa.-!tl to .votd ,:1 
I ~ i'l itt.4rr,J.ahing eoc><w::~ne'8 re.puta.t~Qn~ i ,. 

, ' • j, Ii 
• 'SubtUlction (n) 16) SCQtQa trust ~be p~nait.r rQr f"al_e lililli~L~ I,; !~ 
th., 8a.-ne «/iJ t~:I.lur~ to Cilt!/ $ civil !pana. t.y ot not tftOre t.b.aA i 

$10,000. However, t~l'& t.1.1ing. are "l~o covered .by Ie tJ.I;C. ; 
J ~OOlt a C'rjmintt1 etat.\.Il~a. Atl<l the :~lty for that. can 
imprisOnment tor up to 5 year8 and/or a monet.c1lry tius or up 
$290,000, I ' 

, I ~ 

aumples: A fcrlTler ••n.1.or, employ._e; know1.n~ll' ti.lee a 
report. \IIlliel: tloe6 Hi'll; ot::Clfit&irl all' rPJportabl. (loot.eta 
with the .federa:i G:,warnment., Ncn'e ot th••e cont.a.ct., 
however, are p~Ohlb1t'~ by l4W. Ap~11t1CAl too ~.ll. hia 
r.port into question and the lI'6tter d.Q t:eterred to the 
Dep'arc-m~nt. of: ",lUS'CZ.1;:9 for revl••• ! ;rt ttw oOll$l'la1Mnt 
Know. of 1$ U,S.C, § 1001 he c~o ~rlL1Ci%& the ccpartment 
lt it chooses tu use tll£> civil pro~1• .Lon fIl. beirti "80ft" 
on the individuaj rather than V~TOuin9 tho mAtter und*r 
Lh~ cr1min(ll pei'Hk~ty provicslon. ! 

, , 

A fonner fH!tlio:t" e~lOYftV boll.eve'; h. ma.:1 hAve mad. a 
CQtM\UniCIl~iOJl I.IrClh~b1t.e:d by II. t?r1rolJ1.1 conflict ot 
interest. Qtlltuee. tta:;h«r t.han re'p,or~ tho cOtntl'Un1cation 
t.huD po\.t!tl\.ia~ly inc::-iminating hiU61f'~ he !l) Ou.tcrJ.t8 no 
r~port thus pocen~ially ~YDjecting himsalf to a $10 1 000 
fine, or on :ie s'.;om1.t& Ii report but tatl1J to ;,aolude the 
comunicat..ion ir; the report'thue tAking bie Chant•• on 4 
$1(I,onG or up to $250. oeo tine depend.ing upon the .,t:atute. 
und.er whiCh any prccceoing .gatnB~ h;un is 1n1t1ated• 

•• ! SUbJil~etion <ill Pi require" ~hat. t~. !COlleCI;1ag os:t1cee 

he: 
to ' 

!, 1"1, 

!;i 
, 

;! 
' : Ii 

il 

, 

,: 'I 
I' 

' II
1:' I ~ , 

!::t .... 
) l11tAri AS OMS in the executive 'br.nch} tlV;k:e public tbfJ D&:i*. an I " " 
Jan\l:ary 31 of 4?i'lch y~,u.' or eacn 9~mioJ' -PP?int.. who ia requirtl:d ~: i I,,, 
tHe a 7'eport, ~e (10 not b(J'llcve t~t." any eueh report eu bt I ; jiccmplEttc. Even t,hp. Oft H:e or PerU'Qnnel MAnage:nont only rae.tv.. I'" 
separation 1ntOrrnAeiofl !l.-om ~9'&tleHU! once a mont.h And. only mo..k.e.; , 
thlit iutormAt.l.or: pUblic Atter J" monthl!l. An administering .-geney, 
could ne;ver have :J, cotnpletely Uft~to~dat~ list ~t tbA•• individua"+_j: 
bec~uge someone coul~ terminate ~h~ day befor9 the list 1e to bei" 
~d8 pul;J,.l<;ly I;tvailable, i , , 

I'IAt the ma.r;.:c.p or. the bill it: wa. alt&t*<1 that the report wot.d.d :jj 

91Y~ Olrtditiona-l guttlance to the ct.lllecting .,00010. on' bow' to .'
," 
,administer this oiJ 1. Spe~ifically not~ ;W4. a dh:wctiOl'l t~t.,_~hl' 

such offic& noc~ey all tilers every '·months of chair ~.qul~~~1 ' 
," 

to file and provide to tham the appropriate forms. Sinoe we ~\ : 
Ii 

of no mailing 11St olrcaCly maintained. ,by the Qoyermaeut \dri~I; 
containA the current mailing &d.dre••el1liot the 1n4ividuls ~rN r 
bY this st.atute, t.hJ 9 Ahoulf.l rr~v!de a. :Ohf.\llenge to th. colleQt!~Q'; , 
otUce, I . " 

:1 

11 
ii 

, ,
I : 

" 

,, ' 
' ,, :: " 

.. 1.:-,_ 
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A tormer. MembPr or Ben1o~ cQuer•••i~l _tare ~~ oc 1-:
fo,;;me-:, .ooJ tUtlpluya. will h.&ve !;Q re,lXll't. 611 i ,
'VOlWllllLi.cat1.one In'1f01VeC1 in 11eig&t:lnS',(f. CtUnf 1.0 wh!.eh tt.he ;- P " 

I'J'nltEl:C seatea j N a {Hl:rt)" :Crvpronitneod. by lXh1) OJ! in , Ii 
aefeno1ng 4 cli~nc in a federat cr1minal eaae inelUdiQf L 

i ,G,and v\.u:y cOI\"It'I'I\,!nic..'ltJonft. " 	 l 1'
I !II ilA tOtm9r iilenioT mnployee ~t che! Ca«8It; ~.r4 who I.. II'_I 

~FPointed to a Sca~e transportation .9~ncy will h&~ to ! I i'
Ii 

report for t i vp years all cGUlflUn1f;:.~1~n& on behAlf of the 
Stat.£! to wr or any conunun1Q4t.:lotl8 t.Q congre•• on flAy Iilegislation af:C~~Lin9 or implcment.co;by fX..'T. 	 ;, 	 - - I

! f ;, 	 ,I.IIiA f'?rtnf.t1.' "elliot" otUelEtl who prll1;t,J.;cea intecnct10D&1 1... ,I
will have \;Q fep(u.-t all i advice ~iven to tQ&'.if:lll 	 1 
oUB;nesses at>out any matters: that. req...I;ire o££S,c;161 tletion i ! ' 
by c(m9r~IIU Dr the OXI$C\1tj,v~ b~fieh.: 

, : 	 I,r, 
A f~rmeL' 1J~lli,,)r Qffie'U.l a.c.: HRS W.1l1: have to' u'port any i' 
CQlrlt1unicllt!OCS on behalf or H9T m1noT.' chU<;l /;.0' NIlt on auy 
medica 1 ::.ro,b.Ullt;uL. 

In ! 
i 
adol ::'10,J, it 

reqv.i!;'ftmer.t. may give 
fpriJtl?3.riiy under l:~6 tith 

&ppears tc UEI 
r.iee to &on'~ i 

b..eot'!n\tntJ a::ti 

" 
t.Mt the_., rttpQrtAalr H 

conar.ituc1on.ral ~tl.~ . 
we suggest that it' thte; . 

. 
Ii 

bill p~~cee~e, th~ nepa.t~ent o!·JU.tic~ .boulcl b4 con.ulted. ~, 
oi,] J prQvidt.'S civ.n ~l'l/llt 1e9 fer fl1.t:' Lng eo report Wormatid:1 j 
that if a;dmitted rr.~Q'ht Iilubject the ir.divld~l to criminal pen:alt:l••H 
\1(1(1('.;1: the follow1na eon!1:i.ct. Of int.ereet: la... 

: 	 .. " ' 

A prai!il~r.t IJQvernment: emplQytle may not 'ropr.atlne A pri'Ytlte 
parcy to th~ Uniteo states Cover~nt (~xcep~ CO~9r•••) 
on ?- part1cu.1ar matte=- in whiCh q.e V.S. i ... ~rty O~ 
~CiS, an interest. l'here are very limlt~ exoept..ou aw2 
ooth compensateu an~ uncompene.tQ~ L~p~~~~u~~tiQn••ro 
c:~wered. 18 u.s,".:. 5520) ana 20',; A praBttot;. 03!UV.I:AlnODt. 
&mployee who has to tile und&r IUb~eOt1on en) (1) ~c.uae 
he <swl.cched. trom a 9Einl0t' poaition t:g .. non~ • .uor 
pOSitiOn is requlreo tor t1vc ye~:re to revu.l. euch 
eornmunJ..cat,1one W}Hm they are t.o fits ro~r &yenc,y. 011 4n 

u1:C1..::..11.1 acti.or. or: !.,:ongreas ~Cte-~t;iIl9 C.hA!,; a~..n.~r or on . 
r."attQrSl in ""'fllcn he part1Clpa.ttt4 Q. a ccni.uJ: AppointMl:., 

-	 !A !orrt",Qr ext)ctlt 1ve h;:a.ncn errrplQyO!= _y no"!; l"ep.,.-oat: * 
prlvate party to the unitGi:l Sta.ttle, (Jove,nwtent. (ext;*, 
CongrasPJ on .j; particular ,matter': involving- a speoific 
parey It he peL9cn~1)y And .~b.taht1.11y participated in

i 	 

:i 
I' 
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i 
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-
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A tormar ""rt~or or very
n'U\y n~~ ct!lpraaent 
."xeeptlono) t.) arty Ag."crj 
.or vary tU:I'm or' ,,>~:~~~;::
t.el"mi.rl4lt~i Or!. ot' G 
year at!;t:r Gcvf>,rarocnt: 
1<:11. SuDfUtCt, i 'On (nl (::.) 
years tccrner aenlo~ 
~ cff1cial actiOr. 
lSonior appo!n::,;.a~. 
te=ms all sen.io:;' UL' 
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TIU WHITE HOUSE: 

WASHINGTON 

FAX COVER sHI!:nI 
I . 

OFFZCE OF THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIPENT FOR DOMESTIC POLICY 
. SECOND FLOOIt, IIES'1' WING 

THE WIft HOUSE 
WaSHINGTON, no 20500 

(202)456-2216 PHONE 
(202)456-2878 FAX 

xl you have any problems with the fax transmission, please call 
at (202)456-2216. 

The document accamp~y1ng ~h1$ facsimile transmittal sheet Is 
intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it 
is addressed. This Massage contains informatloD which may be 
privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under 
applicable law. If the reeder of this message is not the 
1ntende~ recipient, or the employee or a9ent responsib1e for 
delivering the measage to the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any digclosure, dissemination, copying or 
distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on the 
contents of thLs co=munication is strictly prohibited. 
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MemorendWl 

From Dons1~ Strong 

Defining the Clinton Legacy 

Pol.!.tical aefolt'lll 

The pr~£1dent campaigned on tho ideal or refolt'llling the 
political arena. And the electorate responded. The citizenry
continuas in 1tS anger and expects soma kind of reform. 

The Adm~nistrat1on has accepted the chollenge but has not 
actively pushed for reform. There are those whO believe Congress
should be a~~owed to reform itself. However~ if the reform is 
mere~y cosmetic the President will share tha blame. 

The AdminLstr8t1on can attest to the need for p011ticel 
reform beoausa of the ab11ity of entrenched speciel interests to 
stymie the President at just about every attempt tor ch4nge. 
Consider what the budget debate would have been like absent some 
of the special interests. Or the NAFTA dabata. Or tha Goals 
2000 debate. Unt~l fundra1sing and lobbying r&Ca1vea some 
sunshine, the Admin1strat~on can probably expeot continued 
gridlock and resistance to change. 

If the President Bucceeds in achiaving real real reform ~n 
campaign, financing and in the mannor lobbyists d1so1oQg their 
activities, that will truly define the Clinton legacy. 

Campaign f1nanca reform will require funding but lobbying 
~isclosure reform will cost virtually nothing. 

Raa~ Attantion to 1118g«1 Immigration, 
Over the past 12 years, only Congress paid attention to 

illegal ,immigration and ite Bttandant problems and costs. If the 
Administration is prepared to at least double the funding 
provided to INS and demand ~anager1al changas; I ~nk the 
rasults could be sub$tant~al~ If cit1zen9 were to see even small 
cbanges in what appe~r6 to be a loat cause, perhaps we CQuld 
fiand off calls for a wholesale moratoriu= on immigration. 

The ability to preserve legal 1mm1gratiOn, in admitted1y
the worst anti-immigrant atmosphere in recent history, would be a 
Clinton legacy of ~hich we could be proud.

, 

!, 
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MEMORANDUM FOR MACK MCLARTY 
___________GEORGE_STEPHANOPOULOS _______ 

DAVID GERGEN 
HOWARD PASTER 
JACK QUINN 
CAROL RASCO 

FROM: MICHAEL WALDMAN 
BRUCE REED 

i 
SUBJECT: POIJTICAL REFORM 

A1; you know, the House plans to act on political reform next month, 

There arc some outstanding issues that need to be resolved regarding the 
Whit<; House'. posture toward reform, We need to decide what signal to send, if 
any, and to do so soon. 

· What do we do, if anything, to keep the House from watering down the 
campaign finance reform bill (and thus tarring uS in the process)? 

· What do we do regarding the legislation requiring disclosure of gifts by 
lobbyists, which passed the Senate and has been praised by the President, but 
which we qffic:ial1y have no position on? 

• What, if anything, do we do about limiting or banning gifts to lawmakers 
(NOTE: we' believe that our current posture of having no position is correct), 

The President needs to decide these matters soon. We would like to meet 
today or tomorrow for 15 minutes to discuss these issues and get your signgff on 
thc"J;tttached decision memQrandum. 

~JL~ 
,-,JL l~ 

flSM7~ 




MEMORANDUM 


TO: Bruce Reed 
FR: Irwin Redlener 
RE: South Central Los Angeles 
DT: 3/23/93 

As you probably are aware, the Children's Health Fund under the 
direction of Paul Simon (DQt the senator) and I have been 
developing a network of mobile based pediatric programs for 
extremely underserved homeless, and other very needy child 
populations, in urban and rural areas around the country. The 
latest effort is in Los Angeles. 

The LA project was boosted by a $1 million concert event Paul 
organized with Garfunkle, Neil Young and Steve Martin on March 1 
- in LA. The project is scheduled to be operational in late May. 

Paul and I feel that there is much positive work being done in LA 
by some extraordinary existing, community based organizations 
which have 'long and productive histories of action and genuine 
community connection. Our new program will be run by the Watts 
Health Foundation/Clinic under the direction of Clyde Oden and in 
collaboration with the Drew-King Medical Center, thanks to its 
president, Dr. Reed Tuckson. , 

Given the nlew Rodney King trial, coupled with the fact that not 
much has re'ally been accomplished since the last riot, there is 
great concern about another explosive and-devastating crisis in 
that community once again. 

We believe that the President should consider trying to head this 
off at the pass to whatever extent is feasible, rather than 
trying to deal with it after the fact. The community needs to 
have some positive developments emphasized and needs to see that 
the "outside world lt cares about the lives and well being of the 
people who live in those neighborhoods. There needs to be 
recognition i of the very excellent and creative existing 
institutions of which Watts Health and Drew-King are wonderful 
examples. 

The planning for this new project offering mobile based child 
health services to kids who are highly underserved may be an 
opportunity, for connection and community recognition by President 
Clinton. 

I would be happy to discuss any of this further with you or 
whomever else you feel might be appropriate. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHiNGTON 

V.arch 22, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR DOMESTIC POLICY PROGRAM/SENIOR STAFF 

FROM: Rosalyn Kelly 

SUBJECT: Meetings 

1) Wednesday, March 24 at noon in Carol's office for the bi
weekly bring-your-own-lunch meeting. 

2) Monday morning Program Staff meeting will be 
30 instead of Monday. March 29 

Tuesday, March 

i 
As always! please call me at x2216 with any agenda items. 
questions; etc. 

I, 

! 

\ 



':~~ EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT .. 
OFFICE. OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

- t.,...~~"', wASHINGTON, D.C. 2OIS03 
, ~ '(~.... March 19, 1993. 

I (House), 
I 

I 


STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 


H. R. '720 - Boundary Adjustment of Custar National Forest 
(Johnson (D) South Dakota) 

The Administration supports H.R~ 720. 
I 


* * * * * 

(Do Not Distrihute Outside Executive Office of the president) 

This Statement of Administration Policy (SAP} was prepared by LRD 
(Kerr/Crutchfield) in consultation with Interior (Hill), Justice 
(Novak) I IAgrlculture (Federighil , and White House Legislative 
Affairs (Miller).

i , 
H.R. 720 Iwas ordered reported without amendment by the House 
Natural R'esources Committee (HNRC) on March 17, 1993. This SAP 
is consistent with Department of Agriculture testimony on 
H.R. 720 before the HNRC on February 23 , 1993. 

Provisions of H.R. 720 

H.R. 720 authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to acquire lands 
within five miles of the exterior boundaries of the South Dakota 
portion o'f the Sioux Ranger District of the Custer National 
Forest. The secretary would then have the same boundary 
extension i authority for this District as for the rest of the 
National Forest lands in South Dakota. Lands loca~ed within five 
miles of the South Dakota portion of the Sioux nanger District 
that are found by the Secretary to be chiefly valuable for 
National Forest purposes would be eligible for acquisition by 
exchange. , 

I 
Pay-As-You-Go Scoring, 
According:to NRD (Saunders) and Agriculture (del villar), 

H.R~ 720 would not affect direct spending or receipts. 

Therefore, it is not subject to the pay-as-you-go requirement of 

the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. 


LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE DIVISION 

March 19 t 1993 - 1;30 p.m. 




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, O.C, 205CO 
Harch 19, 1993 
(Houss) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 


H.R. 235 - .. IdahQ Land Exchange Act gf 1993 
(LaRocco (D) Idaho) 

The Admin'istration supports H.R. 235., 
* '* * '* .. 

I 

(DO Not n'istribute outside Executive Office of the president) 
I 

This Stat~ment of Administration policy (SA!?) was prepared by LRO 
(Kerr/Crutchfield), in consultation with NRD (Saunde!"s, 
weatherlY~t and Cogswell) f Agriculture (Federighi} I Interior 
(Hill), Justice (Novak), and White House Legislative Affairs 
(Miller) . 

H.R. 235 was ordered reported without amendment by the House 
Natural Resources committee (HNRC) on March 17, 1993. This SAP 
is consistent with Department of Agriculture testimony on 
H.R. 235 before the HNRC on February 23 1 1993. 

provisionS Qf H.B. 435 

H.R. 	 2J5 ~djUsts the boundaries of the Targhee National Fores~ 
(NF) in southeastern Idaho. This would allow the National Forest 
Service to negotiate an equal-value exchange for approximately 
1#600 acres of State-owned lands adjacent to the Targhee NF. The 
exchange would consolidate the lands administered by the State. , 

H.R. 235 klso authorizes the exchange of 35 acres of Kaniksu NF 
lands in the Idaho panhandle for 40 acres of lands owned by the 
University of Idaho. This would give the University title t-:J the 
NF lands it has been using as a field campus for ten years. The 
exchange would be equal in value, discounting the improvements 
the University has made to the lands while using them under 
permit. . 

pay-As-Xou-Go Scoring 

According, to NRO (Saunders) and Agriculture (del Villar}, 
H.R. 235 ~ould not affect direct spending'or receipts. 
Therefore, it is not subject to the pay-as-you-go requirement of 
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. 

I 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE DIVISION 


March 19, 1993 - 1:30 p.m. 




--- ---

--- ---

CAKPAXGN Pl:NI\NCE REIi'OJIX iSSUES 

1. SIENDING LXXJ:TB (linked to publio benefits) 

op'slAq position. pOllow the limits in laat year's bill • 

• The senate limits may be unreasonably low, but we'll let 
the senate bring that up. 

Accept, 
! 

___ Accept aa amended ___ Reject Hore info. 

2. !YBLIC'BBNEPITB (for candidates who comply with the spending 
limits) 

Houael Retain last year's provision (¥bieh vas matohing 
fundS for small oontributioDs vorth up to $200,000, or 1/3
of the spending limit). 

Sana!;,; You reserv-ed your options tor tbe Senate. They are: 

1. Going along with Mitchell-Boren. Their bill had 
broadcast vouchers worth 20% of the general election limit 
(13% of the total). They are now likely to ingrea§e the 
public funding to 4Ql of the general election total (25% of 
the total) ., 

Acaep~ ___ Accept au amended Reject Here info. 

2. Go~one step beyond Mitchell-Boren: propose that the 
partial public funding be inoreased to 50%. (As you may 
recall, that is the figure Mitchell used at the leadership 
meetinq on this topic. This would push the envelope, and 
possibly make it easier for Mitchell to sell a somewhat 
smaller proposal.) , 

Accept ___ Aocept as amended Reject More info. 

J~ Proposing something like what Kerry, Biden and Bradley 
advocated -- full public funding for Senate general 
elections t which would nban all special interest 
contributions from Senate general election campaigns.1t 

___ Accept Aocept as amended ___ Reject ___ Hore info. 

gondltiQRS for communiCAtions vouchers: Require reoipients 
of broadeast vouchers to debate tbeir opponents (following a 
mOdel proposed by Sen. Grabam). 

__ Accept: ___ Accept as amended Reject More info. 
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i 

Broadcast di.counts. Seek to 6Xt6D4.t~e 50\ discount tor 
broadcast time, now available only tor senate candidate., 
for Bouse oan414ata. as vell. 

Accept ___ Accept as amended Reject More info. 

3. lAXING fOR TBI PUJLIC BENEFITS 

goening position. U.e the fund. from tbe repeal of the taz 
deduotibility of lobbyin;• 

•, 
Note;; This position will win wide acceptance amonq Democrats 
on the Hill. 

Aocept	I _ Acoept a8 .......d.4 _ Reject _ Kore info. 
I 

BIICkup pos1"tion. E"Pansion of t~e oheckoff (to $2.50, $3, or 
whatever) .' 

_ Accept ___ Aocept &8 amended Reject Kore infc. 

4 • PAC I.IIIITS 

Opening position. cut PAC contributions to $1000. 

Bottom line' We cannot move beyond the a;;re;ata limit for 
the House of $200,000.in 8.3. (As Stan Greenberg pointed 
out, an increase in this amount simply will not fly. This 
posit~on will maKe the House very unhappy.) 

,
Neat proposal. c~ange the nature of PACs by a, cutting the 
size ot PAC contributions to oan4i4ate. in half, to $2500. 
and bi cutting the amount that can be given to a PAC from 
$5000 to eit~er $250 or $500. (We are analyzing the 
variable partisan impact of "either number.) 

Accept ___ Aocept as amended ___ Reject ___ More info. , 

·5. llilJ)IYIIll!AL LIMI'l'S 

Proposal. cut the amount of ROney that can be given by 
individuals to candidates by ona balf -- to $500 per election 
th8-same rata that PAC money is cut. 

, 
___ Ac~apti Aacept as amended _ Reject 1I0re info. 
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6 • SOFT IIOlIIIX 

Propopal. !be DHC's proposal, whioh 4088 the follo.i~ql 

• 	Soft money is banned from use in federal (presidential and 
congressional) campaigns. Only "hard money" -- legal under 
federal limits -- could be used for coordinated campaigns 
(get out the vote, voter registration, etc.). 

• 	 Individuals and PACa (but not direct contributions from 
corporations or unions) would be allowed to give up to 
$25,000 to national Democratic committees. 

• 	 Each state party will be authorized to establish a 
"Grassroots Fund" from which to fund all "grassroots 
activity." These will be the sole funds to pay for 
candidate specific and generic activity including. voter 
registration, town meetings and rallies, GOTV, volunteer
processed mail and volunteer-processed phone banks, 
liter~ture and qeneric media. 

I 
• 	Contributions to the "Grassroots FUnd" will be limited to 

$25,000 for individuals or PACs, with an agqreqate national 
total'of $100,000 for individuals and $250,000 for PACe. 

• 	 Full disclosure * 

National parties will be entitled to federal matching funds 
for contributions of $250 or less to be paid from the funds 
currently designated for the funding of the national 
conventions. 

• 	Another method for funding these matching funds could come 
from either to expand the Presidential checkoff (which must 
be raised to approximately $3 to pay for future presidential 
funding) to $5, or by allowing taxpayers to donate up to $10 
of any refund owed them to the political party of their 
choice. - 

, 
NOTE. ;The DNC is drafting this proposal in detail, and the 

details of 'the draft vill be available to you before the formal 
4isQussions, if you desire. 

I 
___ Accept ___ Acoept as amended ___ Rejeot Kore info. 

','	
, 

I 
I . , 	 4 
, 



7. LQBBYISTS. Ban reqiatared lobbyista (or thoBB who should 
reqiater under the law) or their employers trom oontributinq to 
c .... did..teli. 

Note: 1Employers are generally corporations, who cannot 
contr~bute now. 

s.3'sibundlinq provision already bars lobbyists from 
bundlillg., 

Accept I ___ Accept as amended ___ Reject .___ More info. 

I 
8. II!JllIUI!JllIII'l liilPll!!Dl:T!!!UIS,, 

rr2POlld ootion. Accept 'the independent expenditurea
provisioneloontamplated by oongreeeional drafters. 

:
• Faster and fuller disclosure of independent expenditures. 

• Bans covert cooperation between "independent" spender and 
candidate,,: 

, 

'. PrOVlI'des capped matching funds for complying candidate to 
compensate for independent ads. 

, 

Accept. ___ Accept as amended ___ Reject ~ More info. 

9. NONCOMPLYING QPPONENT 

rrOpole4 option: Aocept the provisions contemplate4 by 
congressional dreftere' 

• House: Complying candidate may exceed spending limit once 
opponent who has declared he or she will not comply raises 
sot of spending limit, and may receive additional matching 
funds :once opponent raises 80% of limit. 

• Sen~te: Complying candidate receives additional public 
benefi'ts to match non-c~mplyinq opponent's spending beyond 
limit (up to double tne spendinq limit) I at that point, 
additional spending allowed if non-complying opponent more 
than doubles the limit. 

___ Aocept ; ___ Accept as amended Rejeot .More info.. 
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10. !!!OO)LIlIG. 

proposed option_: 

• Generally, accept the ""U-b.....dlinq provisions in B.3 • 

• In ret OILY's List, al ht it l>e fouqbt out. on the 1Iill, 
and bl support & compromise tbat leta OILY's List Qontinue 
to bundle, but narrows the exemption as much &s possible. 

Note:', This compromise' is politically necessary, and EMILY's 
List has been instrumental in electing Democratic women. 
However, it is alsQ the case that this exemption will 
ultimately allow big ~oney to 'bundle -- e.9~, insurance 
executives who oppose national health care, could give 
$100,000 to congressional' candidates through a PAC, but the 
UAW would be limited to $2500, or whatever the PAC limit is.
I' . 

Aoceptl ___ Accept a8 amended Reject Mora info. 

! 
! 

I 

, 
I 

1 

I 


I 

I 
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TWO ISSUES TEAT WERE NOT DISCUSSED AT TRB HBETINQ. 
, 

1. THE lRRSIPBUlIAL 8ISTBK 

The FEe argues that the presidential checkoff fund -- which 
has not been indexed to inflation -- is about to run out of 
money_ The agency, Sen~ Mitchell and other congressional 
reformers propose that this bill include reforms to the 
presidential system as well: 

• Inorease in the oheokoff to $3 to cover additional oosts 

NOTE: This could include the matching funds for small 
!contributions to parties sought by David wilhelm for 
;the ONe. 
I, . 
tNOTE: As an incumbent President, a collapse of the 
·presidential fund might help deter primary .opponents 
Ifor you, but would also limit the number of Republican 
icandidates who would ~ikelY carve each other up~ 

Aocept ___ Accept as amended ___ Reject ___ More info. , 
• Repealing the state-hy-state spending limits for 
primaries, Which add complexity and gamesmanship to 
presidential primaries (vhile retaining overall primary 
spending limit). 

Aocept Aoaept as amended Reject More info. 

2. 8TBlHGTHENING TUB FEe 

The FEe is currently relatively toothless, and would be 
required to assume new responsibilities under this system. 

The agency is very slow. In addition, its makeup of 3 
Democrats and 3 Republicans guarantees gridlock., 

In addition to being sound public policy to strengthen the 
FEe, it .is probably 900d partisan politics -- since the 
Republicans generally are much more ftqgressive about ignoring the 
rules (e.9~, the Coverdale election, where they pumped $500,000 
into the rUnoff with dubious legal cover). 

proposal: Wa work with conqressional staf~ and the FEe to 
strenqthen the agency. Preferred options: 

• Creating an administrative law judge corps at the FEC to 
make quick preliminary rulings on complaints. 

7 



i 
• Requiring 
the General 
majority) . 

I
Acoept 

a majority vote of the commission to overrule 
Counsel (who in turn is chose~ by a bipartisan 

Aooept as amended Reject Kore info.- -
" 

I 

7dv 

, 

I 



APPBNPIX AI 

GEHBRAL SCHBKB or S.3 


(a refresher on last year's congressional proposal) 


1I0UBlU 

• General scheme: spending limits of $600,000, with up to 
$200,000 in'PAC money, $200,000.1n individual contributions and 
$200,000 in matching funds (i.e., l/3, l/3, l/3).

I ' 
~ PACs: aggregate cap, but contribution size.stays at current 
level ($5000). 

d ' , 11'.. In ~v1dua s: current level. 
I 

SRl/ATE. 

• General scheme: spendinq'limits varyinq by state size. 

• PACs:·contribution size cut to $2500: aggregate limit of 20\ of 
spending lim!t .. 

I . 
.. "Broadcast vouchers" worth 20% of qeneral election limit (12.5* 
of total). I 
.. Broadcast discounts of' 1/2 lowest unit rate for complying 
candidates I , 
80" IIOlII!Y' 

.. Bans use of soft money in federal campaigns. 

• Slight increase in avaflability of hard money. 

,
. I 

I. 

8 


, . 
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CAIIPAIGN l!'IIIANCB RBI'ORIl ISSUB8 - 

SUMMARY Ol!' ORIGINAL OPTIONS XBHO 


1. ftP2HQING LIHXTS (linked to public benefits) 

2. PUBLlC'BBNeFITS (linked to spending limits) 
I 

A~ Most dramatic: Presidential-sty+e reform for Senate races 
and matching funds for House races. 

I, 
B. strengthening last year's bill 

:. senate races: 
" 

• House races: 

• Presidential races: 

• usinq communications vouchers to improve level of 
'campaigns -- debates, candidates in ads, etc. 

3. iAYXNGIl!'Q~ TBB PUBLIC BINBrXTS 
I 

A" "Earmarked" revenue: using the repeal of tax 

deductibility of lobbying 


i 
B. Increasing the cheCKoff 

C~ Tax credits 

4 • PAg LIKITS 

A. cutting indiv. contribs to PACe; lowering PAC gift to 
$2500. 

B. $1000 PAC limit & lower individual contributions. 
C. S1000 limit but increase the aggregate amount available 
from PACs (e.g., to 40%). ,, 
D. $2500 PAC limit. 

I 
E. $2500 or $3500 limit, but aggregate cap of 25% of the 
spend~ng limit. 

, 
F. Limit "high rollerJi PACs to $1000 1 but let "small donor 
committees" (e.g., labor) give more (e.g., $5000). 

G. Retain S.3'5 PAC limits 

9 



I\U!!lIlJ)tX » 

I 
5. Il!DIYlD1!.I\L LIIII~ 

A. Eliminate the spending limit for contributions of $250 or 
less. ' 

i
B. Cut the amount of money that can be given to candidates 
by one half (to $500 per election). 

C. In~rease the amount individuals'can give to $~500. 
6. SOFr KOHlI - DNC proposal 

7. IND§l!!lNPBNi BXP§l!DITVRRS 

8. lIONCOlII1LXIN!! OI1l1ONBNT 

9. BUNDLIUG -- what to do about EMILY'S LIST 

10 




Ul'lINPIlt II 

I CAllI/Ala FllIlIJICI! IlBFOIIIl ISS\l'lIS: 
?RIGIIIl\L OP'l'IONS IIlUIO (FOR IIBDNI!SDAY' B IIlIII'l'ING) 
I 

1. SPENDING LIHXTS (linked to public benefits) 

CUrrent law: None 

~: Included voluntary spending limits for both House and 
senate candidates. 

~ Motise: $600,000 per candidate, plus an extra $150,000 if 
there has been a closely contested primary. This would be 
indexed for inflation. 
I. .

Senate: limits var~ed by state population, ranging from 
California ($8.25 million) to Wyoming ($1.6 million). (The 
limit for Arkansas would be $1~76 million.) 

Campaign position; you supported capping the spending in 
congressional campaigns, but gave no specifics about the level of 
spending•. , 

•options: our proposal sbould adept the spending limits in 
S.3. • · ,• 

Pro: The spending limits were the most widely praised and 
generally ~ccepted part of last year's proposal. Spending limits 
have generally been advocated by Democrats, and opposed by 
Republicans~ The average spending in House and Senate races in 
1992 was below "the limits (in the House, average spending in 1992 
was $388,000; spending by winners was $551,000). 

Con: Although spending limits have been the heart of 
Democraticlproposals for years, SOme House Democrats are now 
getting butterflies~ The reason: The spending limitSi'in last 
year's bill is lower than the amount spent by several members in 
close races -- including nearly every member of the House 
leadership. (Among the top ten House spenders, all of whom spent 
at least twice the spending limit, were Gephardt, Fazio, Hoyer 
and Frost~ In addition, 28 of 70 'Senate general election 
candidates spent more than the limit in 1992.) 

11 
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AJ'PBIIIlXX.1I 

z. PUBLIC;BINEPI~S (linked to spending limits for complying 
candidates) 

I,
cur[ent law: none 

~: Candidates who complied with 'spending limits received a 
mix of public benefits. 

• House candidates received matcbinq funds of up to 
$200;OOOt matching contributions of $250 or less. 

i 
• seriate candidates received "communications vouchers," to 
be used for purchase· of 'J:V, radio o'r postage, 'worth 20% of 
the spending limit. 

• Senate candidates also received deeply discounted TV 
advertising time (50% of the lowest unit rate, 
nonpreemptible) • 

• Both House and Senate candidates received one discounted 
mailing per voter (at the lowest nonprofit rate)~ 

. I 
According to CBO J B.3 in its current form would cost between 

$100 million and $150 million every two years (approximately $50
75 million per year). 

ca:mpa~gn position: 

~ In Putting People First, you proposed "opening- up the 
airwaves." 

• You also said you hoped that future congressional 
campaigns would be like the recent presidential campaign, 
where,candidates took to the airwaves to debate_._ 

! 
Options: 

1. Adopt tbe most dramatic reform by intrcducinq a) a 
Presidential-style system for senate races, (voluntary fUll public
fundinq tor qeneral eleetioDs, maccbinq runds for primaries~ and 
a ban OD PAC contributions, (tbis is tbe Kerry-Bradley-Bi4sn 
proposal), ,and b) matabinq funds for Kousa races for small 
oQJ!j;ributicDS. 

Pro: IThis would' be the simplest and most dramatic reform: 
we would li'terally be eliminating most of the special interest 
private money from the system. It would guarantee that all 
credible candidates have a chance to communicate with the voters~ 

12 
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coni Because of tne level of tne public funding, tnis would 
be difficult to sell to Congress (both because of fea, of 
possible public backlasn at. a time of tignt budgets, and of 
concern over giving up tne incumbent fundraising advantage). 
Sen. Mitchell has stated tnat believes he could not qet the votes 
for tnis approach. 

! 
2. Alternately, you could propose to strenqthen the 

provisions!i. last year's bill that would ope. up the airwaves 
and enhanae candidatea' ability to oommunioate with the publio • 

..' senate ra'ces: 
I 

~ propose that broadcast vouchers be transformed into 
communications vouchers (i~e.t used for TV, radio, 
print and/or postage), and that they he worth 50% of 
the general election spending limit. (The Senate 
leadership is now talking about 40% of the general 
election limits, or 25% of tne total.) 
! 
j' retain a deep discount for broadcast time (50t in 
last year's hill) . 

! 
• Hous"e races: 

I 
- propose that last year's matching funds be replaced

',by communications vouchers, usable for TV, radio, print 
andlor postage. (In other words, these matching funds 
would go not into the hands of candidates~ but into 
public communication activities). 

_I House candidates could also receive access to deeply 
discounted broadcast rates. (Note: Chairman Dinqell 
'sides with the broadcasters and opposes this step.) 

, 
* Presidential races: 

,he 50% discount could'also be extended to presidential 
candidates. (This would have tne effect of freeing up 
substantial hard money sums for field, thus lessenin9 
the need for soft m9ney.) 

4 The communications vouchers could be conditioned on 
proposals to improve the level of campai9ns:, 

I 
-'IC8ndidates could be, required to appear. in their own 
ads. 
! 
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- Candidates could be required to debate their 
opponents. 

~ This would be regarded as A.major strBnqtheninq of S.3, 
and would also meet the goal of empowering small contributors and 
candidates. It·would mark the sin"le "reatest enhancement of 
democracy in this entire packa"e. Polls by Celinda Lake show that 
the public supports these measures if they drive special interest 
money out of the system, and especially if tbey are paid for by 
lobbyists and other earmarked sources. 

QQn: Public.financin" is considered controversial, and 
Southern Democrats in the House resist such provisions. (They 
have been willing to go along with vouchers, though. especially
if the funds come from an earmarked source.) strengthening these 
provisions ,would buy us some running room on other areas, such as 
soft money_ 

. I 

. I 

, 
, , 
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3. PillING lOB TRB PQDLIC BBHlllTS 

li....1: I None. 
, 

However, congressional Democrats (and reform groups) 
strongly believe that funding for the public benefits should come 
from eliminating the deductibility Of lObbying expenses. andlor 
other earmarked f.unds, 

Campaign 'position: You proposed eliminating the tax 
deductibility of lobbying expenses, which would bring in about 
$200 million per year ($400 million per. cycle, more than enough 
to pay fo~ even the most ambitious public resources). 

Thisjpropossl was recently included in the economic package~ 
The supporting document stated:- "The Administration is committed 
to enactment of, campaign finance reform legislation. If such' 
legislation calls for public resources, funds raised by the 

,repeal of1tbe provision are a possible source of funding for this 
purpose. n : 

Options! 

~) uBinq some form of "earmarked" revenue to pay for 

"opening up the airwaves" anet voter oommunication.. 


• Eliminating the deductibility of lobbying: This would 
bring in $200 million per year, according to the Treasury 
Department's estimate. It could be earmarked in the 
reconciliation bill to pay' for a "Make Democracy work Fund," 
to pay for public financing as needed. Sen. Mitchell and 
(in the past) Rep. Gejdenson have proposed that funds raised 
by ending the tax deductibility of lobbying be used for 
these purposes. The deductibility repeal was included in 
the economic plan, implicitly for deficit reduction; 
however, the OMS accompanyinq document noted that if 

·campaign 	finance reform called for public resources, funds 
raise~ through repeal of the deduction could be used far 
that purpose. 

Pro! This would mean that Itthe lobbyists lt would pay for 
ltopening up the airwaves" -- arguably a very sellable 
concept. It would raise more than enough money, without 
touch~ng directly the average taxpayer. Soundings indicate 
that this significantly softens congressional nervousness 
about.public financing. 

Con: At a time of tight bu4gets, this money should be used 
for the deficit. Since it was included in the original

I 

I 
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budge:t plan, we would need to come up with some 
corresponding bUdget cut or tax increase to fill the hole. 
(Note: since it's ·only· $200 million per year, that might 
be relatively easy in the tumult of the economic plan.) 

There' are other potential options that would pay for public 
beneHts without taxing the general public: 

• A tax on all contributions above a certain level (say, a 
JO% tax on all contributions above $500). 

• Lobby registration fee 

• A PAC registration fee 

(Note: These options CQuld not raise nearly as much money as 
ending the tax deductibility of lobbying.) 

2. Increasing the checkoff -- which is now used for 
presidential campaigns -- for use in congressional campaigns. (It 
could be increased to, say, $5 to pay tor shortfalls in tha 
presidential fund as well aa partial public financing.) 

Pro: It means that any use of taxpayer money would be 
voluntary, land relias on an already familiar mechanism. 

, 
Con: The checkoff is clearly taxpayer revenue. Moreover, 

the numher;of people who check off continues to drop -~ and might 
drop further if the dollar amount is increased. 

J. Taz credits fer small contributions to candidatea. 

Pro: This would be a form of backdoor public financing, that 
like matching funds -- encourages and rewards smal~ 

contributions. 

Con: This is widely disliked by Democrats, because a} it 
does not,brinq much new money into the system (it rewards the 
contributor but does not enrich the recipient), b) it is thought 
to generally reward Republican contributors (who are 
sophisticated enough to itemize), and c) it is susceptible to 
fr~d. 

16 
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4 • PAC LDllts 

cu;rebt law: PACs can give ~andidates $5000 for primary and 
general election campaigns ($10,000 total). 

~: The House and senate took different approaches.
I 

• senate cut the size of PAC gifts in half (to $2500) and 
capped total receipts at 20% of spending limit • 

• House did not change PAC contribution size, but capped 
total at.$200,OOO. 

Campaign commitment: You proposed to limit PAC. contributions 
to $1000 p~r race. (This is extremely controversial with House 
Democrats, since wealthy givers generally favor Republicans while 
PACs favor Democrats; one option would be to reduce PACs to $2500 
and individual contributions to $500, thus cutting both in half. 
senate Oemqcrats are probably willing, to incorporate the $1,000 
limit.) . 

QptioDs: 
I 

1. Changing tbe nature ot what a PAC is -- lowering the 
-	 llIIIount that can be given to the PAC frOll $5000' to $250, plus 

otber chanqes favoring broad-based PACs over small uh19'b roller' 
PACs -- wbile lovering the IlIIIOWlt a PAC can give frOll $5000 per 
race to $2500. 

Pro: While this retreats from the $1000 limit, it does so 
while dramatically reducing the amount of money available t2 PACs 
as well as !XQm PACs. It favors labor and ideological PACs over 
business PACs. 

• 
Con: This is subject to two criticisms~ first, that it 

retreats from the $1000 PAC limit: second, that it would hinder 
House Democrats, who continue to rely heavily on PAC funds~ 

2. Tbe initial proposal should retain tbe $1000 PAC limit, 
possibly coupling it witb " limit 011 ill,dividual contributions. 
It shoUld be silent on aggregate limits tor PACs. 

Pro! This is the most memorable, and frequently repeated, 
campaign pledge on this issue. It would be hard to back away 
from it at the outset -- even while recognizing that it may make 
sense to change it during negotiations. 

Con: The proposal tilts private campaign financing away from 
labor and other pro-Democratic donors, who can give only with 

17 
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;
• _ 

PACe, and toward wealthy individuals (especially Republican
leaning bu'sinesspeople and professionals)., 

3. CUt the available gift to $1000 or $2500, hut increase 
the aggraqata amount available from PAC. (e.g., to 40\). 

i 
Pro: Many in the House, especially the House leadership, 

raised substantially more from PACs than the $200,000 allowed 
under S.3. Since most PACs don't "max: out," this would enable us 
to show us following through on our pledge, while making life 
easier for' House Democrats. 

Con: This would be attacked as a retreat from S.3-and its 
PAC limits. it would provide an inviting target for Republicans 
as well as; reformers • 

• 
3. Raise the amount qiveable by a PAC under our proposal 

from $1000,to $2500 • .-

ExQ: This would cut in half the amount a'PAC can give, and 
could be enough to justify the retreat from the $1000 proposal. 
It is also close to hiqh enouqh to enable labor-oriented 
Democrats to get their allocation of PAC money from labor PACs, 
without having to turn to corporate PACs. (Some on the hill have 
calculated that the figure to allow that would be $3500; however, 
that amount sounds too jerry-rigged; $2500 is more defensible.) 

t2n: This would mark a retreat from the oft-repeated 
campaign p~sition. 

4. Raise the amount a PAC can give to $2500, or eVen $3500, 
but limit the aggregate amount of PAC money a Kouse member can 
receive to l Z5% of the spending limit. 

. ~ . 

Pro: This would balance the pullback on the amount of the 
individual limitation with the stronger restriction on the 
aggregate limit. Hence, we would have the ability to·s~y that 
the proposal is as strong as the $1000 pled~e, albeit different. 

Con: It would still represent a retreat from the $1000 
limit. In addition, the 25% limit is significantly less than the 
amount of PAC money that most House Democrats receive. 

•
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5. LilIit "hi'lh "ollaro' PAC. to $1000, but o"aat. "lIIIIa11 
dollor oomlitta"a" ma/la up of a larqa IlWllba" of relativaly amall 
/lonor8, all/l allow thea to 'live a larqer amount (aay, $5000). 

Pro: This, proposal is advocated by the DNe, by labor, and by 
many House oemocrats~ It would preserve laborts PACs l as well as 
ideoloqical PACe of left and -right., 

Con: 'This-may be unconstitutional, since it is difficult to 
argue that a $5000 contribution from a PAC with few contributors 
is more corrupting than a contribution from a PAC with,many
members. !This proposal has been unsuccessful previously, in part 
because it was seen as an attempt to redefine rather than reform 
PACe. Also, it will appear to be highly partisan (pro-Democrat, 
pro-labor) • 

6. aetain 8.3'8 PAC limits. 

19 
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5. INDIYlDUAL LIKIT8 

currQnt law: Individuals can give up to $1000 in a primary 
and $1000 lin a general election. 

I 

JL..l: ,NQ provision. 


,, 
Campaign pQsition: None. 

options: 

1. Eliminate the spen4inq limit for oontributions' of $250 or 
1.0GS. 

,
Pro! This would encourage candidates to build up small

dollar fundraisin9f including grass-roots fundraisers (e.g., 
barbecues,l etc.) and direct mail. , ' 

Con: It might benefit Republicans, and if bundling is not. 
effectively restricted, could lead to circumvention of the 
spending limits. 

2, CUt the ....ount of lIOney that can be 'liven to o&DdidateB 
by one half (to $500 per eleotion), whioh may be the same rate 
that, PAC money is cut. , ,,

Pro: This would prevent wealthy individuals -- who give 
individually rather than through PACe -- from further dominating 
the system'if PAC restrictions are enacted~ (Many House 
Democrats believe that PAC restrictions without individual 
contribution restrictions will disproportionately benefit 
Republicans.) In addition, it would further democratize the 
system -- forcing candidates to engage in grass-roots 
fundraisinq~ 

I 

Con: Depending on the level of public funding, if any, this 
could force candidates to spend even more time raising money than 
they do now. It also could result in non-incumbents being unable 
to raise enough money to mount an effective challenge.

I ' 
i 'I ' 

3. Increasa the amount individuals can 'live to $2500, 
possibly in conjunction with cuttinq the size ot PAC 
contributions to that amount. 

Pro: Inflation has eroded the value of the individual 
contribution limit (enacted in 1974). This would also limit the 
amount of time candidates had to spend fundraising. 

I 
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Con, .This would 9ive wealthy individuals even greater sway 
over the process. Because it "increases" rather than "cutsn 

contrihution size, it would he a difficult puhlic sell., 
I 

4. Baa re9istered lobbyists (or tbOs8 wbc sbould register 
uttder tbe law, from contributing to candidataa. 

i' .. , 
Pro, 

,
It starkly deliniates the prohlem of money intluertcin9 

legislation., It will help change the culture of Washington. 

Con, It may face constitutional challenge, and -- ·standin9 
alone "-- would not at first much change the pattern of giving•

• 

(Note, S.3's bundlin9 provision already bars lobbyists from 
hundling. ) I 

, 

I 

I 

I 

I
, 

! 

I' 

I 
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6. lIOn !IQW!I 

current law: The 1979 FEe amendments and the 1990 and 1992 
FEe rules have allowed substantial sums to be raised'and spent 
for presidential campaigns in sums that are larger than allowed 
under federal election law (FECA). (Our campalqn raiaed at least 
$40 million in soft money.) These exemptions include funds used 
for voter registration and get-cut-the vote drives, "volunteer" 
activities:, slate mailers and sample ballots,. etc. These sums 
are generally not disclosed and ~re not limited. Reformers argue 
that this effectively neqates the entire edifice of federal 
campaiqn litw. , 

~:" As you know, Sen. Mitchell is insistent on retaininq 
the soft =oney provisions in last year's bill, or some semblance 
thereof. 

• During a period between April and November of an election 
year, any money raised or apaRt for state party GOTV, voter 
registration or other specified activities that affect a 
federal race would be brouqht under federal spending and 
contribution limits. (This repeals the "party buildinq" 
exemptions in the 1979 law and the allooation formulae that 
are used to implement them.), ,
• S.3'Yould increase to $10,000 per year the amount that any 
individual or PAC can give to state party committees and 
theirlsubordinate or looal ~ommittees. 

• It ~ould limit spending on behalf of the national ticket 
by state or local party committees (for example, about 
$800,000 in California). 

• National party committees, federal officeholders and 
federal candidates would be barred from soliciting
contributions on behalf of state parties unless they are 
exclusively used for state parties. 

• National political parties would be required to itemize 
and disclose to the FEe all receipts and disbursements above 
$200. ; 

campaign commitment; In February, in New Hampshire, you 
promised to support the soft money language of 5.3. Common 
Cause: flWil!l you make a public commitment now to support the 
legislative provisions passed by the U.S. Senate last year to end 
the use of huge Watergate-style 'soft money' contributions to 
support presidential campaigns?n Answer: uYes, provided that 
upon enactment the Republican Party is held to the same rules .. " , 



IIPPllIIllX II 

I 
I

On other occasions, you used more modest lanquage~ Putting 
Eeople First said, "End the unlimited 'soft money' contributions 
~at are funneled through national, state, and local parties to 
presidential candidates.",, 

OptiOns: The DKC proposal would bAD soft money from :04"11 
9ampaiqns, whila Insyring that adequate funds floy to Dirty 
activities and grass-roots politiqs. 

I
• 	Soft money could no longer be used for federal (presidential 

and congressional campaigns). Only "hard money" -- 1e981 
under federal limits -- CQuld be used. for coordinated. 
campaigns (get out the vote t voter registration, etc.)~ 

• 	 IndiJiduals and PACe (but not direct contributions from 
corp~rations or unions) would be allowed to give up to 
$25,000 to national Democratic committees., 

• 	 Each state party ~ill be authorized to establish a 
I'Grassroots Fund" from which to fund all ttgrassroots 
activity." These will be the sale funds to pay for 
candidate specific and generic activity inc1uding: voter 
registration, town meetings and rallies, GOTV, volunteer
processed mail and volunteer-processed phone banks, 
literature and generic media. , 	 . , 

• 	Contributions: to the "Grassroots Fund" will be limited to 
$25,000 for individuals or PACs, with an aggregate national 
tota·l of $100,000 for individuals and $250,000 for PACs. 

, , 	.
• 	 Full ,d1sclosure. 

• 	 National parties will be entitled to federal matching funds 
for contributions of $250 or less to be paid from-the funds 
currently designated for the- funding of the national 
conventions., 

, 
• 	 Another method for funding these matching funds could come 

from 'either to expand the Presidential checkoff (which must 
be raised to approximate1y $3 to pay for future presidential 
fund1ngl to $5, or by allowing taxpayers to donate up to $10 
of any refund owed them to the political party of their 
choice. 

I 
Pro: :This would be real reform. We could correctly say that 

we banned soft money from federal election -- no more money that 
is raised 'under,state law, not disclosed, from prohibited 

I 
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sources, and in prohibited amounts. And it ensures adequate 
funding for the party. 

Con: .The major counter-a"9Ulllent will be that We ·continue to 
allow large amounts of money from individuals and especially PACs 
into the p,residential process 6 

I ..I· 

I 
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7. 	 IIIPBl'JlIIPlIJI't lllUIIPI'1'l!l!II8 
1 

current law: Individuals, corporations or PACs that make 
independent expenditures mUBt disclose them to the FEC, and must 
h ave 'a disolaimer stating their sponsorship, 

~: The legislation seeks to blunt the impact of 
independent expenditures rather than prohibitinq them (which is 
constitutIonally barred). 

• Requires faster and fuller disclosure, and tightens the 
definition of independent expenditures (i.e., the 
expen'diture is no longer "independent" if the spender has 
communicated with the candidate about the campaign).,, 
• If 'a participating House, candidate faces an independent
expenditure, that candidate may waive the spending limits 
and receive extra matching funds to compensate for 
independent ads. , 
~ Last year's bill did not cap the amount of compensatory 
matching 	funds. For constitutional reasons, it will likely 
be necessary to cap the amount of compensatory funds 

, available. 
,, 

campaign 	commitment: None .. 

Proposed option: Aooept tbe independent expenditures 
provisions'Qontemplate4 by congressional draf~er8. 

25 
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8. l!2JI!1O!!PUING OPPOJl!!1!T 

CUrrent law: None. 

lL..1: I 

• House: candidate may exceed spending limit once 
, opponent raises 50% of spending limit, and may receive 
additional matching funds once opponent raises 80% of 
limit • 

• Senate: Receives additional public benefits to match 
non-complying opponent's spending beyond limit (up to 
double the spending limit): at that point, additional 
spending allowed if non-complying opponent more than 
doubles the limit. ,, . 
.~ As with independent expenditures, it will likely be 
necessary to cap this compensatory spending for 
constitutional reasons~ 

campaign Commitment: None. 

2roposeQ option: Accept the conqressional proposal. 

I,', 
, 

i 

• 
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9. 	IIlll!IlLIIill 
(Note. This is the "next frontier" in leqislatively 
interested money, especially if PACe are limited.) 

CUrrent law: Contributions made by an individual through a 
conduit are'counted as a contribution made by the individual, not 
the conduit. 

I 

~: jcontributions through an intermediary or conduit are 
counted against the intermediary's contribution limit, if the 
intermediary is a.,. 	 . 

• 	 PAC with a connected orqanization (i.e., not free-standing
PACs). This distinction was inserted to protect EMILY's 
List; however, it encompasses approximately 1/4 of all PACs, 
and critics charge that this will be the loophole through 
which PAC funds flow. 

• 	 union, corporation t or trade association: 
I , 

• 	 partn'ership (e.g .• law firm) 

• 	 someone required to register as a lobbyist 

The bundling limit does not aDR1¥ to a) professional 
fundraisers (for fee); bj volunteers hosting a house party; or oj 
individuals transmitting the spouse's donation. 

Options: 

1) Beek to tighten last year's language while preserving the 
ability of,EMILY's List -- and other PACs that don't lobby -- to 
bundle. EMILY's List says it will produce language that lets 
them continue to serve as a conduit I but which limits that for 
PACs that lobby (e.g., council for a Livable World).- , 

I 
Pro! "EMILyts List has many friends on capitol Hill, and was 

instrumental in electing many good Democratic lawmakers. It is 
one of the few ways that women candidates can raise enough money 
to he competitive in elections~ This compromise would protect 
this special PAC, while continuing to prohibit bundling by PACe 
that lobby. 

Can: Even this would open a potential loophole to benefit 
one PAC, n<? matter how worthwhile. There would be noth~n9 " 
stopping, ~ay, insurance industry executives to form a non
connected, 'non-lobbying PAC that would bundle well in excess of 
the normal 1limit -- and only to those candidates who oppose the 
administration', B' health care plan. 
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2) _ove last year t a _emptioD for "IlOl1-CODDGcta4 nca." 
and ban bundling by all ~a. 

Pro: This would be the most consistent and the most 
effective way to ensure that bundling does not continue. 

Con: 'E1itUy' s List argues that this would greatly restrict 
its fundraising ability. It would become a source of opposition 
on the aiIl. " 

3) Retain l .... t year' a 1&Dgl1ll'1e 0.1together, whioh would all.... 
pro-Israel, raligioua fundamentalist. and other non·conneoted 
IIAca to bundle. 

Pro: :This would enable some pro-Democratic PACs - 
especiallr the pro-Israel PACs -- to continue to bundle. 

Con: 'This would effectively negate much of the anti-bundl1ng,
language. 
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AGENDA FOR XBBTING WITa PRBSIDBNT 

ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE RBFORK 


• Brief description of process and premises under which options 
were developed 

* Go through options - in order in briefing memo 

- main presenter: Waldman 
- soft money: wilhelm 
- people should try and restrict their comments to 
specifics of proposals 

TOPICS. 
* Spending limits 
* Public benefits
* Paying for the pUblic benefits 
* PAC limits 
• Individual limits 
• Soft money - ONe proposal
• Independent expenditures 
• Noncomplying opponent· 
• Bun,<Hing 

* Wrap up 
I 
~o ensure that we have our marching orders 

I 

I 1 
I 

. I 



MARCH 9, 1993 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 


FROM: MICHAEL WALDMAN 
speoial Assistant to the President 
for Policy Coordination 

SUBJECT: CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM OPTIONS 

This memorandum precedes the meeting to discuss the options 
for campaign finance reform~ 

As you may know, the Senate has heeded your call for early 
action, and began holding hearings this week. (Initial committee 
action is scheduled for March 18.) The Housel meanwhile, has 
asked for direct negotiations involving the White House, the 
Senate, and the nNe. 

, 
David Wilhelm, Howard Paster, George Stephanopoulos, Rahm 

Emmanuel ,and I agree that the ne~t step is to begin quiet but 
intensive negotiations with the Congress. If you agree, the goal 
would for David Wilhelm to reach out to the legislative leaders, 
and for the negotiations to be to concluded as rapidly as 
possible. 

To undertake this step -- or if you deoide to move forward 
with your own plan -- the first step is to analyze the attached 
campaign ·finance reform options. 

These are based on the legislation that passed the House and 
senate last year, and which has been introduced by the leadership 
this year; it is also based on your campaign commitments. 

It is grounded in two core principles: reducing soscial 
interest influeUQe on politics, and enhancing democratic 
participati9n by the public, Several other premises: 

1. During the campaign, you said you would sign S.3, and 
, that: you wanted to strengthen the legislation. Accordingly, 
the proposal can be different from last year's bill, but 
must, in its totality, be regarded as at least as strong as 
last ,year's proposal. 



2. Although you generally talked about limiting soft money, 
you also specifically said you would support S.3's soft 
money restrictions (to Common Cause in New Hampshire). At 
the same time, we obviously do not want to do anything that 
will destroy the ability of the party to function: we should 
use reform to move the party toward the direction you have 
outlined -- broad based, funded by millions of donors. 

! 
3. ~As one might imaqine, many of these proposals cause great 
concern on Capitol Hill, even among those who voted for them 
previously~ (To some degree; these will be lessened by
postponing the effective date until after the 1994 
election.) Early negotiations are needed, among other 
things, to keep congressional leaders from losing their 
nerve. 

4. 
I
As we have repeatedly been told (by Stan Greenberg and 

others), any reform must be regarded as real reform by the 
"validators" -- the press and citizen groups such as Common 
Cause. 

5•. Public opinion data indicates that despite varying 
levels of public support for specific reform provisions, if 
the'proposals are packaged as real reform and sold as such 
by the President, the public will support them. (Some 
believe that the current budget makes proposals such as 
public financing impossible.)

I, 
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ClIIIPIIIGB PIl!IlUlCII IUlI'OItII ISSUES, 
8UKKARY OF OPTIONS XBNO 

1. SPBNDIIG LIMITS (linked to public benefits) 

2. PVIILIC BMFITS (linked to spendill9 limits) 
, 

A. Most dramatic: Presidential-style reform for Senate races 
and matchinq funds for House races. 

B. strengthening last year's bill 

• senate races: 

• House races: 

• presidential races: 

• using communications vouchers to improve level of 
campaiqns -- debates, candidates in ads, etc. 

3. IAXI!!9 roB TaB rllllLIC BENEFIT' 

A. "Earmarked" revenue: using the repeal of tax 

deductibility of lobbying 


i 
B. Increasing the checkoff 

c. Tax credits 

4. lAC LIKITS 

A. CUtting indiv. contribs to PACs; lowering PAC gift to 
$2500. 

B. $1000 PAC limit & lower individual contributions. 
C. $'1000 limit but increase the aggregate amount available 
from PACs (e.g., to 40%). 

I 
D. $:2500 PAC limit. 

E. $2500 or $3500 limit, but aggregate cap of 25% of the 
spendill9 limit. 

F. Limit "high roller" PACs to $1000, but let ·small donor 
committees" (e.g., labor) give more (e.g., $5000). 

, 

I


5. INDIVIDUAL LIKITg 

A. Eliminate the spending limit for contributions of $250 or 
less~ 

3 



B. lcut the amount of money that can be given to candidates 
by10ne half (to $500 per election). 

c~ ;Increase the amount individuals can give to $2500. 

,. 110"..1!00000x ~ DE proposal 

7. JIIIl1IUlilllUIT UUIIDU'UlUIII 

8. I!m!WIli'LXII!G OPPOltIill!T 
I 

9. IVNQLltiQ -- what to do about EMILY'S LIST 

.
. 

j 


: 
I 

I 
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c.ucPlUGII i'IIiIAlICII RBPORH IBBtlBS 

1. SPBHPII9 LIKITI (linked to publio benefits) 
I 

current law: None 
, 
, 

~: Included voluntary spending limits for both House and 
senate candidates., 

I
• House: $600,000 per candidate, plus an extra $150,000 if 
there has been a closely contested primary. This would be 
indexed for inflation. 

• senate: limits varied by state population, ranging from 
California ($8.25 million) to Wyoming ($1.6 million). (The
Hmit for Arkansas would be $1. 76 million.), , 
camPaign position: you supported cappinq the spending in 

congress,ional campaigns, but gave no specifics about the level of 
spending. 

, 
. RecOmmended option: our proposal shou14 a40pt the spen4inq 

limlts in B.3. 

Pro: The spending limits were the most widely praised and 
generally accepted part of last yearts proposal. Spending li~its 
have generally been advocated by Democrats, and opposed by 
Republicans. The avera98 spending in House and Senate races in 
1992 was below the limits (1n the House, average spending in 1992 
was $388~OOO; spending by winners was $551,000). 

, 
Con: Although spending limits have been the heart of 

Democratic proposals for years, some House Democrats are now 
getting butterflies. The reason: The spending limits in last 
yearts bill is lower than the amount spent by several members in 
close races -- including nearly every member of the House 
leadership. (Among the top ten House spenders, all of whom spent 
at least twice the spending limit, were Gephardt, Fazio, Hoyer 
and Frost. In addition, 28 of 70 Senate general election 
candidates spent more than the limit in 1992.) 

Accept ___ Accept as amended ___ Reject ___ More info. 
I 
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2. pY8LIC BBIIrITS (linked to spending limits for complying 
candidates) . 

CUrrent law: none 

~: Candidates who complied with spending limits received a 
mix of public benefits • 

.. Hou'se candidates received matchinq funds of up to 
$200,000, matching contributions of $250 or less~ 

.. senate candidates received "communications vouchers t " to 
be used for purchase of TV, radio or postage, worth 20% of 
the spending limit. 

.. senate candidates also received deeply discounted TV 
advertising time (50% of the lowest unit rate,•nonpreemptible) . 

• Both House and Senate candidates received one discounted 
mailing per voter (at the lowest nonprofit rate). 

According to CBO, S.3 in its current form would cost between 
$100 million and $150 million every two years (approximately $50
75 milli~n per year) . 

campaign positign: 
I 

.. In eutt1n9 People First, you proposed "opening up the 
airwaves." 

• You also said you hoped that future congressional 
campaigns would be like the recent preSidential campaign, 
where candidates took to the airwaves to debate. 

I 
options: 

1. A40pt the most 4raaatio retorm by intro4uoin9 a) a 
Presi4ential-atyle system for senate raoes (voluntary full public
fun4ing for general eleotions, matching tun4s for primaries, an4 
a ban on pac contributions, (tbis is the Karry-Bra4ley-Bi4en 
proposal), an4 b) matching tun4s for Bouse races for amall 
oontributio.... 

, 
Pro:: This would be the Simplest and most dramatic reform: 

we would literally be eliminating most of the special interest 
private ~oney from the system. It would guarantee that all 
credible candidates have a chance to communicate with the voters. 

Cont' Because of the level of the public funding, this would 
be difficult to sell to Congress (both because of fear of 
possible public backlash at a time of tight budgets, and of 
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concern over giving up the incumbent fundraising advantage). 
Sen. Mitchell has stated that believes he could not get toe votes 
for tois approach. 

2.: Alternately, you could proposs to strengthen the 
provieioss in l-.t year's btll that would opes up the airwaves 
and enhanoe candidates' ability to communicate with tbe public. 

I 
.. Senate races:, 

- propose that broadcast vouchers be transformed into 
communications vouchers (i.e., used for TV, radio, 
print and/or postage), and toat toey be worto 50% of 
toe general election spending limit. (Toe Senate 
leadership is now talking about 40% of the general 
election limits, or 25% of toe total.) 

- retain a deep discount for broadcast time (50% in 
last year's bill) • 

•
• House races: 

I 

- propose that last year's matching funda be replaced 
by communications vouchers, usable for TV, radio, print 
and/or postage. (In other words, these matching funds 
would go not into the hands of candidates, but into 
public communication activities). 

- House candidates could also receive access to deeply 
, discounted broadcast rates. (Note: Chairman Oingell
I sides with the broadcasters and opposes this step.) 
I 

• Presidential races: 

The 50\ discount could also be extended to presidential 
candidates. (This would have toe effect of treeing up 
substantial hard money sums for field, thus lessening 
the need for soft money.) 

,, 

• The communications vouchers could be conditioned on 
proposals to improve the level of campaigns: 

- Candidates could be required to appear in their own 
ads. 

- Candidates could be required to debate their 
opponents • 

. ~ This would be regarded as a major strengthening of S.), 
and woul~ also meet the 90a1 of empowering small contributors and 
candidates~ It would mark the single greatest enhancement of , 
democrac},: in tois entire package. Polls by Celinda Lake show that 
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the public supports these m"asures if they drive special interest 
money out of. the system, and especially if they are paid for by
lobbyists and other earmarked sources. 

~i: Public financing is considered controversial, and 
Southern Democrats in the House resist such provisions. (They 
have been willinq to qo along with vouchers, though, especially 
if the funds come from an earmarked source.) strengthening these 
provisions would buy us some running room on other areas, such as 
soft money. 
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3 • UYIIIG roB. DIl Pl!Ilule BlIlilIrU'1i 
I 

fl...l: None. 
I 

However, congressional Democrats (and reform groups) 
strongly believe that gUnding for the PUblic benefits should come 
from ell'minating the deductibility of lobbying expenses. and/ox: 
other earmarked funds. 

Campaign positiQn: You proposed eliminating the tax 
deductibility of lobbying expenses, which would bring in about 
$200 million per year ($400 million per cycle, more than enough 
to pay for even the most ambitious publio resources). 

This proposal was recently included in the economic package. 
The supporting document stated: "The Administration is committed 
to enactment of campaign finance reform legislation. If such 
legislation calls for public resources, funds raised by the 
repeal of the provision are a possible source of funding for this 
purposa~" 

PxO~oi§g option: 

1) trsin; sOlle form of "earmarkedlt revenue to pay for 
tlopsning:up the airwavesn and. voter cOIllDlUDic:sation. 

,, 
• Eliminating the deductibility of lobbying: This would 
bring in $200 million per year, aooording to the Treasury 
Department's estimate. It could be earmarked in the 
reconciliation bill to pay for a ttMake Democracy Work Fund," 
to pay for public financing as needed. Sen. Mitchell and 
(in .the past) Rep. Gejdenscn have proposed that funds raised 
by ending the tax deductibility of lobbying be used for 
these purposes. Although the proposal was included in the 
economic plan, the OMS accompanying document noted that if 
campaign finance reform called for public resources, the 
deduction could be used for that purpose. 

Pro: This would mean that lithe lobbyists" would pay for 
nopeninq up the airwaves" -- arguably a very sellable 
concept. It would raise more than enough money, without 
touching directly the average taxpayer. Soundings indicate 
that this siqnificantly softens conqressional nervousness 
about public financing. 

i 
con:'At a time of tight budgets, this money should be used 
for the deficit. Since it was included in the original 
budget plan, we would need to come up with some 
corresponding budget cut or tax increase to fill the hole~ 
(Note: Since it's "only' $200 million per year, that might
be relatively easy in the tumult of the economic plan.) 



There are other potential options that would pay for public 
benefits without taxing the general public: 

• A tax on all contributions above a certain level (say, a 
30' tax on all contributions above $500).

I, 
• Lobby registration fee 

! 

• A PAC registration fee 
, 

(Note: These options could not raise nearly as much money as 
ending the tax deductibility of lobbying.) 

2 .. :Increasing the obeokoff -- whioh 1. nov used for 
Presidential campaigns -- for use in congressional campaigne. (It
oould be increased to, say, $5 to pay tor shortfalls in the 
presidential fund as well as part!al publio financing., 

Pro: It means that any USe of taxpayer money would be 
voluntary, and relies on an already familiar mechanism. 

, 
coni: The checkoff is clearly taxpayer revenue. Moreover, 

the number of people who check off continues to drop -- and might 
drop further if the dollar amount is increased~ 

3. ~ax oredits for small oontributions to candidates. 

Pro: This would be a form of backdoor public financing, that 
like matchinq funds -- encourages and rewards small 

contributions. 

Con: This is widely disliked by Democrats, because aJ it 
does not:brinq much new money into the system (it rewards the 
contributor but does not enrich the recipient), b) it is thought 
to generally reward Republican contributors (who are 
sophisticated enough to itemize) # and c) it is susceptible to 
fraud. 
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current law: PACs can give candidates $5000 for primary and 
general,election campaigns ($10,000 total). 

I 
~: , The House and senate took different approaches a 

• senate cut the size of PAC gifts in half (to $2500) and 
capped total receipts at 20* of spending limit • 

• House did not change PAC contribution size, but capped 
total at $200,000. 

You proposed to limit PAC contributions 
to per race. is extremely controversial with House 
Democrats, since qivers generally favor Republicans while 
PACs favor Democrats; one option would be to reduce PACs to $2500 
and individual contributions to $500, thus cutting both in half. 
Senate Democrats are probably willing to incorporate the $1,000 
limit. ) 

~[QpQsed options: 
I 

1. changing the nature ot vhat a PAC is -- lovering the 
amount that can be given to the PAC from $5000 to $250, plus 
otber changes favoring broad-based PACe over small "high roller' 
PACs -- vhile lovering tbe amount a PAC oan give from $5000 per 
raoe to $2500. 

Pro: While this retreats from the $1000 limit, it does so 
while dramatically reducing the amount of money available t2 PACs 
as well as tIQm PACs. It favors labor and ideological PACs over 
business ,PACs. 

con:~ This is subject to two criticisms: first, that it 
retreats from the $1000 PAC limit; second, that it would hinder 
House Democrats_ who continue to rely heavily on PAC funds. 

2. The illitial proposal sbould retain the $1000 PAC limit, 
possibly coupling it with a limit on individual contributions. 
It should be silent Oil aggregate limits ~or 'ACs. 

I
Pro:!Tbis is the most memorable~ and frequently repeated I 

campaign pledge on this issue. It would be hard to back away 
from it at the outset -- ev~n while recoqnizing that it may make 
sense to change it during negotiations. 

Con: The proposal tilts private campaign financing away from 
labor and other pro-Democratic donors, who can give only with 
PACs, and toward wealthy individuals (especially Republican
leaning businesspeople and professionals). 
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3 • cut. t.he .vaillll>le 'lift t.o $1000 or $2500, but increase 
the aqgregat.e amount ev.fllll>le frcm PAC. (e.g., to cot). 

Pro: Many in the House, espeoially the House leadership, 
raised sUbstantially more from PACs than the $200,000 allowed 
under S.3. Since most PACs don't "max out," this would enable us 
to shOW us following through on our pledge, while making life 
easier for House Democrats. 

" Con: This would be attacked as a retreat from S.3 and its 
PAC limits: it would provide an inviting target for Republicans 
as well as reformers. 

I 
3. Raise the amount givelll>le by a PAC under our proposal 

from $1000 to $2500. 
I . 

.fl:Q.': This would cut in half the amount a PAC can give, and 
could bel enough to justify the retreat from the $1000 proposal. 
It is also close to high enough to enable labor-oriented 
Democrats to qet their allocation of PAC money from labor PACs, 
without having to turn to corporate PACs. (Some on the hill have 
calculated that the figure to allow that would be $3500; however, 
that amount sounds too jerry-rigged; $2500 is more defensible.)

I 

£Qn: This would mark a retreat from the oft-repeated 
campaign! position. 

4. Baiss the amount a PAC can give to $2$00, or eves $3$00, 
but limit the aggregate amount of PAC money a Bouse member can 
reoeive to 2$% of the spending limit. 

Pro: This would balance the pullback on the amount of the 
individual limitation with the stronger restriction on the 
aggregate limit. Hence, we would have the ability to say that 
the proposal is as strong as the $1000 pledge, albeit different. 

Con: It would still represent a retreat from the $1000 
limit. In addition, the 25% limit is significantly less than the 
amount of PAC money that most House Democrats receive~· 

5. Lt.it "high roller" PACs to $1000, but creat.. """,all 
40nor oommittees" an4e up of a large numbur of relatively small 
donora, ~4 allow them to give a larger amount (say, $5000). 

Pro~ This proposal is advocated by the ONe, by labor, and by 
many House Democrats. It would preserve labor's PACs, as well as 
ideological PACs of left and right., 

, 

,Con: This may be unconstitutional, since it is difficult to 
argue that a $5000 contribution from a PAC with few contributors 
is more corruptinq than a contribution from a PAC with many 
members. , ! This proposal has been unsuccessful previously t in part 

12 



because it vas seen as an attempt to redefine rather than reform 
PACs. Also, it will appear to be highly partisan (pro-Democrat, 
pro-labor). 

6...taia S.3'8 PAC limits. 
, 

Pro: This is simple and was widely hailed as reform last 
year. 

Con: This would pain House Democrats, while opening us to 
criticism for going back on the $1000 proposal. 
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5. ilRIYIDQAL LIMIT, 

current law: Individuals can give up to $1000 in a primary 
and $1000. in a general election~ 

, 
~: No provision~ 

~~m~~igD ggsition: None. 

Options: 

1. BltaiDate the spending limit tor contributions of $250 or 
lesa. 

Pro: This would encourage candidates to build up small
dollar fundraising, including grass-roots fundraisers (e.g., 
barbecues, etc.) and direct mail., 

Con: It might benefit ~epubl1cans, and if bundling is not 
effectively restricted, could lead to circumvention of the 
spending, limits. 

I, 
2. cut the amount of BOnay that oan he given to oandidates 

by one half (to $500 par eleotion). wbiob may be tba same rata 
that PAC money is cut. 

Pro: This would prevent wealthy individuals -- who give 
individually rather than through PACs -- from further dominating 
the system if PAC restrictions are enacted. (Many a~uae 
Oemocrats believe that PAC restrictions without individual 
contribution restrictions will disproportionately benefit 
Republicans~) In addition, it would further democratize the 
system -- forcing candidates to engage in grass-roots
fundraising. 

Con: Depending on the level of public funding, if any, this 
could foroe candidates to spend even more time raising money than 
they do now_ It also could result in non-incumbents being unable 
to raise ,enough money to mount an effective challenge. 

3. Inoreaae tba amount individuals oan give to $2500. 
possibly in conjunction vitb outting tba ail. of PAC 
contributions to that amount. 

Pro:, Inflation has eroded the value of the individual 
contribution limit (enacted in 1974). This would also limit the 
amount o~ time candidates had to spend fundraising_ 

Con: This would qive wealthy individuals even greater sway 
over the process. Because it "increases" rather than "cuts" 
contribution size, it would be 'a difficult public sell. 
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4. Ban reqi8tere4 lobbyists (or thoBe who shoU14 reqister
un4er the la.) from Qontributinq to oan4i4at••• 

Pro: It starkly deliniates the problem of money influencing
leqislation. It will help change the culture of Washington. 

Con: It is arguably constitutional, and -- standing alone 
-- would not at first much change the pattern of giving. 

(Note: 5.3's bundling provision already bars lobbyists from 
bundling., ) 
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6. SO" IIOIIIJ 

current law: The'1979 FEe amendments and the 1990 and 1992 
FEe rules bave allowed substantial sums to be raised and spent 
for presidential campaigns in sums that are larger than allowed 
under federal election law (FECA)~ (Our campaiqn raised at least 
$40 million in soft money.) These exemptions include funds used 
for voter registration and get-cut-the vote drives, "volunteer" 
activities, slate mailers and sample ballots, etc. These sums 
are generally not disclosed and are not limited. Reformers argue 
that this ~ffectively neqates the entire edifice of federal 
campaign law. 

~: As you know, Sen. Mitchell is insistent on retaining 
the soft money provisions in last year's bill, or some semblance 
thereof: 

• ourinq a period between April and November of an election 
year t any money raised or spent for state party GOTV, voter 
reqistratlon or other specified activities that affect a 
federal race would be brought under federal spending and 
contribution limits. (This repeals the "party building" 
exemptions in the 1979 law and the allocation formulae that 
are used to implement them.) 

• 8.3 would increase to $10,000 per year the amount that any 
ind,ividual or PAC can give to state party committees and 
their subordinate or local committees. 

• It would limit spending on behalf of the national ticket 
by state or local party committees (for example, about 
$800,000 in California). 

• National party committees, federal officeholders and 
federal candidates would be barred from solicitinq 
contributions on behalf of state parties unless they are 
exclusively USed for state parties. 

• National political parties would be required to itemize 
and, disclose to the FEe all receipts and disbursements above 
$200. 

cameaign comnitm!ilnt; In February, in New Hampshire, you
promised1to support the soft money language of 5.3. Common 
Cause: "will you ~ake a public commitment now to support the 
legislative provisions passed by the u.s. Senate last year to end 
the use of huge Watergate-style 'soft money' contributions to 
support preSidential campaigns?" Answer: "Yes, provided that 
upon enactment the Republican Party is held to the same rules." 

On other occasions" you used more modest language. Putting
f§ople First said, "End the unlimited 'soft money' contributions 
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that are funneled through national, state, and local parties to 
preside~tial candidates.-

PrOposed option: The DBC proposal would ban 80ft money from 
teOer.l oamRaigns, while ensuxlnq that a«equate funds flOy to 
pArty aotiyitie, lAst grass-roots polit.ica. 

I 
• 	 Sof,t money could no longer be used for federal (presidential 

and congressional campaigns). Only "hard money" -- legal 
under federal limits -- could be used for coordinated 
campaigns {get out the vote, voter registration, etc.). 

• 	 Individuals and PACs (but not direct contributions from 
corporations or unions) would be allowed to give up to 
$25',000 to national Democratic committees. , 


I 

• Each 	state party will be authorized to establish a 

"Grassroots Fund" from which to fund all "grassroots 
activity. II These will be the sole funds to pay for 
candidate specific and generic activity including: voter 
reqistration, town meetings and rallles, GOTV, volunteer
processed mail and volunteer-processed phone banks, 
literature and generic media. 

• 	Contributions to the "Grassroots Fund" will be limited to 
$25,000 for individuals or PACs, with an aggregate national 
total of $100,000 for individuals and $250,000 for PACs. 

I 
• 	Full disclosure. 

I, 
• 	National parties will be entitled to federal matching funds 

for. contributions Of $250 or less to be paid from the funds 
currently designated for the funding of the national 
conventions., 


I 

• 	 Another method for funding these matching funds could come 

from either to expand the Presidential checkoff (which must 
be raised to approximately $3 to pay for future presidential 
funding) to $5, or by allowing taxpayers to donate up to $10 
of any refund owed them to the political party of their 
choice. 

Pro: This would be real reform. We could correctly say that 
we banned soft money from federal election -- no more money that 
is raised under state law, not disclosed, from prohibited 
sources, and in prohibited amounts. And it ensures adequate 
funding for the party. 

'Con: The major counter-argument will be that we continue to 
allow large amounts of money from individuals and especially PACs 
into the ~presidential process~, 

t 
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7. lliDlIUJlDllll'1' IIIUIIPI'1'l!US 

Qurrent lay: Individuals, corporations or PACe that make 
independent expenditures must disclose them to the FECI and must 
h ave a disclaimer stating their sponsorship. 

~: The l&gielation seeks to blunt the impact of 
independent expenditures rather than prohibiting them (which is 
constitutionally barred). 

, 
.. Requires faster and fuller disclosure, and tightens the 
definition of independent expenditures (i.e., the 
expenditure is no longer "independent" if the spender has 
oommunicated with the candidate about the campai9n)~, 
.. If a participating House candidate faces an independent 
expenditure, that candidate may waive the spending limits 
and receive extra matching funds to compensate for 
independent ads. 

, 
• Last year's bill did not cap the amount of compensatory 
matching funds. For constitutional reasons, it will likely 
be necessary to cap the amount of compensatory funds 
available.' ~ 

C~mQaign commitment: None. 

PtQP9sed QPtion: Aooept the independent expenditures
provisions oontemplated by conqres8ional drafters. 
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B. IIQIlCO!IlLXIIIO Oli'i'OlIIliT 

Cyrrent law: None~ 

• House: candidate may exceed spending limit once 
opponent raises 50% of spending limit, and may receive 
additional matching funds once opponent raises 80t of 
limit. 

• senate: Receives additional public benefits to match 
non-complying opponent's spending beyond limit (up to 
double the spending limit); at that point, additional 
spending allowed if non-complying opponent more than 
doubles the limit. 

• As with independent expenditures, it will likely be 
necessary to cap this compensatory spending for 
constitutional reasons. 

, 
campaign commitment: None. 

Proposed option: Accept the congressional proposal. 
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9. II\l1Il)I.IIN, 
(Note: This is the "next frontier" in legislatively 
in~era8ted money, especially if PACs are limited.) 

, 
Current law: contributions made by an individual through a 

conduit ,are counted as a contribution made by the individual, not 
the conduit: 

~: Contributions through an intermediary or conduit are 
counted :against the intermediary1s contribution limit#" if the 
intermediary is a: 

, 

• 	 PAC with a connected organization (i.e., not free-standing
PACe). This distinction was inserted to protect EMILY's 
List; however, it encompasses approximately 1/4 of all PACe, 
and critics charge that this will be the loophole through 
which PAC funds flow. 

I 

• 	un~on, corporation r or trade association; 

• 	partnership (e.g., law firm),,, 
• 	 someone required to register as.a lobbyist 

The bundling limit does Dot appl~ to a) professional 
fundraisers (for fee): b) volunteers hosting a house partyt or c) 
individuals transmitting the spousets donation. , ' 

QlltloDS: 

1) Beet to tighten last year's language while preserving the 
ability of BKILY'. List -- and other PACs that don't lobby -- to 
bundle. : EMILY's List says it will produce language that lets 
them continue to serve as a conduit, but which limits that for 
PACs that lobby (e.g., Council for a Livable World). 

IPro: EMILY's List has many friends on Capitol Hill, and was 
instrume'ntal 1n electinq many good Democratic lawmakers ~ It is 
one of the few ways that women candidates can raise enough money 
to be competitive in elections. This compromise would protect 
this special PAC/'while continuing to prohibit bundling by PACs 
that lobby., 


, ' 


Con: Even this would open a potential loophole to benefit 
one PAC, no matter how worthwhile. There would be nothing 
stopping, say, insurance industry executives to form a non
connected, non-lobbying PAC that would bundle well in excess of 
the normal limit -- and only to those candidates who oppose the 
administration's health care plan. 
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2) ~a-ov. last yearta axemption for "DOD-connected PACs/lt 
..,.4 l>U' bUll4linq by all PAC•• , 

Pro! This would be the most consistent and the most 
effective way to ensure that bundling does not continue., 

co~: Emily's List argues that this would greatly restrict 
its fundraising ability. It would become a source of opposition 
on the Hill. , 

3) Ratain last year's languaqe altoqather, which would allow 
pro-I8rael~ religious fundamentalist, and other non-conneoted 
PAC.. to bUJI4le. 

'Pro: This would enable some pro-Democratic PACs -~ 
especiaily the pro-Israel PACs -- to continue to bundle. 

Con: This would effectively negate much of the anti-bundling 
language. 
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fJUr(Klst'); !(hj('7) j)f the HIM] 

1)(1'1 Rrlra<oe "'.~uld dbdo~f in(l)rmalhm cOllfcrninllllle 1'l1lulalion or 
Omultial jn~ti(utioru.liIJHIf) ofttw to·OM.1 

Il{'il Ih'ku,... wuuld dlsd,,~c "eol"~kl,l "r I;lc()ph)'~ind infurmHlhm 
concerning wcll~ !lb}i'iJ urthe Fill,\ J 
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SUMMARY OF S. 27~6 
THE LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1992 

I 

If enacted; the Lobbying DiSClosJre Act would replac~
existing lobbyinq disclosure laws wit~ a single, uniform 
statute, covering the paid lobbying of Congress and the 
exeoutive:branch on behalf of both do~e.tic and foreign 
persons. IThe new statute would replace the F~daral 
Regulation of Lobbying Act; the disclqsuxe requirements of 
the 50-called Byrd Amendment; the protisian. of the Foreign
Agents Reqistration Act (FARA) which apply to private persons
and companies; and the BUD disclo..ure~j8tatutes. !rhe 
provisions of the Byrd Amendment prohfbiting lobbying with 
approp~iated funds would be Left inta,t"as'would the PARA 
provis~ons applicable to representatives of foreigu 
governmen~e and political parties. i 

The bill, ~s three essential feakes, it would broaden 
the coverage of existing disclosure statutes to ensure that 
all professional lobbyists,are regist~red; streamline 
disclosure re~ents to make sure ~at only meaningful
info;mation is disclosed and needlesslhurdens,are avoided; 
and create anew, more effective and <i'!:'lltable syStem for 
administering and enforcing these reqq1raroents. ' 

, " I 
on the £ir~t pOint, the bill "ou~d requixe regis'tration

of all professional lobbyists -- i.e. r, anyone Who is paid to 
make lobbying contacts with either t~ legislative. or the 
executive branch of the Federal government. people who are, 
paid .less than $1,000 to lobby, or whose lobbying activities 
are only incidental to, and not a si~ficant part of, their 
jobs would,not ~e covered. i 

The bill would define l~bbyin9 c~ntacts to include 
communications with Members of Congress and theix staff, 
officers and. employees in the E""cuti~e Office Of., the 
President, .and ranking officials in of1her feder",; agencies.
Activitiesithat don't constitute lobbi:ing -- suoh as 
communioations by public offioials an~ media organizations; 
requests for apPointments or for the s-t»tus of an action and 
ather ministerial communications; co~ications with reqard 
to ongoing :judicial or law enforcement]' proceedings I testimony
before congressional committees and publiC meetings;
partiCipation in agency adjudicatory p~oceeding51 the filing
of written comments in rulemaking proceedings; and routine 
neqotiation's of contracts, grants r loapSt and other federal 
assistance ,-- would be exempt from covfraqe. 

t 
t 
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On the second point, the bill walld significantly
streamline lobbying disclosure requLrements by consolidating
filing in'a single form and a single [ocation (Mona-stop
shopping"); replacing quarterly repozfs with semi-annual 
reports; and author~zing the developm~nt of computer-filing 
systems and Simplified forms. The bilLl would require a 
single registration by each organization whose employees 
lobby, instead of separate registratipns by each 
employee-lobbyist. The names of the ~mployee~lobbyists (and 
any ranking legislative or executive pranch position in which 
they served in the previous,2 years) ~ould simply be listed 
in the employer'S registrat.ton forms.', ' 

, I, , 

In addit.ton, the bill would simplify reporting of 
receipts and expenditures by substitu~ing estimate. of total 
receipts or expenditures (by categoryli,iof,dollar value) for 
the c""rent requirement to provide a etailed aecountin'1 of· 
all receipts and expenditures. This feportin'1 would be more 
meaningful than ,the current system, because the types of 
receipts and expend.ttures to be disclpsed would be more 
broad.ty defined; The bill would also I replace the requirement
of PARA and the Byrd Amendment to list each official 
contacted with a Simpler requirement fa identify the 
executive branch agencies, and the Rouses and COmmittees of 
Congress, ~t were contacted•. , I 
, At the same time, the bUI would \ elos" a loophole in 
'existing law by requiring the disclosure of the identity of 

, coalitien members whe are, in effect, [clients -- in that they 
contribute substantially (more than $5,000 in a semi-annual 
period) to the coalition, help supervise its lobbying
activities, and are likely to benefit ;'directly if the ' 
coalition's lobbying efforts are SUCCllSfUI. The bill would 
also enhance the effectiveness of,pub io disclosure by 
requiring the disclosure of any forei entity which 
supervises; directs, Dr controls the 91ient, or which'has a 
direct interest in the outcome of the 'lobbying activity. Any
foreign entity with a 20% equitable o~ership of a client 
would have to be disclosed. . ! 

F1naliy , t~e bill would improve Jhe adminis;ration of 
the lobbying disclosure 'laws 'by creating a new Office of 
Lobbying Regist:z;ation and Public Disc~osure within the 
Justice Department to administer the "s(,1ituta; requiring the 
issuance of new rules¥ forms, and prodedural regulations 
after notice and! an opportunity for p~lic oomment} making 
guidance and assistance (including putillshed advisory 
opinions) available'to the public £or!the first time; 
authorizing the 'creation of computer Systems to enhance ' 
public access to: filed materials , avo~ding intrusive audits 
or inspections through an informal di~pute resolution 
process; and substituting 4 system ofjadminiatrative fines 
(subject to judicial review) for the ~xisting criminal 
penalties f,or non-compliance. I 

http:broad.ty
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Cbanges to S, 2166. as &§pQrted' i , 

1. "Conforming: Changes to OtherIStatytes (new Section 
15) - Amends other statutes that ref+r to foreign agents and 
foreign principals to ensure that Changes in FARA coverage do 
not result in any other change to s~stantive law. 

, I 

2. 'Renmal~~§ (consolidated in *ew Section 14) - Section 
12(i) of Ithe Public Utility Bolding,¢ompany Act of 1935, 
requiring registration of lObbyists before the Fedoral Power 
Commission, is added to the lIst of qbsolete statutes to be 
repealed. Ii' , ' 

3. lleceJ,ll!;§ jill!! "ciU (Section IS) - the terms "income" 
and "expenses· 'are substituted for the taXIna "receipts" and 
"costs" •. This chanqe is made so tha~ the Office of Lobbying
Disclosure will have flexibility to require reporting of 
income anQexpenses when incurred (r~ther than when p~i4), if 
necessary. to prevent reporting delay~. (FOr example. under 
the lanquage of,S. 2766, a lobbyist gould defer a payment
from llecGinher to J~nuary. thereby avqiding the requirement to 
report the income for additional six ~nths). 

I 

4. Qefinition of Lobbyist (SeC~iOn 3(10) -- lanquage is 
changed to state that an individual ~s not a lobbyist if his 
or 'her lobbying activities are 1ncid~tal to and not a 
siqnificant part of the services "pro~ided by such individual 
to the client.' This change is made to clarify that the 
determination of whether an individu~ is acting as a 
lobbyist must be made on a client-by--client basis. 

, c , 

. \ : ~ 

5. g~finition of Lobbying Contagt (Section 3(9» 
exclusion1for written comments and otper on-the-record 
communications is moved from Paraqrap~ (A) (iii) to Paragraph
(B){xiv). i This, change clarifies that: the exclusion applies,
regardless of whether the communicatipn is made with regard 
to legislation/-regulatory proposals"I'or the administration, 
of an ongOing program_ 

I 
6. pefinition of Covered Exaouttye Branch Qfflcial 

(Secti.on 3(31) - sohedule C employees:1a.ra added to the list 
of covered' officials in the executivel~branch. 

\ 
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6. e ses be's (Section 

5(0)(4» - non-profits are permitted to disclose a "good
faith estimate" of lobbying expendit~es reported to the IRS, 
in lieu of the actual amounts report1d to the IRS. This 
ehanqe is necessary because IRS repo~ing periods are 
different from-those in the bill (a~Ual rather than 
semi-annual: April 15 reporting date rather than January 31 
and July 31 reporting dates), making it impossible for the 
amounts reported to be identical. . .. 

7 . Rl;:~tj;en" PeciSion.. (Sections is (c) and 9 (c» - the 
word ·public· is added to ensure tha~ the Director's written 
decisions are available as guidance tP the public (subject to 
redaction of confidential Informationlpursuant to Section 
7(d)). I 

I·
I'
I 
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TO: President Clinton, Mrs~ Clinton, Carol Rasco 
'ce: 
FR: 

Howard Paster # George Stephanopoulos 
Michael Waldman 

RE: Campaign finance reform: current prospects 
January 21, 1993 

I. CURRENT STATUS 

For the first time in years; the planets see~ to be aligned 
for strong campaign finance reform legislation.' 

A. Politioal Overview 

Campaign finance reform legislation must navigate tricky 
shoals -- both meeting the approval, or at least acquiescence. of 
poll tical institutions I ami being saan as "real reform" by the 
interpreters of this issue (primarily. the press). And. of course, 
this affects both Congress (where there are 535 "experts") and the 
1996 pre~idential carnpaign~ 

The ·key players are: 

The House" The House is traditionally more reluctant than the 
Senate to support reform. It voted for S. 3 last year, but 
onl~ because the House Bank scandal forced a vote on a 
"reform!! measure, and then only with reassurance it would be 
vetoed. However, with the ongoing House Bank and Post Office 
scandals, the House once again has institutional reasons to 
back reform. Grumbling and/or resistance will come privately, 
in the caucus; once a bill is brought to the floor, it will 
like'ly pass easily. 

The senate. The Senate is much more comfortable with reform, 
having debated it in three successive congresses. Senators 
could probably be persuaded to strengthen S. 3. Senate 
leadership is willing to consider greatly increasing the 
public funding component, and the Senate is committed to 
strong soft money language. 

Democratic party committees. The ONe and state parties were 
oppo,sed to the soft money provisions in S.3. state party 
chairmen, in particular, believe that the bill's soft money 
language would federalize the state parties. The DNe, too, 
has funded much of its activities through soft money. 

The U interpreters": qood qovernment qroups and the press ~ 
Reform will be considered either real, or a partisan 
whitewash, based on what the public is told. This, in turn, 
depends heavily on what the public interest groups tell the 
press -- particularly Common Cause, but also a broad coalition 
(Public citizen, AARP, League of Women Voters, etc.). In the 
past, a package that is denounced by the~ will not pass muster 
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as real reform; possibly, the President's access to the bully 
pulpit may change that. 

II. TIMING ANO PROCESS , 

, 


The:House and senate have signalled that they intend to move 
quickly on campaign finance reform. 

f 

Two ~ weeks ago, despite initial reluctance, Speaker Foley 
introduced last year's conference report as a tlp l a ceholder,lI and 
designated it H~R~ 3. Staff are now drafting a new version of the 
legislation. According to House staff, Rep. Charlie Rose intends 
to mark-up a campaign finance reform bill in late February or early 
March. 

, 
The ;senate leadership intends to introduce campaign finance 

reform legislation on January 21. Sen. Mitcheilis office says that 
the proposal will probably be last year's conference report, again 
as a "placeholder, JI although they may strengthen the public 
financing; element of the bill. 

Both House and Senate staffs are in close touch, and a.re 
hoping to, work in tandem to try to negotiate a consensus bill. 

III. ELEMENTS OF GOV. CLINTON'S PROPOSALS ON CAlIPAIGN FINANCE 
REFORM 

f 

GOV.; Clinton put forward broad proposals on reform, with few 
details. ,In addition, he said that he would have signed S.3 (which 
Bush vetoed), and wanted it strengthened.

I 

A. spendinq limits 

Campaign promise; Gov, clinton supported capping the spending 
in congressional campaigns, but gave no specifics about the level 
of spendi~g. 

I 
Current legislative proposal: S. 3 included vOluntary spending 

li:nits for both House and Senate candidates. For the House, with 
its uniform districts, the limits were $600 / 000 per candidate. In 
the Senate,, limits varied by population. 

Issues to resolve: The spending limits in last ye:arl"s bill 
were generally widely praised. There is little reason to revisit 
them. Two issues: Some House members argue for varying limits, to 
account for regional differences in campaign costs. In addition, 
the Houselspending limits may need to be adjusted to account for 
reduced broadcast time~ 

f 

n. nopening up the airwav8s"/pl,l})lic financing 

Campaign promise: We will "open up the airwaves 1l or "lower the 
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cost of airtime~ II In addition, by saying he would have signed 5.3, 
Gov. Clinton implicitly endorsed public financing, though not 
explicitly. 

Lstgi'slation! S. 3 include.s two reforms: 

Partial public financing for congressional elections. 
Senate candidates who comply with the spending limit 
would be eligible for up to 20% of the limit in 
"broadcast vouchers~ II House candtdates would be eligible 
to receive matching funds for up to $200,000 (1/3 of the 

: spending limit). 

1 In addition I S.3 lowers the cost of airtime by requlrlng 
! stations to give candidates airtime at half the lowest
'unit-rate. (That was true only for the Senate; however, 
t House drafters are now moving tOl.vard that proposal as 
wel1.) 

Issues to resolve: There are several issues to resolve. 1) 
Should the proposal include "candidate communication vouchers" 
- to pay for television, radio or postage? How should it be paid 
for? (Having the Ulobbyists and special interests" pay for "TV 
time" may: be far more politically salable than "giving taxpayer 
money to politicians.") 2) How should the reduced rate TV time be 
included in the proposal?

I 

C. PAC limit.s 

Campaign promise~ slash the maximum size of PAC gifts to 
$1000, the same amount given by individuals. (This would arguably 
reduce the total amount of PAC receipts by 80%.)

i ,
Current legislation: S.3 does not touch the size of the 

individual PAC gift, but imposes an aggregate cap on all 
candidates. In the senate l the amount was 30t of the spending 
limit; in :the House, $200,000 (1/3 of the spending limit). 

D. Indopen4ent expenditures and millionaire opponents 

Campaign promise: None. 
,

Current legislation: S. 3 includes a complex set of 
disincentives for independent expenditures and millionaire 
opponents.1 When an independent expenditure is made, or a 
noncomplying candidate exceeds the spending limit, the complying 
candidate receives additional funds. 

E~ 80ft money {"non federal money" in federal campaigns) 

campaiign promise: Gov. Clinton signed a Common Cause pledge 
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that said he supported the soft money language in the Senate 
version of S.3, which was stricter than what passed. ~ytting 
People First said, nEnd the unlimited 'soft money· contributions 
that are funneled through national, state, and local parties to 
presidential candidates~1t 

I 
Current legislation: S.3 includes complex and strict soft 

money la~guage~ It limits spending by local, state and federal 
party committees for electioneering during federal election periods 
(from lat;e spring of election years) .. , 

- A state party's spending to elect the presidential ticket 
would be limited; the amount would vary by state and would be 
indexed for inflation. 

- Any money raised or spent for GOTV, voter registration or 
other specified activities would be brought under federal 
spending and contribution limits., ' 

- State level campaign activities, conducted by federal, state 
or local parties, would be subject to spending limits. 

- National party committees, federal officeholders and federal 
candidates would be barred from soliciting contributions on 
behalf of state parties. 

I 
- Political parties would be required to itemize and disclose 
to t~e FEe all receipts and disbursements above $200. 

, 
IV. LOBBYING REFORM, 

I
A. Tax deductibility of lobbying expenses 

Campaign promi,s§,!: We will ask Congress to end the 
deductibility for special interest lobbying expenses. 

Current legi§l§tign: During early consideration of 5.3 last 
year t Democratic leaders proposed eliminating the deductibility of 
lobbying expenses to pay for reform. However, it was subsequently 
dropped trom the bilL (This would raise approximately $100 
million per year, enough to substantially pay for communications 
vouchers.) 

8. Lobbying disclosure 

Campaign promis~. "We will push for and sign legislation to 
toughen and streamline lobbying disclosure~ The new law will 
require all special interest groups to register with the Office of 
Government Ethics within thirty days after contacting a federal 
official, 'lawmaker, or lawmaker's aide. Lobbyists will be required 
to reportltwice a year on their contacts and expenses. We will 
instruct t~e Justice Department to strictly enforce disclosure laws 
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and collect fines. 1t 

Current legislation! Carl Levin's bill was the model for the 
PPF proposals~ It has strong bipartisan support, and was 
introduced too late last year to be brought to the Senate floor, 
but pass~d the Government Operations Committee. 

The Jlegislation's main points: 

- It would require registration of all professional lobbyists, 
and .broaden the definition of lobbying. 

- It would streamline lobbying disclosure requirements4 
I 

- It', would create a new entity within the Justice Oepartment 
to administer the statute., 

- It would substitute fines for current criminal laws. 

c. Foreign, agent reqistration 
I 

Campaign promise: We will close the "lawyers' loophole," which 
allows lobbyists to disguise work for foreign governments and 
corporations as legal work., 

Current legislation: The Levin bill does this as well. 

D. ~evolving door legislation 

'i' In fEEt Gov. Cli'Campa gn grgmbS@: nton prom1sed to challenge 
congress fto follow our lead on the five year ban ,and other 
revolvingj door proposals. In addition I there is the implicit 
suggestion that we will seek to codify our own "pledges." 

I 

Current legislation: None. Sen. Boren has told the press that 
GOVa Cliriton asked that the five-year pledge be codified in 
campaign finance reform legislation • 

•V. RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS AND DECISIONS 
, 

• The Senate has asked whether we insist on including the five 
year pledge in the uplaceholder1J campaign finance reform bilL I 
recommend 'that we let them know that we do not object to them 
introducing a bill withQut it the 5 year pledge, especially given 
the difficulty of drafting sueb a provision so quickly. 

___ Approve _~_ Disapprove More information needed 

• with your permission, I will continue to reach out to the 
Hill, party and politioal organizations, publio interest qroups, 
etc. on this issue. 

I 
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___ Approve Disapprove More information needed 

• We should oonvene a regular white House workinq group on 
these issues, so that various interests are considered from the 
outset. < The participants should include the domestic policy r 

communications, congressional relations, political/ONe, and 
possibly; the counsel. Vice-president Gore has expressed strong 
interest:in this issue, and he should have a staff representative 
as well. ! 

, 
The:goal should be to have the outlines of a "Clinton plant! 

within two weeks. This does not suggest detailed legislation by 
that time merely a firm sense of where we are going~ 

The major internal dilemmas will be soft money_ Ultimately, 
Gov. Clinton will have to decide what our stance will be on this. 
At David Wilhelm I s request. the DNe and political people are 
analyzing 5.3 to see how it would affect their operations, and to 
suggest a.lternative proposals. 

I
In addition, we will have to decide how we want to frame the 

Ilope.ning :the airwaves u issue. -- Le., public funding _ 

___ Disapprove More information needed 
, 

• Ceiinda Lake has conducted a poll for a coalition of groups 
advocating campaign finance reform. (We have their preliminary 
results~)' We may want to set up a formal briefing for relevant WH 
staff and, officials. 

Approve Disapprove More information needed 

• We will need to decide whether to negotiate a bill with 
Congress,; to propose our own plan and then negotiate I or to draft 
a plan in: close consultation with Congress and then release it as 
TlourH plat.;. At the vary least, we should continue to encourage the 
leadership to continue working on the issue, even before we put 
forward our speoific plan$ 

, 
Approve Disapprove More information needed 

, 

• To identify himself with this issue, GOVa Clinton should 
stress political reform whenever possible -- suoh as in the state 
of the union Address, an~ in a talk to the White House staff and 
administration officials. The goal is to send signals that 
Congress $hould act l while expending minimal political capital., 

Approve Disapprove More information ne.e.ded 
I 
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TO: The National Governing Board 

FROM: Fred Wertheimer 

RE: The Washington Special-Interest Money Culture: 
An Overview of the Coming Fight 

Introduction' 

Not since the founding days of Common Cause 22 years ago have we 

witnessed as powerful a public mood for change in Washington. as now exists. 

And not since those early years have we faced as great an opportunity to 

advance the Common Cause core agenda in a dramatic way. 

President Clinton sought and won the presidency in 1992 on a message of 

change. A key part of his message was that, as President, he would change the way , 
business is done in Washington and clean up the system. This was also at the heart 

of Ross Perot's campaign and his appeal to a substantial portion of the American , 

electorate. 

In his inaugural address to the nation, President Clinton issued 'a powerful 

challenge to Congress:. , 
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To renew America we must revitalize our democracy, This beautiful capital, 
like every capital since the dawn of civilization, is often a place of intrigue and 
calculation, Powerful people maneuver for position and worry endlessly about 
who is in and who is out, who is up and who is down, forgetting those people 
whose toil and sweat sends us here and pays our way, 

Americans deserve hetter, and in this city today there are people who want to 
do better. And so I say to all of you here, let us resolve to reform our politics 
so that power and privilege no longer shout down the voice of the people. 

Let us give this capital hack to the people to whom it belongs, 

For the first time in 12 years, we now have a President who is publicly 

committed to comprehensive reform of the campaign finance system. 

At the same time, thanks to the hard work of thousands of Common Cause 

volunteers and our coalition ailies, we have majorities in both houses of the newly 

elected Congress publicly on record in favor of campaign finance reform. , 

Last year, we made major progress in our fight for enactment of campaign 

finance reform legislation, with both houses of Congress approving comprehensive 

reform legislation. 

Now we face the opport~nity to complete the task. 

But reform won't be easy.· Washington lobbyists, special-interest political 

action committees (PACs), and a number of entrenched incumbents are ready to fight 

tooth-and-nail to preserve the special privileges they enjoy under the current corrupt 

campaign finance system. 

In 1977, under circumstances remark.ply similar to today. a six-month delay in 
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consideration of campaign finance legislation by President Jimmy Carter and our 
, ' 

allies in Corigress gave special interests and Senate Republicans the time they needed 

to put together a successful filibuster that killed campaign finance reform legislation, 

We have worked hard ever since then to create another opportunity for real 

reform, ~ow it's here. We are working to try to ensure that what happened in 1977 

does not happen again, 

, 
The Cam]ll!ign Finance Battle 

There is a good reason public confidence in public officials is so low. It ought 
to be 'because of the dominance of special interests over the polilical process 
and especially over the campaign finance pr~ess. Thai's why I strongly 
support campaign finance reform. 

Governor Bill Clinton 
Pall 1992 

Campaign finance reform is the overriding issue in carrying oul the President's 

campaign commitment to change the system in Washington, 

In order to accomplish this, the President must move to obtain congressional 

action.on real refonn in the opening months of the new Congress. 

Obtaining immediate congressional action on real campaign finance reform 

legislation is 'not just a question of timing or priorities, It is a Iife-or·death decision 

on whether change will occur, Any delays in acting on ,this legislation will play 

directly into the hands of the Washington special interests and congressional 

opponents out to kill real campaign finance reform. 

http:action.on
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The stakes involved in this battle are enormous. They go to the ability of 

President Clinton to govern and to effectively address the nation's pressing problems. 

They go to the ability of the American people to believe that their voices are being 

heard in Washington and their interests are being fairly represented. And as 

President Clinton wrote on December II, 1992, they go to "the barricade of special

interest mO'1ey and 'gridlock' we're going to have to break through once we do arrive 

in Washington on January 20." 

President Clinton appears to have recognized the importance of moving early. 

In an interview excerpted on January 25; 1993 in Newsweek, Clinton stated, "I've 

tried to make it clear that I intend to present early to Congress campaign reform and 

lobby reform, which I talked about all during the campaign." President Clinton went 

on to note, "It's going to be difficult for us to pass the kind of health-care reforms we 

need and the. kinds of budgetary changes we need, unless we can pass campaign

finance and lobby reform." Asked if he would "expend political capital", Clinton 

replied, "Yes. Political reform is important. I have to come early with these bills 

and try hand to pass them, and I intend to do that." 

ThiS year, the effort to enact real campaign finance reform starts out with 

strong momentum behind it. The voters in 1992 provided a powerful mandate for it. 

The President is publicly committed to it. And a majority of Representatives and 

Senators are publicly on record for it. 

The I03nd Congress convenes with 266 Representatives and 58 Senators 
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publicly on record for real campaign finance reform. This includes 223 Democrats, 

one Independent, and 42 Republicans in the House, and 55 Democrats and three 

Republicans in the Senate. I 

Most Senate Republicans have opposed enacting a new system of overall 

spending limits and public campaign resources to replace the current congressional 

system of unlimited spending and private-influence money. There are, however, at 

least six current Republican Senators who have supported this kind of system in the 

past, inc1ud~ng the three Republican Senators who voted for the legislation vetoed by 

President Bush last year. 

The situation in the House is different. Almost 25 percent of current 

Republican Representatives -- 42 Members -- are publicly on record for real 

campaign finance reform, including a system of spending limits and public campaign 

resources for congressional elections. While a number of Republican incumbents 

argue that spending limits and public campaign resources hurt challengers. in fact, a 

majority -- 102 of 193 -- House Republican challengers made a public commitment in 

1992 to support this kind of system. 

Nonetheless there are significant obstacles to real reform that must be 

overcome. ~ , 

Special-interest PACs do not want to see new limitations placed on their 

] These numbers assume the Members of Congress who replace Vice-President Gore and 
the congressional appointees to the Administration will also be supponers of real refonn. 
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contributions and are gearing up for a last-ditch effort to block reform. Officials in 

both political parties will resist shutting down the soft money system that has 

destroyed federal contribution limits. A number of congressional incumbents in both 

parties do not want a new campaign finance system that will give congressional 
,, 

challengers 'a fairer chance to compete. 

The House continues to be particularly resistant to real reform. House Speaker 

Tom Foley (D-WA) , while publicly committed to reform, has yet to signal his 

commitment to quick action or a strong reform bill. The experience of some 

, 
endangered House incumbents in the 1992 congressional elections -- who spent record 

sums, aggressively exploited their massive campaign finance advantage, and who 

nevertheless barely held onto their seats -- has deepened anxiety in the House over 

changing the system. 

Opponents of real reform will look to block it first by delaying action on the 

issue and then ultimately by a Republican filibuster in the Senate. If President 

Clinton moves immediately and provides a public voice to serve as a rallying point 

for the American people who want change, it will make it much more difficult for 

Senate Republicans to sustain a filibuster and kill real reform. 

While President Clinton has said that campaign finance reform will be an early 

priority, Clinton will be pressed hard by those opposed to reform to put this issue 

off. As Albert Hunt of the Wall Street Journal wrote in a December 22, !992 

opinion-edi torial: 
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Already, in private conversations, some Washington insiders are warning 
Mr. Clinton that it's not worth spending political capital on [campaign finance 
reform] .... 

If [president Clinton] follows that advice, it'll be a clear signal that it's 
business as usual in Washington. That message will resonate most clearly with 
the. Perot 19, the almost one-fifth of the electorate that voted for Ross Perot. 

There will also be pressure to water down key provisions of the legislation. to 

enact cosmetic rather than real reform. President Clinton will have to confront a , 

central reality: the only way to change the system is to change the system. It cannot 
I 

be done with halfway measures. And it cannot be done without Washington special 

interests and congressional incumbents having to give up a system that provides, them 

with an enormous advantage. 

Real reform of the campaign finance system requires spending limits and public 

campaign resources for congressional races; banning soft money; reducing special-

interest contributions; closing the bundling loophole and reforming the Federal 

Election Commission (FEC). The system can be financed by repealing the current 

business tax deduction for lobbying expenditures. The new law must be effective for 

the 1994 congressional races in order to carry out the mandate for change provided 

by the 1992 elections. 

The campaign finance reform legislation (S. 3) passed by Congress last year 

and vetoed by President Bush provides a comprehensive approach upon which to 

build. Following the veto, then-candidate Clinton stated. "We need campaign finance 
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, , reform, We've got too much partisan gridlock in Washington, And I would urge 

Congress to go right back and give him a tougher bill." 

We ire working hard to improve the legislation in critical areas: providing 

more public resources to congressional candidates; further reducing PAC contribution 

limits; strengthening provisions designed to address such loopholes as the bundling of 

contributions and the soft money system; and overhauling the enforcement process. 

No new campaign finance law will work or have any public credibility unless it 

ends the soft money system that has made a mockery of the presidential campaign 

finance law. President Clinton recognized this during the I 992 campaign when, in 

response to a Common Cause questionnaire, he made a public commitment to support 

the provisions in S. 3 to shut down the soft money'system, 

Common Cause also is working closely with congresslonal leaders to ',ncrease 

the do)).r tax checkoff. which funds the presidenti.1 system. from $ I to $3 and to 

index the checkoff to inflation in order to keep pace with payments to candidates, , . 
, 

We need action on this issue this year in order to shore up the financing of this 

system in time for the 1996 presidential election. 

After many years of hard work, we now face the prospect of a decisive battle 

on the campaign finance issue. We must do everything in our power to see that this 

battle is won and that the legislation enacted meets the test of real reform. 

Reforming Lobbying and the Washington Special-Interest Money Culture 

In the 1992 elections, the American people provided the new President and the 
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new Congress with a mandate to change the country's course, and reform and 

revitalize iis politics. If that mandate is to be realized. there must be a fundamental 

change in the Washington special-interest money culture, 

The corrupting way of life in Washington stems from the fact that lobbyists 

and others engaged in the business of influencing government decisions provide large 

sums of money and other benefits to the elected officials who make those government 

decisions. The campaign finance system is the overriding issue in addressing this, 
, 

problem. But there is a second front that has to be addressed. dealing with all the 

various ways lobbyists provide financial benefits to help Members of Congress . . 
These include payments to elected officials from special-interest lobbyists for travel 

and vacation trips, tickets to the Super Bowl and Broadway shows and other 

entertainment. and constant wining and dining, Lobbyists give charitable 

contributions to elected officials' pet cauSes and to foundations they contro\. 

Lobbyists and special interests host ski trips and golf tournaments, and in some cases, 

have even helped to pay for the education of the lawmakers' children. Members of 

Congress are in effect living off the influence-buyers. 

Obviously, not every Member of Congress engages in such pmctiees. There 

are many honorable elected omeials and a number of them are working hard to 

change the system. Nevertheless, when you add up all the money flowing in 

Washington in all the various ways to benefit elected officials, the result is a 

corrupting way of life. 
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The mandate of the 1992 elections has provided us with an important 

opportunity to attack these other channels for special-interest money.' With the 

campaign finance battle as our top priority, we must move aggressively to enact a 

broad reform agenda designed to change the special-interest money culture in 

Washington. , , 
Our goal should be to have Members of Congress pay their own way. We 

should cut off as many of the financial links between lobbyists and Members as we 

can and ensure that whatever remains is publicly disclosed by lobbyists on a Member

by-Member basis. 

We must pass a new lobby disclosure law to replace the current loophole-

ridden legislation. 

In addition. the new proposals of President Clinton and Senator David Boren 

(D-OK) to slow the revolving door between government and the private sector 

provide us wi~h the opportunity to make important improvements in this area. 

Oversight and Enforcement 

Campaign finance laws and ethics rules. no matter how strong I cannot work 

without proper oversight and enforcement. 

The absence of effective enforcement of campaign finance laws and ethics rules 

has contributed in a major way to the problems which exist today. 

The failure of the Senate Ethics Committee to draw the line on conflict-of
, 

interest violations by the Keating Five Senators in tbe Savings and Loan scandal is but 
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one recent example. Both the Senate and the House Ethics Committees have a long 

history of refusing to hold their colleagues accountable for violating ethics rules. 

We must take steps to stop these self-policing bodies from bending the rules to 

shield their colleagues and to protect the flow of special-interest favors to Congress. 

At the same time, we must move to end the FEC's do-nothing approach to 

enforcement that sends a signal that campaign laws can be violated at will. The 

FEC's refusal to enforce the law has encouraged widespread abuse of federal 

campaign finance laws and allowed gross violations of the law to go unheeded. 

Nowhere is 'the devastating impact of this inaction clearer than in the case of the soft 

money system which has returned us to the abuses of the Watergate days. 

Conclusion 

The 1992 election raised the hopes and the expectations of the American people 

and provided a powerful mandate for change. Millions of Americans have 

suspended, for the moment, their skepticism and cynicism about the political system . 
• 

We have a unique opportunity in 1993 to help realize those hopes and 

expectations'by finally reforming the campaign finance system and successfully 

challenging the Washington special-interest money culture. This must be our 

overriding priority. 
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WASHINGTON LoBBYING: GIFTS, TRAVEL Mll OTHER FINANCIAL 

BENEmS TO CONGRESS 

As noted in the cover memo, people engaged in the business of influencing 

government decisions have found ways, in addition to campaign contributions. to 

provide large amounts of money to benefit the elected officials who are making those 

decisions< Special.interest lobbyists are using financial benefits such as free trips, 

free tickets to sporting and entertainment events, free meals, charitable contributions 

to Members' foundations and other favored causes, the use of corporate jets at below

market rate~, and sponsorship of special events, to subsidize the lifestyles of public 

officials, especially !v!embers of Congress, and gain access and influence< Members 

of Congress, are, in effect, living on the largesse of those seeking to influence them. 

This flow of special·interest money and benefits to Members of Congress needs 

to be halted and Members need to be required to pay their own way < 

Under current law and congressional rules, ~1embers of Congress are not 

allowed to receive in one year gifts from anyone individual valued at more than $250 

in a year. (The ethics committees can waive this limit.) However. a gift worth less 

than $100 -- the \le . ..!ninimis limit -- does not count toward the $250 limit. Moreover, 

any meals in Washington are totally excluded from the ban. 

For e'xample, a lobbyist for Nike can give a Member of Congress a pair of $95 

running shoes every month or so without ever bumping up againsllhe IimiL A 
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Member can go out to dinner weekly in Washington at the expense of a corporate . . 

lobbyist and it is never counted against any limit, even if the dinner was valued at 

over $250. In addition, there is no reporting requirement for the gifts that are 

allowed. making efforts to ensure compliance and public accountability virtually 

impossible. , 

This lack of disclosure. when combined with a de minimis that is too high and 

weak enforcement and oversight, has resulted in a congressional gift rule that is 

ineffectual and serves to shield from public scrutiny the influence-buying game that is 

part and parcel of Washington lobbying. 

In addition, Members of Congress are allowed 10 lake expense-paid lrips Ihal 

too often are little more than lobbyist-funded vacations providing lobbyists with 

personal access to Members. Under Ihe currenl rules, House Members can accept up 
\ 

to four days and three nights of expenses for so-called "fact-finding trips" or to events 

in which they "substantially participale." The allowance for foreign trips is slightly 

higher: seven days and six nights. A Senator is allowed to take up to three days and 

two nights for domestic travel, and seven days and six nights for foreign trips. 

A 1991 study which analyzed privately-funded travel by Members of the House 

found that House members took nearly 4,000 trips paid for by private-interest groups 

during 1989-90, One publicized event in 1992 found a group of key staffers of the 

House Energy and Commerce Committee (which oversees health and insurance 

matters) e'\ioying the ambience of Key West, Florida for a three-day seminar on 
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issues affecling Ihe insurance induslry -- paid for and attended heavily by Ihe 

insurance industry, 

A major overhaul is needed of rules and laws governing the acceplance of 

gifts, travel and other financial benefits by Members and their staff. They should be 

prohibited from receiving as many of these financial benefits as possible, Any 

financial benefits Ihal are not prohibited oUlrighl should be the subject of public 

disclosure, Lobbyists should have to disclose any financial benefits provided to 

Members of Congress on a Member-by-Member basis, 

During the 1992 presidential campaign, President Bill Clinton often spoke 

about the role of influence money in Washington and pledged to work for fuller 

disclosure of ,money spent to influence decision-making at the federal level. In the 

book, PUlting People First, President Clinton wrole: 

To help put government back in the hands of the people, we will ask Congress 
to eliminate the lax deductions for special interest lobbying expenses, We will 
also urge Congress to close the 'lawyers' loophole,' which allows lawyer
lobbyists to disguise lobbying activities on behalf of foreign governments and 
powerful corporations .... 

We will push for and sign legislation to toughen and streamline lobbying 
disclosure, The new law will require all special interest groups to register with 
the Office of Government Ethics within thirty days after contacting a federal 
official, lawmaker, or lawmaker's aide, Lobbyists will be required to report 
twice .' year on their contacts and expenses, We will instruct the Justice 
Department to strictly enforce disclosure laws and collect fines. 

When President Clinton was Governor of Arkansas, a strong lobby disclosure 

bill was enacted into law under his leadership, The Arkansas legislation requires 
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itemized disclosure of financial benefits from lobbyists to public officials. 

Specifically, the Arkansas law requires lobbyists to publicly disclose, subject to de 

minimus exemptions, a description and the amount of any financial benefit provided -

including gifts, payments, loans, food and lodging -- and the public official to whom 

the benefit was given. 

The first opportunity in the 103rd Congress to address the issue of financial 
, 

benefits provided by lobbyists to Members of Congress is likely to be the lobby 

disclosure bill introduced by Senator Carl Levin (D-Mll early in the 103rd Congress, 

Last Congress, Senator Levin, with co-sponsors Senator Bill Cohen (R-MEl and 

Senator Herbert Kohl CD-WI), introduced a bill to make m~jor reforms of the 

antiquated and loophole-ridden lobby disclosure laws. While the bill was favorably 

reported by 'the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, it was not considered by the 

full Senate before the 102nd Congress adjourned, 

BackgrQund 

The existing lobby disclosure law, passed in 1946, has been interpreted to 

require organizations to register only if their "principal purpose" is to lobby the 

federal government. Many organizations avoid registration on this ground, even if 

they spend large amounts of money on lobbying. According to the May 30, 1991 

Wall Street Journal, under the current system fewer than 7,000 of an estimated 

80,000 federal lobbyists actually register and relatively trivial expenditures are 

sometimes disclosed in detail. An investigation by Common Cause Magazine in 1989 
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found that not one of the top 10 Fortune 500 companies had registered under federal 

lobby laws" Moreover, the 1946 act has not succeeded in compelling disclosure of 

grassroots lobbying or lobbying of congressional staff; it does not cover the executive 

branch; and it lacks adequate enforcement provisions. The Foreign Agents 

Registration Act (FARA) -- which governs lobbying on behalf of foreign clients •• is 

also marred by loopholes, including an exemption for any lobbying by lawyers" 

In the late 1970$, Common Cause fought a lonely bailIe to reform lobby 

disclosure laws with virtually every group in Washington -- including not only the 

special-interest lobbies, but also a number of our usual allies in the nonprofit 

community ~- on the other side. 

Senator Levin's bill, which he is expected to reintroduce early in the 103rd 

Congress, consolidates the 1946 Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act and the FARA. 

The bill establishes a framework for coverage by providing a clear definition of who 

must register under a new lobby law. It also covers lobbying of the executive branch ,, 

as well as Members of Congress and their staff, and establishes a new enforcement 

mechanism. It does not however provide for sufficient disclosure. The bill requires 

disclosure of aggregate lobbying expenses. Included in the aggregate figure are 

expenses for certain grassroots lobbying. It does not have any disclosure of financial 

benefits on a Member-by.Member basis. , 
/ 

Common Cause Senior Vice President Ann McBride has testified twice on the 

Levin lobby disclosure legislation before Senator Levin's subcommittee. At that time, 
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Common Cause raised concerns about financial benefits that Members of Congress 

receive from special·interest lobbyists which are not disclosed nor prohibited under 

current law and which are nm disclosed under the Levin bill as well. While 

supporting the Levin bill, McBride noted that, without requiring disclosure of gifts 

and entertainment provided by lobbyists to Members of Congress, congressional staff 

and other federal officials, the bill contains a basic flaw which must corrected, 

McBride testified that financial benefits such as tickets and entertainment .. should be 

specificaIlY,disciosed, i,e" the nature of the gift or entertainment provided, the value 

of such a gift or entertainment, and the public official to whom it is provided,' 

Common Cause is working to draft proposed legislative language to the Levin 

bill to accomplish this and will continue to work closely with the subcommittee staff 

throughout the drafting process. Our goal is to ensure that all financial benefits 

provide by lobbyists to individual Members of Congress which are not banned are 

disclosed in a manner that is easily accessible to the public . 

.REVOLVING DooR 

President Clinton -- and Ross Perot -- made the revolving door in Washington 

a central issue in the presidential campaign, In his book, Putting People First, 

Clinton wrote, "Too many public officials enter the revolving door and emerge as 

high-priced influence peddlers," 

Among Clinton's campaign promises was a proposal to require top 
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Administration appointees to sign a pledge that they would abide by new tougher 

revolving door restrictions. One of President Clinton's first official acts after being 

sworn in was to issue an executive order containing new post-employment restrictions 

supplementing current law. The new executive order requires "senior appointees in 

every executive agency" (approximately I, tOO presidential appointees who make more 

than $104,00) to sign a pledge stating: 

o 	 They will not lobby their former agencies for five years after leaving 
government. 

o 	 They will not, within five years after· personally and substantially 
participating in a trade negotiation "represent, aid or advise" any foreign 
government, foreign political party or foreign business entity. 

o 	 They will never become a registered foreign agent for any foreign 
government or foreign political party. 

o 	 Top White House officials, in addition to being banned from lobbying the 
Executive Office of the President for five years, will be banned for five 
years from lobbying any department over which they had substantial 
personal responsibility. Exceptions included former officials who go to 
work for the federal, state or local governments, scientists and other 
technical personnel who are employed by non-profit organizations, and 
lawyers in criminal or civil litigation. 

In 	addition, every trade negotiator who is not a senior appointee is required to pledge 

that they will not, for five years after leaving office, "represent, aid or advise ll any 

foreign government, foreign political party or foreign business entity with the intent 

to 	influence a decision of any officer or employee of any executive agency. 

Senator Boren has introduced legislation to codify these restrictions into law. 

and to extend similar revolving door restrictions to Congress. Under the Boren bill, 
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the ban on Members of Congress returning to lobby the legislative branch would be 

increased from one ye.;r, which is current law, to two years. In addition, the Boren 

bill would add a five-year ban on Members of Congress lobbying their former office 

and any commiltees over which they had jurisdiction. As with appointees to the 

executive branch, the Boren bill proposes a lifetime ban on Members of Congress 

becoming registered foreign agents for any foreign government or foreign political 

party. Boren also proposes increasing from one year to two years the ban on all 

high-ranking executive branch appointees (Executive Level I through V) from 

contacting other high-ranking appointees in the executive branch or independent 

. iagencies. ' 

The Boren bill also proposes new limits on top congressional staff who are 

currently barred from lobbying their former offices for one year. Under the Boren 

bill, top staffers would not be allowed to lobby their former employers, offices or 

committee for five years after leaving their jobs. They would also be banned from 

lobbying a~y Member of Congress or their staff for two years after leaving office. 

Strertgthening of post-employment laws was a major component of the Ethics 

Reform Act of 1989. Members of Congress and top congressional staff were for the 

first time subjeci to post-employment lobbying restrictions. As mentioned ahove, the 

law included a one-year ban on Members of Congress lobbying the Executive Branch 

and a one-year ban on top congressional staff lobbying the office or committee for 

which they:worked. Thc 1989 bill left in place the lifetime ban on all former 
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executive branch employees from lobbying' on a particular matter involving a specific 

party, in w~ich they were personally and substantially involved while in office; the 

two-year tlan on such matters that were under their official responsibility within the, 

year preceding termination of government service; and a one~year ban on former , ' 

high-rankihg officials from returning to loboy their former agency, 

The 1989 Act then added new restrictions, including prohibiting former top 

executive ranCh officials (Executive Levell-II) for one year from returning to lobby 

their high-ranking former colleagues (Executive Levels j-V) throughout the executive 

branch, High-level executive branch employees also now are barred for one year 
, 

after leaving office from "representing, aiding or advising" foreign governments or 

foreign politIcal parties. Officials involved in trade or treaty negotiations within a 

year before leaving office now are barred from representing or advising people 

concerned ~...ith such negotiations for one year. 
, 

In light of President Clinton's new executive order and Senator Boren's bill in , 

Congress, there should be an opportunity to revisit and strengthen the revolving door 

provlsions this year. 


