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Welcome Back, Corrupticut. 
 

Last night, SB 641, as amended by Senate Amendment Schedule A 10925, which was offered by 

Senators Looney and Fasano, passed the Senate. If adopted, this bill will substantially weaken 

Connecticut’s campaign finance law, which has been seen as a national model for comprehensive 

campaign finance reform since 2005. 

 

With a few exceptions, this bill contains policies unmoored to the public interest, making it 

easier to get special interest money into CT elections, with less disclosure, and to get away with 

campaign finance violations. This bill has significant additional costs, including more than 

$20,000 in extra required commission meetings alone, with no fiscal note. This bill was drafted 

behind closed doors, and passed by the Senate in dead of night, without public hearings.  

 

The worst of it: 

Section 5 - Immunity for fraudulent contributions. 

Section 8 - Online solicitation by any group (dark money, foreign, corporate, on Facebook etc.) 

cannot be regulated by law. Such groups can raise money for CT candidates with no reporting. 

Sections 10 and 11 - Gag order on complaints. 

Section 12 - Massively diminished oversight on spending of public funds. 

Sections 8, 4, 5 &19– Candidates can qualify for CEP grants with contributions solicited for 

them by SuperPACS & corporations coupled with little to no review of those contributions.  

 

There are a few provisions that do not contribute to the erosion of the campaign finance system 

in CT, some even mildly beneficial, but they are far, far outweighed by the destructive provisions 

that make up the majority of this bill. This bill simply makes it easier for candidates to get 

unclean money into CT races, misspend clean CEP funds, and avoid meaningful regulation. It all 

comes at the expense of our once model public financing program. 

 

Specifics: 

Allows Coordinated Solicitation between CEP Candidates and SuperPACs and Others 

 Allows solicitation for any committee by anyone – including any SuperPAC, corporation 

or 501c4, as long as made via Internet, can never be an expenditure (section 8, Line 802) 

(see also sections 23 & 24). E.g. Federal SuperPACS may now freely solicit for 

contributions to candidate committees on the Internet in coordination with them.  

  

Allows Fraudulent and Impermissible Contributions to Occur with No Enforcement Action 

and, Instead, Provides Assurance that Monies Will be Returned to Contributor if Caught  

 Never any punishment for straw or fake contributions given in connection with the CEP 

to cause release of a public grant.  Can commit fraud with impunity.  (Section 5) 
 

Makes Effective Administration of the CEP Impossible  

 Staff required to ignore problems with contributions and instead issue grant monies based 

on flawed or even fraudulent contributions.  Contributor certification cards are now only 

evidence allowed to consider for contributions. The commission staff cannot consider 

other evidence of illegality, such as the state contractor lists we are legally required to 

publish that may indicate that the contributor is a CEO, and his company is on prohibited 
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list. In some instances, state contractors self-report to the Commission and are found to 

be in violation of the state contractor provisions —we now must ignore what we know 

and not perform any due diligence to protect public fisc or safeguard the pay-to-play laws 

designed to prevent corruption and its appearance, the very core of campaign finance 

laws. (section 19) 

 Forces agency to accept incomplete, forged or misreported or altered contributions as 

qualifying. (Sections 4 & 5) 

 Non-qualifying contributions no longer buffered, returned to treasurer who then returns to 

contributor or gives to a charity or CEF. (Sections 4 & 5) 

 Subjects all Declaratory Rulings to a regulatory approval process specific to SEEC. 

(Sections 14 – 16). This is a frontal attack on SEEC’s ability to administer the CEP. 

 Candidates can pre-apply for a grant and get pre-approval *at any time* before statutory 

schedule kicks in.  (Section 17)  

 Increases number of times Commission must meet during CEP season from 2 to 3 times 

per week and increases the number of grant application deadlines per week from 1 to 3. 

(Section 18). No fiscal note attached but would entail significant costs. 

 Requires “prioritization” of applications based on order received, overriding staff ability 

to move clean applications quickly.  (Section 18) 

 Allows for commission to remotely review applications. This fails utterly to understand 

how the commission operates. Staff review applications, and Commissioners already 

attend grant meetings remotely. To the extent that this authorizes commissioners to “pre-

vote” on applications it runs afoul of public meeting laws. (Section 18) 

 

Continues Attack Ability to Enforce 

 Severely limits post-election audits: Contributions to non-participating candidates no 

longer reviewed to determine if stayed within amount and source limits. Types of 

documents that may be reviewed have been severely reduced. (Section 12) 

 Exposes agency to loss of leadership and turnover on a periodic basis: Imposes four-year 

term and two-term limit on executive director, and reporting requirement to General 

Assembly. (Section 21) 

 Imposes statutory prioritization system for addressing docketed cases. (Section 10) 

 Establishes gag order on complaints, makes extent of investigation and even existence of 

complaint immune to even FOI requests (Sections 10 & 11) 

 Free pass for first time certain financial disclosure statements are not made. (Section 20) 

 

Erodes Voters’ Ability to Know Who is Speaking & Reduces Candidates’ Requirement to 

Claim Their Speech (Section 1) 

 Candidate committees and town committees exempted from “approved by” language 

(Line 34) 

 Political committees and party committees no longer have “paid for by” or “approved by” 

language on their communications soliciting funds, as long as a candidate appears on the 

communication and the communication does not specifically promote the candidate (or 

attack his opponent) (Line 37) 

 TV ads by candidates no longer have to have paid for by language – just the candidate 

appearing at end for 2 or 4 seconds saying that candidate approved it. (Line 46) 
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 Any social media paid for by candidate or party, leadership & caucus committees do not 

have to have disclaimer traveling with the message anymore, just a link that will take you 

to a disclaimer. (Line 270) 

 

Makes Coordination Easier in Connecticut  

 Weakens rebuttable presumptions & Commission's ability to ensure that “independent 

expenditures” are truly and wholly independent (Section 2) 

 Under current law an expenditure made by someone who had been serving as the 

candidate’s treasurer, deputy treasurer, or campaign chairperson during that election 

cycle would be presumed to be coordinated.  Under this amendment, the period covered 

will be only be about 10 months (as opposed to 2 years for general assembly and 4 years 

for statewide currently in the law).  (Line 312) 

  

Loosens Lobbyist Restrictions 

 Spouses of lobbyists (if the spouse is a member of a state officer’s staff, or an employee 

of a legislative caucus) can serve as treasurers of candidate committees and not have to 

follow lobbyist restrictions they now have to follow: they can solicit and bundle 

contributions (which includes sponsoring and hosting fundraisers), and sell ad books ads. 

(Section 22)  

 

Adopts Head of the Party Exemption 

 Sections 7 & 8: Head of Party Exemption – allows candidates to feature other candidates 

in ads if those candidates are the Governor or President.  (Note: Made retroactive so that 

excuses violation of sitting Senator.) 

  

Creates to Commissions to Review Election Laws 

 Section 6: Election Law Review Commission 

 Section 13: Commission for the Revision of Election Laws 

 Will not include representative of SEEC, which enforces elections laws, but only elected 

officials, who are supposed to follow them. 


