From: Ed DeVilbiss

Sent: 4/18/2015 5:07:56 PM

To:

Cc:

Subject: Fwd: HHI 1st Monday Republican Lunch Group.

Friends,

A friend sent this, and | thought you might be interested in parts of it as the
issues are critical here in South Carolina. In addition to this | will be sending a
second email list of the State House voting record from 4/15/15 with my
comments. You may wish to contact your House Representative if you disagree
with his voting decision.

ED

On Sat, 18 Apr 2015 10:07:49 -0400 writes:
Dear Colleagues:

In today's Journal (middle of page A9) there is an excellent op-ed written
by

the Policy Council's President, Ashley Landess. (A frequent visitor to 1st
Monday). The op-ed is entitled, "The South Carolina Way of Incumbency
Protection."

You may or may not know that South Carolina has the reputation of
having one of if not the most corrupt General Assemblies in America.
Last week at the Beaufort County Republican Convention one of the
speakers was

Speaker Pro-tem, Tommy Pope. He stated rather frankly that we did not
send our representatives to Columbia to work on ethics reform as there
were many more important issues to deal with.

... hope you all agree that without proper ethical behavior in both
chambers of our Legislature nothing they do can be trusted. And, from
what is going on there now with tax increases, lack of road funding, lack
of transparency, etc. it is difficult to believe in anything they say or do.

Are you also aware that SC is one of the four states in America that does
not require their Legislative members to divulge publicly their outside
earnings. (Other than earnings as a result of doing business with

the State).

While you may all agree with the above, it usually goes that our
Representatives here in Beaufort County should not be included. Don't
you believe it! They are certainly involved with these problems because of
having to "Go along to get along."



You may wish to attend the 1st Monday meeting at Aunt Chiladas on May
4th.

View this email in your browser <http://us2.campaign-archive1.com/?u=
90f4d72dbc04b9503f9c911dc&id=96ff24036a&e=e73al11ccee>

<https://gallery.mailchimp.com/90f4d72dbc04b9503f9c911dc/images/e752428¢e-
€5d3-498c-ab01-2b119531696d.png>
Good morning,

| wanted to let you know about an op-ed | wrote in today's Wall Street Journal.
It's on an emerging threat to South Carolinians' First Amendment rights. To put it
briefly: State lawmakers are using a long and confusing ethics bill to try and
silence their critics and protect their own careers, and we felt it was time to call
attention to it in a big way.

You can read it on the opinion page of today's paper, or on the Journal's
website here. <http://scpolicycouncil.us2.list-manage.com/track/click?u=
90f4d72dbc04b9503f9c911dc&id=bcc7a617f1&e=e73a11ccee> You might be
blocked by a pay-wall, so I've copied it below, too.

Thanks for reading and for staying engaged.

All the best,
Ashley Landess

The South Carolina Way of
Incumbency Protection

State Republicans are angering conservative
groups by pursuing clampdowns on political
speech.



By ASHLEY LANDESS

Campaign-finance laws are sold as good-government measures, but we
shouldn’t forget who writes them: incumbents, who have a strong interest in
staying that way. Case in point is the South Carolina legislature, which is
considering a new election law that seems intended less to stop corruption than
to shut down debate.

The Supreme Court has clearly ruled, beginning with Buckley v. Valeo in 1976,
that campaign-finance rules may only limit speech that is “unambiguously
related” to an election, and even then only to eliminate the threat or appearance
of a quid pro quo. The justices ruled that lawmakers cannot put burdensome
disclosure requirements on issue-advocacy groups or those focused merely on
candidates’ positions and records in office.

Regulations that go further have been tossed by courts, including ones in South
Carolina. In 2010 a federal court here, at the behest of a pro-life group seeking

to distribute a voter guide, ruled that a section of the Palmetto State’s campaign
laws was unconstitutionally broad.

Yet now lawmakers are proposing a new definition of “electioneering
communication” that would include virtually any statement referencing a
candidate for office made within 60 days of a general election or within 30 days
of a primary. The language is broad enough to cover, conceivably, the monthly
newsletters of think tanks or other watchdogs.

The bill appears to make exceptions, but they are vague and thus open to
interpretation. For example, a flyer stating two county council candidates’
positions on the issues would be deemed electioneering if it “may be received”
by 2,500 households. But who’s to say in how many something like this “may be
received”? Under this language regulators would have the power to force
watchdog groups to open their records to prove they’re not electioneering.

A group found to be electioneering would have to publicly disclose its financial
supporters. No organization wants its donors subject to such invasions of
privacy, which could expose them to public harassment or retaliation by powerful
officials. In a state where a few politicians exercise enormous powers over all
three branches of state government, that could mean real trouble for real people.
If this bill is passed, many will find themselves suddenly worried about crossing
some arbitrary line. They may decide it’s easier to simply keep quiet.

And that is really the point of this kind of law—not to silence the left or the right,



but to silence critics of those in power. Republican lawmakers are driving the
proposal, which is buried in a long and complicated “ethics” package, and
Republican Gov. Nikki Haley is its biggest champion. Democratic lawmakers,
meanwhile, remain quietly compliant.

South Carolina has always been a one-party state. Before 1990 it was as solidly
Democratic as it is solidly Republican now. Thanks to the 1895 constitution and
decades of power-grabbing, control of government belongs largely to the
legislature. The executive branch is controlled through boards and commissions
appointed by legislative leaders. Those leaders control judicial selection,
education, road funding, public utilities and much more, yet they are accountable
only to the voters in their individual districts.

That is why protected political speech is so essential. The South Carolina Policy
Council, which | run, is a nonpartisan think tank dedicated to promoting limited
government, free enterprise and individual liberty. We are small but outspoken.
In 2013, we took a criminal complaint to the state attorney general, outlining a
pattern of corruption by the Republican House speaker, Bobby Harrell. We
brought together groups from the left and right to demand accountability. In
October Mr. Harrell, formerly the state’s most powerful politician, pleaded guilty
to criminal ethics violations.

During that two-year battle and since, lawmakers have proposed multiple ways
to shut down criticism, such as forcing citizens to be sworn in to testify before
public bodies and making it a crime to file a “groundless” complaint against a
judge. Luckily, those measures failed.

Now lawmakers are considering a bill to define campaign speech so broadly that
it would silence protected issue advocacy. The debate over campaign
regulations is often viewed as an ideological one in which liberals oppose the
influence of money in elections and conservatives argue for the protection of
speech in politics.

As the case of Republican-dominated South Carolina amply demonstrates,
however, state legislatures are happy to consider whatever regulations
lawmakers think they can get away with—not for citizens’ protection but for their
own.

—NMs. Landess is the president of the South Carolina Policy Council.
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Procedural oddities on the way to that tax hike <http://scpolicycouncil.us2.list-
manage.com/track/click?u=90f4d72dbc04b9503f9¢911dc&id=e63151dbaf




