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PROPONENT TESTIMONY ON SB 451
Dear Chairman Thompson and Members of the Committee,

President Masterson authorized me to provide written testimony on SB 451 from my own personal
perspective due to my extensive experience as a veteran of political campaigns in Kansas for over
two decades, long before | joined his office; and specifically due to my knowledge of the practical
effects of certain provisions of campaign finance law, including the one in question.

In my view, SB 451 strengthens the provision in question by requiring candidates to show “in detail
the products and services provided by each such vendor, including the date and purpose of each
such expenditure.” Forinstance, it makes it clear a candidate cannot just describe an
expenditure as “advertising” — they would need to indicate it’s for mailers, literature, etc.

In my view, SB 451 also wisely edits the same provision by removing what might be called the
“vendors of vendors” requirement. Under current law, finance reports must not only list the
vendors (advertising firms, public relations firms, or consultants) a candidate uses, but the vendors
that those vendors use, as well as the specific payments the vendor issues to each of those sub-
vendors. To my knowledge, this has never been widely enforced; but second, if it was, it would be
problematic for the following practical reasons:

1. Itwould be incredibly tedious for treasurers, if their candidate hires a vendor that uses other
vendors, to ascertain each of those sub-vendors — including designers, printers, mail shops,
and the like — and what amount was spent on each.

2. It’s anti-competitive for the vendors in question, as it would require them to disclose private
business arrangements to competitors.

3. It sets up the possibility of selective enforcement by the Public Disclosure Commission, as
it would be difficult to ascertain whether or not advertising firms, public relations firms or
consultants that receive payments from candidates are using sub-vendors, doing
everything in-house, or some mix of the two (which is often the case). As aresult, the
commission would have to rely on complaints, which could be targeted in nature, as well as
setting up the possibility of tedious and costly investigations.

In closing, SB 451 is prudent legislation that maintains the requirement to list the vendors they are
issuing payments to while strengthening the requirement for candidates to list what their
expenditures are for, while also removing the “vendors of vendors” provisions that my testimony
highlights are hard to enforce and tedious to comply with.

Thank you.



