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and don' t a l l ow i t t o f ou l up what is otherwise a very good
bill. But if you want to debate it now that is fine too.
But I hope you will give serious consideration t o what h a s
been done and give some thoughtful consideration to undoing
it. Let me make one final remark. Sometimes if agencies do
a bad job our tendency is to come back and want to undo the
statute itself. In this particular case there is absolutely
no evidence that the agency has done a bad job. In fact it
is my feeling that the Accountability Commission has done an
excellent job with regard to all of the statutes, including
this one. In the 10-year history of this particular s ect i o n
of the statutes there have be enabout 35 c om p l a i n t . " . f i l e d .
Of those 3' comp'aunts the commxssxon has only seriously
looked into 3 of them, only 3 of them. Of the three of them
that they' ve looked into, two of them h ave consented to
settlement. Basically that xs an x n d z c a t z o n o f ye s , we did
do it, w e agree to consent to a settlement. In one
instance, in one instance they were proven wrong. But I ask
you this, would you do away with your county attorney, with
your county attorney's office? Would you fire your county
attorney if they were wrong once? Is that a reason fo r
u ndoing a w h o l e g oo d l a w ? I think not. There may be one or
more persons upset by a particular outcome at a particular
point in time, but we don' t allow people to fire judges just
because they don't like the r esul t o f ca se s . That d o e sn ' t
strike us as justice. So it seems t o me equa lly
unreasonable and illog ical to su ggest that the
Accountability Commission shouldn't have any autho r i t y ove r
this kind of instance simply because in one c ase th e c o u r t
said you ar e w rong , yo u a r e wr o n g . Not only has the court
said...did they say that they were wrong in t hat c a s e , bu t
the Accountability omm ission came b ack an d cor r ec t ed t h e
problem so that the law, in effect, i s ev o l v i n g , t he l aw i n
effect zs evolving in a very progressive kind of way, just
as you would expect it to over time. What I mean in this
particular instance, for example, is that the question that
was in doubt with regard to the burden of proof has been
c leared up . Th er e was a n ar g u ment ove r whether i t was
necessar y t o p r ove a violation of the sta tute b y a
p reponderance o f t he ev i d en c e o r b y c lear a n d conv i nc i ng
evidence . Now we kn o w it has to be clear and convincing
evidence. We w ant to leave the statute in place, i t h a s
beneficial effects, it has been administered properly, the
l aw i s e v o lv i n g i n a sm o ot h f a s h io n . I would p l e a d w i t h you
to reestablish the law and allow it to continue to evolve
and have its beneficial effects on the election process.
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