WILLIAM J. SCOTT
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ILLINOIS

SPRINGFIELD

December 12, 1977

FILE N’O. 8—1319 -

-GOVER&W ETHICS:
' Lﬂhbyist ngiatzntion act :

Honorable Don Wooten
Illinois State Senator
Chairman, Senate cummittea
Room 306 .
224 - 18th Streot e
Rock Island, Illinois . 6 0

Dear Senator Woowa,: :

are the entitiea listed in section 2 of
AL §eguireé to ragiatet under
t 3?7

i yegistered lobbyiat arranges for -

fz-~-tures to be made to promote or
s rislation via credit card or

hy direet h&lling the entity he
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represents, should this expenditure be
reported Ly the regiastered lobbyiet
puarsuant to section 67 '

3, A8 used in sections 3 and 6 of the Act,
should “legislation' be interpreted to
‘nean a specifie bill, amenément, resolution,
or nominee, or as a general phrase covering
the activities of the legislative process?

4. Under section 6, vhich states that expendi-
tures of less than $25 "may be reported in
total amounts rather than in detail¥, need
oanly the total of all such expenditures be
repoxted or must the total of such expendi-
tures as to each particular person or
legislator be repozted?

S. tWhen an entity retains ths services of a
law £irm to represent it as a lobdwyisgt,
may the attorney or attorneys actuslly

argiaw gursuaixt zo- s:g:ian 3

ae ' e person emp ng 3 XRG~
- istrant as the law firm ".-:{her than the
entity? | '

There is no existing case law which interprets
the pertinent provisions of the Lobbyist Registration Act.
The language of a statute, however, provides the best means
for ite exposition, and, if the intent of a provisien can
be ascertained from the language of the provision, there is
no need to resort to othser aids for construction. (Baxrett
v. Frits (1969), 42 111, 28 529, 539; gehoellkopf v. DeVry
(1937), 366 311, 39, 49.) Furthermore, the language of a




’
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gtatute nust be gim its plain and ordinary meaning.
{Pranzese v. Trinko (1977), 66 x1l1. 24 136, 139.) Therefore,
the provisions of the Lobbyist Registration Act mist be
interpreted in accordsnce with the plain reaning of the
Alamgmge of those provisiona. |
I response to your first question it io my opinion

that, because the provisiona of section 3 of ‘the Act (Ill.
Rev, Stat. 1975, c¢h, 63, par. 173) apply to all persons,

that section eapplies to all entities listed in the definition
of "person’ contained in gection 2 of the Act. (Ill. Rev
stat. 1975, ch. 63, par., 172.) when ar Act defines the terms
therein used, those terms must be construed in accordance
with the definitions contained in the Act. (Krebs v. Thompson
(1944) , 387 111, 471, 478,) Section 2 clearly defines
“parson® ag "any individual, f£irm, partnership, comnittee,
association, corporation, or any other organizatiom or

group of persons”. That definition applies unless the context
in which the word is used otherwise requires. (I1l. Rev
stat. 1975, ch. 63, par. 172(a).) The context in which

the words “person® and “persons® arve ufed in section 3

does not :mm the application of a daﬁinitiﬁn different
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from that set forth in the Asmmte. Therefore, section 3
applies to all emtities enumerated under the statutory
definition of "person”. - |

In response to your second guestion it is wy opinion
that lobbyist expenditures billed directly or via credit cavd
to the entity a lobbyist represents must be reported by the
lobbyist in the report which he makes under section & of
the act. (Ill. Rev. stat. 1978, ch., 63, par. 176.) gection 6
requires that a lobbyist make “a report under oath of all
expenditures made by him ﬁéz the purpose of promoting or
opposing the passage of any legislation * ¢ ¢ ghowing in
detail the person or legislator to whom or for whose benefit
such expenditures were made”. Thie language applies to all
expandituzgs made by a lobbyist in msuit'af his objmiveé
regardless of wbether the expéaditnées are billed directly
to the entity which the lobbyist represents, or paid in
cash or by check by the lobbyist. To exempt directly billed
expenditures from the reporting requirements miﬁ, be
contrary to the plain language \0.2 the statute and to the
intention of the General Assembly.

In response to your third guestion it is my
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‘opﬂ.nm that tha term "legialatioa". aa ‘that tem is used
in aections 3 and 6 of the act, eneompaassa all asmts of
the lagislative process. section 2 of the Act, in daﬂns.ng

the term '1egialatien“. prov!.&es as zoum: o
L ' o * 0 ™

: {e) ‘mgielaeicn‘ neans bi.us. resoluum.
_ amm&neata. nominations, and other matters penamg
or proposed in either House of the General
: 'assemhly. and includes other matter which
) may be the subject of action by eithe: House.

e Q . o «
It ia elear from the above éeﬁnition that the legtslatm
intended tbat the Act cover lobhying on all mattexs which
| | lmight come hexore t.he Gemral Aasmbly. o _
' . With regard o your fourth question. saemn 6
: p:ovwes m pe:timt part a8 foll.m:

“Bvery person 8o mistering shan. *e o

‘£41le with the Secretary of State ¢ ¢ ¢ 5

 report under oath of all expenditures made by
Mm for the purpose of promoting or opposing
.the passage of any logislatm the General
Assembly or committee thexeof, owinq in

- detail the person or legislator to whom
i ::dﬁot wl\ose beneﬂt m&h expendimos were
® »

.. L

' maiw:as of $25 or less nmssa:y
to be :amm as described herein ior
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particular items may be reported in total
amounts rather than in detail.

L AR I : o
A io_bbﬁst must report each of hlé '- expehditures showing not
only the amount but alsc the person or legislator to whom or
for whose benefit such eupmditure was made, While au
expenditures must be usted. aexpenditures of 325 or lase do
not have to be itmized by amount, but may be aggregated and
reported in total amounts. 7The oxemption from reporting in
detail wpenaitures unde: $25 does not g0 beyond this limited
aggregation, and the zj'epo:t must still show the person or
legislator to ubom or for mae benefit expenditures under
szs wara made.

In .ms{ponse to yc’uk- €1€th qﬁestion it -jis‘ my opinion .
t'.hat. when a law firm is retained as a lobbyist, tm attorney
ox attcxneys employod by the firm who actually ca:ry on the
lobbyi.ng aetivity should disclose the name of t:he entity for
which lobbying is being done. Section 5 of the act (Ill.
Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 63, par. 175) requires that a registrant
disclose the name and address of the petmén 'mployixig or
. retaining the reglaetrant to parfem 1obbying sexvi:ms or on

whose behalf the regmtzam: Ws. This l.anguaga is
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clearly intended to mch to the persan actnauy interesated
in the particular matter wh&ch is ’haing pmtod or opposed
by the lobbyist. 'rhamtcte. mxely mpc:ting the name and
.aﬁdreaa of eho law firm mploying the attomey—lobhyist would
"hemmumuu.awwuwm.weuwﬂmethnw
:egister tm&ar the Act'. beqause it ia within the neetion 2
deﬂm.tum o£ "parm" and because it has uuanrtaken to

a pe:ﬁem ming services for its client.

o | Vexy truly youzs.

'ATTORNEY GENERAL




