
Date: Sun, Mar 27, 2011 at 1:46 PM 
From: Dereck Davis   
To: David White 
 
Mr. White, 
  
I read your editorial to the Washington Post and your blog post with great interest. It seems you 
have concluded that it is my fault that the legislature is passing a direct wine shipment bill that will 
preclude retailers. You further imply that campaign contributions is the reason. Hmmmm... I know 
you are not a reporter so you can freely give opinions without actually doing any research or even 
attempting to get the other side of the story. Basically, you just read the sponsor line on a couple 
of bills, researched a campaign finance database, and then drew your own conclusions. Worse, 
you left out information that didn't fit the outcome you wanted. For example, you mentioned that I 
was a top recipient of campaign contributions but you didn't say a word about Delegate Charles 
Barkley. Why was that?  While I am not going to research Delegate Barkley's campaign finance 
records, it is painfully obvious that you found his contributions weren't that significant and 
therefore would ruin your hypothesis. By the way, Delegate Barkley was the lead sponsor of that 
bill, not me. That said, let me give you some of the inside story so you will understand what really 
happened. 
  
First of all, House Bill 234-11, sponsored by Delegate Jolene Ivey and Cosponsored by 
Delegate Dereck Davis among others, was a reintroduction of a bill sponsored during the 2010 
legislative session (HB 716) by former Delegate Carolyn Krysiak. Delegate Krysiak retired at the 
conclusion of the last term so during a chance encounter with Delegate Ivey, I mentioned this bill 
needed a sponsor and she volunteered. I had already contacted the Department of Legislative 
Services, the agency that drafts legislation for the General Assembly, and asked them to prepare 
it for the 2011 session so Delegate Ivey just needed to notify them she was going to be the lead. 
She made some tweaks to the bill based upon the Comptroller's report but for the most part, it 
was a reintroduction of the 2010 bill that failed in committee by one vote. It should be noted that 
the bill had 80+ cosponsors because it was the only bill available during the early part of the 
legislative session. That's why it had a relatively low house bill number (234) versus the other two 
bills (1079 and 1175). Members were signing onto the only direct wine shipment bill that was 
available.  
  
Secondly, all of the stakeholders involved will tell you that I had little to no involvement with any of 
these bills. As I was quoted saying in the Baltimore Sun last year, the Economic Matters 
Committee had too many other important issues to deal with than to get bogged down with this 
issue. I recognized the importance to some but far more important bills affecting far more citizens 
deserved the bulk of our attention. Quite frankly, I still feel that way. As such, I let my 
subcommittee chairman, Delegate Barkley, handle this matter while I focused on issues. After 
consulting with stakeholders and key members of the senate, it became clear to the 
subcommittee chairman that HB 234 as drafted was not going to be enacted into law, 
cosponsorship notwithstanding. Thus, he began to work on a compromise bill that could be 
supported by as many stakeholders as possible and could pass both chambers. Thus, you have 
HB 1175. 
  
Thirdly, you bemoaned the fact that one bill had over 80 sponsors while the other had only two. 
Had you looked into the matter further instead of patting yourself on the back for being "right" 
about HB 234 running into trouble, I would have told you that HB 1175 now has over 80 
cosponsors as well. All the delegates who supported the other bill were amended on to HB 1175. 
No one objected to being amended on as a cosponsor. I guess direct wine shipment by retailers 
wasn't as critical to them as it was to you. 
  
Finally, it is lazy reporting and even blogging to simply imply a piece of legislation did or didn't 
pass because of campaign contributions. It is easy to play to stereotypes and cliches rather than 
actually doing work and talking to people. I'm sorry this legislation didn't turn out the way you 



wanted it to but people all over the state deal with that reality on far more important issues. For 
you, this may just be about the freedom to import vintage wines from all over the country. For 
others, it may be about their livelihoods during the worst economic recession in modern times. As 
a legislator, it is my job to balance those competing interests. While I am appreciative of 
all financial support, please don't question my integrity. They don't print enough money for me to 
sell out my constituents. 
  
 
Dereck E. Davis 
Delegate 
25th District 


