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“...the single most important piece of
legislation of 2015...”

Thomas Elias, award-winning columnist




2015 California DISCLOSE Act

Authored by:
Assemblymember Jimmy Gomez
(D-Northeast Los Angeles)

Assemblymember Marc Levine
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What the California DISCLOSE Act Does:

Applies to all television ads, radio ads, print ads, mass mailers,
and websites for or against state and local ballot measures
having funders of $50,000 or more. It applies whether ads are
paid for by corporations, unions, or millionaires.

New Top 10 “follow the money disclosure” to make sure that
ads report their three largest original individual, corporate, or
union contributors, no matter how many committees or groups
their contributions pass through.
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Why?

There are a thousand hacking at the branches of evil fo one who is striking at the root.”
— Henry David Thoreau, Walden, or Life in the Woods
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Dinner with Hillary Clinton and George and Amal Clooney
in San Francisco

Date: Friday, April 15

Time: 7:00pm

Location: San Francisco, CA
at the home of Shervin Pishevar

In support of Hillary Victory Fund

Attendee - $33,400 per person or $66,800 per couple, includes photo with Hillary
Co-host - $100,000 per couple, includes host reception with the Clooneys and
Hillary and preferred dinner seating

Event Chair - contribute or raise $353,400 per couple, includes Chair's roundtable
with the Clooneys and Hillary and premium dinner seating
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Dinner with Hillary Clinton and George and Amal Clooney
in San Francisco

Date: Friday, April 15

Time: 7:00pm

Location: San Francisco, CA
at the home of Shervin Pishevar

_ _ Yikes!!!
In support of Hillary Victory Fund

Attendee - %
Co -host - er couple mcl des host receptlon with the Clooneys and
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Biggest Problem Now: Dark Money




Koch Brothers’ 2016 Goals
(mostly Dark Money)

$889,000,000

Top 10 Unions 2012

$674,547,619
) ) $647,042,751
Democratic Parties 2012

Republican Parties 2012
(DNC, DCC, and DSCCC) P

(RNC, NRCC, and NRSC)

No matter your party, you have to be afraid when
Billionaires are more powerful than parties. kM




Biggest Problem Now: Dark Money
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(Known) Koch Network Secret Spending: $412 million in 2012!!



Rapid Rise in Super PACs Dominated by Single Donors

Super PACS that get nearly all of their money from one donor quadrupled their share of overall fund-raising in 2014.

by Robert Faturechi, ProPublica, and Jonathan Stray, special to ProPublica, April 20,
2015, 5:15 @.m.




Reported Dark Money Spending by Viewpoint
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Ted Smith
Coordinator at International Campaign for ...

Oil industry funnels more
than $300,000 into campaign
against environmental
champion Senator Jim Beall

May 13, 2016 - 8 Likes » 3 Comments

You wouldn’t know it from reading the
local newspapers, but one of the most

cynical political dirty tricks this season is
+h o~ AFFnt
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by Chevron, Valero, Tesoro and other
big oil firms to fund a political action
committee called Californians to
Restore the Middle Class with $5.5
million to

target environmental champions like Sen.
Jim Beall. They have recently decided to
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Key Supreme Court decisions to be aware of...

.é Buckley v. Valeo - Ballotpedia - Internet Explorer .
5\-—} - |E!-E ? https: //ballotpedia.org/Buckley v, Valeo .Dj 4| 42| B Buckey v. Valeo -Balotpedia | l

~

Buckley v. Valeo

Buckley v. Valeo is a landmark 1976 Supreme Court case that challenged amendments made in 1974 to the |
Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) O of 1971. The Court upheld federal campaign contribution limits, but
overturned expenditure limits, saying that limiting expenditures would limit the quantity of campaign speech,
which in turn violated First Amendment rights. The decision created the distinction between express advocacy,
campaign advertisements in which express support for the election or defeat of a candidate is made, and issue
advocacy, political advertisements which highlight "broad political issues rather than specific candidates.”™" In
addition, provisions of the law regarding public funding, disclosure and record keeping were upheld. The Court
also found that the method of appointing members to the Federal Election Commission violated the principle

of the separation of powers."”’
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Key Supreme Court decisions to be aware of...

,é' Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission - Ballotpedia - Internet Explorer

.l 1= i fCitizens i v._Federal Heclion s >l = '1 ! ¥ i
61:::;' |B https://ballotpedia.org/Citizens_United_v._Federal_Hlection_Commission ,OJ ﬂ [T | B Citizens United v. Federal El... | |
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ICitizens United v. Federal Election Commission

Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission is a United States Supreme Court case involving Citizens
United, a 501(c)(4) nonprofit organization, and whether the group's film critical of a political candidate could be
defined as an "electioneering communication" under the 2002 Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act [J, also known
as the McCain-Feingold Act.!"! Decided in 2010, in a 5-to-4 decision, the Supreme Court held that corporate
funding of independent political broadcasts in candidate elections cannot be limited, because doing so would
violate the First Amendment.!"!

The Court's decision struck down a provision of the McCain-Feingold Act that banned for-profit and not-for-
profit corporations and unions from broadcasting “electioneering communications” in the 30 days before a
presidential primary and in the 60 days before the general elections.!"! The decision overruled Austin v. Michigan
Chamber of Commerce (1990) and partially overruled McConnell v. Federal Election Commission (2003)."' The
decision upheld, however, the requirements for disclaimer and disclosure by sponsors of advertisements, and
the ban on direct contributions from corporations or unions to candidates.”
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Key Supreme Court decisions to be aware of...

Mot ileleron v
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McCutcheon v. Federal Election Commission

McCutcheon v. Federal Election Commission is a 2013 Supreme Court case that challenged biennial

aggregate campaign limits established in 1974 through changes to the Federal Election Campaign Act O (1971).
The court’'s 2014 decision, in a 5-4 vote, “struck down the aggregate limits on the amount an individual may
contribute during a two-year period to all federal candidates, parties and political action committees
combined.” Though the decision struck down biennial aggregate limits as unconstitutional, the amount an
individual can contribute per federal candidate did not change."”

As a result of the McCutcheon decision, individuals may now contribute to as many
federal candidates as they want, but may only contribute up to $2,700 in each case.” "’
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Citizens United
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The U.S.A. Is Lesterland

Lesterland

TED2013: Lawrence Lessig: We the People, and the Rgpubllc we-must reclaim Y
http://www.ted.com/talks/lawrence_lessig we the people and_the republic_we__ must reclaim

Only 0.05% of all Americans gave %

AN

the max amount to a federal candidate.




As Lawrence Lessig Says:
The U.S.A. Is Lesterland
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Also consider...Lobbying

2014 LOBBYING SPENDING

(selected companies)

. $0.5

COMCAST ‘

$17

MILLION CABLEVISION

$0.5

TIME WARNER
WINDSTREAM CABLE |

DISH
NETWORK

Source: Fortune, April 2016 p.56
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After Conventions, a Debt to Donors

This year the Republican and Democratic nominating
conventions in Cleveland and Phitadelphia will be bank-
rolied entirely with money from corporations and wealthy
individuals. Mot since the Watergate era, when a $400,000
pledge (o the 1872 Republican convention from ITT Corpo-
rafian was linked to a favarable satcome for the comopany
in & federal antitrust decision, has this happened.

Industries with: business before the fsderal govern-
ment have long found opening their checkbooks for the
conventions 1o be one of the most efficient means for influ-
encing an incoming administration and Congress in one
quick action,

Came July, some of America’s best-known companies
will pay to celebrate the nomination of Donald Trump,
whose racist rants have in the past caused NBC; Macy's
and Nascar to distance themselves from him. Progressive
palitical groups Hke ColorOfChange.ong and Crodo Action
are pressuring Coca-Cola, Walmart, Microsoft, Facebook
and Google to cut off money for the Republican gathering.
But the protest against Mr. Trump doesn’t address the
deeper problem of corporate influence over both partles.

The ITT scandal prompted legislation that provided
public financing for conventions, and limited their budgets
1o that amount. But the parties seon found multiple ways

Democratic convention
million. Dempcrats trie
that year, but that did

This year the Republican and Democratic nominating

vention instesd went ing
the nation’s largest eled

conventions in Cleveland and Philadelphia will be bank-

rolled entirely with money from corporations and wealthy

allof it pa:d b}rm’w Il
Lawyers who ad
nance laws say that so
will continue financing
that they're covered
White House in Movem |
creates widespread opg
siys Fred Wertheimer,

Ing corporate buyout of a\merica's pulrl:lc:aj system, In &
year marked by voter anger at npofitical chass out of touch
with struggling Americans, one might expect both Repub-
licans and Democrats to rein it in. But as with all political
spending, the tendency is always towand more, not less.
That publicly held companies seeking favors [rom the gov-
ernment will underwrite this excess is offensive, and en-

individuals. Not since the Watergate era, when a $400,000
pledge to the 1972 Republican convention from ITT Corpo-
ratlon was linked to a favorable outcome for the company
leral antitrust decision, has this happened.

around that, inchading using “hast commitiees” that 0per-  giraly begal,
ate in the cities where the comventions are held, soliciting
unlimited amaounts of comvention maney from corpara-
tions and wealthy individunls. These commiliees, esta-
lished to skirt federad laws banning corporations from gl

ing to political parties directly, should be abolished. Pl q Motors and AT&T Wthh were all paSt Contrlbutors COI"
The demise of public convention financing is & result ' -

B N ., porations can give unlimited cash, services and swag ag to

< Democratic and Republican host committees for conven-

! tzons that Dbasically are four-day-long parties.

HAAVADJ, A WM W aAwT) mreme e - —— T -

ended government funding for nominating conventions,
which in 2012 amounted to about 518 million, or one-quir-
ter, of each political parly's convention costs, and re-
directed 5126 miklion over 10 years to pediatric disease re-
search.

The law shifted ever-escalating comvention CosLs anto
n|:h dnmmmlnns IllteGmgIe Facebook, Duke

Lannmlns. | #3 a.-u\.-n.l

M.nmrs :md .AT&T whlc'h m,n} al] pa-_r.t wmnhutnrs Cor-
porations can give unlimited cash, services and swag (o
Democratic and Repubiican hast committees for conven-
tions that basically are four-day-long parties.
Snam‘rmmers:n these companies pick up the tab since the
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The zau chuhlxan cnnwmwn in Tampa, Fla., cost b

about 574 million, That didn't inchide millions more that
corporate lobbyists spent on parties and concerts with
top-name entertainment that took place outside the con- L
vention hall, and off-limits to TV cameras. The 2012 BEBERAS TEHLAP
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“Let our Democracy GO!!”
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Overturning Citizens United

16 States Passed Resolutions
Urging a Constitutional Amendment
Overturning Citizens United:

California!l Massachusetts
Colorado Montana
Connecticut. New Jersey
Delaware New Mexico
Hawalil Oregon

lllinois Rhode Island
Maine Vermont
Maryland West Virginia

¥ ——=—— END CORPORATE RULE. LEGALIZE DEMOCRACY. \"Q‘:\%‘ f,_i.i;:.f;;’-'-
fw""“
Fo

Santa Clara County MIOVE TO AMEND WQ’\ F’g&ﬁ” =

oo A st QAL ot T

See: http://scc-mta.org/




We Don’t Have to Wait

for
Citizens United
to be overturned to fight

Unlimited Money!




Progress: California’s SB 27 of 2014

Make Dark-Money Non-Profits Reveal Their Funders

Whenever a non-profit spends $50,000 or more on California
campaigns it must:

-- Register as a California campaign committee

-- Report the contributors that make up that spending

Passed and Signed
Into Law after more than
40,000 petition signers!




Did SB 27 Completely Solve the Dark
Money Problem in California?

Big Money Takes Over Ballot Measures
The side that won: $164 million

The side that lost: <SS9 million I

Most spending hidden behind
misleading names buried in fine print.

2014 elections, California ballot measures.

e.g. “No on Prop 45, Californians
Against Higher Health Care Costs”




Examples




Current Law: Yes on 26 TV Ad Disclosure (Actual Screenshot)

YesProp26.com

.‘ ﬁ 1 J—
P.ﬁ.l[immiJ HIUBEN TAXES - NOONZ5/YES ﬂiﬂ E,A CUALITION

OFJAXRAYERSANDEMPLOYERS, WITH MAJOR FUNDING FROM CA
BUSINESS FAL, SPUNSURED BY CA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND
SIVIALL BUSINESS ACTION COMMITTEE PAC.
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Disclosure with AB 700, the California DISCLOSE Act

YesProp26.com

Ad Paid for by a Committee whose Top Funders are

Chevron
Philip Morris USA
Anheuser-Busch Companies

Paid for by Stop Hidden Taxes — No on 25/Yes on 26 Funding Details at www. No25Yes26.com
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Does not matter if funders are corporations, unions, or individuals...

TESON2D

PAID FOR BY YES ON 25, CITIZE! -TIME BUDGET SPONS
BY T ALA::: l'\_.'*'-“'"'_‘ : : '
GROUPS, CALIFORNIA FED:

COMMITTEE AND CALIFORNIA
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Disclosure doesn’t necessarily hurt. It just lets voters know.

Ad Paid for by a Committee Whose Top Funders Are

California Federation of Teachers
California Teachers Association
AFSCME

Paid for by Yes on 25, Citizens for an On-Time Budget Funding Details at www. EndBudgetGridlock.com
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Radio Disclosure

AB 700 disclosure is shorter than current disclosure and
gets rid of the speed reader!

With AB 700 Disclosure:

Yes on 26: “Top funders of this ad are Chevron
and Phillip Morris. Paid for by Stop Hidden Taxes
— No on 25/Yes on 26"

Yes on 25: “Top funders of this ad are the
California Federation of Teachers and the
California Teachers Association. Paid for by Yes
on 25, Citizens for an On-Time Budget."

Current Disclosure (speed read):

Yes on 26: "Paid for by Stop Hidden Taxes — No
on 25 / Yes on 26, a coalition of taxpayers and
employers, with major funding from Cal
Business PAC sponsored by California Chamber
of Commerce and Small Business Action
Committee PAC."

Yes on 25: "Paid for by Yes on 25, Citizens for an
on-time budget, sponsored by teachers, nurses,
firefighters, and other public employee groups,
California Federation of Teachers Copy/Prop
Ballot Committee and California Teachers
Association PAC".

DISCLOSE. **

ACT '




Examples of Popular Initiatives Killed by Anonymous Spending

Qil extraction tax to pay for clean enerqgy (Prop 87 in 2006)

= Led in early polls by nearly three-to-one.

= Killed by $94 million in ads from “Californians against Higher Taxes”.

N°87

More foreign oil.
Higher gas prices.

| www-Nooil.Taxfcqm -




Examples of Popular Initiatives Killed by Anonymous Spending

Qil severance tax to pay for clean enerqgy (Prop 87 in 2006)

= Led in early polls by nearly three-to-one.

= Killed by $94 million from “Californians against Higher Taxes”.

NO g7

More foreign oil.
Higher gas prices.

Ad Paid for by a Committee Whose Top Funders Are
Chevron

Aera Energy
Occidental Oil & Gas

Paid for by Californians Against Higher Taxes — No on 87 Funding Details at www. Noon87.com



Examples of Popular Initiatives Killed by Anonymous Spending

Prescription drug discounts initiative (Prop 79 in 2005)

= Led in polls by nearly 15%.
= Killed by $123 million by “Californians Against the Wrong Prescription”

ol

Wrong Prescription for California

See for Yourself

www.CalRxNow.org

PAID FOR BY CALIFORMIANS AGANT THEWRONG PRESCPTON -0 OM PR B8
PONSORED BY THE PHARMACFUTICAL RESEARCH AND MANUFACTURSRS
OF AMERICA AND MAJDR FUNDING PROVIDED BY JOHNSON £ JOHNSON
MERCK £ (0. INC_ PFZER. INC. GLAXDSMITHILING. AND OTHER (OMPANES




Examples of Popular Initiatives Killed by Anonymous Spending

Prescription druqg discounts initiative (Prop 79)

* Led in polls by nearly 15%.
» Killed by $123 million by “Californians Against the Wrong Prescription”

oo

Wrong Prescription for California

See for Yourself

www.CalRxNow.org

Ad Paid for by a Committee Whose Top Funders Are
GlaxoSmithKline
Merck
Pfizer

Paid for by Californians Against the Wrong Prescription— No on Prop 79 Funding Details at www. CalRxNow.org




Examples of Popular Initiatives Killed by Anonymous Spending

Mandatory Labeling of GMO Foods (Prop 37 in 2012)
= Led in polls by nearly two-to-one.
= Lost by less than 3% after $44 million in ads like this one.

PROP 37
OP3 ?

DOES IT MAKE SENSE




Examples of Popular Initiatives Killed by Anonymous Spending

Mandatory Labeling of GMO Foods (Prop 37 in 2012)
= Led in polls by nearly two-to-one.
= Lost by less than 3% after $44 million in ads like this one.

PROP 37:
?

DOES IT MAKE SENSE

Ad Paid for by a Committee Whose Top Funders Are
Monsanto Company
E.l. Dupont De Nemours & Company
Pepsico

Paid for by No on 37, Coalition Against the Deceptive Food Labeling Scheme Funding Details at www. NoProp37.org




Examples of Popular Initiatives Killed by Anonymous Spending

Health Insurance Rate Regulation (Prop 45)
= Led in polls by over four-to-one (69% to 16%)
= Lost after $56 million by “Californians Against Higher Healthcare Costs”.

PROP 45 IS OPPOSEDBY

California Medical Association

American Nurses Association
of California

California Hospital Association

VOTE No ON 45! ' '

A @ OON - CAUFORNIAN }1 rJST}t’"N Alyeizae TS a. NDNGBY
wwm )IJDF&TGP‘:NUF? SHOSP nLS @@{H ISAN cpu ORNIAEVRIGYERS!




Examples of Popular Initiatives Killed by Anonymous Spending

Health Insurance Rate Requlation (Prop 45)

= Led in polls by over four-to-one (69% to 16%)
» Lost after $56 million by “Californians Against Higher Healthcare Costs”.

PROP 45 IS OPPOSED'BY |

California Medical Association

American Nurses Association
of California

California Hospital Association

A S
¥ VOTE NO ON 45! | = L

Ad Paid for by a Committee whose Top Funders are
Kaiser Foundation Healthplan
Wellpoint
Blue Shield of California

Paid for by No on 45 - Califomians Against Higher Health Care Costs Funding Details at www.FPPC gov




Local Initiatives Also Killed by Anonymous Spending

Santa Barbara Anti-Fracking Initiative (Measure P in 2014)

= Lost after $7.6 million by “Californians for Energy Independence”.
= $112 per No vote!

NOo P

Si?_? the Oil and Gas Shutdown

NOonMeasurePcom

PAID FOR BY NO ON P: A COALITION OF SANTA BARBARA COUNTY TAXPAYERS,
CONSUMERS AND ENERGY PRODUCERS, WITH MAJOR FUNDING FROM CALIFORNIANS
FOR ENERGY INDEPENDENCE COMMITTEE, INCLUDING ENERGY PRODUCERS
AND PACIFIC COAST ENERGY COMPANY LP




Local Initiatives Also Killed by Anonymous Spending

Santa Barbara Anti-Fracking Initiative (Measure P in 2014)

= Lost after $7.6 million by “Californians for Energy Independence”.
= $112 per No vote!

NOo P

Stop the Oil and Gas Shutdown

NOonMeasurePcom
Ad Paid for by a Committee whose Top Funders are

Aera Energy

Chevron
Occidental Petroleum

Paid for by No on P - A Coalition of Santa Barbara Taxpayers, Consumers, and Energy Producers Fi.ll'lﬂil'tg Details at \'HWHW.FPPC.QDU




OUR DEMOCRACY




1S AT RISK




IF WE DON'T




DISCLOSE

DARK MONEY







EVERYTHING WE CARE ABOUT
Depends on passage of the California
DISCLOSE Act

« Nobody can compete with billionaires and
multinational corporations financially in the
era of Citizens United.

 Everything the legislature passes Is subject
to referendum, like the plastic bag bill.

o |If voters know who’s trying to buy their vote,
they have a chance. If not, they don't.




Californians Are Ready for the California DISCLOSE Act

“The state legislature is considering a number of proposals to make
changes to the initiative process...Do you favor or oppose this change:
Increase the public disclosure requirements of initiative sponsors to
more clearly identify who are its major funders.”

All Voters
4%
Democrats 86%
Republicans 78%
Independents 88%
Union Households 84%
Tea Party Members 83%
Northern California 86%
Southern California 82%
Coastal Areas 84%
Inland Areas 84%

Favor Oppose




Endorsers of the CA DISCLOSE Act

* Over 80,000 Californians signed petitions

 Over 400 organizations and leaders

GALPIRG
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Why is California Important?

\California
the World

ECONOMY

$1.8 Trillion in GDP makes California-
the 8th largest economy in the world
* :

GOP = 1.8 TRILLION

8. California (1.8) n---------------------uuuu"""""""""......E




Summary + Status (5/16) of CCMC Supported Bills:

AB 700 (Gomez-Levine), California DISCLOSE Act

-- Passed Assembly 60-15 with every Democrat voting Yes and a record 9
Republican votes. Scheduled for Senate Elections Committee hearing Tues, June
21st.

SB 254 (Allen/Leno), Overturn Citizens United Act, puts Prop 49, the Overturn
Citizens United Act, back on the November 2016 ballot!

-- Passed Assembly 51-26 with one Republican vote (Assemblymember Scott Wilk of
Santa Clarita). Being voted on in Senate Elections on Wed, 5/18 and Senate floor
possibly day after

SB 1107 (Allen/Hancock) to amend the ban on public financing of campaigns
-- Passed Senate Elections Committee 4-1 and now in Senate Appropriations
Committee

SB 1349 (Hertzberg) greatly increases transparency with a new California
campaign disclosure website.

-- Passed Senate Elections Committee 5-0 and now in Senate Appropriations
Committee

DISCLOSE. **
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Summary + Status (5/16) of CCMC Supported Bills:

SB 1828 (Dodd) closes conflict of interest loopholes on the powerful Board of
Equalization.

-- Passed Assembly Elections Committee 4-3 and now in Assembly Appropriations
Committee

AB 2523 (Mullin) requires city and counties to have contribution limits in their
races

-- Passed Assembly Elections Committee 5-2 and now in Assembly Appropriations
Committee

SB 976 (Vidak) stops legislators quitting their term from quickly taking a job
lobbying.

-- Passed Senate Elections Committee 4-1 and now in Senate Appropriations
Committee

AB 1200 (Gordon) would have required persons trying to influence state
procurement contracts to register as lobbyists.

-- Vetoed by Governor Brown after passing the Assembly 72-0 and Senate 38-1.
Governor's veto statement said "Given that the laws regulating state procurement are
voluminous and already contain ample opportunity for public scrutiny, | don't believe
this bill is necessary."
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Fill in AB 700 VVolunteer Forms

Mark down ways you’'d like to volunteer!

Can you come with us to a hearing in Sacramento?
Want to become a speaker? Write that down!

Have a group we should speak to? Write that down!
Know an elected official well? Write that down!

Turn them in today!

Get five people to sign the petition at home and mail it in!




Volunteer form for AB 700, the California DISCLOSE Act

Support Statement: I believe that voters deserve to know who is paying for political ads.
I therefore endorse and publicly support AB 700, the California DISCLOSE Act (Gomez-Levine).

Name Mail Me Petitions!

1 ! Please provide email and phone so
Title (if any) we can confirm before mailing!
Affiliation? [ ]Mail me 1 petition

I'll get up to 5 signatures!
Address

[ ]1Mail me 3 petitions

Zipcode Phone I'll get up to 15 signatures!
Email2 [ ]Mail me 10 petitions

I'll get up to 50 signatures!
Signature
[ ]I'm aunion member [ ]I'm abusiness owner [ ]I'm an elected official

[ ]Imake political donations. Please add me to the list of Donors for Accountable Polities.

¥Your support may be listed on California Clean Money Campaign website. Affiliation and title used for identification only.
2¥ou will receive ocrasional updates on the campaign and how you can help. Email and contact info will be kept private.

I am interested in helping by:

[ ] Gathering signatures or tabling

NN I S SRR, [
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AB 700, the California DISCLOSE Act
DISCLOSE who really pays for political ads!

The Problam
Tha Solution

Our Progress

LA Project Before fter

Inspiration - — - a5 Top F
Gat Involvad s e »

* Joln or Glve
= Sign Petition
* Tell a Friend
= Volunteer

« Evanis

* Newslotter

* Materials

s e SIGN THE PETITION! FIND A MEETING!
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lave ] t o
of your purchase costs!

f thelp Clean u‘”
P amazon.com

Line Our Amazon Lk and up to
T8 of your purchase goet to

Clean Mooy = For Eree!

SHOP & HELP NOWY

Amazon donates 4-7% of
vour purchase price to us
whenever you start shopping
at amazon from this button.
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AB 700, the Califormia DISCLOSE Act
DISCLOSE who really pays for political ads!
Before After

The Problem

The Solution

Our Progress

LA Project

Inspiration

Get Involvefd

South Bay Area ActloGoupMeetmg In San Jose

May 18th, 2016
7:00 PM . 8:30 PM
Sign Up Now

Peninsula Action Group Meeting in Palo Alto

May 26th, 2016
7:00 PM - 8:30 PM
Sign Up Now

* Materials
= Contact Us
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Even the Supreme Court Agrees

e 8out of 9justices in the Supreme Court's Citizens United
decision affirmed analogous disclosure requirements.

“Requiring people to stand up in public for
their political acts fosters civic courage,
without which democracy is doomed.”

- Justice Antonin Scalia, writing in Doe v.
Reed, 2010 (concerning the disclosure of
names on ballot petitions)
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Help Us Change Politics
From This:

JORD#RINGS
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To a Happy Ending for Voters!




Questions?

California Clean Money Campaign
3916 Sepulveda Blvd, Suite 208 ¢ Culver City, CA 90230
Phone (800) 566-3780 ¢ www.YesFairElections.org+ E-mail info@CAclean.org

Jason L. Spitzer
South Bay Area Chapter - CMCC
(408) 883-4640
jlspitzer@gmail.com
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Proposal by California Clean Money Campaign:
Top 10 Follow The Money

Bob Sue John Mary
$20M  $18M $4M  $2M

VLoV

Committee 1: $110M total

Top 10 Funders
1.
Bob
$20M
2.
Sue
$18M |
~ Top 10 Funders
$55 M 1.
e Bab
; $10M
"”“_r_lf_{__.;. [T I 2.
$2M Sue
$9M

Committee 2: $66Mtotal

Top 10 Funders John
1.Mike < $2M
$11M 10.
2.Bob Mary
$10M $1M
" 3.

DISCLOSE, Sue

$9M
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Mike $11M
From a source
other than
Committee 1

10 or more individuals give to Committee 1.
For illustration purposes we just show 4 here.

Committees Already Keep a list of all
contributions of $100+: who and how much.

Committee 1: Assume for illustration that no
committees contribute to Committee 1; just
wealthy individuals. Under AB 700, Committee
1 would be required simply to identify and keep
a list of its top 10 funders of $50,000 or more:

When Committee 1 contributes to Committee 2:
Under AB 700, Committee 1 attaches with its check
a list of its top 10 funders over $50,000 along with
amounts for each. To calculate the amount for
each, it:

(1) determines the percentage the check is of the
total contributions to the committee. In this
example, the percentage is 50% because the check
is for $55M out of the total the committee raised of
$110M.

(2) For each top 10 funder, the list will include their
contributions multiplied by the percentage the
check is of the total contributions to the committee,
or 50% in this example.




Proposal by California Clean Money Campaign:
Top 10 Follow The Money (cont’d)

Committee 2: $S66M total

Top_ 10 Funders Mike $11M
1.Mike D From a source
$11M other than
2. Bob Committee 1
$10M
3.
Sue |
|
op 10 Funders
1.Mike
s 2.Bob
Laaii Al ot $10M
3.
Sue
$OM
Committee 3: $S68M total
1’on éo Funders igﬁn
.bO
$12M \\ oM
2.Mike Bob $2M
$11M From a source
3. other than
Committee 2
Sue
$9M
10.
DISCLOSE # John

ACT I $2M

When Committee 2 contributes to Committee 3:
Committee 2 simply identifies its top 10 funders using
the numbers in the list from Committee 1 plus any
other contributions it received.

In this example: Committee 2 also got an $11M
check from Mike, who was not in the top 10 list from
Committee 1. Committee 2’s top 10 list therefore
includes Mike. Here Committee 2 contributes all its
money to Committee 3, which pays for the ad.

When Committee 3 pays for a ballot measure ad:
It just identifies its top 10 $50,000+ funders as in (D).
The top 3 funders shown on the ads come from this
list.

In this example: Bob contributed $2M directly to
Committee 3, so combined with the $10M from
Committee 2’s top 10 list, he’s the new top funder.

The ad will show Bob, Mike, and Sue as the
campaign’s top funders.




