Office of the Mayor

CONSENT CALENDAR
September 26, 2006

To: Honorable Mayor and
Members of the City Council

From: Mayor Bates
Subject:  Council Support for Proposition 89-Clean Money

RECOMMENDATION

That the City Council support Proposition 89-California Clean Money and Fair Elections Act on the
ballot this November.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
None.

BACKGROUND
Initiative Statute. Proposition 89

Political Campaigns. Public Financing. Corporate Tax Increase. Contribution and Expenditure Limits.
Initiative Statute.

Provides that candidates for state elective office meeting certain eligibility requirements,
including collection of a specified, number of $5.00 contributions from voters may voluntarily
receive public campaign funding from the Fair Political Practices Commission in amounts
varying by elective office and type of election. Increases income tax rate on corporations and
financial institutions by 0.2 percent to fund program. Imposes new limits on campaign
contributions to state-office candidates and campaign committees, and new restrictions on
contributions and expenditures by lobbyists and corporations. Summary of estimate by
Legidative Analyst and Director of Finance of fiscal impact on state and local governments:
Increased revenues (primarily from increased taxes on corporations and financial institutions)
totaling more than $200 million annually to pay for the public financing of political campaigns
for state elected offices.

CONTACT PERSON

Tom Bates, Mayor, 981-7100

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 Tel: (510) 981-7100 TDD: (510) 981-6903 Fax: (510) 981-7199
E-Mail: mayor@uci.berkeley.ca.us



PROPOSITION
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POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS. PUBLIC FINANCING.
CORPORATE TAX INCREASE. CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION AND
EXPENDITURE LIMITS. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

OFFICIAL TITLE AND SUMMARY * * %

Prepared by the Attorney General

POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS. PUBLIC FINANCING.

CORPORATE TAX INCREASE. CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION AND

EXPENDITURE LIMITS. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

+ Provides that candidates for state elective office meeting certain eligibility requirements, including
collection of a specified number of $5.00 contributions from voters, may voluntarily receive public
campaign funding from Fair Political Practices Commission, in amounts varying by elective office and

election type.

 Increases income tax rate on corporations and financial institutions by 0.2 percent to fund program.

» Imposes new limits on campaign contributions to state-office candidates and campaign committees,
and new restrictions on contributions by lobbyists, state contractors.

» Limits certain contributions and expenditures by corporations.

Summary of Legislative Analyst's Estimate of Net State and Local Government Fiscal !mpai:t:

* Increased revenues (primarily from increased taxes on corporations and financial institutions) totaling
more than $200 million annually. The funds would be spent on the public financing of political

campaigns for state elected officials.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

OVERVIEW OF THE MEASURE

This proposition makes major changes to the
way that political campaigns for state candidates
and ballot measures are funded. Candidates could
choose to receive public funding for the costs of
their campaigns. For those candidates choosing
not to receive public funding, existing limits on
the amount of political donations (“contributions™)
would be lowered. Figure 1 shows the main
provisions of the measure, which are discussed in
more detail below.

BACKGROUND

Current Limits on Political Contributions.
Candidates for state offices collect private donations
from individuals, corporations, political parties,
and other organizations (such as labor unions and
nonprofit organizations) to pay for the costs of
their political campaigns. The maximum amount
of money that each person or group can give to a

82 | Title and Summary/Analysis % % %

candidate is determined by state law. The limits were
last changed when voters approved Proposition 34
at the November 2000 general election. Current
limits on the amount of money that can be given
depend on the office being sought and who is
giving the donation. For instance, an individual can
give a candidate for the state Assembly a donation
of up to §3,300. On the other hand, a political party
can give that same candidate as much money as
it chooses. A candidate can accept donations any
time before an election and can sperid without limit
any money that is collected.

Role of Committees and Independent
Expenditures. Rather than make donations directly
to candidates, some individuals and groups choose
to make political donations to “committees.” These
committees take donations and then decide which
candidates to give money. For instance, one type
of committee—a small contributor committee—
accepts donations of up to $200 from more than
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100 individuals and then distributes the funds
to candidates. Other individuals, groups, and
committees choose to spend money on political
campaigns without giving money directly to
candidates. Instead, they make “independent
expenditures” without coordinating with the
candidate. These independent expenditures,

such as television commercials or newspaper
advertisements, may encourage voters to support
or oppose a candidate. There are no limits on the
amount of money that can be donated for or spent
on independent expenditures.

oposition 89: Main Proy
v Public Funding for Political Candidates

» A candidate for state office meeting certain
requirements could receive state funds to pay for
the costs of a political campaign.

» The amount of state funds that a candidate would
receive would go up if an opponent spent more in
private funds.

v Lowér Contribution Amounts for Privately Funded
Candidates :

* For candidates choosing not to receive public
funding, the amount of money that couid be
collected from each individual, corporation, or
other group would be lower than is currently the
case.

v Contribution Restrictions for State Ballot Measures

» Places new limits on contributions to candidates’
efforts to support or oppose ballot measures.

* Places new limits on contributions from
corporations to support or oppose ballot
measures. ‘

v’ Higher Corporate Taxes

¢ Increases tax rate on corporations and financial
institutions. For corporations, tax rate would
increase from 8.84 percent to 9.04 percent. For
financial institutions, tax rate would increase from
10.84 percent to 11.04 percent.

¢ Raises over $200 million each year to implement
the measure,

Ballot Measures. There are no limits on the
amount of money that can be collected or spent for
and against state ballot measures (propositions).

State Government’s Responsibilities. The
state’s campaign finance laws are administered by
the Secretary of State (SOS) and the Fair Political
Practices Commission (FPPC). Under state law,
individuals and groups must tell SOS how much
money has been given, received, and spent on
political campaigns. This information is available
to the public—generally on the Internet. The FPPC
i1s in charge of enforcing the laws to make sure
candidates and donors obey the rules. The FPPC can
assess fines on candidates violating election laws.

PROPOSAL

This measure makes significant changes to
state laws regarding the financing of campaigns
for elected state offices and state ballot measures.
The measure’s provisions regarding candidates for
office generally affect only state elected officials
(see Figure 2). -

Statewide Officials
Governor

Lieutenant Governor

Attorney General

Secretary of State

Treasurer

Controller

Insurance Commissioner

Superintendent of Public Instruction
- Legislature

Senators (40)

Assembly Members (80)
_Board of Equalization Members (4)

For text of Proposition 89 see¢ page 171.

¥ % % Analysis | 83




R

PROZ]? POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS. PUBLIC FINANCING.

CORPORATE TAX INCREASE. CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION AND
EXPENDITURE LIMITS. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONTINUED)

PusLic Funoing For Poumicat GANDIDATES

The measure establishes a system for candidates
to receive public funds to pay for the costs of
campaigning for state offices.

Requirements to Receive Money

In order to receive public funding for a
campaign, a candidate would have to meet certain
requirements:

o 85 Donations and Signatures. A candidate would
be required to collect a4 number of $5 donations
(““qualifying contributions™) and signatures from
residents prior to a primary election. As shown
in Figure 3, the required number of donations
would range from 750 to 25,000 depending on
the office sought. The measure requires that
these donations be paid to the state.

s Private Contributions. To receive public

funding, a candidate could not receive private

campaign funding, with two main exceptions.
First, beginning up to 18 months prior to a
primary election, the measure allows candidates
to collect and spend start-up contributions, or
“seed money.” (These funds could be used, for
instance, to pay costs for collecting the qualifying
contributions and signatures.) The measure
restricts these types of donations to $100 each.
Total donations would be limited to between
$10,000 and $250,000 depending on the office
(see Figure 3). These funds could only be spent
until 90 days prior to a primary election. Second,

candidates would continue to be able to receive
donations from political parties. Donations from
political parties would be subject to the same
limits as for candidates choosing not to receive
public funds (described below).

* Other Requirements. By accepting public
funding, a candidate would be subject to
some additional requirements. For example,
candidates would be required to participate in
public debates before each election. In addition,
candidates could not use their personal funds to
pay for campaign costs.

Public Funding Provided

Those candidates meeting the requirements
described above would become eligible to receive
public funds. As shown in Figure 3, the amount
of funding would vary based on (1) the office
sought and (2) whether it was a primary or general
election. For instance, for a primary election, a
candidate running for the Assembly could receive
$250,000 for the primary election and an additional
$400,000 for the general election (if successful in
the primary election). A candidate for Governor
could receive $10 million in the primary election
and an additional $15 million in the general
election. The FPPC would administer the funds and
make disbursements using a debit card system.

Additional Public Funds. In cases where a
candidate’s opponent chose not to participate in
the public financing system, the measure allows a

FIGURE 3 )
Public Financing Provisions for Maj
Initial Steps Public Financing Available

. NUMBER OF MAXIMUM START-UP PRIMARY GENERAL
Office $5 CONTRIBUTIONS CONTRIBUTIONS ELECTION ELECTION
Assembly .750 $10,000 $250,000 $400,000
Senate 1,500 20,000 500,000 800,000
Board of Equalization 2,000 30,000 250,000 400,000
Statewide officials 7.500 75,000 2,000,000 2,000,000
Governor 25,000 250,000 10,000,000 15,000,000
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participating candidate to receive additional funds
in some cases. Specifically, if an opponent spent
more in private funds than the amount of public
funds available, additional public funds would be
provided to the candidate on a dollar-for-dollar
basis. Similarly, a participating candidate would
receive additional public funds if independent
expenditures were made in support of an opponent.
The maximum amount of additional public funds
that a candidate could receive is capped under the
measure {generally five times the original amount
provided to a candidate and four times the amount
for a candidate for Governor). For instance, the
maximum amount of additional public funds that
a candidate for the Assembly could receive for a
primary election would be $1.25 million.

Funds for Expenses While in Office. Under
current law, state elected officials generally may
use leftover campaign funds to pay for some
expenses while in office. Under the measure, those
candidates who accept public financing and win
their election would be eligible to receive annual
payments to cover similar expenses. Members of
the Legislature would receive $50,000 each year

while in office and other state officials would .

receive $100,000 each year.

Minor Party and Independent Candidates
The amounts shown in Figure 3 are for

candidates representing major parties (generally,
parties whose nominee for Governor in the last
election received at least 10 percent of the vote).
Under the measure, candidates from minor parties
and independent candidates are eligible to receive
smaller amounts of public funds. Depending on the
situation, a minor party or independent candidate
could receive as much as one-half of the amount
that a major party candidate receives.

Lower CoNTRriBUTION AMOUNTS FOR PRIVATELY
Funpep CANDIDATES

Lower Campaign Contributions. For those
candidates who choose not to participate in the
public financing of campaigns, the measure
imposes new limits for campaign donations to
candidates. The measure’s limits generally are
much more restrictive than is now the case. For
instance, currently individuals, corporations,
and other groups can donate $3,300 per election
to a candidate for the Legislature. This measure
would restrict contributions to $500 for legislative
candidates. Currently, political parties can give
unlimited amounts to candidates. Under the
measure, a political party’s donations would be
limited. For example, a political party could give
a privately funded candidate for Assembly up to
$20,000 for a general election. These new limits
are summarized in Figure 4.

Individual, Group, or
Corporation

CURRENT PROPOSITION 89

Assembly $3,300 $500
Senate 3,300 500
Board of Equalization 5,600 500
Statewide officials 5,600 1,000
Governor 22,300 1,000

to both privately and publicly funded candidates.

Small Contributor

Committee Political Party

$6,700 $2,500 No timit $20,000

6,700 2,500 No limit 40,000
11,100 2,500 No limit 20,000
11,100 2,500 No {imit 200,000
22,300 2,500 No jimit 750,000

2Amounts shown are for general elections. Primary election fimits are between one-half and two-thirds of the amounts shown. Politicai party limits would apply

CURRENT PROPOSITION 89 CURRENT  PROPOSITION 89°

For text of Proposition 89 see page 171,

% % % Analysis | 85




PROP POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS. PUBLIC FINANCING.
CORPORATE TAX INCREASE. CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION AND
EXPENDITURE LIMITS. INITIATIVE STATUTE.

ANALYSIS BY THE LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CONTINUED)

Other Restrictions on Campaign Contributions.
The measure also adds other types of restrictions on
campaign contributions related to privately funded
candidates, which are summarized in Figure 5.

» Independent Expenditure Contribution Limit.
The measure restricts donations to $1,000
each year to a committee for independent
expenditures. As under current law, individuals

could make unlimited independent expenditures

_ if they spent the money on their own, without the
use of a committee.

« Overall Donation Limit. The measure also adds
new limits on the overall amount of political
contributions that a person or group can make
to candidates and committees in a year. The total
amount that could be donated to all types of
committees to support or oppose state candidates
would be limited to $15,000. Of this total,
however, any contributions over $7,500 would
be required to go for independent expenditures.

e Lower Political Party Contribution Limit.
The measure lowers an existing limit on annual
contributions to political parties from $27,900 to
$7.,500.

» Lobbyist Restrictions. Under existing
law, lobbyists are prohibited from making
contributions to candidates. The measure also
forbids lobbyists from making donations to
political parties and committees.

» State Contractor Restrictions. Under existing
law, those individuals and entities receiving state
contracts are not subject to any special restrictions
on political contributions. The measure forbids,
in some instances, those receiving state contracts
from making donations to candidates, political
parties, and committees.

ConTriBUTION RESTRICTIONS FOR STATE BaLLor
MEASURES

Unlike donations for candidates, the amount of
money donated by entities to support or oppose
state ballot measures currently is not subject to
contribution limits, This measure places two new
restrictions on donations for ballot measures:

» First, when a candidate for state office is
significantly involved with a committee that
supports or opposes a ballot measure, individuals,
corporations, and other groups would be limited
to a $10,000 contribution to that committee,

+ Second, corporations would be prohibited from
making contributions or spending more than
$10,000 to support or oppose a ballot measure.
(Nonprofit  corporations meeting certain
requirements would not be subject to this
restriction.) Corporations, however, could
establish special committees to collect voluntary
donations from employees for additional
expenditures.

FIGURE 5

Candidate-Related Contributions

oppose a candidate.

expenditures.
Baliot Measure Contributions

* Total annual contribution to an independent expenditure committee to support or

s Total annual contributions to political parties for candidate-related expenditures.
» Total annual contributions to all types of committees for candidate-retated

e Contributions.for or against a ballot measure where a candidate is significantly involved.

¢ Contributions for or against a ballot measure by a corporation.
“Contributing more than $7,500 is allowed only for independent expenditures.

Current  Proposition 89
No limit $1,000
$27,900 7,500
No limit 15,000°
No limit $10,000
No limit 10,000
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FiscaL Provisions

Higher Corporate Taxes. In order to pay for
the measure’s provisions (primarily for the public
financing of campaigns), the measure increases taxes
on corporations and financial institutions beginning
in 2007. The measure increases the income tax rates
paid by corporations from 8.84 percent to 9.04
percent, For financial institutions, the rate would rise
from 10.84 percent to 11.04 percent.

Other Revenues. In addition, the measure would
result in other, small sources of revenues, primarily
the collection of candidates’ $5 contributions and
fines on candidates violating election laws. (Under
current law, fines for violating election laws are
deposited into the state’s General Fund.)

Total Amount of Funds. The total amount of
funds that could be held by the state at any time for
the measure’s purposes would be limited to about
$900 million. (The formula determining this amount
would be adjusted for inflation every two years.)
Any amount over this limit would be transferred to
the state’s General Fund. If there were not enough
money to fully fund the measure’s provisions, the
measure authorizes FPPC to proportionately reduce
the amount of funds available to each candidate.

OTHER PRovVISIONS

Administration Costs. The measure provides that
a minimum of $3 million (adjusted for inflation
every two years) of the new funds would go to
FPPC to pay for the administration of the measure.
The SOS would also be required to use some of the
funds for a voter education campaign.

Election Procedures. The measure makes a
number of other changes to election procedures.
For instance, the measure prohibits any candidate
(whether receiving public financing or not) from
collecting campaign donations earlier than 18
months prior to a primary election. Also, the measure
changes what counts as independent and political
expenditures prior to an election. These changes

For text of Proposition 89 see page 171,

would result in more spending being subject to
donation limits and disclosure requirements.

FISCAL EFFECTS

New Revenues. We estimate that the measure
would raise over $200 million annually. Virtually
all of this amount would come from the increased
taxes on corporations and financial institutions.
Small amounts would come from the collection
of candidates’ $5 contributions and fines on
candidates violating election laws. Since fines for
violating election laws are currently deposited in
the state’s General Fund, the measure would slightly
reduce General Fund revenues (by about $1 million
annually).

New Spending. The new funds would pay for
costs associated with the measure. We estimate
costs to administer the provisions of the measure
and pay for voter education would be in the range
of several million dollars each year. (There would
be additional one-time costs, largely for computer
systems and voter education, to set up the public
financing of campaigns for the first time.) The
remaining funds would be available for candidates
who choose to receive public funds for their political
campaigns. The amount of spending on the public
financing of election campaigns would depend
on a number of factors and vary from election to
election. Among the factors affecting spending
would be:

» The number of candidates accepting public funds.

» The amount of money spent by candidates not
receiving public financing (which would determine
the level of any additional public funds).

The measure provides that total spending could
not exceed the amount of money available from
the increased revenues. Assuming that the number
of candidates in each election does not increase
significantly from current levels, there probably would
be sufficient funds available to provide all candidates
with the amounts allowed under the measure.
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VOTE YES TO TAKE A STAND AGAINST THE
POWER OF SPECIAL INTERESTS AND LOBBYISTS IN
CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT.

VOTE "YES” ON PROPOSITION 89, THE CLEAN
MONEY AND FAIR ELECTIONS ACT

We have a crisis of corruption in our government marked
by scandal after scandal and criminal investigations of
politicians from both parties. It is time for Californians to
clean up this corruption and make politicians accountable to
voters instead of big money campaign contributors.

* THE PROBLEM

Right now, special interests like big oil companies, the
drug giants, the insurance industry, and HMOs can get their
way in Sacramento by donating millions to elect politicians
who will owe them favors. Lobbyists and special interests use
campaign contributions to pass their pork barrel projects and
create tax loopholes—costing consumers and taxpayers like
you billions of dollars each year.

THE SOLUTION: PROPOSITION 89

If you’re dissatisfied with the way campaigas are funded
in California and the effect of campaign contributions on
state government, Vote Yes on Prop. 89.

YOUR "YES" VOTE WILL:

1. Help level the playing ficld and make our elections more
fair and competitive—so that candidates with the best
ideas have a chance to win, even if they are not rich or well
connected to v/ealthy special interest groups and lobbyists.

2. Requirc candidates to adhere to strict spending limits and
reject special interest contributions in order to qualify for
public financing.

3. Ban contributions to candidates by lobbyists and state
contractors.

4. Set limits on outside, so-called “independent” campaign
committees created by big contributors to influence elections.

5. Limit to $10,000 the amount corporations can spend
directly on ballot measure campaigns.

Here’s what you should know before voting:

PROPOSITION 89 IS A TAX INCREASE TO PAY FOR
POLITICIANS’ NEGATIVE POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS

The supporters of Proposition 89 won’t tell you that what
this measure really does, plain and simple, is raise taxcs by
hundreds of millions of dollars so politicians can run their
campaigns at taxpayers’ expense.

Everything we don’t like about political campaigns—
negative television ads and junk mail in our mailboxes—
would still be there. The only difference is OUR TAX
DOLLARS would be paying for it.

AFFECTS SMALL BUSINESSES TOO

They claim that Proposition 89 is about reducing the impact
of big corporations in elections, but it also SEVERELY
LIMITS the ability of many small businesses from backing
candidates or impacting measures.

That’s why the California Small Business Association
opposes Prop. 89. :

PROP. 891S COMPLICATED AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL

They say Prop. 89 was crafted by election experts, but they
don’t tell you that major portions of a similar measure were

881 Arguments k & &

California Clean Money Campaign

6. Restrict contributions by corporations, unions, and
individuals to $500 for candidates for state Legislature,
$1,000 to candidates for statewide office.

7. Establish tough penalties, including jail time and removing
candidates from office who break the law.

NOT FUNDED BY INDIVIDUAL TAXPAYERS OR THE

STATE BUDGET
Proposition 89 is specifically funded by a modest increase

in the corporate income tax rate—-raising it from 8.84% to

9.04%. The resulting corporate income tax rate would still be

less than it was from 1980 until 1996. Corporations should

pay their fair share in taxes.
WHEN YOQU HEAR THE ARGUMENTS AGAINST

PROPOSITION 89, REMEMBER:

+ Opposition to Proposition 89 is being led and funded by
the big oil companies, drug companies, the insurance
industry, HMOs, and other entrenched interests.

» Proposition 89 was drafted and reviewed by experts in
constitutional and election law and put on the ballot and
backed by Democrats, Republicans, and independent voters.

* The opponents of Proposition 89 want to keep the system
exactly the way it is, because they know 1t works for
them, NOT for you. They are making false claims against
Proposition 89 because they want to keep political power
for themselves rather than having fair elections that make
politicians accountable to the voters.

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 89! RETURN ELECTIONS

TO THE VOTERS AND REDUCE THE POWER OF THE
SPECIAL INTERESTS.

'DEBORAH BURGER, RN, President

California Nurses Association

HARVEY ROSENFIELD, Founder
Foundation for Taxpayer and Consumer Rights

SUSAN LERNER, Executive Director

recently thrown out by the Supreme Court. The truth—Prop. 89
is a complicated, 55-page measure that won’t work.

PROP. 89 IS UNFAIR

And the biggest deception of all—the authors of
Proposition 89 are special interests too! They wrote Prop. 89
so they can still contribute BIG MONEY to ballot initiatives,
while small businesses, nonprofits, and others are virtually
SHUT OUT. Prop. 89 is a power grab by a single special
interest to dominate elections under the guise of campaign
reform.

DON'T BE FOOLED BY PROP. 89--IT'S PHONY
REFORM.

VOTE NO ON PROP. 89.

LARRY McCARTHY, President
Califomia Taxpayers’ Association
BETTY JO TOCCOLI, Chair

California Small Business Roundtable

JAMES M. HALL, Former Chair
California Fair Political Practices Commission

Arguments printed on Uis page are the opinions of the authors and have not beea checked for accuracy by aiy officiol agency.
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Dont't be fooled by Proposition 89. Prop. 89 is NOT about
cleaning up politics. But, 1t is 56 pages of new, complicated,
confusing election rules that won’t work.

Proposition 89 was put on the ballot by a single special
interest group, the California Nurses Association, that wants
an UNFAIR advantage in California elections while small
businesses and individuals are effectively SHUT OUT of the
political process. Even other labor organizations’like those
representing teachers, firefighters, and law enforcement do
not support Proposition 89, because it RESTRICTS their
participation in the political process as well.

PROPOSITION  89: NOT JUST ABOUT BIG
CORPORATIONS.

The authors of Prop. 89 say they are trying to stop
big corporations from having too much influence. But,
Proposition 89 restricts many small businesses from backing
candidates or supporting and opposing initiatives. Even a
mom-and-pop business, if it is incorporated like many are,
is restricted under Prop. 89.

Proposition 89 also restricts many nonprofit groups that
want to educate voters about the issues they care about. For
example, a group of crime victim advocates will be limited
in waming voters about a candidate who is soft on crime.
Teachers will be limited in helping elect candidates who will
support improving our schools.

PROPOSITION 89: INCREASES TAXES TO PAY FOR
NEGATIVE CAMPAIGNS.

California has many urgent priorities to get our state back
on the right track.

Proposition 89 contains a 3200 MILLION TAX
INCREASE and gives that money to politicians to
spend on their negative TV ads and junk mail.

Proposition 89 places virtually no limits on how the
politicians spend their taxpayer-financed campaign funds. it
means that we, the faxpayers, will be paying for their negative
ads! ‘

PROPOSITION 89: WON'T STOP WEALTHY CANDIDATES.

Elections should be decided by voters, not special interests.
Elections should be about the best ideas, not who has the
most money. Vote YES on Proposition 89 for fair and clean
elections.

Proposition 89:

+ Levels the playing field and makes our elections fairer and
more competitive. Advocates for crime victims, education,
healthcare, seniors, and other regular Californians will no
longer be drowned out by big campaign spenders.

* Saves taxpayers money by ending the incentive for
legislative giveaways on lobbyist-driven projects. The
$3.3 billion in corporate tax loopholes today cost each
California houschold $275 every year.

= Provides the antidote to negative advertising. Candidates
who accept public financing must participate in real
debates and cannot hide behind negative 30-second ads.

= Does not increase taxes on individuals. Small businesses
will not foot the bill.

= Creates a Clean Money public financing system like those
in other states that protects free speech and has been

Arguments prinied en this page sre the opinions of the auihers and have noi been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Proposition 89 puts ne limits on wealthy candidates who
try to buy Califorma elections.

Under Proposition 89, a politician using taxpayer funds
and running against a wealthy candidate can get up to ten
times the normal taxpayer money to run his campaign. A
candidate for Governor could qualify for up to $200 million
of taxpayer money to run his or her campaign.

PROPOSITION 89: IT'S UNCONSTITUTIONAL!

James Hall, past Chairman of the California Fair Political
Practices Commission, says:

“Proposition 89 is unconstitutional, unfair, and won’t

work.” : ,
Supporters of 89 say it is modeled after measures in
other states. But, the United States Supreme Court recently
found the contribution and expenditure limits in a similar
measure from Vermont unconstitutional because they lmit
free speech and violate the First Amendment.

PROPOSITION 89: WE ALREADY HAVE CAMPAIGN
LIMITS.

Californians have already passed a campaign finance

- reform law, Proposition 34, which strictly limits contributions

to candidates. This law has survived several court challenges
and is working. We don’t need Prop. 89.

SAY NO to PROPOSITION 89! ,

Proposition 89 is ‘unfair to small businesses, nonprofits,
and groups representing working Californians. It is a waste
of our precious tax dollars, it’s unconstitutional, and it’s
Jjust another confusing measure that won’t work. Please join
small businesses, taxpayers, educators, organized labor, and
so many others in voting NO on Proposition 89.

ALLAN ZAREMBERG, President
California Chamber of Commerce

TONY QUINN, Former Commissioner )
California Fair Political Practices Commission

LARRY McCARTHY, President
California Taxpayers’ Association

ST PROPOSITION 89

proven to be effective and constitutional.

* Opens our elections to a diversity of qualified candidates
from all walks of life, like teachers, nurses, and firefighters,
not just those with access to the most money.

+ Sets tough penalties for those who violate the law.

The special interests oppose Prop. 89 because they like
the control they have over our political system today. As a
Los Angeles Times headline said, “Prop. 89: So Good It's
Scary—-to Sacramento.”

It is time to put the voters back in charge. VOTE YES ON
PROPOSITION 89.

JACQUELINE JACOBBERGER, President
League of Women Voters of California

RICHARD L. HASEN, JD, Ph.D., Constitutional Election
Law Professor

KATHAY FENG, Executive Director
California Common Cause
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