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Date:  June 22, 2016 

To:  Members of the Ethics Commission 

From: LeeAnn Pelham, Executive Director 

Re:   AGENDA ITEM 5 – Proposed November 2016 Ballot Measure to Restrict 
Lobbyist Gifts, Campaign Contributions and Bundled Contributions 

 
 

 
Summary This memo provides proposed language for a November 2016 ballot 

measure regarding potential new restrictions on lobbyist gifts, campaign 
contributions, and bundled contributions. 

 
Action Requested That the Ethics Commission take action at its June 27, 2016 regular 

meeting to directly place the proposed language on the November 2016 
ballot pursuant to its authority under Charter Sec. 15.102 
 

Background 
 
San Francisco Charter Section 15.102, in part, provides authority for the Ethics Commission to 
place measures on the ballot by a four-fifths vote of all its members: 

 
“Any ordinance which the Supervisors are empowered to pass relating to conflicts of 
interest, campaign finance, lobbying, campaign consultants or governmental ethics may 
be submitted to the electors at the next succeeding general election by the Ethics 
Commission by a four-fifths vote of all its members.” 

  
At its April 25, 2016 meeting, the Ethics Commission (“Commission”) was asked to consider a 
proposed ballot measure to place before San Francisco voters on the November 2016 ballot. 
As proposed by two groups, the San Francisco chapter of Represent.Us and Friends of Ethics, 
new restrictions would be created in City law to further limit gifts from lobbyists to city 
officers, impose a $50 limit on campaign contributions from lobbyists, and ban the bundling of 
campaign contributions by lobbyists. Information provided by the proponents in support of 
those proposals appears as Attachment 1. 

Following its discussion and public comment at the April meeting, the Commission voted 4-0 
to request Staff to provide at the May Commission meeting for possible action its analysis and 
recommendations regarding the proposed ballot measure. The Commission also requested 
that the May Staff report include feedback from Interested Persons meetings held in the 
following weeks to solicit public comment on the proposals. On May 11 and May 16, 
Commission Staff held Interested Persons meetings to obtain public comment on the 
proposals. Additional public comment was received during the Commission’s further 
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discussion of the proposal at its regular meeting on May 23, 2016. No action was taken at that meeting, 
however Commissioners stated a desire to have draft language for consideration and possible action at 
its June meeting.  

Since the May Commission meeting, Staff has met telephonically with individuals that had attended the 
May Interested Persons meetings to further discuss and refine the proposal, with the goal of maximizing 
its effectiveness, clarity, and enforceability.  

Based on these further discussions, Staff has attached for the Commission’s consideration the proposed 
initiative ordinance that appears in Attachment 2.  The specific policy goals served, approaches taken, 
and changes from existing City law are discussed below. Recommendations and alternatives shown 
below are numbered sequentially for ease of reference. 

 
I. FINDINGS 
 
Background. At their core, the proposed gift, contribution and bundling restrictions aim to strengthen  
public trust that governmental decision making is fair, objective and based on the merits of issues, and is 
not influenced by the provision of personal benefits to governmental decision makers or financial 
support for decision makers’ governmental or political interests.1 
 
Findings expressed in the City’s lobbying law (SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code Sect. 2.100 et 
seq.) should be amended to reflect the general basis for the new restrictions.   
 
Currently, the Findings section at Sec. 2.100 (a) addresses the importance of public disclosure of 
lobbying activities to protecting public confidence in the responsiveness and representative nature of 
government officials and institutions. In addressing prohibitions on campaign consultants lobbying 
current and former clients, Sec. 2.100 (b) describes the City and County of San Francisco’s compelling 
interest in preventing corruption or the appearance of correction that could erode public confidence in 
the fairness and impartiality of government decisions.  
 
Recommendation 1  Add a new subsection (c) to include a finding with regard to the policy purpose of 

further restrictions on lobbyist gifts, campaign contributions, and bundled 
contributions:  

 
(c)    To increase public confidence in the fairness and responsiveness of 
governmental decision making, it is the further purpose and intent of the people 
of the City and County of San Francisco to restrict lobbyist gifts, campaign 
contributions, and bundled campaign contributions from lobbyists to City officers 
so that governmental decisions are not, and do not appear to be, influenced by 
the giving of personal benefits to City Officers by lobbyists, or by lobbyists’ 
financial support of City officers’ political interests. 

 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
1  Examples of news and commentary that illustrate these concerns appear at Attachment 3. 
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II. ABILITY TO AMEND  
 
Background.  To ensure any new gift, contribution, or bundling restrictions enacted remain strong and 
effective, future amendments may be warranted.  The Ethics Commission should have the ability to 
initiate and propose amendments to these provisions to the Board of Supervisors that further the laws’ 
purposes, without subsequent voter approval. This can be accomplished by applying the same language 
that voters adopted in November 2015 for expenditure lobbyist amendments in Proposition C. Using 
language included in that measure, Section 2.103 could be revised to also reference amendment of 
lobbyist gift, contribution and bundling restrictions.  
 
Recommendation 2 SEC. 2.103.  AMENDMENT OR REPEAL. 

With respect to any provisions of this Chapter regarding regulation of 
expenditure lobbyists, or restrictions on gifts, campaign contributions, or 
bundled campaign contributions from lobbyists, approved by the voters, 
the Board of Supervisors may amend those provisions if all of the 
following conditions are met: 
   (a)   The amendment furthers the purposes of this Chapter; 
   (b)   The Ethics Commission approves the proposed amendment in 
advance by at least a four-fifths vote of all its members; 
   (c)   The proposed amendment is available for public review at least 30 
days before the amendment is considered by the Board of Supervisors or 
any committee of the Board of Supervisors; and 
   (d)   The Board of Supervisors approves the proposed amendment by at 
least a two-thirds vote of all its members. 

 
III. GIFTS  
 
Background.  Under City law, SFC&CGG Sec 3.216(b)(2), the term “gift” has the same meaning as under 
the Political Reform Act, California Government Code Section 81000 et seq., and the regulations 
adopted thereunder, including any subsequent amendments. The current gift limit established for 
lobbyists under City law appears at SF C&GCC Article II, Chapter 1, Section 2.115(a):  
 

(a)   GIFT LIMIT. No lobbyist shall make gifts to an officer of the City and County that 
have a fair market value of more than $25, except for those gifts that would qualify for 
one of the exemptions under Section 3.216(b) of this Code and its implementing 
regulations.2 

 
SF C&GCC Sec 3.216(b) establishes a limit on gifts from any “restricted source” to a city officer or 
employee.    A “restricted source” is defined as including “any person who during the prior 12 months 
knowingly attempted to influence the officer or employee in any legislative or administrative action,” 
such as a lobbyist.  In its current form, Section 2.115(a) attempts to harmonize the restricted source gift 
limits with the limits established in the Lobbyist Ordinance.  Relevant here, Section 3.216(b) provides 
exemptions for the following types of travel: 
 

• travel within the United States, so long as the official taking the trip to give a speech; or 

                                                           
2 Public comment received related to the exemptions provided under current law appears at Attachment 4. 



4 
 
 

• domestic or international travel, if the entity funding the trip is a government agency, an 
educational institution such as a university, or a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization. 

Thus, under current law, lobbyists could attempt to fund travel provided to an official in 
connection with a speech, and, arguably, could legally assist in the funding of travel provided by 
a government agency, a university or a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization.3 
 
Notably, however, these travel exceptions do not apply if a third-party makes a contribution to 
an organization directly paying for or reimbursing an official’s travel with the intent of providing 
a gift of travel to that official, that is, if the third-party uses the organization as a pass-through, 
or intermediary.  Under such circumstances, state law treats a contribution made to a third-
party to fund the official’s travel as a gift from the contributor.4  Nevertheless, amending Section 
2.115(a) so that it explicitly provides that a lobbyist cannot use these exemptions, whether or 
not it employs a third-party pass-through, would clarify existing law. 
 
A further restriction on lobbyist gifts under City law that also carves out this state exemption for travel 
would make it explicit that governmental decisions are not, and should not appear to be, influenced by a 
lobbyist’s involvement in funding travel for those whose decisions they may seek to influence. 
 
Recommendation 3  Add new language to Section 2.115 to provide the following:   
 

GIFT PROHIBITION. 
(1)  No lobbyist shall make any gifts, including a gift of travel, to an officer of the 
City and County, or to a parent, spouse, domestic partner registered under state 
law, or dependent child of an officer of the City and County that have a fair 

                                                           
3  Current City law requires the disclosure of certain travel by elected City officers. Under SFC&GCC Sec. 
3.216(d), form SFEC-3.216(d) must be filed by an elected officer who either (a) accepts a gift of 
transportation, lodging, or subsistence for any out-of-state travel that is paid for in part by an entity other 
than the City and County of San Francisco, another governmental body, or a bona-fide educational institution 
as defined in section 203 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, or that is paid for by the City in whole or in part 
with funds donated from any entity other than another governmental body or bona fide educational 
institution as defined in Section 203 of the Revenue and Taxation Code; or (b) reimburses the entity for the 
gift of transportation, lodging or subsistence in order to avoid receiving a gift. A summary of reports filed on 
which officials reported the involvement of a registered lobbyist or a client of a registered lobbyist appears at 
Attachment 5. 
4  Regulation 2 CCR § 18945 of the state Fair Political Practices Commission, , Source of Gifts, provides:  
(a) The person who makes the gift to the official(s) is the source of the gift unless that person is acting as an 
intermediary. The person is acting as an intermediary for the source of the gift when the gift to the official 
was provided under any of the following conditions:  

(1) the person receives a payment from a source and the payment is made to the official after the source 
identifies the official as the intended recipient of the gift;  
(2) the person receives a payment from a source after soliciting the payment with the understanding that 
the payment will be used for the sole or primary purpose of making a gift to an official; or  
(3) the person receives a payment from a source after the payment was solicited by the official or the 
official's agent for the purpose of making a gift to the official.  

(b) Under any of the conditions identified in subdivision (a)(1)-(3), the source of the payment is the source of 
the gift. 
See also the FPPC’s Modha Adv. Ltr., No. A-13-116A, dated October 13, 2013, pp.5-6. 
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market value of more than $25, except for those gifts that would qualify for one 
of the exemptions under Section 3.216(b) of this Code and its implementing 
regulations.  
 
In addition, a lobbyist would be prohibited from making or acting as an 
intermediary for any payment to a third party that is earmarked for use in 
making gifts, including gifts of travel, to an officer of the City and County, or 
parent, spouse, domestic partner, or child of an officer of the City and County. 
 
At the same time, a City and County would not be permitted to accept or solicit 
any gift, including any gift of travel, from any lobbyist for the officer’s benefit or 
the benefit of the officer’s parent, spouse, domestic partner registered under 
state law, or dependent child.  In addition, no officer of the City and County 
would be allowed to accept or solicit any such gift from a third party if the 
officer knows or has reason to know that the third party is providing the gift or 
gift of travel on behalf of a lobbyist. 
 
Further, to clarify what it is included in a gift of travel, additional language 
would be added to definitions contained in Sec. 2.105 so that a “gift of travel” 
means a payment, advance or reimbursement for travel, including 
transportation, lodging, and food and refreshment connected with the travel. 

 
 
III. CONTRIBUTION AND BUNDLING RESTRICTIONS 
 
Background - Contribution Limits and How They Currently Apply 
 
The City’s Campaign Finance Reform Ordinance establishes limits on contributions to candidates 
generally by stating that “[n]o person other than a candidate shall make, and no campaign treasurer for 
a candidate committee5 shall solicit or accept, any contribution which will cause the total amount 
contributed by such person to such candidate committee in an election to exceed $500.” SFC&GCC Sec. 
1.114(a).  Section 1.114(a) applies to those who qualify as lobbyists under City law.  
 
Incumbent officeholders and others seeking election to elective city office may also control other 
committees, such as a ballot measure committee, a general purpose recipient committee, or a 
committee for election to another position, such as the State legislature or County central committee of 
a political party. These controlled committees may be formed and be fundraising to support or oppose 
measures or candidate races to be decided by local voters on the same ballot as their City candidacy.6   
 

                                                           
5  A “candidate committee” is defined to mean one controlled by a candidate and primarily formed to support that 
candidate’s election to City elective office, where “candidate” is defined as in state law (Government Code Section 
81000 et seq) “but shall include only candidates for City elective office,” and “City elective office” is defined to 
mean the offices of Mayor, Member of the Board of Supervisors, City Attorney, District Attorney, Treasurer, 
Sherriff, Assessor, Public Defender, Member of the Board of Education of the SF Unified School District, and 
member of the Governing Board of the SF Community College District.  
6 The applicability of contribution limits to certain candidate controlled committees was a topic of discussion at a 
June 5, 2015 hearing of the Ethics Commission. A transcript of that discussion appears at Attachment 6. 
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As of June 9, 2016, for example, of 30 announced candidates seeking election to the Board of 
Supervisors on the November 2016 ballot, eight, or 27 percent, controlled committees actively seeking 
and receiving contributions for their Supervisorial campaigns (“City campaign committees”). These eight 
candidates also controlled a committee supporting their June 2016 candidacy for a seat on the 
Democratic County Central Committee (“DCCC”). Contributions received by these candidates’ City 
campaign committees are subject to the City’s $500 per donor limit, while contributions to the DCCC 
committee they controlled were not.  
 
A review of contributions reported through May 21, 2016, by these eight Supervisorial candidates shows 
contributions to their non-City committees ranging in amounts from $100 to $12,500, with 37 percent of 
these contributions in amounts of more than $500.  The median contribution amount for these single 
contributions received in excess of $500 was $2,000. Among the contributors who donated both to a 
candidate’s City committee and non-City committee was one registered lobbyist who donated $500 
both committees controlled by an incumbent officeholder.   
 
Overall, 24 registered lobbyists contributed to one or more candidates seeking election either to the 
DCCC on the June 2016 ballot or to Board of Supervisors in the November 2016 election, based on 
candidate disclosure reports and lobbying registrations filed with the Ethics Commission for the period 
January 1, 2016 through May 21, 2016.  Candidates for the Board reported receiving $3,000 from 11 
lobbyists in amounts ranging from $50 to $500, with a median contribution of $250.  DCCC candidates 
and candidate-controlled ballot measure committees reported $7,075 in contributions from eight 
lobbyists that ranged from $100 to $1,000, with a median of $325.   
 
 
Background – Current Bundling Disclosure Requirements  
 
The practice of collecting and transmitting the campaign contributions of others is not restricted under 
current City law. Existing City law, however, requires lobbyists to report bundled contributions on their 
monthly disclosure reports. 
 
SFC&GCC Sec. 2.110 currently requires both contact and expenditure lobbyists to disclose on their 
monthly report campaign contributions “to an officer of the City and County, a candidate for such office, 
a committee controlled by such officer or candidate, or a committee primarily formed to support or 
oppose such officer or candidate, or any committee primarily formed to support or oppose a measure to 
be voted on only in San Francisco.”   
 
For contact lobbyists, Sec. 2.110(c)(1)(H) requires disclosure of: 
 

“All campaign contributions of $100 or more made or delivered by the lobbyist or the lobbyist's 
employer, or made by a client at the behest of the lobbyist or the lobbyist's employer...” 

 
For expenditure lobbyists, Sec. 2.110(c)(2)(D) requires disclosure of: 
 

“All campaign contributions of $100 or more made or delivered by the lobbyist or made at the 
behest of the lobbyist …” 

 
For both types of lobbyists, Sec. 2.110 requires reportable campaign contributions to include 
contributions “arranged by the lobbyist, or for which the lobbyist acted as an agent or intermediary.”  
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Ethics Commission Regulation 2.110-4(a) provides that “[c]ontributions that are reportable pursuant to 
Section 2.110 include, but are not limited to, those contributions that are made by the lobbyist and 
those contributions that the lobbyist knows or has reason to know were raised as a result of fundraising 
activity by the lobbyist, the lobbyist’s agent, or the lobbyist’s employer.”  For purposes of further 
defining the fundraising activities required to be disclosed by lobbyists, Regulation 2.110-4(b) defines 
fundraising activities to include:   

 
(1)  Requesting that another person make a contribution; 
(2)  Inviting a person to a fundraising event; 
(3)  Supplying names to be used for invitations to a fundraising event; 
(4)  Permitting one’s name or signature to appear on a solicitation for contributions or 
an invitation to a fundraising event; 
(5)  Providing the use of one’s home or business for a fundraising event; 
(6)  Paying for at least 20 percent of the costs of a fundraising event; 
(7)  Hiring another person to conduct a fundraising event; 
(8)  Delivering a contribution, other than one’s own, either by mail, by messenger, or in 
person; or 
(9)  Acting as an agent or intermediary in connection with the making of a contribution. 

 
 
Considering How New Restrictions Would Be Applied 
 
Several issues merit consideration in developing new contribution and bundling restrictions for lobbyists 
under City law to maximize their effectiveness, clarity, and enforceability.   
 
Following adoption of Proposition C on the November 2016 ballot, City law defines a lobbyist to include 
both (1) individuals who receive compensation to communicate with City officers and have the required 
level of contact in attempts to influence legislative or administrative action (“contact lobbyist”), and (2) 
persons who spend a threshold amount of funds on certain activities to urge others to communicate 
with City officers to influence those actions (“expenditure lobbyists”).  Both contact and expenditure 
lobbyists are required to register, and to publicly disclose certain activities each month once they have 
triggered their respective qualification thresholds.  
 
At the May 2016 Interested Persons meetings and in public comment provided at Commission meetings, 
the predominant view expressed by most in attendance was that the proposed new restrictions should 
apply to both contact and expenditure lobbyists. Underlying this approach is a single unifying principle: 
all attempts to influence policy makers in order to align public policy outcomes with specific interests is 
lobbying, whether it occurs through compensated advocacy or spending by persons to inform and 
persuade City officers through the voices of others.  This approach recognizes that lobbying, in general, 
can employ a wide range of activities, including public and media relations, advertising, public outreach 
and coalition building, research, investigation, reports, analyses, and studies. Regardless of the method 
used to communicate specific interests, when gifts, contributions or other financial support are provided 
by those who lobby to those who are lobbied, the potential for undue access and influence is present.  
 
On the other hand, it should be noted, in proposing to lower contribution limits and ban the bundling of 
contributions for both types of lobbyists there is an argument to be made that the very activities that 
define expenditure lobbying create a distinction that could have significance.  This view would note that 
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to the extent that expenditure lobbying is defined only by activities that involve urging others to express 
their views to government decision makers, expenditure lobbyists may be seen as one step removed 
from those who directly, regularly, and for compensation, communicate with officials to influence 
governmental decisions. Under those circumstances, it could be argued, those who engage in 
expenditure lobbying only may not present the same threat of corruption or the appearance of 
corruption that can occur by those whose success and livelihood as a compensated lobbyist depend on 
building and accessing the kind of systemic relationships and influence traditional lobbyists strive to in 
order to be most effective on behalf of their clients. Consideration of the nature of these defining 
activities, and how broadly or narrowly the proposed provisions should apply to address the harm they 
seek to prevent, will be helpful in ensuring the most effective policy implementation. 
 
 
Recommendations  

Contributions.  Designed to further reduce the potential for corruption or the appearance of corruption, 
further restricting the amount a lobbyist may contribute to a City candidate or officeholder would 
recognize the unique role and impact lobbyists can have on governmental decisions.  To promote the 
effectiveness of the City’s contribution limit, the restriction should be designed to extend to 
contributions received by any committee controlled by a City candidate or official to the greatest extent 
allowed under the parameters of existing state law.7  From a policy perspective, committees controlled 
by a candidate or officeholder that are not tethered to a contribution limit that applies to that candidate 
or officeholder  counter the purpose and effectiveness contribution limits are designed to achieve.  
Under the approach recommended below, lobbyists would continue to be permitted to make limited 
political contributions to City officials but with two significant new restrictions: (1) those contributions 
would be aggregated across an official’s or candidate’s other controlled committees to the extent 
possible under existing state law, and (2) all of a lobbyist’s contributions to the candidate’s controlled 
committee, in the aggregate, would count toward the City’s more restrictive lobbyist contribution limit.  
Proponents who initiated the ballot measure request with the Ethics Commission recommended a 
maximum $50 contribution limit for a lobbyist.  The approach in Recommendation 4 below proposes a 
maximum $250 contribution limit, half of what any other donor may contribute to a City officer or 
candidate under current law.  Recommendation 4 also provides $50 and $100 as bracketed options for 
the Commission’s consideration should it conclude that a level lower than $250 is most appropriate.    
 
Bundling.  Comments at the May Interested Persons meeting and in additional further discussions since 
have noted a desire to define what constitutes “bundling” with the clearest of lines to promote 
compliance, such as through the transmission or delivery of others’ contributions by either physical or 
electronic means by either a lobbyist or by a lobbyist through a third-party.  De-linking the collection and 
transmission of campaign funds to City officeholders or candidates from the practice of lobbying officials 
would help alleviate any actual or perceived connection between governmental decision making and the 
financing of officials’ campaigns by those who may lobby them. In support of that policy goal, the 
                                                           
7 Generally, the Political Reform Act provides that local agencies may impose additional requirements on persons 
regulated by the Act to the extent those requirements “do not prevent the person from complying with this title.” 
See Government Code § 81013. Section 85703 also provides the following with regard to contribution limitations 
established by local jurisdictions: “(a) Nothing in this act shall nullify contribution limitations or prohibitions of any 
local jurisdiction that apply to elections for local elective office, except that these limitations and prohibitions may 
not conflict with Section 85312. However, a local jurisdiction shall not impose any contribution limitations or 
prohibitions on an elected member of, or a candidate for election to, a county central committee of a qualified 
political party, or on a committee primarily formed to support or oppose a person seeking election to a county 
central committee of a qualified political party.” (Emphasis added). 
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transmission of contributions made by any others by a lobbyist could be banned outright, or it could be 
severely restricted by coupling it to the contribution limit that applies to the individual lobbyist.  As 
proposed below, lobbyists would be restricted to collecting and transmitting only relatively small 
contributions, as the amount of all contributions transmitted by a lobbyist would be cumulated for 
purposes of the bundling restriction with their own contributions to City officials and candidates and, in 
total, subject to the lower lobbyist contribution limit. Other fundraising activities a lobbyist engages in 
that is not defined here as bundling would continue to require disclosure under existing City law.  
 
 
Recommendation 4 Contribution Limit.  Create a new, aggregate limit on contributions from any 

lobbyist to an elective City officer or candidate to elective City office, and any 
committee controlled by such officer or candidate, as follows:  

 
(1)  No lobbyist shall make any contribution which will cause the total amount 
contributed by that lobbyist to any candidate, including the candidate’s 
controlled committees, to exceed [$250, $100 or $50] in an election cycle. 

 
(2) No candidate may accept or solicit any contribution from a lobbyist which 
will cause the total amount contributed by that lobbyist to the candidate, 
including the candidate’s controlled committees, to exceed [$250, $100 or $50] 
in an election cycle. 
 
For purposes of these limitations, an “election cycle” would mean the period 
beginning when a candidate for City office forms a committee for election to 
City office and concluding (a) if the candidate was elected, either at the end of 
the candidate’s term in office or on the date on which the candidate forms a 
committee for election to another City elective office, whichever is earlier, or (b) 
if the candidate was not elected, the date of the election. 
 

 
Recommendation 5 Bundled Contributions.   

 
No lobbyist shall deliver or transmit, or deliver or transmit through a third party, 
any contribution made by another person to any candidate, or the candidate’s 
controlled committees, if the total combined amount of the contributions 
delivered or transmitted by the lobbyist and contributions made by the lobbyist 
to the candidate exceeds the amount of the contribution limit established in 
subsection 2.115(e). 
 

 
Recommendation 6 Determine the scope of the applicability of the new contribution limit and 

bundling restriction. 
 
         Alternative 6.1 Define the new restrictions to apply only to contact lobbyists, and require the 

Ethics Commission to analyze and make recommendations with regard to 
extending the restrictions to expenditure lobbyists following its analysis of the 
first year of implementation of the expenditure lobbyist program.   
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        Alternative 6.2 Define the contribution and bundling restrictions to apply to both contact and 
expenditure lobbyists.  

 
 
COMMISSION REGULATIONS 
 
As with any new law, implementing regulations may be warranted to further define terms used in the 
law, to clarify its applicability, and to prevent circumvention of the law.  San Francisco Charter Section 
15.102 provides that the Ethics Commission may adopt regulations in connection with campaign finance, 
conflict of interest, lobbying, campaign consultant and governmental ethics ordinances.  But to provide 
clarity about the purposes for which such implementing regulations would be adopted by the Ethics 
Commission, the proposed measure would include the following subsection. 
 
Recommendation 7 Include language in Sec. 2.115 that allows for the Commission to establish 

implementing regulations regarding the new lobbyist gift, contribution and 
bundling limits, as follows: 

 
(g)  REGULATIONS.  The Ethics Commission may issue regulations implementing 
this Section 2.115, but such regulations may not establish any exceptions from 
the limits and prohibitions set forth therein. 
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Travel Reports Filed by City Officers Showing Lobbyists on Trip or Lobbyists Funding the Trip (for the period May 2007 - May 2016)

Reported Trip Destination Reported Trip Date
Official(s) Who Filed 
Report in Connection 

with Trip  

Registered Lobbyists Reported      
by One or More Officials as 

Present on the Trip 

Lobbyist(s) Reported by 
One or More Officials as 
Also Donating $500 or 
More to Fund the Trip

Registered Clients of a Lobbyist 
Reported as Contributing to the 

Funding of the Trip 

Beijing and Shanghai, China; 
Seoul, S. Korea 10/13/2013-10/16/2013

Edwin Lee, London Breed, 
Norman Yee

Boe Hayward/Richard Peterson Yes Uber Tech. Inc./Equity Realty/Airbnb 

Chicago, Illinois 05/01/2013-05/05/2013 Norman Yee Ontario Smith Yes SF Chamber of Commerce 
Washington, DC 03/12/13-03/16/13 Jane Kim, David Chiu Ken Cleaveland/Chris Gruwell No Pacific Gas and Electric 

Seoul, South Korea 10/19/13-10/23/13 Jane Kim N/A N/A Uber Tech. Inc./Equity Realty/Airbnb 

Hong Kong, Beijing, Guangzhou, 
Chuhai, Macau,China

03/29/13-04/17/13 Edwin Lee N/A N/A
American Pacific International Capital, 

Inc., Double Aa Corporation, 

Bangalore, India 11/29/13-12/10/13 Edwin Lee Viva Mogi Yes
Brown &Cadwell,CH2M Hill, Cisco 

Systems, Microsoft corp. 

Panama City, Panama, Sao Paulo 
and Rio De Janerio, Brazil

03/12/16 -03/18/16 
Edwin Lee Brandon Hernandez Yes

PG&E 
Haifa, Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, 

Israel
04/09/16 - 04/14/16 Edwin Lee Sam Lauter Yes

N/A
Washington, DC 03/08/09 -03/11/09 Eric Mar N/A N/A SF Chamber of Commerce 
Shanghai, China 6/16/2010 Gavin Newsome N/A N/A PG&E

Manila, Philippines 11/24/06 -12/01/06 Gavin Newsome Stefanie Roumeliotes No N/A
Jerusalem, Tel Aviv and Haifa, 

Israel 05/02/08 - 05/06/08
Gavin Newsome Sam Lauter No

N/A
Paris, France and Davos, 

Switzerland 01/24/09 - 02/01/09
Gavin Newsome Chris Gurwell Yes N/A

Jerusalem, Tel Aviv and Haifa, 
Israel 03/15/12 - 03/25/12 

Scott Wiener Debbie Mesloh/ Chris wright No
N/A

Chicago, Illinois 05/01/13 - 05/03/13 Norman Yee Ontario Smith  Yes SF Chamber of Commerce 

Item 5 Attachment 5 - SFEC Meeting of June 27, 2016
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