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Re: AGENDA ITEM 5 – Report & Discussion on Proposed Campaign Finance Reforms to 
Reinforce Contribution Limits and Ensure Accountability for Violations of City Law 

Summary and Action Requested 
This report provides findings and recommendations regarding the City’s campaign finance rules. The 
report identifies shortcomings in the City’s current laws which have been observed in recent years and 
makes recommendations to strengthen existing rules and promote accountability for those who violate 
the rules. 

In brief, the report makes the following recommendations: 

1. Apply the City’s candidate contribution limit to other types of candidate-controlled
committees whenever those committees are controlled by a candidate actively running for City
elective office.

2. Specify that if a third party spends money to republish a candidate’s campaign materials, that
spending should be considered a contribution to that candidate and be subject to the City’s
candidate contribution limit.

3. Establish limits on City elective officers using committee funds to pay penalties issued for
violations of the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code (C&GCC).

Draft legislation that would enact these recommendations is provided as Attachment 1 and 
corresponding draft regulations to help clarify and implement these recommendations are in 
Attachment 2. 

This item is informational and requires no action by the Commission. The Commission should consider 
and offer feedback on the recommendations and draft language, so that Staff may incorporate that 
feedback into finalized legislative and regulation language for the Commission to potentially vote on 
during a future meeting. 
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Background 
The Policy Division initiated work on this project to address issues identified in recent years, particularly 
during the 2024 election cycle. This report focuses primarily on shortcomings in current City law that 
undermine the City’s candidate contribution limit. These gaps in the current rules have been 
underscored in recent enforcement matters and identified through compliance questions posed to the 
Commission. The recommendations in this report seek to address these shortcomings by reinforcing and 
expanding the City’s existing candidate contribution limit. 

The recommendations also aim to ensure that when City elective officers are found to have violated 
ethics or campaign finance-related rules, they cannot avoid existing gift rules and accountability by 
shifting their penalty burdens to committee contributors. 

Staff held two Interested Persons meetings as part of this project, one on March 3rd and the other on 
March 6th, to gather perspectives, guide research, and identify potential improvements to the law.1 
During these meetings, Staff heard from 12 participants, representing the regulated community, various 
good government groups, and other jurisdictions.2 Staff have also had direct communications with good 
government groups, the regulated community, and representatives from other jurisdictions outside of 
the Interested Persons meetings to understand best practices and inform the development of this 
report’s recommendations.3 

The following sections explain the current rules, provide findings based on research, and make policy 
recommendations for the Commission to consider.  

 
1 San Francisco Ethics Commission, Announcement of Interested Persons Meetings to Discuss Potential Changes to 
City Rules Regarding Campaign Finance and Committee Coordination (Feb. 9, 2026). 
2 Participants included representatives from the regulated community (Neilsen Merksamer LLP, Rutan & Tucker 
LLP, View Avenue Group LLC), political consulting and compliance firms (Anderson Political, CJ and Associates), 
peer jurisdictions (New York Campaign Finance Board, San Diego Ethics Commission), individual campaign 
treasurers, and various good government groups (League of Women Voters of San Francisco, Common Cause 
California, California Clean Money Campaign). 
3 Staff have met with representatives from the Campaign Legal Center, the Brennan Center, the New York 
Campaign Finance Board, the Philadelphia Board of Ethics, the Los Angeles Ethics Commission, Neilsen Merksamer 
LLP, and Common Cause California. 
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1. Candidates for City Elective Office Controlling Additional Committees 
Not Subject to the Candidate Contribution Limit 
State and local campaign finance laws impose specific limits on the amount of money that can be 
contributed to candidates for elective office as a safeguard against corruption and undue influence. San 
Francisco has a contribution limit for all City elective offices that is $500 per election.4 Candidate 
contribution limits exist to prevent quid pro quo corruption and undue influence over elected officials 
through large campaign contributions. Candidate contribution limits are foundational campaign finance 
rules. They exist almost universally throughout the United States and across California.5 Such 
contribution limits have been upheld as constitutional because of the strong interest in preventing the 
corrupting influence of large campaign contributions.6 

Any person or combination of persons will qualify as a “committee” if they receive contributions totaling 
$2,000 or more in a calendar year, and all committees maintain their active status from the date of 
qualification until whatever date they terminate.7 The compliance requirements outlined by law vary 
depending on the type of committee and its level of financial activity. The type of committee is defined 
by its stated purpose and relationship to one or more candidates or measures. 

A “candidate” includes anyone who is listed on the ballot or is qualified to have write-in votes cast on 
their behalf. The term also includes anyone who receives a political contribution, makes a political 
expenditure, or gives their consent for another person to receive a contribution or make an expenditure 
supporting their election. “Candidate” also includes any sitting elected officer, even if they are not 
currently running for reelection or for another elective office.8 When seeking office, a candidate or 
officeholder must establish one controlled committee for the purpose of election to that office, with its 
own bank account. All contributions received must be deposited into, and all campaign expenditures 
must be made from, that campaign bank account.9 

A “candidate-controlled committee” is any committee that is controlled directly or indirectly by a 
candidate. Candidates are deemed to control a committee directly if they have significant influence on 
the actions or decisions of the committee or otherwise act jointly with the committee in connection 
with the making of expenditures. A candidate controls a committee indirectly whenever an agent of the 
candidate or another committee controlled by the candidate has significant influence on the actions or 

 
4 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.114. 
5 California Common Cause, California Municipal Campaign Finance Index (2025).  
6 Buckley v. Valeo (1976) 424 U.S. 1. 
7 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 82013). 
8 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 82007); San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.104. 
9 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 85201); San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.108. 
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decisions of the committee.10 There are multiple types of “candidate-controlled committees” that a 
candidate or officeholder may control. Candidates often control multiple committees simultaneously. 

The types of “candidate-controlled committees” include: 

CANDIDATE COMMITTEE: a committee controlled by a candidate to support their election to City 
elective office.11 Candidate committees for City elective office are subject to a $500 contribution 
limit.12 These committees and accounts may then be used by successful candidates 
(officeholders) to cover expenses related to holding that office.13  

CANDIDATE COMMITTEE FOR COUNTY CENTRAL COMMITTEE: a committee controlled by a candidate 
to support their election to county central committee (CCC) seats, which are considered state 
positions. Candidate committees for CCC elections are not subject to any contribution limit.14 

CANDIDATE-CONTROLLED BALLOT MEASURE COMMITTEE: a committee controlled by a candidate that 
is primarily formed to support or oppose one or more ballot measures within the same election. 
Candidate-controlled ballot measure committees are not currently subject to any contribution 
limit.  

CANDIDATE-CONTROLLED GENERAL PURPOSE COMMITTEE: a committee controlled by a candidate to 
support or oppose a variety of measures, typically across multiple elections.15 These committees 
are not currently subject to any contribution limits. However, City elective officers are 
prohibited under City law from controlling general purpose committees while in office. 
However, a candidate who is not yet an officeholder could still control a general purpose 
committee.16 

LEGAL DEFENSE FUND: a committee controlled by a candidate to pay for attorney fees and costs 
related to civil, criminal, or administrative proceedings directly related to an election campaign, 
the electoral process, or the performance of their governmental duties.17 Legal defense funds 
are not currently subject to any contribution limit.  

Under current law, a candidate for City elective office could control any of these other types of 
committees which are not subject to the City’s candidate contribution limit. For example, a candidate 
could be actively running for City elective office with a candidate committee subject to the $500 

 
10 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 82016); San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.104. 
11 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.104. 
12 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.114. 
13 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 89510); San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.108. 
14 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 85703). 
15Fair Political Practices Commission, Advice Letter A-14-148 (Betty Ann Downing, 2014) (interpreting the Political 
Reform Act to prohibit candidates from making independent expenditures to support or oppose other candidates). 
16 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.122(b)(2). 
17 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 85304.5). 
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contribution limit, while simultaneously controlling a ballot measure committee which would not be 
subject to any contribution limits. 

Findings 
The ability of candidates to simultaneously run for City elective office while also controlling committees 
that are not subject to contribution limits can effectively bypass the City’s candidate contribution limit. 
This creates the danger of quid pro quo corruption and undue influence that the candidate contribution 
limit exists to prevent. 

It Is Not Uncommon for Candidates to Control Multiple Committees  

Candidates regularly control multiple committees within an election cycle, most often due to running for 
both a CCC seat and City elective office. The table below contains data from the last decade of 
completed election cycles. The table provides the number of candidates for City elective office and 
instances of when they controlled additional committees while running for office. More detailed 
information regarding these committees is also provided in Attachment 3. 

Table 1: Candidates for City Elective Office Controlling Multiple Committees18 

Election 
Year 

Number of City 
Candidates 

with a 
Candidate 
Committee 

Number of Additional Committees Controlled  
by Candidates per Election Cycle 

County Central 
Committee 
Committees 

Ballot 
Measure 

Committees 

Legal 
Defense 

Funds 

All 
Committee 

Types 
2024 73 14 5 2 21 
2022 40 0 0 2 2 
2020 37 10 1 0 11 
2019 23 0 0 1 1 
2018 72 0 0 0 0 
2016 43 19 0 0 19 

Totals: 288 43 6 5 54 

The trends around candidates controlling multiple committees appear linked primarily to election years 
in which there are open seats on the county central committees of qualified political parties. Of the 54 
instances of candidates with multiple controlled committees, 43 of them included a candidate 
committee for the Democratic County Central Committee or the Republican County Central Committee. 
The remaining instances were comprised of six candidates with one or more ballot measure 
committees—all but one of which occurred during the 2024 election cycle—and five instances of active 
officeholders with legal defense funds.  

 
18 San Francisco DataSF, Campaign Finance Transactions.  
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Candidates Controlling Ballot Measure Committees Is on the Rise 

During the 2024 election cycle, there were five separate candidates who controlled at least one ballot 
measure committee in addition to their candidate committee—all while simultaneously campaigning for 
City elective office. Between 2016-2024, there has been only one other instance of a candidate-
controlled ballot measure committee in San Francisco.19 

The sudden onset of candidate-controlled ballot measure committees, and how widespread they were 
within a single election cycle, raises concerns. Candidates may wish to control ballot measure 
committees while running for City elective office simply because they support the substance of the 
measure and wish to run a campaign to see it approved. However, candidates may also seek to use their 
ballot measure committees as a secondary vehicle to support their candidacy with funds raised by a 
committee not subject to the City’s contribution limits. Regardless of motivation, controlling a campaign 
committee that is not subject to contribution limits, while simultaneously running for City elective office, 
creates the danger of corruption through the circumvention of contribution limits. 

Issues With Candidates Controlling Additional Committees While Running for City Office  

Since the City’s $500 candidate contribution limit currently applies only to candidate committees, it is 
possible for candidates to open separate committees that can receive unlimited contributions for other 
purposes, such as promoting a ballot measure, which greatly exceed the contribution limit. These 
separate committees can then directly share expenses with the candidate’s other committee or make 
expenditures that are nominally for another purpose but still feature and potentially benefit the 
candidate. 

A clear demonstration of these issues arose in a recent Ethics Commission enforcement matter that 
addressed fundraising disparities and shared expenses between the “Mayor Mark Farrell for Yes on Prop 
D” committee and the “Mark Farrell for Mayor 2024” committee.20 The activity of these two committees 
was found to violate City law when the candidate-controlled ballot measure committee contributed, and 
the candidate committee for City office accepted, a significant amount of paid staff time and other 
valuable shared expenses that were improperly reimbursed between the two committees.  

On the fundraising side, the Mayor Mark Farrell for Yes on Prop D ballot measure committee raised 
approximately $2.5 million during the calendar year 2024. In contrast, the Mark Farrell for Mayor 2024 
candidate committee raised approximately $981,000 and received an additional $1.2 million in public 
financing (the maximum amount for non-incumbent candidates) during the same period. The ballot 
measure committee had approximately 88 contributions and the candidate committee had 

 
19 In 2020, then-Supervisor Matt Haney controlled a ballot measure committee for the November election as a 
sitting officeholder, while not simultaneously appearing on the ballot. 
20 San Francisco Ethics Commission, Stipulation, Decision and Order, In the Matter of Mayor Mark Farrell for Yes on 
Prop D, Mark Farrell for Mayor 2024, Mark Farrell, and Roy Herrera (2024). 
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approximately 2,145 contributions, highlighting the difference between controlled committees that are 
and are not subject to the $500 candidate contribution limit. In particular, “six separate contributors had 
each contributed over $100,000 to the ballot measure committee (totaling just under $1.5 million, or 
65% of the ballot measure committee’s total funds raised).”21 Four of those six contributors also made 
$500 max contributions to the candidate committee.22 The presence of a few well-financed contributors 
giving maximum contributions to a candidate’s committee for City elective office, and then large sums 
to the same candidate’s other controlled committee further indicates the overlap between the two 
committees: when contributors can give no more to a candidate’s candidate committee once they have 
reached the $500 limit, they may give more (and unlimited) contributions to the candidate’s ballot 
measure committee. 

On the expenditure side, the Ethics Commission’s investigation found that the candidate committee was 
improperly benefitting from the split of expenditures with the ballot measure committee. The candidate 
committee benefitted disproportionately from the shared costs, while the ballot measure committee 
effectively functioned as a vehicle to support the candidate committee. This example was particularly 
egregious, because the campaigns were sharing expenses and the candidate committee was not paying 
its fair share of the costs. However, even without the direct sharing of expenses, controlling a second 
committee while running for City elective office can still lead to additional benefits, or perceived 
benefits, for the controlling candidate. 

Examples of Ballot Measure Communications Featuring the Candidate Who Controls the 
Committee 

When a candidate controls another committee that is not subject to the City’s candidate contribution 
limit, that other committee will often feature the candidate heavily in its campaign materials. For 
example, a ballot measure committee may make campaign expenditures that are nominally advocating 
for or against a ballot measure, but which also feature the candidate favorably. Such expenditures from 
candidate-controlled ballot measure committees allow the candidate to raise and spend unlimited 
amounts of money on communications which feature themselves, while simultaneously running for City 
elective office. 

Examples of such communications from the 2024 election cycle are included below as Exhibits 1-3 and 
provided in Attachment 4. 

 
21 Ibid. 
22 San Francisco DataSF, Campaign Finance Transactions.  
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Exhibit 1: Images from Mayor Mark Farrell for Yes on Prop D Mailer 

 

The above ballot measure committee mailer in Exhibit 1 dedicates a significant amount of space to 
showcasing the controlling candidate, the candidate’s party affiliation, policy positions, and previous 
officeholder experience and accomplishments.23 Almost no arguments favoring the proposed ballot 
measure are discussed, despite this advertisement nominally being a communication in favor of the 
measure, not the candidate. 

Exhibit 2: Images from Mayor Breed's Committee for Reproductive Freedom, Yes on O (Digital Ads) 

 

 
23 Fair Political Practices Commission, Form 460 Amendments, Recipient Committee Campaign Statement, Filing ID 
Nos. 212493587, 212493628 (Nov. 4, 2024). 
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The above ballot measure committee digital ads in Exhibit 2 feature the controlling candidate more than 
the ballot measure.24 This may partially be a byproduct of this medium of communication, which is 
limited by size and space constraints. However, this still provides an example of a candidate’s name and 
face being shared in a positive manner with the public during the same time period when they are 
running for City elective office and seeking additional contact with voters. In this particular case, 
reproductive health was considered a major campaign issue in 2024 when the ad was distributed, and 
the ad associates the candidate positively with this issue in a clear effort to promote the candidate 
voters.  

Exhibit 3: Images from Mayor Breed's Committee for Reproductive Freedom, Yes on O (Walk Cards) 

 

The walk cards in Exhibit 3 are from the same ballot measure committee above and showcase a 
different ballot measure communication medium, which features the candidate less heavily or not at 
all.25 However, even when less heavily featured, the two ads on the left still include the candidate’s 
photo and rely heavily on quotes from the candidate to convey their message. 

The materials in the exhibits above are distinct from ballot measure communications that are not 
controlled by the candidate, which otherwise may choose to feature quotes or endorsements from a 
candidate. The distinction lies in the control of the committee. In the examples above, the candidate is 
able to control the spending and may harmonize it with the activity of their candidate committee in a 
way that gives their candidacy additional benefits, without regard to contribution limits. This is not a 
concern if the ballot measure committee is controlled independently from the candiate. 

The recent trend of candidates controlling committees, particularly ballot measure committees, that are 
not subject to the City’s candidate contribution limit creates opportunities for abuse of the current 

 
24 San Francisco Ethics Commission, Form 162, Electioneering Communication Report, Filing ID Nos. 212469923, 
212449501, 212433483, 212425499, 212386295, 212360146, 212313325, 212304860, 212281432, 212268357, 
212259101 (Oct. 7, 2024 - Oct. 31, 2024). 
25 Ibid. 
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rules. While not entirely comparable, since there are no federal ballot measures, federal law does 
suggest a potential approach to addressing this situation. Federal Regulation § 300.61 states that no 
federal candidates, federal officeholders, agents acting on their behalf, or their controlled entities “shall 
solicit, receive, direct, transfer, spend, or disburse funds in connection with an election for Federal 
office…unless the amounts consist of Federal funds that are subject to the limitations, prohibitions, and 
reporting requirements of the Act.” This provision essentially provides that candidates are permitted to 
control multiple committees, but those other committees are then subject to the same contribution 
limit as their main candidate campaign committee.26 

Recommendation 
When candidates control committees that are not subject to the City’s candidate contribution limit 
while simultaneously running for City elective office, the contribution limit is severely undermined, 
giving rise to the potential for quid pro quo corruption, undue influence, or the appearance thereof. 

To address this, the Commission should extend the City’s candidate contribution limit to any other 
committees a candidate controls while actively running for City office, to the extent possible by law. 

Enacting this recommendation would require amending Section 1.114(a) of the Campaign and 
Governmental Conduct Code (C&GCC). Draft legislative language is provided in Attachment 1 and 
below. The current $500 candidate contribution limit is contained in subsection 1.114(a), and the new 
rule would be added to that subsection as 1.114(a)(2-4): 

(2) In addition to the limit in subsection (a)(1), no person other than the candidate shall make, 
and no candidate for City elective office or candidate-controlled committee controlled by such a 
candidate shall solicit or accept, any contribution which will cause the total amount contributed 
to that committee by such person to exceed the limit in subsection (a)(1) per election cycle. The 
contribution limit in this subsection (a)(2) shall not apply to:  

(A) A committee primarily formed to support the candidate in seeking election to a 
county central committee of a qualified political party; or 

(B) A committee primarily formed to oppose a recall measure in which the candidate is 
the subject of the recall. 

(3) Notwithstanding the limitation in subsection (a)(2) the contribution limit for candidate-
controlled legal defense funds shall be $10,000 per election cycle and may be amended through 
Ethics Commission Regulation. 

(4) The limitations in subsections (a)(2) and (a)(3) only apply to candidates who are actively 
running for City elective office as defined by Ethics Commission Regulation. 

 
26 11 C.F.R. § 300.61 (52 U.S.C. § 30125(e)(1)(A)). 
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For all candidates actively seeking City elective office, their controlled committees would be subject to 
the $500 contribution limit. However, the draft language reflects the need for certain limitations and 
exceptions, including: 

EXCEPTION FOR CANDIDATE COMMITTEES FOR COUNTY CENTRAL COMMITTEE: Candidate committees 
formed to support a candidate’s election to a CCC would not be subject to these contribution 
limitations, as state law explicitly states that “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….”27 This prevents local jurisdictions 
from imposing contribution limits on these committees. 

EXCEPTION FOR A CANDIDATE’S RECALL COMMITTEE: Candidate-controlled ballot measure 
committees would be exempt when they are formed by an officeholder who is the subject of a 
recall. This is necessary as recalls are put before voters as ballot measures and it is important to 
allow officeholders to raise and spend money to defend themselves against efforts to recall 
them from office. Supporters of a recall effort are allowed to accept unlimited contributions 
because the recall is a ballot measure. To apply a contribution limit to incumbents defending 
themselves against a recall while applying no limit to those supporting the recall would not be 
appropriate.  

HIGHER LIMIT FOR LEGAL DEFENSE FUNDS: Legal defense funds would have an adjusted contribution 
limit of $10,000. This amount is appropriate given the limited scope of expenditures these 
committees may make, the high costs associated with legal disputes, and the recommendation 
later in this report that committee funds may not be used to pay penalties related to ethics and 
campaign finance violations. This is also in keeping with state guidance that the amounts raised 
by these committees must be reasonably necessary to cover attorney’s fees and other legal 
costs related to the proceeding for which the fund is created.28 This higher limit recognizes the 
need for candidates and officeholders to potentially use LDFs to help defray legal costs, 
particularly candidates who may otherwise be under-resourced, while also creating a check 
against the corrupting influence of unlimited contributions. 

LIMITED ONLY TO CANDIDATES “ACTIVELY RUNNING” FOR CITY ELECTIVE OFFICE: The expanded 
contribution limit would only apply when the candidate is “actively running” for the City elective 
office, which is defined through draft Regulation 1.114-3, which is provided in Attachment 2. 
This serves to narrow the new rule, so that it only applies to officeholders when they are actively 
seeking reelection, but not before. This means officeholders who are not currently running for 

 
27 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 85703). 
28 Fair Political Practices Commission, State Contribution Limits and Voluntary Expenditure Ceilings: Exceptions. 
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re-election would still be able to control ballot measure committees, up to the point they begin 
running. An officeholder who is not currently running in an election is less incentivized to misuse 
a ballot measure committee to benefit themselves. And thus, there is less danger of corrupting 
influence from a controlled committee that can accept unlimited contributions. And, in the 
research above, most of the candidate-controlled ballot measure committees have been 
observed when the candidate was also currently running for office. So, the recommended rule is 
tailored to the issue that has been most prevalent and problematic. A future project could 
explore whether it is appropriate to also apply limits to committees controlled by officeholders 
who are not actively running for office. 

The proposed expansion of the City’s contribution limit is intended to ensure that well-resourced 
interests cannot gain favor with candidates or officeholders by making unlimited contributions to their 
other committees, which could then be spent in ways that undermine the City’s contribution limits. At 
the same time, the proposal balances the political speech rights of the candidates and officeholders. 

The current boundaries of campaign finance law established across the federal, state, and local levels 
are ultimately defined by the Supreme Court of the United States through analysis based in free speech 
protections guaranteed under the First Amendment. The constitutional review balances the 
government’s compelling interest in preventing corruption with the right to freedom of expression, in 
this case, political speech. Rulings from the Supreme Court set the basis that spending money to 
influence elections is a form of political speech because “virtually every means of communicating ideas 
in today’s mass society require the expenditure of money.”29 Those expenditures are therefore 
protected under the First Amendment, and any attempts to restrict this speech must serve a compelling 
government interest. The prevention of quid pro quo corruption—campaign contributors receiving 
preferential treatment in return for their financial offerings—or the appearance of corruption, has been 
the only interest deemed necessary by the Court.30 Later precedent also expanded the definition of 
corruption beyond quid pro quo to include “the broader threat from politicians too compliant with the 
wishes of large contributors.”31 

The Supreme Court has recognized that large contributions to candidates and officeholders raise the 
problem of corruption, and that given there is sufficient government interest in preventing corruption 
and the appearance of corruption, it is reasonable to conclude that contribution limits to candidates and 
officeholders are justified.32 

The Court has held that direct contributions to candidates and their campaigns hold a greater risk of 
corruption compared to other forms of paid political speech, thus allowing them to be subjected to 

 
29 Buckley v. Valeo (1976) 424 U.S. 1. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Nixon v. Shrink Missouri Government PAC (2000) 528 U.S. 389. 
32 Buckley v. Valeo (1976) 424 U.S. 1, 26–27. 
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regulatory limits. These limits are codified as maximum dollar amounts that contributors can give to a 
single candidate on a time-bound basis, such as the City’s existing $500 candidate contribution limit. 
This is also the legal basis reflected in Federal Regulation § 300.61, which applies contribution limits to 
all committees controlled by a candidate. 

There is additional Supreme Court precedent that has struck down certain types of contribution limits, 
such as contribution limits to campaigns supporting or opposing ballot measures, because although a 
compelling government interest exists in “regulating and limiting contributions to or expenditures of a 
candidate…there is no significant state or public interest in curtailing debate and discussion of a ballot 
measure.”33 However, the question of imposing a contribution limit that specifically applies only to 
ballot measure committees that are candidate-controlled has not been directly addressed by the Court. 

It is also important that any contribution limitations are put forth using the least restrictive means to 
achieve its goal in advancing the government’s interest of combatting corruption. With the included 
exemptions described above, the proposed expansion of the City’s contribution limit is not broader than 
necessary and, in fact, mirrors the existing federal soft money rule.34 

Furthermore, it is important to consider the differences between candidate campaign committees and 
other candidate-controlled committees. Under the current legal framework, the rationale is that, absent 
a candidate to potentially corrupt, there is no basis for contribution limits. However, with candidate-
controlled committees, there is a candidate directly involved with the committee who is clearly 
identified as controlling the committee. Because of this, a large contribution to a candidate-controlled 
ballot measure committee may provide, or may give the appearance of providing, outsized benefit to 
the candidate controlling the committee, creating the potential for corruption and undue influence and 
ultimately justifying a contribution limit. 

Expanding the contribution limit to cover other types of candidate-controlled committees when the 
candidate is actively running for City elective office still leaves numerous opportunities for the candidate 
to publicly support or oppose ballot measures. This would not be a prohibition—such candidates could 
still form and control a ballot measure committee: that committee would just be subject to the same 
contribution limit as the candidate’s candidate committee. Furthermore, candidates could still donate 
their personal funds to support or oppose ballot measures, endorse ballot measure campaigns, and 
speak publicly in favor of such efforts. The proposal would only affect instances in which the candidate 
opted to directly control a committee that is raising and spending money on a ballot measure campaign. 

Considering the recent prevalence of candidates for City elective office simultaneously controlling ballot 
measure committees, it is important for the City to act quickly before this becomes the new normal in 
San Francsico elections. It is not difficult to imagine a situation in which more candidates feel the need 
to control ballot measure committees in the future, in addition to their main campaign committees. For 

 
33 Citizens Against Rent Control v. City of Berkeley (1981) 454 U.S. 290. 
34 11 C.F.R. § 300.61 (52 U.S.C. § 30125(e)(1)(A)). 
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example, if all of a candidate’s opponents are also controlling an additional committee, which can raise 
unlimited amounts from wealthy contributors that can then be spent on communications that heavily 
feature the candidate and their policy positions, it could be seen as a competitive necessity to do the 
same. This effect may also tend to favor incumbent mayors and supervisors since under San Francisco 
law those officials have the power to place measures on the ballot.  

Imposing a contribution limit on committees controlled by candidates who are actively running for City 
elective office is an important safeguard the City can enact to prevent corruption and reinforce the 
City’s existing contribution limit.  
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2. Republication of Campaign Materials 
Under current law, unlimited amounts of money can be raised and spent to support or oppose 
candidates for City elective office, provided that the spending is not coordinated with the candidate. 
These are known as independent expenditures. However, if the spending is coordinated with the 
candidate, it is considered a contribution to the candidate and is thus subject to the City’s $500 
candidate contribution limit.35 City law defines when such expenditures are considered independent and 
when they are coordinated. The law also provides several rebuttable presumptions of coordination and 
exceptions.36 

The law states that spending on a communication that expressly advocates for the nomination, election, 
or defeat of a candidate, is coordinated if it is: 

(1) “…made at the request, suggestion, or direction of, or in cooperation, consultation, concert or 
coordination with, the candidate on whose behalf, or for whose benefit, the expenditure is 
made; or” 

(2) “…created, produced or disseminated…[a]fter the candidate has made or participated in making 
any decision regarding the content, timing, location, mode, intended audience, volume of 
distribution, or frequency of placement of the communication.”37 

Essentially, coordination occurs when the candidate, or their agent, communicates with the spender 
about the communication benefiting their candidacy.  

The different types of spending can be illustrated by considering the production and dissemination of 
lawn signs that clearly support a candidate for City elective office.  

CANDIDATE SPENDING: If a candidate’s own campaign produces and pays for the dissemination of 
the signs, this spending by the candidate’s campaign will be funded by the candidate’s own 
committee. The candidate’s committee funds were obtained through contributions that were 
subject to the City’s $500 candidate contribution limit when the candidate received them.  

INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES: On the other hand, if a third-party spender produces their own signs 
that communicate support of the candidate, without coordinating with the candidate, this is an 
independent expenditure. Because third-party groups are not subject to contribution limits, 
independent expenditures are funded by contributions that are not subject to the $500 
contribution limit, nor is the spending itself considered a contribution to the candidate, which 
would be subject to the contribution limit. 

 
35 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.114(a). 
36 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 1.115. 
37 Ibid. 
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COORDINATED THIRD PARTY SPENDING: However, if the third-party spender were to communicate 
with the candidate’s campaign about the third party’s production or dissemination of the lawn 
signs, this would make the expenditure coordinated. If coordinated, the expenditure would 
constitute an in-kind contribution to the candidate’s committee, since the third party would be 
providing free or discounted goods or services to the candidate. The third-party spender would 
therefore be prohibited from spending more than $500 on the signs, as spending more than 
$500 would violate the City’s candidate contribution limit. 

Coordination rules are a vital element of any candidate contribution limit. If candidates could coordinate 
with “independent expenditure” committees, the candidates would be able to effectively bypass the 
contribution limit. The third-party committees would nominally be controlled by third parties but would 
be allowed to work in conjunction with a candidate. This would result in the independent expenditure 
committee not being truly independent, and the unlimited contributions given to such committees 
would directly benefit the candidates that are coordinating with them. This would implicate the same 
dangers of corruption and undue influence that contribution limits exist to prevent. In Buckley, the Court 
pointed to the independence of third party spending as the core reason why contribution limits cannot 
be applied to such committees, stating: “[t]he absence of prearrangement and coordination of an 
expenditure with the candidate or his agent not only undermines the value of the expenditure to the 
candidate, but also alleviates the danger that expenditures will be given as a quid pro quo for improper 
commitments from the candidate.”38 Coordination rules are the legal mechanisms that ensure that 
independent expenditures are in fact independent from candidates. 

Findings 
There is a gap in the City’s current coordination rules that allows third-party spenders to pay for the 
dissemination, distribution, reproduction, or republication of candidate campaign materials, conferring a 
direct benefit to candidates, while avoiding the City’s candidate contribution limit. This shortcoming in 
the law allows a third-party spender to take publicly available materials from a candidate’s campaign 
and then spend unlimited sums to republish them, so long as they do not directly coordinate with the 
candidate. 

Current Coordination Rules Apply Too Narrowly to the Reuse of Candidate Materials  

Under current City law, if a third party “replicates, reproduces, republishes or disseminates, in whole or 
in substantial part, a communication designed, produced, paid for or distributed by the candidate,” that 
expenditure is presumed to not be independent of the candidate.39 Unless this presumption is rebutted, 
this would mean that the expenditure would constitute an in-kind contribution to the candidate. No 
evidence of direct communication between the candidate and the third party is needed to trigger the 
presumption: mere replication of a substantial part of a candidate communication is enough to shift the 

 
38 Buckley v. Valeo (1976) 424 U.S. 47. 
39 Ibid. at § 1.115(b)(4).  
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burden to the third party to indicate that no coordination took place. This presumption exists because 
republication of candidate material would confer a direct benefit to the candidate and would increase 
the likelihood that the candidate and third party coordinated in some fashion.  

The law does not explicitly state the basis for rebutting this presumption of coordination. However, it is 
possible that under existing law if a third party were to demonstrate that the candidate communication 
had been publicly available prior to the third party reusing substantial parts of the communication, this 
would be enough to rebut the presumption. This is because public availability of the communication 
would indicate a means by which the third party obtained the communication without communicating 
with the candidate’s committee. By making republication of candidate materials only a presumption 
that direct coordination communication between the third party and the candidate took place, the law is 
too narrow to address the problem of third parties directly aiding candidates by republishing their 
content. This type of activity has been observed in many instances, and the law appears inadequate to 
address it.  

The Nature of Reusing Candidate Campaign Materials   

As discussed, current law already addresses instances in which a third party reuses a candidate’s 
campaign materials as the result of direct coordination with the candidate. It also addresses instances in 
which a third party reuses such materials and cannot demonstrate that direct coordination did not take 
place, for example by showing that the materials were publicly available prior to the third party using 
them. However, the law does not adequately address situations in which candidate campaign materials 
were republished after being made publicly available. A primary way candidate campaign materials are 
made available to the public is when the candidate pays to distribute those materials in the form of paid 
advertisements. When a candidate pays to send direct mail, run television ads, or place digital ads 
online, they are making their content publicly available. Third parties might observe this content and 
decide to reuse it, spending their own funds to amplify the candidate’s message using the candidate’s 
own content.  

However, paid advertisements are not the only way in which candidates make their campaign materials 
publicly available. Candidates often make campaign materials available on their website for anyone to 
access and download. Such candidate campaign materials can be provided to the public for legitimate 
purposes, where the campaign is seeking to engage with voters. For example, keeping with the lawn sign 
example, a campaign may provide a digital copy of its lawn sign on its campaign website, so that voters 
can access it for personal use. If an individual were to use that file to do “a small-scale printing…solely 
for the individual’s personal use” it would not be considered a contribution to the campaign or an 
independent expenditure.40 For example, the individual could print one of the signs and display it at 
their home.  

 
40 Fair Political Practices Commission, Advice Letter No. I-24-075 (Aug. 9, 2024). 
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Problematically, candidate campaigns often make campaign materials available, not for use by voters, 
but so that third-party spenders can pay to reuse the materials in paid advertisements. When a 
campaign puts out materials and strategic guidance through public channels—such as a public facing 
website—so that third-party spenders can use the materials and information when making unlimited 
expenditures, this practice is known as “redboxing.” Redboxing is a growing concern across the country 
because it allows candidates to passively communicate with independent expenditure committees to 
aid those committees’ efforts to support the candidates in the most effective ways.41  

Regardless of why or how the campaign materials were made accessible—whether through traditional 
paid advertising by the candidate’s campaign or by making materials available on a public facing website 
in a possible attempt to redbox—third-party spending that disseminates, distributes, reproduces, or 
republishes candidate campaign materials to further the reach of a candidate’s campaign that is not 
subject to the City’s contribution limit undermines the limit by allowing third parties to pay unlimited 
amounts to further spread the campaign’s message. 

To further demonstrate this regulatory gap, Table 2 describes different spending situations using the 
lawn sign example and when contribution limits currently apply in those situations. 

 
41 Campaign Legal Center, Voters Need to Know What “Redboxing” Is and How It Undermines Democracy (March 
27, 2025). 
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Table 2: Illustration of When Certain Spending on Lawn Signs is a Contribution and Thus Subject to the Candidate 
Contribution Limit 

Spending  Is This a Contribution to the Candidate’s Campaign and 
Subject to the Candidate Contribution Limit? 

A candidate’s campaign raises and 
spends money on lawn signs 
promoting the candidate. 

Yes, this is a direct expenditure from the candidate’s 
campaign, made using contributions raised subject to the 
contribution limit. No person other than the candidate may 
contribute more than $500 to the candidate’s committee for 
this spending. 

A third-party spender designs, 
prints, and distributes their own 
lawn sign, which expresses their 
support for the candidate. 

No, contribution limits do not apply because no contribution 
is being made to the candidate. This would be an 
independent expenditure made by the third-party spender 
and the spender is able to raise and spend unlimited amounts 
for such activity. 

A third-party spender coordinates 
with a candidate’s campaign 
regarding the spending on the lawn 
signs. 

Yes, this would be considered a contribution, and the 
contribution limit would apply. Since this spending is 
coordinated with the campaign, it would be considered a 
contribution to the campaign, and the spender would only be 
able to spend up to $500 on the lawn signs. 

A third-party spender does not 
directly coordinate with the 
candidate’s campaign, but does 
spend money to disseminate, 
distribute, reproduce, or republish 
the candidate campaign’s lawn sign. 

No, this would not currently be considered a contribution 
and thus the contribution limit would not apply. Despite the 
third-party spender paying to disseminate the campaign’s 
materials, absent proof of direct coordination the 
presumption of coordination could likely be rebutted, and 
this spending would not be limited by the contribution limit. 

Of the spending described in the table above, there are two situations where contribution limits do not 
apply. In the second row, the spending described constitutes independent spending by the third-party, 
which is protected speech where the spender is paying to make their own independent 
communications, which cannot be restricted through contribution limits. In the last row, the spender is 
paying to disseminate the campaign’s materials, furthering the candidate’s speech, yet they are still able 
to avoid the contribution limit due to this shortcoming in the current law. 

Examples of Third-Party Spenders Republishing Candidate Campaign Materials 

The following provides examples of instances where third-party spenders appear to be clearly taking a 
candidate’s campaign materials and then disseminating, distributing, reproducing, or republishing those 
materials. These examples are not provided to allege wrongdoing by either the candidates or third-party 
spenders but are used to illustrate the type of conduct that should be squarely prohibited under City 
law. 
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San Francisco Working Families and Aaron Peskin’s 2024 Mayoral Campaign 
In 2024, Aaron Peskin’s mayoral campaign website contained a “media gallery” page, which provided 
photos of the candidate and his supporters, as well as three videos. Of the three downloadable videos 
on the campaign site, two were video advertisements from the campaign, and the third was a series of 
video clips edited together without audio entitled “Video B-Roll.”42 The b-roll video featured clips of the 
candidate throughout the City, often speaking with other people, as well clips of supporters holding 
campaign lawn signs. Examples of the b-roll video are provided below as Exhibit 4 and in Attachment 5. 

Exhibit 4: Images from Peskin Campaign Video B-Roll 

 

During the 2024 election, the “San Francisco Working Families Voter Guide Supporting Aaron Peskin for 
Mayor, Sponsored by Healthcare, Hospitality, and Service Workers Unions” (hereinafter “SF Working 
Families”) committee spent $558,355 on independent expenditures supporting Peskin’s 2024 candidacy 
for mayor.43 Part of this spending included thousands of dollars spent on the production and 
dissemination of video ads that heavily utilized the video clips provided in the candidate’s b-roll video. 
Examples of the SF Working Families advertisements are provided below as Exhibit 5 and in 
Attachment 5. 

Exhibit 5: Images from SF Working Families Advertisements 

 

 
42 Aaron Peskin for Mayor 2024, Gallery. 
43 San Francisco DataSF, Campaign Finance Transactions (entry for “San Francisco Working Families Voter Guide 
Supporting Aaron Peskin for Mayor, Sponsored by Healthcare, Hospitality, and Service Workers Unions,” ID # 
1474947). 
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As illustrated above, the SF Working Families committee appears to have used the candidate campaign’s 
video content, which the candidate’s campaign had made available to the public through its campaign 
website. The SF Working Families committee then spent thousands of dollars on advertisements 
disseminating the campaign’s content. The campaign content featured the candidate, as well supporters 
holding the campaign’s lawn sign. If it was found that the candidate’s campaign had directly coordinated 
this spending with SF Working Families, such spending would constitute an in-kind contribution to the 
candidate’s committee and would also violate the City’s $500 contribution limit. However, absent such 
direct coordination, the conduct described above would only trigger the rebuttable presumption of 
coordination under current City law based on the republication of candidate campaign materials. Since 
those materials were publicly available on the candidate’s website, it is possible that the spender could 
use that to rebut the presumption and avoid having its spending on the advertisements count as in-kind 
contributions to the candidate.  

Grow SF and Joel Engardio’s 2022 Supervisorial Campaign 
In 2022, Joel Engardio was a candidate for the Board of Supervisors. During the election cycle, on 
October 12, 2022, Engardio’s campaign posted a video to YouTube which began with the candidate 
introducing himself in Mandarin.44 Six days later, the “Coalition to Grow San Francsico – Grow SF PAC 
(hereinafter “Grow SF”),” reporting spending more than $25,000 on a television ad supporting 
Engardio’s election to the Board of Supervisors.45 The television ad from Grow SF used the same 
introduction of the candidate speaking Mandarin as the ad shared by the candidate’s campaign. 

Screenshots from both the candidate campaign’s video and the Grow SF advertisement provided below 
as Exhibit 6 and in Attachment 5. 

Exhibit 6: Images from Engardio Campaign Video (left) and Grow SF Video (right). 

 

 
44 Why we support Joel Engardio (Mandarin) (YouTube, uploaded by Engardio, Oct. 12, 2022), 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AguthfKcCmQ. 
45 Fair Political Practices Commission, Form 496, Independent Expenditure Report, Filing ID No. 205198148 (Oct. 
18, 2024). 
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Both videos referenced above are approximately 30 seconds long and are largely distinct aside from the 
introduction by the candidate. Despite the uniqueness of the remainder of the Grow SF advertisement, 
having the video begin with a direct-to-camera message from the candidate, which the candidate had 
recently used in their campaign materials, is an example of a third-party spender disseminating the 
campaign’s materials. Such dissemination can inflate the reach of the candidate’s campaign materials, 
while not being limited by City’s contribution limit. 

Asian American Freedom PAC and Ellen Lee Zhou’s 2019 Mayoral Campaign 
Ellen Lee Zhou was a candidate for mayor in 2019. During the campaign, Zhou’s campaign produced and 
distributed several comic book-style images, many of which featured the candidate depicted as a 
superhero. These images were often shared electronically by the candidate and her campaign online as 
standalone images. The images include disclaimers that clearly identify the images as being paid for by 
Ellen Lee Zhou for Mayor 2019. Examples of these images are provided below as Exhibit 7 and in 
Attachment 5. 

Exhibit 7: Ellen Lee Zhou for Mayor 2019 Campaign Images 

 

During the 2019 campaign, the “Asian American Freedom Political Action Committee (hereinafter “Asian 
American Freedom PAC”)” spent $10,000 supporting Zhao’s mayoral bid. Part of this spending included 
the deployment of billboard advertisements that utilized the same comic book-style images that Zhao’s 
campaign used. The images used in these billboards were nearly identical to those used by Zhou’s 
campaign, aside from small modifications and updated disclaimers that indicated the billboards were 
paid for by Asian American Freedom PAC. An example of one of these billboards is provided below as 
Exhibit 8 and additional examples are included in Attachment 5. 
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Exhibit 8: Billboard Paid for by Asian American Freedom PAC 

 

The spending by Asian American Freedom PAC on these pro-Zhou billboards was the subject of an Ethics 
Commission enforcement matter, where the Commission found that the spending was directly 
coordinated with the Zhou campaign through its campaign manager and thus constituted an over-the-
limit in-kind contribution to Zhou’s campaign.46 As part of this enforcement matter, the Commission 
found “[t]he billboards that Asian American Freedom PAC funded contained artwork substantially 
identical to the artwork in the campaign advertisements previously distributed by the Zhou Campaign 
Committee…”.47 

Because direct coordination was proven, the conduct was penalized. Asian American Freedom PAC’s 
republication of the candidate’s campaign materials helped to prove this direct coordination. However, 
this example also illustrates the limitations of the current rules. If direct coordination with Zhou’s 
campaign had not been proven, it would have been possible for the parties to claim that the 
advertisements had been publicly available to Asian American Freedom PAC after Zhou’s campaign had 
distributed them. Thus, the rebuttable presumption of coordination that was triggered by the 
republication of the ads could potentially have been overcome, allowing Asian American Freedom PAC 
to spend an unlimited amount of money to spread the candidate’s campaign materials without those 
expenditures counting as contributions to the candidate. In other words, republication of the materials 
alone was not sufficient to establish that Asian American Freedom PAC had made a contribution to the 
Zhou campaign.  

 
46 San Francisco Ethics Commission, In the Matter of Paul Allen Taylor, Case No. 1920-031, Findings and Order 
(Mar. 22, 2024). 
47 Ibid. 
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The above examples are likely a small sample of instances where third parties have spent money to 
disseminate, distribute, reproduce, or republish candidate campaign materials. Finding additional 
examples is likely possible but would require additional staff time. Historical examples also get more 
difficult to find over time, as campaign websites and materials are often taken down quickly after 
elections. 

The types of reproduction described in the examples above identify a path third-party spenders can 
currently use to contribute to a candidate’s campaign by paying to expand the reach of the campaign’s 
materials, while avoiding the City’s contribution limits.  

Approaches in Other Jurisdictions to Address the Republication of Campaign Materials 

Other jurisdictions have rules in place which specify that the republication of a candidate’s campaign 
materials shall be treated as a contribution to that campaign, which is thus subject to any applicable 
contribution limits in that jurisdiction. 

FEDERAL: Under federal law, expenditures to disseminate campaign materials prepared by a 
candidate or their campaign are considered contributions to the candidate for the purposes of 
the applicable contribution limits. The federal rule states that: 

“The financing of the dissemination, distribution, or republication, in whole or 
in part, of any broadcast or any written, graphic, or other form of campaign 
materials prepared by the candidate…shall be considered a contribution for the 
purposes of contribution limitations and reporting responsibilities of the person 
making the expenditure. The candidate who prepared the campaign material 
does not receive or accept an in-kind contribution, and is not required to report 
an expenditure, unless the dissemination, distribution, or republication of 
campaign materials is a coordinated communication [as defined under federal 
law].”48 

The federal law specifies that such contributions do not need to be reported as 
received by the candidate campaign whose materials were republished unless direct 
coordination occurred. 

PHILADELPHIA: For more than a decade, the City of Philadelphia has had a rule specifying that the 
republication of campaign communications or materials is considered a contribution to the 
candidate for the purpose of contribution limits. This rule specifies that—for the purpose of 
Philadelphia’s candidate contribution limit—spending “… to reproduce republish, or disseminate 
a campaign communication (including audio recordings or video footage) or campaign material 
(such as photographs, flyers, signs, or brochures) prepared by a campaign…[s]hall be considered 

 
48 11 C.F.R. § 109.23. 

April 10, 2026 Meeting Agenda Item 5 - Report & Discussion on Proposed Campaign Finance Reforms 
Page 024 of 063

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-11/section-109.23


 
 
 

 

 
Page 25 of 36 

 

 
 

an in-kind contribution made by the spender.”49 As with federal law, the Philadelphia rule 
similarly creates a distinction between a contribution being made by the spender and a 
contribution being received by the candidate’s campaign. Only when direct coordination occurs 
is the contribution considered received by the candidate, who would then need to report the 
contribution and could then be held liable for violating the contribution limit. But, regardless of 
whether direct coordination occurred, the spender is still treated as having contributed to the 
candidate’s campaign and is thus subject to Philadelphia’s candidate contribution limits. When 
considering the creation of this rule in 2014, the Philadelphia Board of Ethics found that the rule 
was “…necessary to prevent circumvention of the contribution limits.”50 

LOS ANGELES: The City of Los Angeles has a rule specifying that the reproduction of campaign 
materials constitutes an in-kind contribution to the candidate whose materials are being 
reproduced. The rule states that anyone “…who reproduces, broadcasts, or distributes in whole 
or substantial part any material that is drafted, printed, prepared, or previously broadcast or 
distributed by a candidate or a committee has made a nonmonetary contribution to the 
candidate or committee.”51 This rule is unique from the prior examples in that it requires the 
spender to notify the candidate’s campaign of the reproduction, presumably so that the 
campaign can then report the contribution as received. However, the rule also specifies that the 
candidate’s campaign shall “…not be liable for any violations resulting from the reproduction if it 
provides sufficient evidence to show that it had no prior knowledge of the reproduction.”52 The 
Los Angeles City Ethics Commission issued penalties for a violation of this rule in 2015, when it 
found that a third party spent money in excess of the contribution limit to reproduce and 
distribute a “…two-page mailer…[that was] almost identical to a mailer previously created and 
distributed by the candidate committee…”.53 The Los Angeles Ethics Commission did not need to 
prove direct coordination between the candidate and the third-party spender in order to hold 
the third-party spender liable for spending money to republish the candidate’s mailer; the 
republication alone was sufficient to establish that an in-kind contribution to the candidate had 
been made.  

The preceding examples provide similar, yet distinct approaches for the Commission to consider and 
borrow from when considering the creation of a republication rule for San Francisco. 

Recommendation 
When third parties spend money to republish a candidate’s campaign materials, they are directly 
providing a benefit to the campaign that should be treated as a contribution made to the candidate for 

 
49 Philadelphia Board of Ethics, Regulation 1.38. 
50 Philadelphia Department of Records, Board of Ethics Regulations. 
51 Los Angeles Municipal Code, § 49.7.18.  
52 Ibid. 
53 Los Angeles City Ethics Commission, Stipulation and Settlement Agreement, In the Matter of LA Citizens (2015). 
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the purpose of the City’s candidate contribution limit. Allowing third-party spenders to spend unlimited 
amounts on the reproduction of campaign materials undermines the City’s contribution limits and rules 
against coordination with third party spenders.  

The republication of candidate campaign materials allows third party spenders to align their messaging, 
branding, logos, and other content seamlessly with candidates largely without running afoul of rules 
against coordination. In Buckley, the Court clearly intended that independent expenditures would be 
distinct from candidate campaign activities. When “independent” expenditures merely reproduce 
candidate communications, they become indistinguishable from the candidate’s own campaign 
activities. This creates an inappropriate channel for third-party spenders, which under the First 
Amendment cannot be subjected to contribution limits themselves because of their independent 
nature, to spend significant sums to directly amplify and republish a candidate’s campaign content. 

To address this, the Commission should adopt a republication rule that clarifies that expenditures to 
republish a candidate’s campaign materials are contributions to the candidate for the purpose of the 
City’s candidate contribution limit. 

Draft language for this rule is included in Attachment 1, and draft supporting regulations are included in 
Attachment 2. The draft legislative language creating this rule, which would be added to Section 1.115 
of the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, is also provided below: 

(d) Dissemination, distribution, reproduction, or republication of candidate campaign 
materials. Notwithstanding subsections (a-c), for the purposes of the contribution limit in 
subsection 1.114(a), an expenditure shall be treated as a contribution from the person making 
the expenditure to the candidate for whose benefit the expenditure is made, if the expenditure 
funds a communication that disseminates, distributes, reproduces, or republishes, in whole or in 
part, any written, graphic, audio, audiovisual, or any other form of campaign material prepared, 
produced, disseminated, distributed, or published by the candidate, the candidate’s candidate 
committee, or agents thereof. However, such a contribution is not received or accepted by the 
candidate, and is not required to be reported by the candidate, unless the spending is 
coordinated as defined in subsections (a-c). The Ethics Commission may exempt the use of 
certain campaign materials from being considered a contribution under subsection (d) by 
regulation. 

As with the rules from other jurisdictions presented above, this proposed rule creates liability for the 
spender, not the candidate. A spender would be in violation of the law if they spent more than $500 to 
republish a candidate’s campaign material. The republication alone would not necessarily create liability 
for the candidate. However, current law would still apply such that the spending could also result in 
violations by the candidate for accepting contributions in excess of the $500 limit if (a) the candidate is 
unable to overcome the rebuttable presumption of coordination based on republication of campaign 
materials, or (b) the candidate is found to have directly coordinated with the spender. 
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To implement this proposed rule, the Commission should adopt the draft regulations in Attachment 2 to 
clarify terms and create limited exceptions. The following briefly summarizes the draft regulations. 

REGULATION 1.115-1: Defines when a communication is “disseminated, distributed, reproduced, 
or republished.” Further defines “reproduction” and provides factors the Commission could use 
to determine when reproduction has occurred. The inclusion of reproduction is important to 
capturing instances where a third-party spender may seek to replicate a candidate’s campaign 
materials, to the point where a reasonable person would perceive them as being from the 
candidate’s campaign. 

REGULATION 1.115-2: Establishes limited exceptions to this rule, which are intended to ensure 
independent spenders can communicate their views in an election without it necessarily being 
considered a reproduction of candidate campaign materials. These exceptions are similar to 
those found in other jurisdictions and carve out the use of brief quotes from the candidate, 
basic biographical information, and materials that originate from outside of the campaign, but 
which may also be subsequently used by the candidate’s campaign. 

REGULATION 1.115-3: Defines when an expenditure is made for the benefit of the candidate. This 
definition includes expenditures that expressly advocate for the election of a candidate and 
those which would be perceived as conveying a positive impression of the candidate to the 
viewer. 

It is vital that independent expenditures are truly independent of the candidate’s campaign. 
Independent spending that expressly advocates for a candidate is different than spending that 
redistributes a candidate’s campaign materials. If expenditures are made to redistribute a candidate’s 
campaign materials, those should be treated as contributions to that candidate and be subject to the 
same limit as other contributions. Allowing third parties to spend unlimited amounts to redistribute 
candidate campaign materials undermines the City’s contribution limit. Such unlimited spending creates 
a path for wealthy contributors to inflate the reach of a candidate’s campaign beyond what it could 
accomplish through contributions received under the City’s contribution limit. 

Adopting a strong republication rule as described above would close a significant gap in current law, 
which allows third-party spenders to directly further the message of a candidate’s campaign while 
circumventing the City’s candidate contribution limit.  
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3. Penalties for Elected Officers Paid by Others Through Committees 
The Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code is designed to promote integrity and public trust by 
establishing clear rules and imposing meaningful consequences for violations. Monetary penalties are 
intended to serve as a deterrent against future misconduct and create accountability for violations of 
the law.  

The San Francisco Charter authorizes the Ethics Commission to impose penalties for violations of the law 
relating to campaign finance and governmental ethics under the Campaign and Governmental Conduct 
Code. The Charter allows the Commission to impose fines of up to $5,000 for each violation, or three 
times the amount that was not properly reported or that was unlawfully contributed, whichever is 
greater. 54  

In determining the appropriate penalty amount, the Commission considers the degree of public harm, 
the scope of the violations, and the respondent’s ability to pay, among all other relevant circumstances 
surrounding the case.55 Enforcement matters also determine who is liable for each violation based on 
factors such as who holds legal responsibility under the Code, who exercised control over the activity, 
and who received any relevant benefits. 

There are several mechanisms that limit the extent to which City officials may receive funds from others 
to cover the cost of Ethics Commission penalties.  

ANNUAL GIFT LIMIT: City officers and employees who are required to file the Statement of 
Economic Interests (Form 700) are subject to the annual gift limit of $630. This limit prohibits 
the acceptance of gifts from single reportable source that would exceed $630 in a calendar 
year.56 This means that a Form 700 filer cannot, for example, accept a large sum of money from 
an individual to cover the cost of paying Ethics Commission penalties. If the person is a 
reportable source, such payment would be limited to $630 per year.  

RESTRICTED SOURCE GIFT RULE: San Francisco prohibits all City officials from accepting gifts from 
restricted sources, which include people with business before the official or their department.57 
Thus, an official would be prohibited from accepting any money from a restricted source to 
cover the cost of Ethics penalties (or for any other purpose).  

RESTRICTIONS ON THE USE OF COMMITTEE FUNDS: Campaign finance laws allow the use of 
committee funds to pay or reimburse fines, penalties, judgments, or settlements only when the 

 
54 San Francisco Charter, § C3.699-13. 
55 San Francisco Ethics Commission, Enforcement Regulation § 9(D)(7). 
56 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 89503). 
57 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, § 3.216; San Francisco Ethics Commission, Regulation 
3.216(b)(1)–(6). 
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expenditure is directly related to a political, legislative, or governmental purpose.58 An elected 
official may use their candidate committee (which is considered an officeholder committee once 
the candidate assumes elective office) to pay Ethics Commission penalties. However, all 
contributions to such committees are limited to $500 per person. This limits an elected official’s 
ability to receive large payments from one individual to pay penalties or other costs.  

These provisions strengthen accountability by preventing others from coming in to pay penalties on 
behalf of a City official, thus helping ensure that penalties carry meaningful consequences.  

Despite these provisions, it remains possible for City elective officers to accept payments of any amount 
to pay penalties through a legal defense fund (LDF). As discussed above, legal defense funds are a type 
of candidate-controlled committee that candidates and elected officials can establish to pay legal costs 
such as attorney fees and other legal expenses that arise from “an election campaign, the electoral 
process, or the performance of the officer’s governmental activities and duties.”59 The funds are 
commonly used for attorney fees in cases when there is a ballot qualification dispute, late or inaccurate 
disclosure filings, or other compliance matters, all of which can be costly. Legal defense funds are not 
subject to any contribution limits under state or City law. This enables candidates and elected officials to 
respond to such legal matters without relying on personal or campaign committee funds and is 
particularly valuable for those who would otherwise be unable to afford adequate representation. Any 
candidate or elected official can establish an LDF once a legal proceeding is reasonably anticipated or 
has begun. 

The Political Reform Act specifically prohibits the use of LDF funds to pay for “penalties, judgments, or 
settlements related to a claim of sexual assault, sexual abuse, or sexual harassment filed against the 
candidate or elective officer in any civil, criminal, or administrative proceeding.”60  

Findings 
The ability of elected officials to pay penalties from LDF or candidate committee funds creates dynamics 
that can undermine the intended impact of Ethics Commission penalties. This is particularly an issue for 
City elective officers in the context of ethics-related penalties because it decreases personal 
accountability and creates opportunities for wealthy interests to curry favor with officials by paying their 
penalties. Because LDFs have no contribution limits, they present a way to circumvent gift rules. 

 
58 Political Reform Act (Gov. Code, § 89513). 
59 Gov. Code, § 85304; 2 Cal. Code Regs., § 18530.4. 
60 Gov. Code, § 85304; 2 Cal. Code Regs., § 18530.4(d)(1). 
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Examples of Penalties Being Paid with LDF Funds  

Although State law restricts certain uses of LDF funds, they may currently be used to pay penalties for 
violations of ethics and campaign finance laws in San Francisco. This can be seen through the two 
examples presented below involving legal defense funds established by City elective officers. 

Breed Legal Defense Funds (Mayor and Supervisor 2012) 
In 2021, the Ethics Commission fined Mayor London Breed $22,792 for violations of campaign finance, 
ethics, and gift laws. The violations (and penalties) consisted of: accepting political contributions more 
than legal limit ($4,500), failing to disclose political contributions ($7,500), misusing her City title for 
personal purposes ($2,500), and accepting a prohibited gift from her former subordinate, Public Works 
Director Mohammed Nuru ($8,292).61 Mayor Breed agreed to a stipulated settlement with the 
Commission.  

However, Mayor Breed did not personally pay any of the penalties. Mayor Breed used two LDFs to pay 
the penalties following the approval of the stipulation.62 Specifically, $10,792 was paid from “Breed 
Legal Defense Fund – Mayor” and $12,000 from “Breed Legal Defense Fund - Supervisor 2012.”63 These 
two funds together received significant contributions from just two individual contributors covering the 
full Ethics Commission penalty amount as well as attorney fees. Approximately three weeks after Mayor 
Breed signed the stipulation, “Breed Legal Defense Fund – Mayor” received $15,000 from Oakland real 
estate investor Wayne Jordan and $12,242 from Ripple Labs CEO Chris Larsen. On the same day, “Breed 
Legal Defense Fund – Supervisor 2012” received $30,550 from Larsen.  

Peskin Legal Defense Fund 
In 2019, the Ethics Commission fined Supervisor Aaron Peskin $8,000 for campaign finance violations 
arising from his 2015 campaign. The violations involved placing advertisements in Chinese-language 
newspapers that failed to meet disclaimer requirements, including the use of undersized font and, in 
some cases, the omission of required information directing readers to the Ethics Commission’s 
website.64 Supervisor Peskin initially loaned approximately $27,000 to his legal defense fund to cover 
legal and compliance expenses associated with the matter, including the penalty.65 In subsequent years, 
his LDF raised substantial contributions, totaling $16,250 from October 2021 to March 2022 and another 

 
61 San Francisco Ethics Commission, Stipulation, Decision and Order, In the Matter of London Breed (SFEC 
Complaint No. 1920-072) (Aug. 2, 2021). 
62 Breed Legal Defense Fund – Mayor (ID # 1440413) and Breed Legal Defense Fund – Supervisor 2012 (ID # 
1440641). 
63 It appears that the two LDFs were used to separately pay the penalties arising from violations during Bred’s 
tenure as supervisor (supervisor LDF) and mayor (mayor LDF).  
64 San Francisco Ethics Commission, Stipulation, Decision and Order, In the Matter of Aaron Peskin (SFEC Complaint 
No. 1516-11). 
65 Peskin Legal Defense Fund (ID # 1422353). 
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$14,000 in 2023, which were used to repay that loan. These contributions were primarily from 
committees rather than individuals, with each committee’s contributions ranging from $1,250-$15,000. 

Impact of Ethics Penalties Paid Through LDF or Candidate Committee Funds 

There is a clear difference between an elected official paying ethics penalties using their own personal 
funds as opposed to funds in their candidate committee or an LDF, as illustrated in the examples above. 
Allowing penalties that arise from ethics-related violations to be paid for using committee funds can 
have the following negative effects: 

DIMINISHES THE IMPACT OF PENALTIES: Allowing elected officials to externalize the financial burden 
of ethics penalties through contributor support and subsequent fundraising diminishes the 
impact of penalties and their deterrent effects. In the example above, Mayor London Breed did 
not ultimately bear the financial burden of her ethics violations for misusing her City title or 
accepting a gift from her subordinate, even though these were violations that she herself 
personally carried out. When penalties are financed through third-party contributions or repaid 
through subsequent fundraising, the intended effect of enforcement is significantly undermined. 
This mitigation of consequences lessens the penalty’s impact on the elected official, thereby 
weakening accountability. 

UNDERMINES GIFT RULES: Raising money through an LDF to pay for ethics penalties that the 
elected official would otherwise be responsible for paying can allow outside sources to give 
money that may otherwise have been prohibited under state and City gift rules. City elective 
officers are all Form 700 filers and are thus prohibited from accepting gifts in excess of the 
annual gift limit, which is currently $630. However, contributions to committees are not 
considered gifts, meaning that City elective officers are able to use their LDFs to accept funds 
beyond the gift limit, and potentially from restricted sources, which can then be used to pay 
their penalties. Such committee contributions function as a substitute for gifts and confer a 
concrete and potentially substantial personal benefit to the City elective officer. This creates 
opportunities for those with business before the officer to contribute to an LDF in hopes of 
currying favor with the officer, which is exactly what the gift rules seek to prevent. 

INEQUITABLE ACCESS TO LDFS: There are more than 5,000 city officers and employees who file the 
Form 700 and are thus prohibited from accepting more than $630 in gifts per year from any 
reportable sources.66 However, only City elective officers can establish LDFs and then use LDF 
funds to pay their ethics penalties. This creates a two-tiered system that gives City elective 
officers, who have the greatest authority and influence over governmental decisions, an ability 
to offset their penalty burdens, which is not available to City employees. Not only does this 

 
66 Sources that are reportable vary by positions, which can have different disclosure categories, and City elective 
officers have the broadest disclosure category. 
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undermine the consistency of the City’s ethics laws, but it also forgoes the principle that elective 
officers should be held to equal, if not higher, standards of accountability than City employees. 

Impact of Campaign Finance Penalties Paid Through LDF or Candidate Committee Funds 

The use of LDF or committee funds to pay for campaign finance penalties can carry some of the same 
negative implications discussed above in the context of ethics violations. It can diminish the candidate’s 
personal accountability, and insofar as an LDF is used, it can be a channel for unlimited contributions 
that benefit the elected official. However, in many cases these implications are less severe because of 
the differences between ethics laws and campaign finance laws.  

First, candidates almost always rely on compliance professionals or volunteer staff to carry out much of 
the compliance work that is required under City and state law. Candidates themselves often do not 
submit campaign disclosure statements, ensure proper disclaimer placement, or vet individual 
contributions for compliance with applicable limits such as the contractor contribution rule. Often there 
is a team of staff or contractors who perform this work. Thus, elected officials do not usually bear the 
same level of personal culpability in routine campaign finance violations that they do in ethics violation 
such as a conflict of interest or unlawful gift. In such cases, the use of committee funds to pay penalties 
does appear appropriate.  

Secondly, paying penalties from a candidate committee still presents a meaningful consequence for the 
candidate because the funds cannot be used on campaign activity or officeholder expenses as the 
candidate would likely prefer. Also, the official would have had to raise any funds in their candidate 
committee in amounts of $500 or less because of the City’s candidate contribution limit. So, the funds 
would be the result of the candidate’s ongoing fundraising work, as opposed to one massive payment 
from an individual, as in the case of an LDF.  

Third, when an elected official, their campaign staff, or compliance professionals violates campaign 
finance laws, the candidate committee is liable for the violations and is typically named as a respondent. 
Under City law, whenever a committee is liable for a violation, the controlling candidate or officer and 
the treasurer are also jointly and severally liable.67 But the committee itself is also liable, and for that 
reason committee funds are often used to pay such penalties. In contrast, elected officials are solely 
liable for ethics-related penalties. There is no provision of law that makes their officeholder committee 
or any other committee liable for ethics violations, as is the case for campaign finance violations.  

The use of committee funds is being identified as a concern in other jurisdictions as well. Advocates in 
other jurisdictions have raised the use of committee funds as potential means of outsourcing penalties. 
Most recently, the Los Angeles City Charter Reform Commission approved Charter language granting 

 
67 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, 1.170(g), (h).  
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their Ethics Commission the discretion to prohibit campaign funds to pay off fines.68 The proposal will be 
submitted to the City Council for potential placement on the November 2026 ballot. 

Recommendations 
To ensure that Ethics Commission penalties have their intended effects, the Commission should limit the 
ability of City elective officers to use candidate committee funds or legal defense funds to pay for ethics 
and campaign finance violations for which they are found personally liable. The rules should differ 
between ethics violations and campaign finance violations because of the inherent differences between 
them discussed above.  

For ethics-related penalties, the following rule would be most appropriate:  

• Prohibit elected officials from using a legal defense fund, candidate committee, or any other 
candidate-controlled committee to pay penalty resulting from ethics violations.  

o This would apply to Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Article III, Chapter 2 
(conflicts of interest, gifts, incompatible activities, etc.) and Article III, Chapter 6 
(behested payments).  

o Elected officials would still be permitted to use an LDF to pay for all legal costs 
associated with an investigation, including attorney fees. Only the ultimate penalty 
would be prohibited from being paid with committee funds.  

The draft legislative language creating this rule, which would be added to Section 3.242 of the C&GCC is 
provided below and included in Attachment 1. 

(e) Prohibition on Using Committee Funds to Pay for Ethics Penalties. City elective officers are 
prohibited from using funds from any candidate-controlled committee, as defined in Section 
1.104, that they control, to pay administrative penalties under subsection (d) for which they are 
personally liable. 

This prohibition would be comparable to the existing the state prohibition on using legal defense funds 
to pay for penalties, judgments, or settlements arising from claims of sexual assault, abuse, or 
harassment. In doing so, it would apply the same principle to ethics penalties: that violations of ethics 
rules should result in consequences for the officeholder and cannot be paid with officeholder committee 
funds or LDF funds.  

Under this proposed change, elected officials could still establish legal defense funds for the purposes of 
paying for legal costs, such as attorneys’ fees and other legal expenses related to an ethics investigation. 
This would allow them to respond to such legal matters without relying on personal funds, particularly 

 
68 Los Angeles City Charter Reform Commission, Agenda, Special Meeting (Mar. 24, 2026); Los Angeles City Charter 
Reform Commission, Proposed Charter Language Regarding Administrative Hearings, Orders, and Penalties (Mar. 
24, 2026). 
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where they may otherwise be unable to afford adequate representation. Though, as proposed in 
Section I above, the Commission should consider enacting a $10,000 contribution limit for LDFs. This 
would address the current situation in which officers who are subject to the $630 gift limit may accept 
unlimited payments to their LDFs. A $10,000 limit balances the interest in limiting the potential for 
corruption and undue influence with the ability of officers to meet the costs of legal proceedings. 

For campaign finance-related penalties, the following rule would be most appropriate:  

• Prohibit elected officials from using a legal defense fund to pay penalties resulting from 
campaign finance violations. 

o This would apply to Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Article I, Chapter 1.  
o Elected officials would still be permitted to use an LDF to pay for all legal costs 

associated with an investigation, including attorney fees. Only the ultimate penalty 
would be prohibited from being paid with LDF funds. 

• Allow elected officials and candidates to use the funds of a candidate-controlled committee to 
pay a penalty resulting from a campaign finance violation if (a) the committee in question is also 
liable for the violation, and (b) the elected official or candidate did not personally violate the law 
in a knowing or willful manner.  

o This would apply to Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Article I, Chapter 1.  

The draft legislative language creating this rule, which would be added to Section 1.170 of the C&GCC is 
provided below and included in Attachment 1. 

(d) LIMITATIONS ON USING COMMITTEE FUNDS TO PAY PENALTIES. Candidates for City elective 
office and City elective officers are prohibited from using funds from any legal defense fund that 
they control to pay administrative penalties arising from violations of this Chapter 1 for which 
they are personally liable. Administrative penalties arising from violations of this Chapter 1 may 
be paid using funds from other candidate-controlled committees, insofar as such committee is 
also liable for the violations in question, unless the candidate or City elective officer personally 
violated the chapter in a knowing or willful manner. 

Under this proposed change, elected officials would be prohibited from using an LDF to pay a campaign 
finance-related penalty. This is the same as the recommendation regarding ethics-related penalties 
above. However, in recognition of the differences between ethics laws and campaign finance laws, the 
proposed statute would allow elected officials to use the funds of a candidate committee or other 
controlled committee to pay campaign finance penalties if the committee is also liable for the violations 
in question. For example, if a candidate’s campaign accepts prohibited contributions from contractors, 
the candidate committee is liable for the violation and thus candidate committee funds could be used to 
pay the penalty.  

April 10, 2026 Meeting Agenda Item 5 - Report & Discussion on Proposed Campaign Finance Reforms 
Page 034 of 063

https://sfethics.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/Attachment-1-Draft-Campaign-Finance-Legislation.pdf


 
 
 

 

 
Page 35 of 36 

 

 
 

However, the proposal would disallow the use of committee funds to pay a penalty if the elected official 
in question personally carried out the violation in a knowing or willful manner. For example, if the 
elected official knew that a City contractor was prohibited from contributing and the official directed 
their campaign staff to accept the contribution anyway, that would be a willful violation by the official 
that could not be paid from committee funds. 

For candidates who run for election and lose, they are not subject to gift restrictions, so they can accept 
gifts of any amount from any person to pay their penalties without violating the law. Thus, the 
recommendations concerning payment of campaign finance-related penalties are only relevant to sitting 
elected officials. 

The proposed rules regarding both ethics penalties and campaign finance penalties by elected officials 
appropriately balance a respondent’s ability to meet the costs of an investigation and the need for 
meaningful consequences that match the type of violation involved. Concerns regarding a respondent’s 
ability to pay are already addressed through the Commission's existing enforcement regulations.69 The 
Commission has the discretion to reduce fines where a demonstrated inability to pay is established 
during the enforcement process.70 When a penalty amount is reduced due to an inability to pay, the 
Commission identifies the full penalty amount associated with the violation to establish the relevant 
precedent, while then specifying the reduced amount for which the respondent is ultimately liable. This 
preserves both accountability and consistency in the process, while allowing for reduced penalties when 
appropriate due to financial hardship.  

The recommendations above advance the purposes of the Code by reinforcing meaningful 
consequences for violations and ensure that penalties serve as an effective deterrent against 
misconduct. It would strengthen the integrity of the City’s gift rules by preventing elected officials, who 
have the greatest authority and influence over government decisions, from avoiding gift rules and 
shifting the financial consequences of their violations onto other parties.  

 
69 San Francisco Ethics Commission, Enforcement Regulation § 9(D)(7). 
70 See, e.g., San Francisco Ethics Commission, Stipulation, Decision and Order, In the Matter of Walter Park (SFEC 
Complaint No. 24-671, Sept. 27, 2024), p. 10; San Francisco Ethics Commission, Stipulation, Decision and Order, In 
the Matter of John Avalos (SFEC Complaint No. 13-150618), p. 5, San Francisco Ethics Commission, Stipulation, 
Decision and Order, In the Matter of Quintin Mecke (SFEC Complaint No. 27-151015, Sept. 21, 2018), p. 4. 
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Next Steps 
The Commission should review and provide feedback on the recommendations within this report and 
the attached draft legislation and corresponding regulations. If the Commission supports moving 
forward with these recommendations, Staff will work with the City Attorney’s Office to incorporate any 
necessary changes to the draft legislation and return with legislation for the Commission to consider and 
potentially vote on during the May meeting. 

This legislation would require supermajority approval from both the Ethics Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors to be enacted.71 If the Commission does wish to move forward with these 
recommendations, Staff can begin working to identify potential sponsors at the Board of Supervisors 
prior to the May meeting.  

As this is an election year, any final version of this legislation would have an operative date no sooner 
than January of 2027. This would allow the Commission sufficient time to prepare or update relevant 
compliance and training materials, while giving the regulated community time to prepare for these 
changes. 

Attachments: 

Attachment 1: Draft Campaign Finance Legislation 

Attachment 2: Draft Ethics Commission Regulations 

Attachment 3: Data Tables re: Prevalence of Candidate-Controlled Committees  

Attachment 4: Examples of Candidate-Controlled Ballot Measure Committee Communications 

Attachment 5: Examples of Republication 

71 The Commission could also place such legislation on the ballot for approval by the voters. 
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[Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code – Contribution Limits, Coordination of 
Expenditures, and Penalties]  

Ordinance amending the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to apply the 

candidate campaign contribution limit to other types of candidate-controlled 

committees, specify that if a third party makes expenditures to republish a candidate’s 

campaign materials that is considered a contribution to the candidate’s campaign for 

the purpose of the candidate campaign contribution limit, and establish limits on the 

use of committee funds to administrative penalties. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (*  *  *  *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code  
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1.  Article I, Chapter 1 of the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code is 

hereby amended by revising Sections 1.114, 1.115, and 1.170, to read as follows: 

SEC. 1.114. CONTRIBUTIONS – LIMITS AND PROHIBITIONS. 

(a) LIMITS ON CONTRIBUTIONS TO CANDIDATES.

(1) No person other than a candidate shall make, and no candidate for City elective

office or campaign treasurer for a candidate committee 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.
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(2) In addition to the limit in subsection (a)(1), no person other than the candidate shall make,

and no candidate for City elective office or candidate-controlled committee controlled by 

such a candidate shall solicit or accept, any contribution which will cause the total 

amount contributed to that committee by such person to exceed the limit in subsection 

(a)(1) per election cycle. The contribution limit in this subsection (a)(2) shall not apply to:  

(A) A committee primarily formed to support the candidate in seeking election to a

county central committee of a qualified political party; or

(B) A committee primarily formed to oppose a recall measure in which the candidate

is the subject of the recall.

(3) Notwithstanding the limitation in subsection (a)(2) the contribution limit for candidate-

controlled legal defense funds shall be $10,000 per election cycle and may be amended 

through Ethics Commission Regulation. 

(4) The limitations in subsections (a)(2) and (a)(3) only apply to candidates who are actively

running for City elective office as defined by Ethics Commission Regulation. 

* * * *

SEC. 1.115. COORDINATION OF EXPENDITURES AND REPUBLICATION OF

CANDIDATE CAMPAIGN MATERIALS.

(a) General. An expenditure is not considered independent and shall be treated as a

contribution from the person making the expenditure to the candidate on whose behalf, or for 

whose benefit the expenditure is made, if the expenditure funds a communication that 

expressly advocates the nomination, election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate and is 

made under the following circumstance: 

(1) The expenditure is made at the request, suggestion, or direction of, or in cooperation,

consultation, concert or coordination with, the candidate on whose behalf, or for whose 

benefit, the expenditure is made; or 
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      (2)   The communication funded by the expenditure is created, produced or disseminated: 

         (A)   After the candidate has made or participated in making any decision regarding the 

content, timing, location, mode, intended audience, volume of distribution, or frequency of 

placement of the communication; or 

         (B)   After discussion between the creator, producer or distributor of a communication, or 

the person paying for that communication, and the candidate or committee regarding the 

content, timing, location, mode, intended audience, volume of distribution or frequency of 

placement of that communication, the result of which is agreement on any of these topics. 

   (b)   Rebuttable Presumption of Coordination. In addition to Subsection (a) of this 

section, there shall be a presumption that an expenditure funding a communication that 

expressly advocates the nomination, election or defeat of a clearly identified candidate is not 

independent of the candidate on whose behalf or for whose benefit the expenditure is made, 

when: 

      (1)   It is based on information about the candidate or committee's campaign needs or 

plans provided to the spender by the candidate; 

      (2)   It is made by or through any agent of the candidate in the course of the agent's 

involvement in the current campaign; 

      (3)   The spender retains the services of a person, including a campaign consultant, who 

provides, or has provided, the candidate with professional services related to campaign or 

fund raising strategy for that same election; 

      (4)   The communication replicates, reproduces, republishes or disseminates, in whole or 

in substantial part, a communication designed, produced, paid for or distributed by the 

candidate; or 

      (5)   In the same election that the expenditure is made, the spender or spender's agent is 

serving or served in an executive or policymaking role for the candidate's campaign or 
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participated in strategy or policy making discussions with the candidate's campaign relating to 

the candidate's pursuit of election to office and the candidate is pursuing the same office as a 

candidate whose nomination or election the expenditure is intended to influence. 

   (c)   Exceptions. Notwithstanding the foregoing, an expenditure shall not be considered a 

contribution per subsections (a) or (b) to a candidate merely because: 

      (1)   The spender interviews a candidate on issues affecting the spender; 

      (2)   The spender has obtained a photograph, biography, position paper, press release, or 

similar material from the candidate; 

      (3)   The spender has previously made a contribution to the candidate; 

      (4)   The spender makes an expenditure in response to a general, non-specific request for 

support by a candidate, provided that there is no discussion with the candidate prior to the 

expenditure relating to details of the expenditures; 

      (5)   The spender has invited the candidate or committee to make an appearance before 

the spender's members, employees, shareholders, or the families thereof, provided that there 

is no discussion with the candidate prior to the expenditure relating to details of the 

expenditure; 

      (6)   The spender informs a candidate that the spender has made an expenditure provided 

that there is no other exchange of information not otherwise available to the public, relating to 

the details of the expenditure; or 

      (7)   The expenditure is made at the request or suggestion of the candidate for the benefit 

of another candidate or committee. 

   (d) Dissemination, distribution, reproduction, or republication of candidate campaign materials. 

Notwithstanding subsections (a-c), for the purposes of the contribution limit in subsection 1.114(a), an 

expenditure shall be treated as a contribution from the person making the expenditure to the candidate 

for whose benefit the expenditure is made, if the expenditure funds a communication that disseminates, 
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distributes, reproduces, or republishes, in whole or in part, any written, graphic, audio, audiovisual, or 

any other form of campaign material prepared, produced, disseminated, distributed, or published by 

the candidate, the candidate’s candidate committee, or agents thereof. However, such a contribution is 

not received or accepted by the candidate, and is not required to be reported by the candidate, unless 

the spending is coordinated as defined in subsections (a-c). The Ethics Commission may exempt the use 

of certain campaign materials from being considered a contribution under subsection (d) by regulation. 

(de)   Definition. For purposes of this Section, the terms "candidate" includes an agent of the 

candidate when the agent is acting within the course and scope of the agency. 

 

SEC. 1.170. PENALTIES. 

   (a)   CRIMINAL. Any person who knowingly or willfully violates any provision of this Chapter 

1 shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of 

not more than $5,000 for each violation or by imprisonment in the County jail for a period of 

not more than six months or by both such fine and imprisonment; provided, however, that any 

willful or knowing failure to report contributions or expenditures done with intent to mislead or 

deceive or any willful or knowing violation of the provisions of Sections 1.114, 1.126, 

or 1.127 of this Chapter 1 shall be punishable by a fine of not less than $5,000 for each 

violation or three times the amount not reported or the amount received in excess of the 

amount allowable pursuant to Sections 1.114, 1.126, or 1.127 of this Chapter 1, or three times 

the amount expended in excess of the amount allowable pursuant to Section 1.130 or 1.140, 

whichever is greater. 

   (b)   CIVIL. Any person who intentionally or negligently violates any of the provisions of 

this Chapter 1 shall be liable in a civil action brought by the City Attorney for an amount up to 

$5,000 for each violation or three times the amount not reported or the amount received in 

excess of the amount allowable pursuant to Sections 1.114, 1.126, or 1.127 or three times the 
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amount expended in excess of the amount allowable pursuant to Section 1.130 or 1.140, 

whichever is greater. In determining the amount of liability, the court may take into account the 

seriousness of the violation, the degree of culpability of the defendant, and the ability of the 

defendant to pay. 

   (c)   ADMINISTRATIVE. Any person who violates any of the provisions of this Chapter 

1 shall be liable in an administrative proceeding before the Ethics Commission held pursuant 

to the Charter for any penalties authorized therein. 

    (d) LIMITATIONS ON USING COMMITTEE FUNDS TO PAY PENALTIES. Candidates for City 

elective office and City elective officers are prohibited from using funds from any legal defense fund 

that they control to pay administrative penalties arising from violations of this Chapter 1 for which they 

are personally liable. Administrative penalties arising from violations of this Chapter 1 may be paid 

using funds from other candidate-controlled committees, insofar as such committee is also liable for the 

violations in question, unless the candidate or City elective officer personally violated the chapter in a 

knowing or willful manner. 

   (de)   LATE FILING FEES 

      (1)   Fees for Late Paper Filings. In addition to any other penalty, any person who files a 

paper copy of any statement or report after the deadline imposed by this Chapter shall be 

liable in the amount of ten dollars ($10) per day after the deadline until the statement is filed. 

      (2)   In addition to any other penalty, any person who files an electronic copy of a 

statement or report after the deadline imposed by this Chapter shall be liable in the amount of 

twenty-five dollars ($25) per day after the deadline until the electronic copy or report is filed. 

      (3)   Limitation on Liability. Liability imposed by Subsection (d)(1) shall not exceed the 

cumulative amount stated in the late statement or report, or one hundred dollars ($100), 

whichever is greater. Liability imposed by Subsection (d)(2) shall not exceed the cumulative 

April 10, 2026 Meeting Agenda Item 5 - Report & Discussion on Proposed Campaign Finance Reforms 
Page 043 of 063

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_campaign/0-0-0-256#JD_1.130
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_campaign/0-0-0-303#JD_1.140
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_campaign/0-0-0-13#JD_Art.ICh.1
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_campaign/0-0-0-13#JD_Art.ICh.1


 
 

Ethics Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS  Page 7 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

amount stated in the late statement or report, or two hundred fifty dollars ($250), whichever is 

greater. 

      (4)   Reduction or Waiver. The Ethics Commission may reduce or waive a fee imposed 

by this subsection if the Commission determines that the late filing was not willful and that 

enforcement will not further the purposes of this Chapter. 

   (ef)   MISUSE OF PUBLIC FUNDS. Any person who willfully or knowingly uses public funds, 

paid pursuant to this Chapter, for any purpose other than the purposes authorized by this 

Chapter shall be subject to the penalties provided in this Section. 

   (fg)   PROVISION OF FALSE OR MISLEADING INFORMATION TO THE ETHICS 

COMMISSION; WITHHOLDING OF INFORMATION. Any person who knowingly or willfully 

furnishes false or fraudulent evidence, documents, or information to the Ethics Commission 

under this Chapter, or misrepresents any material fact, or conceals any evidence, documents, 

or information, or fails to furnish to the Ethics Commission any records, documents, or other 

information required to be provided under this Chapter shall be subject to the penalties 

provided in this Section. 

   (gh)   PERSONAL LIABILITY. Candidates and treasurers are responsible for complying with 

this Chapter and may be held personally liable for violations by their committees. Nothing in 

this Chapter shall operate to limit the candidate's liability for, nor the candidate's ability to pay, 

any fines or other payments imposed pursuant to administrative or judicial proceedings. 

   (hi)   JOINT AND SEVERAL LIABILITY. If two or more persons are responsible for any 

violation of this Chapter, they shall be jointly and severally liable. 

   (ij)   EFFECT OF VIOLATION ON CANDIDACY. 

      (1)   If a candidate is convicted, in a court of law, of a violation of this Chapter at any time 

prior to his or her election, his or her candidacy shall be terminated immediately and he or she 

shall be no longer eligible for election, unless the court at the time of sentencing specifically 
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determines that this provision shall not be applicable. No person convicted of a misdemeanor 

under this Chapter after his or her election shall be a candidate for any other City elective 

office for a period of five years following the date of the conviction unless the court shall at the 

time of sentencing specifically determine that this provision shall not be applicable. 

      (2)   If a candidate for the Board of Supervisors certified as eligible for public financing is 

found by a court to have exceeded the Individual Expenditure Ceiling in this Chapter by ten 

percent or more at any time prior to his or her election, such violation shall constitute official 

misconduct. The Mayor may suspend any member of the Board of Supervisors for such a 

violation, and seek removal of the candidate from office following the procedures set forth in 

Charter Section 15.105(a). 

      (3)   A plea of nolo contendere, in a court of law, shall be deemed a conviction for 

purposes of this Section. 

 

Section 2.  Article 3, Chapter 2 of the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code is 

hereby amended by revising Section 3.242, to read as follows: 

 

SEC. 3.242. PENALTIES AND ENFORCEMENT. 

   (a)   Criminal Penalties. Any person who knowingly or willfully violates this Chapter 2 shall 

be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of not 

more than $10,000 for each violation or by imprisonment in the County jail for a period of not 

more than one year in jail or by both such fine and imprisonment. 

   (b)   Civil Penalties. Any person who intentionally or negligently violates this Chapter 

2 shall be liable in a civil action brought by the City Attorney for an amount up to $5,000 for 

each violation. 
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   (c)   Injunctive Relief. The City Attorney or any San Francisco resident may bring a civil 

action on behalf of the people of San Francisco to enjoin violations of or compel compliance 

with this Chapter 2. 

      (1)   No resident may commence a civil action under this Section 3.242 without first 

notifying the City Attorney in writing of the intent to file a civil action under this Section 3.242. 

If the City Attorney fails to notify the resident within 120 days of receipt of the notice that the 

City Attorney has filed or will file a civil action, the complainant may file the action. No resident 

may file an action under this Section 3.242 if the City Attorney responds within 120 days that 

the City Attorney intends to file an action or has already filed a civil action. 

      (2)   No resident may bring an action under this Section 3.242 if the Ethics Commission 

has issued a finding of probable cause arising out of the same facts, the District Attorney has 

commenced a criminal action arising out of the same facts, or another resident has filed a civil 

action under this Section 3.242 arising out of the same facts. 

      (3)   A court may award reasonable attorney’s fees and costs to any resident who obtains 

injunctive relief under this Section 3.242. 

   (d)   Administrative Penalties. Any person who violates this Chapter 2 shall be liable in an 

administrative proceeding before the Ethics Commission held pursuant to the Charter. In 

addition to the administrative penalties set forth in the Charter, the Ethics Commission may 

issue warning letters to City officers and employees.  

    (e) Prohibition on Using Committee Funds to Pay for Ethics Penalties. City elective officers are 

prohibited from using funds from any candidate-controlled committee, as defined in Section 1.104, that 

they control, to pay administrative penalties under subsection (d) for which they are personally liable. 

   (ef)   Statute of Limitations. No person may bring a criminal, civil or administrative action 

under this Section 3.242 against any other person more than four years after the date of the 

alleged violation. 
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DRAFT ETHICS COMMISSION REGULATIONS 

4/6/2026 

Regulation 1.114-3: Definition of “Election Cycle” 

For the purposes of section 1.114 “election cycle” shall mean: 

(a) if the committee receiving the contribution(s) is a primarily formed committee, the 
period of time during which the committee is designated on its statement of 
organization to support or oppose a candidate or measure; 

(b) if the committee receiving the contribution or contributions is a general purpose 
committee, legal defense fund, or there committee that is designated as connected 
to a specific election, the period of time beginning January 1st of the year 
immediately following one election and ending on December 31st of the year during 
which the next election occurs. 

Regulation 1.115-1: Definition of “Dissemination, Distribution, Reproduction, or 
Republication” 

A communication is disseminated, distributed, reproduced, or republished, when 
campaign materials are taken directly or indirectly from the candidate, their agent, or their 
campaign, and used with or without any significant alteration. Reproduction includes when 
materials are created and used by the spender, which would appear to a reasonable 
person to be a communication from the candidate’s campaign. 

When determining if a communication would appear to a reasonable person to be from the 
candidate’s campaign, the Commission may consider the following factors: 

(a) the language used throughout the communication, 
(b) the graphical content and style of the communication (including, but not limited to, 

the colors, font, layout, and images.),  
(c) the audiovisual content of the communication, and 
(d) any other factors the Commission deems relevant. 

Regulation 1.115-2: Exceptions for the Use of Certain Campaign Materials 

For the purposes of subsection 1.115(d), the mere use of the following campaign materials 
in a communication does not make the spending on that communication a contribution, 
when used to express the views of the spender: 

(a) References to, or briefly restated quotes from the candidate or their campaign that 
summarize the candidate’s positions on issues; 

(b) Statements of fact related to the candidate’s biography; and 
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(c) Materials lawfully accessed through and originating from a source other than the 
candidate, but only if the materials were not prepared or produced by the candidate, 
and the candidate had no involvement in the production or availability of the 
materials. 

Regulation 1.115-3: Candidate for Whose Benefit Expenditures are Made  

For the purposes of subsection 1.115(d), an expenditure is made for the benefit of a 
candidate if: 

(a) The expenditure expressly advocates for the election of the candidate to City 
elective office; or 

(b) The expenditure would likely have the effect that a viewer would perceive the 
communication as conveying a positive impression of the candidate. 
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ATTACHMENT 3
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Attachment 3: Data Tables re: Prevalence of Candidate Controlled Committees 

The following tables contain a breakdown of each election cycle with counts and details of all candidates for City elective oƯice and their controlled committees. 

Table 1 - Summary of 2024 Candidates with Multiple Controlled Committees 

Candidate City Candidate 
Committee 

Other Candidate Committee Other Controlled Committee1 Other Controlled Committee2 Other Controlled 
Committee3 

Aaron Peskin Aaron Peskin for Mayor 
2024 

- Real Reform, Yes on C, No on D, Yes on E, 
A Coalition of Small Businesses, 
Neighbors and Aaron Peskin 

Peskin Legal Defense Fund - 

Bilal Mahmood Bilal Mahmood for 
Supervisor 2024 

Bilal Mahmood for DCCC Member 2024 - - - 

Connie Chan Connie Chan for 
Supervisor 2024 

Connie Chan for Democratic County Central 
Committee 2024 

- - - 

Daniel Lurie Daniel Lurie for Mayor 
2024 

- Daniel Lurie for Prop E - - 

Dean Preston Dean Preston for 
Supervisor 2024 

- Preston Legal Defense Fund - - 

Jen NossokoƯ Jen NossokoƯ for District 
1 Supervisor 2024 

Jen NossokoƯ for SF DCCC 2024 - - - 

Laurance Lee Laurance Lee for Board of 
Education 2024 

Laurance Lee for Democratic County Central 
Committee 2024 

- - - 

London Breed Re-Elect Mayor London 
Breed 2024 

- Yes on Prop E for a Safer SF - Mayor 
Breed's Ballot Measure Committee 

Yes on F for Treatment + 
Accountability - Mayor Breed's Ballot 
Measure Committee 

Mayor Breed's Committee for 
Reproductive Freedom, Yes 
on O 

Luis Zamora Luis Zamora for College 
Board 2024 

Luis Zamora for DCCC Member 2024 - - - 

Marjan 
Philhour 

Vote Marjan Philhour for 
Supervisor 2024 

Vote Marjan Philhour for SF DCCC Member 
2024 

- - - 

Mark Farrell Mark Farrell for Mayor 
2024 

- Mayor Mark Farrell for Yes on Prop D - - 
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Matt 
Boschetto 

Matt Boschetto for D7 
Supervisor 2024 

- Great Highway for All, No on K - A Matt 
Boschetto Committee 

- - 

Michael Lai Michael Lai for 
Supervisor 2024 

Michael Lai for Democratic County Central 
Committee 2024 

- - - 

Min Chang Min Chang for San 
Francisco Board of 
Education 2024 

Citizens for a Better San Francisco PAC 
supporting our 2024 Central Committee 
candidates…Min Chang…** 

- - - 

Parag Gupta Parag Gupta for School 
Board 2024 

Parag Gupta for Democratic County Central 
Committee 2024 

- - - 

Trevor 
Chandler 

Trevor Chandler for 
Supervisor 2024 

Trevor Chandler for Democratic County 
Central Committee 2024 

- - - 

Catherine 
Stefani* 

- Catherine Stefani Democratic County Central 
Committee 2024 

- - - 

Mano Raju* - Mano Raju for Democratic County Central 
Committee 2024 

- - - 

Matt Dorsey* - Matt Dorsey for DCCC Member 2024 - - - 

Rafael 
Mandelman* 

- Rafael Mandelman for Democratic County 
Central Committee 2024 

- - - 

*Indicates a sitting oƯiceholder not up for re-election in the cycle 
**A committee with multiple controlling candidates for seats on the Republican County Central Committee 
 

 

Table 2 - Summary of 2022 Candidates with Multiple Controlled Committees 

Candidate City Candidate Committee Other Candidate Committee Other Controlled Committee1 Other Controlled Committee2 Other Controlled Committee3 

Aaron Peskin* - - Peskin Legal Defense Fund - - 

London Breed* - - Breed Legal Defense Fund – Mayor Breed Legal Defense Fund – Supervisor 2012 - 

*Indicates a sitting oƯiceholder not up for re-election in the cycle 

April 10, 2026 Meeting Agenda Item 5 - Report & Discussion on Proposed Campaign Finance Reforms 
Page 052 of 063



Table 3 - Summary of 2020 Candidates with Multiple Controlled Committees 

Candidate City Candidate Committee Other Candidate Committee Other Controlled 
Committee1 

Other Controlled 
Committee2 

Other Controlled 
Committee3 

Ahsha Safaí Ahsha Safari for Supervisor 
2020 

Ahsha Safai for the San Francisco Democratic County Central 
Committee 2020 

- - - 

John Avalos Avalos for Supervisor 2020 Avalos for SF DCCC Member 2020 - - - 

Vallie Brown Vallie Brown for Supervisor 
2020 

Vallie Brown for Democratic County Central Committee 2020 - - - 

Faauuga Moliga* - Moliga for Democratic County Central Committee 2020 - - - 

Gordon Mar* - Gordon Mar for San Francisco Democratic County Central 
Committee 2020 

- - - 

Hillary Ronen* - Hillary Ronen for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2020 - - - 

Mano Raju* - Mano Raju for Democratic County Central Committee 2020 - - - 

Matt Haney* - Matt Haney for Democratic County Central Committee 2020 Yes on L supported by Matt 
Haney 

- - 

Rafael 
Mandelman* 

- Rafael Mandelman for Democratic County Central Committee 
2024 

- - - 

Shamann Walton* - Shamann Walton for Democratic Central Committee 2020 - - - 

*Indicates a sitting oƯiceholder not up for re-election in the cycle 
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Table 4 - Summary of 2019 Candidates with Multiple Controlled Committees 

Candidate City Candidate Committee Other Candidate Committee Other Controlled Committee1 Other Controlled Committee2 Other Controlled Committee3 

Catherine Stefani* - - Catherine Stefani Legal Defense Fund - - 

*Indicates a sitting oƯiceholder not up for re-election in the cycle 

 

 

 

Table 5 - Summary of 2018 Candidates with Multiple Controlled Committees 

Candidate City Candidate Committee Other Candidate Committee Other Controlled 
Committee1 

Other Controlled 
Committee2 

Other Controlled 
Committee3 

n/a - - - - - 

*Indicates a sitting oƯiceholder not up for re-election in the cycle 

 

 

 

Table 6 - Summary of 2016 Candidates with Multiple Controlled Committees 

Candidate City Candidate Committee Other Candidate Committee Other Controlled 
Committee1 

Other Controlled 
Committee2 

Other Controlled 
Committee3 

Aaron Peskin Aaron Peskin for Supervisor 2016 Aaron Peskin for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 
 

- - - 

Jill Wynns Jill Wynns for School Board 2016 Jill Wynns for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 - - - 

Joel Engardio Engardio for District 7 Supervisor 2016 Engardio for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee AD 19 2016 - - - 

Joshua Arce Joshua Arce for Supervisor 2016 Joshua Arce for SFDCCC Member 2016 - - - 
London Breed Re-Elect London Breed for Supervisor 

2016 
London Breed for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 - - - 

Marjan Philhour Vote Marjan Philhour for Supervisor 
2016 

Vote Marjan Philhour for DemocraƟc County Central 
CommiƩee 2016 

- - - 
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Melissa San 
Miguel 

Melissa San Miguel for Supervisor 2016 Melissa San Miguel for San Francisco DemocraƟc County 
Central CommiƩee 2016 

- - - 

Norman Yee Norman Yee for Supervisor 2016 Norman Yee for 2016 DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee - - - 

Rachel Norton Re-Elect Rachel Norton for Board of 
EducaƟon 2016 

Rachel Norton for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 - - - 

Rafael 
Mandelman 

Rafael Mandelman for College Board 
2016 

Rafael Mandelman for the DemocraƟc County Central 
CommiƩee 2016 

- - - 

Sam Kwong Sam Kwong for Supervisor 2016 Sam Kwong for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 - - - 
Sandra Lee 
Fewer 

Sandra Lee Fewer for Supervisor 2016 Sandra Fewer for Member DemocraƟc County Central 
CommiƩee 2016 

- - - 

Trevor McNeil Trevor McNeil for Board of EducaƟon 
2016 

Trevor McNeil for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 - - - 

David Campos* - David Campos for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 - - - 

Eric Mar* - Re-Elect Eric Mar to the DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 
2016 

- - - 

Jane Kim* - Jane Kim for SF DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2020 - - - 

Malia Cohen* - Malia Cohen for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 - - - 

Mark Farrell* - Supervisor Mark Farrell for DemocraƟc County Central 
CommiƩee 2016 

- - - 

Scott Wiener* - ScoƩ Wiener for DemocraƟc County Central CommiƩee 2016 - - - 
*Indicates a sitting oƯiceholder not up for re-election in the cycle
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ATTACHMENT 4
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Attachment 4: Examples of Candidate Controlled Ballot Measure Committee Communications  

Examples of Candidates Using Their Other Controlled Committees to Indirectly Benefit Their 
Campaigns for City Elective Office 

Image from Mark Farrell for Yes on Prop D Mailer 
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Image from Mayor Breed’s Committee for Reproductive Freedom, Yes on O Digital  Ads 
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Images from Mayor Breed’s Committee for Reproductive Freedom, Yes on O Walk Cards 
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ATTACHMENT 5
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Attachment 5: Examples of Third-Pary Spending to Redistribute Campaign Materials 

Examples of Third-Party Spender Redistributing Materials from Aaron Peskin’s 2024 Mayoral 
Campaign

Images from “Video B-Roll” posted on the 
“Aaron Peskin for Mayor 2024” campaign 
website: 

 

 

 

 

 

Images from “San Francisco Working 
Families Voter Guide Supporting Aaron 
Peskin for Mayor, Sponsored by 
Healthcare, Hospitality, and Service 
Workers (ID #1474947)” video 
advertisement: 
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Examples of Third-Party Spender Redistributing Materials from Joel Engardio’s 2022 
Supervisorial Campaign

Image from “Engardio for District 4 
Supervisor 2022 (ID #1448795)” video 
posted to YouTube: 

 

Image from “Coalition to Grow San 
Francisco - Grow SF PAC (ID #1433436)” 
television advertisement: 
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Examples of Third-Party Spender Redistributing Materials from Ellen Lee Zhou’s 2019 
Mayoral Campaign

Images of “Ellen Lee Zhou for Mayor 2019 
(ID #1414996)” campaign materials: 

Images used in “Asian American Freedom 
Political Action Committee (ID 
#1433436)” billboards: 
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