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SUBJECT: A discussion of local public campaign financing.

SUMMARY:
The council adopted Motion 12734 on April 14, 2008, which expressed the
council's intent to research and study the subject of a public campaign financing
system for King County. This report is in response to that motion.

For the purposes of this report, research focused upon the states of Maine and
Arizona and upon the three cities of Portland, Albuquerque, and San Francisco.
Additionally, past models used by both the City of Seattle and King County were
researched. The study focused on specific public campaign financing (PCF)
requirements and amounts for qualifying funds and expenditure limits.

Analysis shows that models and costs vary widely depending upon the way each
jurisdiction implements PCF. Total costs for implementation ranged from $1.2
millon to $7.2 million for models of public financing campaigns for County
Executive and County Council member. These costs can vary widely depending
on how a system is implemented and at what level expenditures are capped for
various political races. Additional costs are also necessary to develop and
implement the various models - including costs for voter education,
administration, oversight, reporting, transparency, and enforcement.

This analysis has examined only the costs associated with a top two candidate
scenario. Costs could be higher if more candidates participate in the program
and implementation and oversight costs are considered. Consequently, should
the Council decide to implement a public campaign financing program, it may be
possible to "phase-in" a program by only including certain offices in the beginning
and building upon that program over time.

If the Council chooses to move forward with a PCF system, there are several
steps that would be taken next. First, decisions would need to be made on:

1) which county offices would be eligible for public financing,
2) whether the County or an independent commission would oversee
expenditure of funds, and
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3) the funding methodology to be used.

These decisions would likely need to be made prior to putting a ballot measure
before the electorate.

. BACKGROUND:
Public Campaign Financing (PCF) uses public tax dollars to finance campaigns
for office. These programs are often referred to as "voter-owned" or "clean"
campaigns for elected positions. PCF models provide candidates a choice to
participate within the financing system established by the jurisdiction or to finance
campaigns independently using traditional fund-raising methods.

Proponents of the public campaign financing movement are interested in
providing the ability for all citizens to run for public office. There are certain
underlying assumptions that support the concept: .

1. PCF allows for "grass roots" participation in government,

2. PCF allows incumbents to consider legislation on the merits without
undue influence by special interest groups,

3. Without PCF, special interest money primarily flows to incumbents
making it difficult for challengers to unseat incumbents,

4. Fundraising takes significant time and comes at the expense of
meeting with voters, and

5. Fundraising demands can potentially prohibit candidates from running
for office.

Opponents of moving to a PCF model do not believe that the government should
be publicly funding races for public office. These concerns can be categorized in
several ways.

1. Local government resources should be used for the provision of local
government services.

2. Fundraising is a very clear way to determine widespread support for an
individual's candidacy for office.

3. Publicly funded campaigns infringe upon an individual's first
amendment right to express free speech through spending one's own
resources on a campaign.

4. PCF systems coerce candidates to participate in the PCF system, and
penalize those that do not participate.

5. In times of local government fiscal restraint, PCF systems would add
additional demands on limited local government resources.

History in Washinçiton State:
Seattle became the first local jurisdiction to adopt public campaign financing in
1978. The City of Seattle passed Ordinance 107772, Attachment 1, which
limited contributions and expenditures for municipal election campaigns. King
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County also adopted public campaign financing in 1989 by adopting Ordinance
8970, Attachment 2. Both the King County and City of Seattle systems provided
for the availability of public matching funds for political campaigns.

In 1992, Washington voters passed Initiative 134, Attachment 3, which regulates
political contributions and campaign expenditures. 1-134 specifically prohibited
the use of public funds to finance political campaigns for state or local offices.
Additionally, the initiative created contribution limits and strengthened campaign
finance disclosure requirements. Passage of 1-134 resulted in immediate
termination of Seattle's and King County's public financing program.

Recent Chançies (SB 5278):
Public campaign financing of local races was once again made possible by a
change in state law during the past legislative session, which removed a
longstanding prohibition on the use of public funds in local campaigns. The
Washington State Legislature passed Senate Bill 5278 that states that before a
local government may adopt public financing, a proposed ordinance detailing the
system must be submitted to the voters for approval or rejection. If a local
government establishes a public campaign financing program, only funds derived
from local sources may be used to fund the program. This bill will be reflected in
RCW 42.17.128, Attachment 4.

City of Seatte Response: The Seattle City Council and Mayor Greg Nickels
announced a plan on March 17,2008 to appoint a joint task force to begin work
as soon as possible on developing proposals for public financing of campaigns.
The Seattle City Council is currently considering Resolution Number 31052 that
would establish such a task force to develop a proposed model to publicly
finance local campaigns. They will review:

. Rationale and purpose of publicly financing election campaigns

. Models from other jurisdictions

. Effectiveness of programs

. Seattle's previous model

. Contribution data from previous Seattle elections

· Criteria for candidates to qualify to run for office
. Potential program and administrative costs

. Timeline for implementation

Seven members are proposed to be selected for this advisory committee.
Proposed members include

· Michele Radosevich, chair of the Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission
. To be named, former elected official
· Allison Feher, representative of the Seattle League of Women Voters
· To be named, representative of the Seattle-King County Municipal League
· Craig Salins, Member of the Washington Public Campaigns organization

· Robert (Bob) L. Mahon, Person with legal expertise in elections law
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· Joaquin G. Avila, person with an academic background in campaigns and

elections financing

Kinçi County Council Response:
Motion 12734 adopted by the council on April 14, 2008, expresses the council's
intent to research and study the subject of a public campaign financing system
for King County. The motion, Attachment 5, directed that research include:

1. Review of existing local law;
2. Review of trends in campaigns costs

3. Options for updating local law
4. Review of other jurisdictions' experiences
5. Review of local (Seattle and King County) public financing prior to 1-134
6. Estimates of the costs

7. Options for funding those costs.

It should be noted that Proposed Ordinance 2008-0147, Attachment 6, has also
been introduced for consideration by the CounciL. This proposal would place the
question of public campaign matching funds before King County voters on
November 4, 2008. This proposal would àllow voters to decide whether the
county should move forward with public matching funds to finance campaigns for
election. As proposed, this ordinance would approve financing for the offices of
executive, prosecutor, sheriff, county council, district court judges, and superior
court judges. (Although this legislation mentions the assessor, the operative
section discussing eligibility was omitted.)

ANAL YSIS:
Local government public finance program's share many of the same general
features: contribution limits, spending limits, qualification thresholds for public
money, high spending opponent trigger provisions, limits on a candidate's use of
personal funds, and debate requirements. Wide variation exists, however, in
specific program details such as the dollar amount of limits and qualification
thresholds, the public funds matching rate, and the total amount of public funds
available to candidates. The following is a general discussion of the process.
Specific model differences will be discussed later in this report.

The basic premise for public campaign financing is that a qualified candidate 1
would become eligible for public funds only after reaching a pre-determined
"critical mass" of support to demonstrate credibility. Consequently, there are
several steps in the process.

First, most candidates begin with "seed money" to begin to collect qualification
contributions. Seed money is defined as amounts that may be raised by a
candidate - often from family and friends - to begin the process to qualify for

1 Any candidate participating in peF must meet the qualifications of the offce for which he/she is running as

established by the jurisdiction.
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public dollars. Jurisdictions usually establish an upper limit on the total amount
that can be raised.

Second, a candidate will then begin to gather qualifying contributions from
registered voters. These contributions are intended to" show that the candidate is
viable for election through a base of registered voters. As an example, a
candidate may be required to obtain $5 contributions from 500 registered voters
(equaling $2,500) to qualify for public funding. These contributions are intended
to show the candidates commitment to running a competitive campaign.

These contributions must then be verified by the jurisdiction - usually by the
jurisdictions' clerk, auditor, or elections personneL. Similar to seed money, the
amount required to qualify has a set upper limit and is usually mandated by the
jurisdiction.

All PCF candidates are required to sign a contract between the candidate and
the jurisdiction to qualify for public funding. Some jurisdictions require this when
a candidate declares his intention to run, while others require the contract to be
signed when the qualifying amount is reached. This agreement shows that the
candidate will abide by the local government's campaign finance regulations.
These agreements for public funding typically set a limit or "cap" to the total
amount per office that will be provided by the jurisdiction. As an example, a
jurisdiction may limit the amount of public financing dollars to no more than the
annual salary of the position for which a candidate is running.

Additionally, these agreements establish an expenditure ceiling for the amount
that can be spent. For instance, a candidate's contract could state that the
candidate will spend no more than a set amount. It should be noted that not all
candidates running for office wil opt to use public tax dollars for their campaign.
In most of the PCF systems reviewed, if a situation arises where a non-
participating candidate raises (or expends) more than the participating candidate,
"rescue" funds are made available to even out expenditures. This criterion also
often applies when studying "independent expenditures" or those funds spent by
third parties either for a candidate or against the opponent. Most of the models
reviewed factored these expenditures into the calculation of expenditures by
each campaign.

Types of Funding Models
Seven states (Arizona, Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Mexico, New
Jersey, North Carolina, and Vermont) and the cities of Albuquerque, Portland,
and San Francisco have established public financing programs. For the
purposes of this report, research was concentrated on the states of Maine and
Arizona and the cities of Portland, Albuquerque, and San Francisco.
Additionally, past models used by both the City of Seattle and King County were
studied. This research is centered upon specific PCF requirements and amounts
for qualifying funds and expenditure limits that vary widely depending on the
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jurisdiction. The two major types of PCF models are discussed next, followed by
a discussion of the recent spending trends in King County elections and a more
detailed discussion and cost analysis of the various PCF models in use
nationwide.

Matchinçi Fund Model
In these models, candidates who meet the eligibility requirements will receive
public matching funds. While the models vary, in general, candidates solicit
private donations, much as they do now. After the candidate has received a
donation, the jurisdictions would match that amount. Typically this amount is
matched at a dollar-for-dollar ratio; however, San Francisco's model is somewhat
different. This model will be discussed later in the report. Also, PCF systems that
use matching funds do not necessarily change the contributions limits, but most
models cap the amount matched by the local jurisdiction. This amount is
typically $50, but can go as high as $75 in the models reviewed.

In most of these models the public is effectively funding approximately one half
the costs of the election expenditures. Candidates who participate in the public
campaign program may be eligible to receive public matching funds even if their
opposition does not participate in the program. King County and Seattle have
both used a form of a matching funds PCF system in the past.

Lump Sum Model
Under this model, the local government makes a lump-sum payment to
candidates who meet various criteria establishing their viability as a candidate for
the office in question. A typical version of this model would require a candidate
to gather a pre-set number of $5 contributions. These are known as "qualifying
contributions". Once this requirement is met, the local government would pay the
candidate a predetermined payment equal to the spending limit for the race (or
the primary election, depending on the jurisdiction). Under this system, a
candidate's personal contributions are typically prohibited or limited to an "early"
or exploratory period, and private donations are prohibited (except for the $5
qualifying contributions).

Both lump-sum and matching funds models can contain "rescue" clauses
whereby candidates who choose not to participate in the public financing
program, and spend campaign funds over the established campaign spending
limit are "penalized". The penalty in these models is that participating candidates
receive extra payments of public campaign funds. In many models, this excess
amount is unlimited because it is tied to the spending of the other candidates in
the race. In others, the total amount of excess funds is capped ahead of time, or
is tied to the availability of funds in the PCF system.

King County Election Trends
This analysis researched King County elections between the years of 2000 to
2007. This provided at least two elections for all county-wide elections. All
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financial data was obtained from the Washington State Public Disclosure
Commission (PDC). The timeframe was chosen because all elections data
starting in 2000 is available on the PDC's website. Within the timeframe allowed
for this study, it seemed prudent to take the data set most readily available. The
following positions and number of elections were included in the study:

County-wide Races
. King County Executive (2 elections)

. . King County Sheriff (2 elections)

. King County Prosecuting Attorney (3 elections)

. King County Assessor (2 elections)

. Superior Court Judge (2 full election cycles)

District Races
. King County Councilmember (4 election cycles)
. District Court Judge (4 election years, 2 full election cycles)

In general, it is clear that the amount of money being spent in King County
electoral campaigns is increasing. This section will concentrate on the races
listed above by both election cycle and the number of contested races.

At the conclusion of the trending section, there is a discussion of possible costs
associated with applying different PCF models to King County offices.

COUNTY-WIDE RACES

Kinçi County Executive:
The two most recent races for King County Executive have shown a dramatic
increase in the amount of money spent by the candidates. The 2005 campaign
cycles showed a 206% increase in the average amount spent by the two major
candidates. In the 2001 cycle, approximately $327,000 was spent in total by the
two filed candidates. The 2005 cycles showed an increase of about $1,000,000
to a total of $1 ,321 ,000. Also important to note is that the winning candidate
spent more than three times the amount in 2005 than was spent by the winning
candidate in 2001. The winning candidate in 2001 spent $216,000. In 2005, the
winning candidate spent $769,000. Chart 1 shows the trending of the average
spending of the top two candidates in the most recent races for King County
Executive.

O:\Budget & Fiscal Management\Public Campaign Finance\FINAL PCF report 05-12-08.doc

7 1



Chart 1 :.~p~n~in~K!n~G~~nt¥.~~ecutive Races

County Executive
lDOOOOO

900000

800000

700000

600000

500000

400000

300000

200000

100000

! 0
Iw

..County Executive

- Uneiir (County

Executive)

2001 2005

Kinçi County Sheriff:
Beginning with the discussion of the races for County Sheriff, an issue emerges
that hampers a true analysis of the cost of county campaigns. That issue is the
lack of challenged races. In the timeframe covered by the study, there was only
one contested race for County Sheriff. While it is unknown what would have
happened if the 2001 race were contested, some information can be gleaned by
looking at what was raised in the election cycle.

The 2005 race showed a dramatic increase over the 2001 race. The total spent
in 2005 was $248,000 as opposed to only $74,000 spent in 2001 - an increase
of 234%. While the 2001 race showed $74,000 spent by the winning candidate,
it is interesting to note that when the average spending in 2005 for the top two
candidates was averaged, a spending level of $124,000 was found. However,
the winning candidate spent $187,000, outspending the other challenger by
approximately $127,000. Chart 2 shows the two most recent races for County
Sheriff.
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Prosecutinçi Attorney:

There is a unique financial history when looking at Prosecuting Attorney's races.
The first two races covered by the study were races in which the incumbent
prosecutor ran unopposed. With the untimely passing of the incumbent in 2007,
there was an opportunity to view a contested race, and one on a sòmewhat
compressed timeframe.

Despite uncontested races in both 2002 and 2006, the spending in the
Prosecuting Attorney race increased from $103,000 in 2002 to $292,000 in 2006
- an increase of 183%. When the position became vacant in 2007, the spending
in the race jumped to $805,000, with the winner spending $512,000, an amount
second only to the County Executive race in 2005 during the timeframe covered
by this study. The average spent, arrived at by examining the top two
candidates' expenditures, also grew to $383,000.

What is unclear from this data is whether the 2007 race was a unique situation
where candidates and parties were treating the vacancy as a one-time
opportunity to win a position that had remained stable for a long time period, or
whether this level of expenditure is what should be expected in a challenged,
county-wide race for prosecuting attorney. Chart 3 shows the spending in the
most recent races for County Prosecutor. It should be noted that with the addition
of a third data point in this table, for the first time, the line of best fit is shown to
vary from the points on the graph. This is intended to show growth over time.
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County Assessor:
The position of County Assessor is the one county-wide position which has not
shown significant growth over the timeframe of the study. Despite being
challenged by a major party candidate in the 2007 election cycle, the incumbent
assessor actually spent less to retain his seat than was spent in the 2003
election cycle. In winning the 2007 election, the assessor spent $17,991
compared to spending $18,257 in 2003. The total spent in the race did increase
from $20,000 to $28,000 largely due to two major party candidates filing for the
position. Chart 4 shows the average spent in the last two County Assessor races.
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Superior Court Judçie:

The countywide races for Superior Court Judge present somewhat of a challenge
to examine spending. Superior Court judges only proceed to the general election
if challenged. Therefore, there are many PDC filings as candidates file for
reelection, but there are a limited number of contested races. In the two major
election cycles covered by this study (2000 and 2004), there were approximately
12 challenged elections where multiple candidates filed and spent campaign
funds. This is despite all 50+ positions being open in each election cycle.

When a challenged race did occur, the campaign spending varied widely from a
low of $20,000 (position 13,2004) to a high of $198,000 (position 45,2004). The
amount spent by the winning candidate also varied widely from a low of $12,000
(position 13,2004) to a high of $139,000 (position 45,2004). When looking at
the changes between 2000 and 2004, the average spent by the top two
candidates in contested races grew from $49,000 to $61,000. Chart 5 shows the
change in spending for contested Superior Court judgeships between 2000 and
2004.

Chart 5: Spending in Superior Court Judge Races
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DISTRICT BASED RACES

The following section discusses county positions that are not elected through
county-wide elections. District Court Judges are split amongst the various eleven
Judicial Districts. The Metropolitan King County Council membership is spli
between nine Council districts.

District Court Judçie:
In looking at the District Court contested races, there were fewer instances to
examine than with the Superior Court. In the 2002 and 2006 election cycles,
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there was only one seriously challenged seat in each election cycle. The lack of
challenges is unclear. In the challenged races, the spending increased from an
average of $21 ,000 in 2002 to $32,000 in the 2006 cycle - an increase of
approximately 50%. The amount spent by winning candidates, however, did not
increase as dramatically, despite each winning candidate facing multiple
challengers. The winning candidate in 2002 spent $40,000, while the winning
candidate in 2006 spent $51,000, an increase of 28%. Each race had at least
four candidates file and expend over $1,000, with at least three candidates
spending over $10,000. Chart 6 shows the spending in the recent contested
District Court races.
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Kinçi County Councilmember:
Due to several factors, the time period covered by this study actually covers four
County Council election cycles. There were contested council races in 2001,
2003,2005 and 2007. The 2005 election cycle was a full cycle with all nine
county council seats available. The 2001, 2003 and 2007 races were comprised
of seats representing approximately half the council in each cycle.

One issue that may affect the reliability of the numbers presented in this study is
that a large percentage of county council races are unopposed. Sixteen of the
twenty-seven council races covered by this study were either unopposed or the
incumbent was not challenged by a major party challenger.

In looking at campaign expenditure totals between the 2001 election and the
2007 election cycle, the average spent by the top two candidates increased from
$106,000 to $166,000 - an increase of 57%2. Also interesting is the disparate

2 For data integrity purposes, if a race was uncontested, we used only the amount spent by the winner. This

has likely increase the average slightly in all four election cycles.
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range between amounts spent by winning candidates. Over the four election
cycles, the winning candidate has spent between a low of $8,426 and a high of
$428,000.

In attempting to determine the "typical" amount spent in a council campaign, this
review looked at the most recent challenged races. These include:

· District 1: 20053 - Total Spent ($331,000), Winner Spent ($172,000)

. District 9: 20054 - Total Spent ($726,000), Winner Spent ($352,000)

While both of these races pitted two incumbent County Councilmembers against
each other, this range of expenditures might be expected in a situation where
well-funded candidates were contending for the same County Council seat. This
range of $175,000 to $350,000 is slightly higher than the averages shown in
Chart 7, which includes the other races where a variety of factors have kept costs
lower than otherwise might be expected. It should be noted, once again, that the
data points in this chart represent the average spent by the top two candidates in
contested races and the spending by the winner in uncontested races.

Chart 7: Spending in County Council Races
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Trends Conclusion:
When examining the trends in King County elections since 2000, in almost all
cases the spending in campaigns is increasing. The exception to this are the
races for King County Assessor which actually showed a slight decrease over the
timeframe covered by the study.

The Countywide races for Executive, Sheriff and Prosecuting Attorney showed
the most dramatic increases over the timeframe covered by this study. While the
countywide races for Superior Court Judge and the district based positions of

3 Race included two incumbent Councilmembers
4 Race included two incumbent Councilmembers
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District Court Judge and County Councilmember showed moderate increases
over the timeframe covered by the study. 5

PCF Funding Models
Each jurisdiction examined is discussed individually below. The model
assumptions for each jurisdiction were applied to show how that particular model
would effect countywide elections. The following table summarizes the results of
the analysis for the costs of a 4-year election cycle when applied to campaigns
for council and executive offices within King County. One of the decisions (as
noted in the Executive Summary) that would need to be made is what offices are
included in the PCF system. Councilmembers have expressed a desire to
examine a phased approach that might begin with the office of Executive and
Councilmember, or only Councilmember. These costs are presented below. Also,
in the sections discussing various models, the report also estimates costs
associated with expanding the program to other county offices, as discussed in
Proposed Ordinance 2008-0147.

Maine $ 500,904 $ 784,000 $1,284,904
Seattle 1,050,000 300,000 1,350,000King County 1,260,000 525,000 1,785,000
San Francisco 1,575,000 1,700,000 3,275,000Arizona 2,160,000 1,140,000 3,300,000
Albuquerque 1,995,012 1,989,628 3,984,640
Portland 6,300,000 900,000 7,200,000
omits other county offces & independent expenditures to provide an "apples to apples" comparison)

Other county and judicial races are not included in this table, although costs have
been estimated for those offices in some of the models examined. Costs
estimates are provided by office to provide a "menu" for examination should there
be a desire to implement campaign financing through a phased modeL.

Arizona
Arizona voters adopted a public campaign financing model in 1998. This
program appears to be the most broadly defined program of the models
examined and applies to candidates for:

. Governor

. Secretary of State

. Attorney General

. Treasurer

. Superintendent of Public Instruction

. Corporation Commission

5 For purposes of this study, we have defined dramatic growth as that over 60% increase between 2000 and

2007. We have defined moderate growth as growth less than 60% between 2000 and 2007.
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. Mine Inspector

. Legislature

Similar to other lump sum models, the Arizona Model allows candidates to accept
limited private donations for use as "seed" money, as well as requiring
candidates to collect a number of qualifying $5 contributions to meet the
thresholds for public financing. Arizona categorizes these private seed money
donations as "early" money. Candidates are also limited to donating personal
funds to their campaigns of only $1,160 for statewide offices and $580 for
legislative offices.

The Arizona Model also has a revenue generating mechanism to off-set part of
the cost of running the program. In order to qualify for the program, a candidate
seeking the following offices must solicit exactly a $5 donation from the number
of registered voters noted below.

Governor
Secretary of State and Attorney General
Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction,

Corporation Commission
Mine Inspector
Legislature

$4,200
2,625

1,575
525
210

This model also includes rigorous reporting requirements and a "qualifying
period" which includes the use of a small amount of "seed money". There is also
a limit to the amount of early funding that can be raised and spent under the
Arizona modeL. These amounts are capped at the following levels:

Governor
Secretary of State and Attorney General
Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction,

Corporation Commission
Mine Inspector
Legislature

$46,440
23,820

11,910
5,950
2,980

Much the same as the Portland and Maine models, the Arizona Model makes
initial lump sum payments only for the primary elections. Candidates who
advance to the general election receive a second payment once the outcome of
the primary is certain. Currently, the primary election payments are as follows:Governor $453,849

Secretary of State, Attorney General 95,550
Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction,

Corporation Commission
Mine Inspector
Legislature
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The current payments to candidates advancing to the general election are as
follows:

Governor
Secretary of State, Attorney General
Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction,

Corporation Commission
Mine Inspector
Legislature

$680,774
143,325

71,655
35,835
17,918

The Arizona Model also includes a "matching funds" clause designed to keep
participating candidates financially competitive with non-participating candidates
who spent more than the public financing expenditure limits. The Arizona Model,
as with Maine, also caps the amount of matching funds (equalizing funds, in their
terminology) at two times the initial payment. These amounts are capped
regarqless of what their opponent(s) might spend.

As with the other models, independent expenditures are calculated into the
amounts a candidate can receive from matching funds. The Arizona model does
cap the amount of equalizing funds that can be disbursed to three times the
spending limit for each election.

For King County comparison purposes, this analysis used % the expenditure
limits for the office of Governor to determine costing for the County Executive
race and the spending limit for Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction
and Corporation Commission to represent the costing for County Council races.
The total matching funds for Governor would be $1.13 million. This appears to
be significantly higher than the amount spent in prior County Executive races.
However, % that amount is $570,000 which is reasonable considering the most
recent County Executive race. The limits for the office of Treasurer,
Superintendent of Public Instruction and Corporation Commission are $120,000
which is a number similar to prior County Council races. This amount will be
used for costing purposes in County Council races.

As noted earlier, the "qualifying contributions" of $5 per registered voter are paid
to the State. These contributions can be treated as revenues for the purposes of
this analysis. Under this comparison model, there would be revenue flowing into
the public financing system other than just an annual budget appropriation.
Specifically, revenues could be estimated in the following ways:
· County Executive: 2 candidates x $5 contribution x 4,200 registered voters =

$42,000
· County Council: 18 candidates x $5 contribution x 1,575 registered voters =

$141,750

The Arizona Model may provide a good incentive for both County Executive
candidates and County Council candidates to participate in the public financing
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system. For raising the qualifying contributions of $21 ,000, a candidate for
County Executive would receive $570,000 in public financing - assuming both
candidates participated and stayed within spending limits. For raising qualifying
contributions of $7,875, a County Council candidate would receive $119,425 in
public funding. This assumption assumes no independent expenditures or "non-
participating" candidates exceeding the spending limits.

All Candidates:
· Personal contributions to the campaign can only be made during the

"seed" period.
· Independent expenditures are factored into calculations regarding

spending limits.

Costs per 4-Year Election Cycle

Analysis Assumptions:
· All County Council races and the County Executive race wil be contested.

· All candidates for all positions will participate in the public financing
program.

· There will be $330,000 (approximately 10% of expenditures) in matching
(excess funds) paid in the election cycles. This could arise from
independent expenditures in either the County Executive or County
Council races.

County Executive:
· 2 qualifying and participating candidates
· $570,000 per campaign ($227,000 for Primary + $343,000 for General)
. = $1,140,000 in public funding.

County Council:
. 18 Campaigns (2 campaigns per district)
· $120,000 per campaign ($48,000 for Primary + $72,000 for General)
· =$2,160,000 in public funding

Total Costing When Arizona Model is Applied to King County:

. $1,140,000 County Executive

. $2,160,000 County Council

· $ 330,000 Matching Funds for excess expenditure

. ($ 183,750) in revenue from Qualifying Contributions

. $3,446,250 in public funding

Maine
Maine voters adopted a public campaign financing model in 1996. Maine's
program applies to the offices of Governor, State Senator and State
Representative. Similar to other lump sum models, the Maine Model allows
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candidates to accept limited private donations of up to $100 for "seed" money, as
well as requiring candidates to collect a number of qualifying $5 contributions to
meet the thresholds for public financing.

The Maine Model also has a revenue generating mechanism to off-set part of the
cost of running the program. In order to qualify for the program, a candidate for
state Senator must gather exactly a $5 contribution from 150 registered voters in
the Senate District. A candidate for Legislator must gather a contribution of
exactly $5 from 50 registered voters in the Legislative District. Candidates for
Governor must solicit contributions of 2,500 registered voters in the State. The
Maine Model also includes rigorous reporting requirements and a "qualifying
period" which includes the use of a small amount of "seed money". The use of
seed money is limited to $1,500 for Senate candidates, $500 for legislative
candidates and $50,000 for gubernatorial candidates.

Similar to the Portland Model, and the Arizona Model, the Maine Model makes
initial lump sum payments only for the primary elections. Candidates who
advance to the general election receive a second payment once the outcome of
the primary is certain.

The public campaign financing program in Maine makes disbursements to
candidates, even if they are uncontested in their races. Currently, the primary
election payments are as follows:

Governor
Senator (contested)
Senator (uncontested)
Legislator (contested)
Legislator (uncontested)

$105,000
7,746
1,927
1,504

512

The current payments to candidates advancing to the general election are as
follows:

Governor
Senate (contested)
Senate (uncontested)
Legislator (contested)
Legislator (uncontested)

$287,000
20,082

8,033
4,362
1,745

The Maine Model also includes a "matching funds" clause designed to keep
participating candidates financially competitive with non-participating candidates
who spent more than the public financing expenditure limits. However, differing
from the Portland and Albuquerque models, the Maine Model caps the amount of
matching funds at two times the initial payment.

For State Senate candidates this would result in a total of $23,238 for the primary
and $60,246 for the general election. For Legislative candidates the maximum

O:\Budget & Fiscal Management\Public Campaign Finanèe\FINAL PCF report 05-12-08.doc

18 ,i



would be $4,512 for the primary and $23,238 for the general election.
Candidates for Governor can receive up to $315,000 for the primary and
$861,000 for the general election. These amounts are capped regardless of
what their opponent(s) might spend. As with the other models, independent
expenditures are calculated into the amounts a candidate can receive from
matching funds.

For King County comparison purposes, the expenditure limits for the office of
Governor were used to determine costing for the County Executive race and the
spending limits for State Senator to represent the costing for County Council
races. The legislative limit of $5,868, assuming the full amount of matching, is
sufficiently low as to appear unreasonable for County Council races.

As noted earlier, the "qualifying contributions" of $5 per registered voter are paid
to the state. These contributions can be treated as revenues for the purposes of
this analysis. Under this model there would be revenue flowing into the public
financing system other than just an annual budget appropriation. Specifically,
revenues could be estimated in the following ways:

· County Executive: 2 candidates x $5 contribution x 2,500 registered voters =
$25,000

· County Council: 18 candidates x $5 contribution x 150 registered voters =
$13,500

The Maine Model may provide a good incentive for County Executive candidates
to participate in the public financing system. For raising the qualifying
contributions of $12,500, a candidate for County Executive would receive
$392,000 in public financing - assuming both candidates participated and stayed
within spending limits. A County Council candidate, however, would only receive
$27,828 assuming both candidates participated and stayed within the spending
limits. Since 2001, there have only been three County Council races where the
winning candidate spent less than $27,828. Only one of those three races was
contested.

All Candidates:
· Personal contributions to the campaign can only be made during the

"seed" period.
· Independent expenditures are factored into calculations regarding

spending limits.
· The candidate or a designated staff must attend training on the policies,

rules and procedures of the public financing program.

Costs per 4-Year Election Cycle

Analysis Assumptions:
· All County Council races and the County Executive race will be contested.
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. All candidates for all positions will participate in the public financing
program.

. There will be $128,490 (approximately 10% of expenditures) in matching

(excess funds) paid in the election cycles. This could arise from
independent expenditures in either the County Executive or County
Council races.

County Executive:
. 2 qualifying and participating candidates

· $392,000 per campaign ($105,000 for Primary + $287,000 for General)
. = $784,000 in public funding.

County Council:
. 18 Campaigns (2 campaigns per district)
· $27,828 per campaign ($7,746 for Primary + $20,082 for General)
. =$500,904 in public funding

Total Costing When Maine Model is Applied to King County:

· $ 784,000 County Executive

. $ 500,904 County Council

. $ 128,490 Matching Funds for excess expenditure

. ($ 38,500) in revenue from Qualifying Contributions

. $1,374,894 in public funding

City of Albuquerque
In 2007, the City of Albuquerque, NM passed regulations implementing the Open
and Ethical Elections Code contained within their City Articles. This financing
model also makes a lump-sum payment to candidates who meet various criteria
establishing their viabiliy as a candidate for the office in question. The
Albuquerque model also includes a "rescue" clause whereby candidates who
choose not to participate in the public financing program, and spend campaign
funds over the established campaign spending limit are "penalized". The penalty
in this model is that participating candidates receive extra payments of public
campaign funds equal to the amount over the limit the non-participating
candidate spent. The Albuquerque Model applies only to the offices of Mayor
and City Council (Councilor).

The Albuquerque Model also has a revenue generating mechanism to off-set part
of the cost of running the program.. In order to qualify for the program, a
candidate for mayor must gather exactly a $5 contribution from 1 % of the
registered voters in the City. A candidate for City Councilor must gather a
contribution of exactly $5 from 1 % of the registered voters in the Council district.
These funds are payable to the appropriate elections fund administered by the
City Clerk. The Albuquerque Model also includes rigorous reporting
requirements and a "qualifying period" which includes the use of a small amount
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of "seed money". The intent of this period is to enable candidates the time and
ability to gather the appropriate number of contributions to become a participating
candidate.

King County currently has just fewer than one milion registered voters (994,814
as of November 2007). If these criteria were applied to King County elections,
candidates for the office of County Executive would be required to gather a $5
donation from 9,948 registered voters. Candidates for the office of King County
Councilmember would be required to gather a $5 donation from approximately
1,105 registered voters. However, it should be noted that there is a difference of
44,271 registered voters between the high and low based on Council districts.
Therefore, a candidate for District 5 would only need to collect 839 contributions
due to a registered voter count of 83,866, but a candidate for District 3 would
need to collect contributions from 1,281 registered voters due to a registered
voter count of 128,137.

Upon qualification, the candidate would receive $1 for each registered voter in
either the City of Albuquerque for the Office of Mayor or the City Council District
for City Councilors. This is also the maximum allowable spending limit for
participating candidates in those races.

Under this model, qualifying candidates for King County Executive would receive
$994,814 in public financing upon certification of the candidate as qualifying
under the program. Candidates for County Council would receive an average of
$110,500. However, as noted above, that amount would actually be $1 per
registered voter in each Council district. This amount would vary from a high of
$128,137 to a low of $83,866.

This study noted that the amount of public financing that would be made
available to County Council candidates under the Albuquerque Model actually
tracks relatively closely to the actual average amounts spent by the top two
candidates in the recent County Council races. What this does not factor in,
however, is that when looking only at contested races, the average expenditures
for County Council races is actually much higher.

As noted earlier, the "qualifying contributions" of $5 per registered voter are
actually paid to the City of Albuquerque. Under this model there would be
revenue flowing into the public financing system other than just an annual budget
appropriation. Specifically, revenues could be estimated in the following ways:

. County Executive: 2 candidates x $5 contribution x 9,948 registered voters =
$99,480

· County Council: 18 candidates x $5 contribution x 1,105 registered voters =
$99,450
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The Albuquerque Model appears to provide a good incentive for candidates to
participate in the public financing system. For raising the qualifying contributions
of $49,740, a candidate for County Executive would receive $994,000 in public
financing. A County Council candidate would receive an average of $110,500 for
raising qualifying contributions totaling $5,525.

All Candidates:
. Candidate contributions to the campaign are limited to $500 and allowed

only in the Exploratory Period. Individual contributions are capped at $100
and only available during the Exploratory Period.

. Independent expenditures are factored into calculations regarding
spending limits if they mention a specific candidate or office/title.

County Council:
. Expenditures not to exceed $1 per registered voter in a given district.
. Collect exactly $5 from 1 % of registered voters in a district.

County Executive:
. Expenditures limited to $1 per registered voter in the County.
. Collect exactly $5 from 1 % of registered voters in the County.

Costs per 4-Year Election Cycle

Analysis Assumptions:
. All County Council races and the County Executive race will be contested.

. All candidates for all positions will participate in the public financing
program.

. There will be $398,000 (approximately 10% of expenditures) in matching

(excess funds) paid in the election cycles. This could arise from
independent expenditures in either the County Executive or County
Council races.

County Executive:
. 2 qualifying and participating candidates

. $1 per registered voter

. 994,814 registered voters

. = $1,989,628 in public funding.

County Council
. 18 Campaigns (2 campaigns per district)
. $1 per registered voter in the district

. Average of 110,534 registered voters per district

. =$1,995,012 in public funding
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Total Costing When Albuquerque Model is Applied to King County:

. $1,989,628 County Executive

· $1,995,012 County Council

. $ 398,000 Matching Funds for excess expenditure

. ($ 198,930) in revenue from Qualifying Contributions

. $4,581,570 in public funding

City of Portland
The City of Portland has passed ordinances and adopted administrative rules
governing the use of Campaign Financing. The program began in 2005 to
prepare for the May 2006 primary election. Under this model, the local
government makes a lump-sum payment to candidates who meet various criteria
establishing their viability as a candidate for the office in question. The Portland
model also includes a "rescue" clause whereby candidates who choose not to
participate in the public financing program, and spend campaign funds over the
established campaign spending limit are "penalized". The penalty in this model is
that participating candidates receive extra payments of public campaign funds
equal to the amount over the limit the non-participating candidate spent. The
Portland Model applies to the offices of Mayor, City Commissioner and City
Auditor.

The Portland Model also has a revenue generating mechanism to off-set part of
the cost of running the program. In order to qualify for the program, a candidate
for mayor must gather exactly a $5 contribution from 1,500 registered voters in
the City. A candidate for City Commissioner and City Auditor must gather a
contribution of exactly $5 from 1,000 registered voters in the City. The Portland
Model also includes rigorous reporting requirements and a "qualifying period"
which includes the use of a small amount of "seed money". The use of seed
money is limited to $20,000 for mayoral candidates and $15,000 for Commission
and Auditor candidates.

As with other models, upon certification in the Portland Model, candidates
receive an initial lump-sum payment for the primary election only. After the
outcomes of the primary elections are known, the City distributes a second
payment to the candidates eligible for the general election.

Currently the primary election payments are as follows:
Mayor
Commissioner
Auditor

$200,000
150,000
150,000

The current payments to candidates advancing to the general election are as
follows:

Mayor
Commissioner

$250,000
200,000
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Auditor 200,000

Each candidate for Mayor who advances to the general election would be eligible
for $450,000 (total) in public funding. Each candidate for Commissioner or
Auditor would receive $350,000 (total) in public funding. For purposes of this
cost estimate, a costing model was used that is similar to the Portland Model
which uses only the offices of County Executive and County Councilmember.

As noted earlier, the "qualifying contributions" of $5 per registered voter are paid
to the candidate's campaign. However, these qualifying contributions are
deducted from the public funding payments in the system. These contributions
can be treated as revenues for the purposes of this analysis. Under this model
there would be revenue flowing into the public financing system other than just
an annual budget appropriation. Specifically, revenues could be estimated in the
following way:

· County Executive: 2 candidates x $5 contribution x 1,500 registered voters =
$15,000

· County Council: 18 candidates x $5 contribution x 1,000 registered voters =
$90,000

The Portland Model appears to provide a good incentive for candidates to
participate in the public financing system. For raising the qualifying contributions
of $7,500, a candidate for County Executive would receive $450,000 in public
financing. A County Council candidate would receive public funding of $350,000
for raising qualifying contributions totaling $5,000.

All Candidates
· Personal contributions to the campaign can only be made during the

"seed" period.
· Independent expenditures are factored into calculations regarding

spending limits.
· The candidate or a designated staff must attend training on the policies,

rules and procedures of the public financing program.

Costs per 4-Year Election Cycle

Analysis Assumptions:
· All County Council races and the County Executive race will be contested.
· All candidates for all positions will participate in the public financing

program.
· There will be $720,000 (approximately 10% of expenditures) in matching

(excess funds) paid in the election cycles. This could arise from
independent expenditures in either the County Executive or County
Council races.
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County Executive:
. 2 qualifying and participating candidates

· $450,000 per campaign ($200,000 for Primary + $250,000 for General)
. = $900,000 in public funding.

County Council:
· 18 Campaigns (2 campaigns per district)
· $350,000 per campaign ($150,000 for Primary + $200,000 for General)
. =$6,300,000 in public funding

Total Costing When Poriland Model is Applied to King County:

. $ 900,000 County Executive

. $6,300,000 County Council

· $ 720,000 Matching Funds for excess expenditure

· ($ 105,000) in revenue from Qualifying Contributions

. $7,815,000 in public funding

City of San Francisco
The combined City and County Government of San Francisco created a public
campaign financing program in 2000. This model is a form of a "matching funds"
public financing modeL. San Francisco's program appears to be a very broad
program applying to the following positions:

. Mayor

. Board of Supervisors

· Board of Education (San Francisco Unified School District)
· Governing Board Member (San Francisco Community College District)
. Assessor
· Public Defender

. City Attorney

. Treasurer

. District Attorney

. Sheriff

However, only candidates for the offices of Mayor and Board of Supervisors are
actually eligible to receive public financing. The inclusion of the other offices
appears to be an attempt to merely limit the amount of money spent in the other
races. Candidates agree to not spend in excess of a pre-set amount, but do not
receive public financing to help them reach their spending goals.

Similar to other examined models, the San Francisco Model allows candidates to
accept limited private donations for use as "seed" money, as well as requiring
candidates to collect a number of qualifying contributions to meet the thresholds
for public financing. A qualifying contribution in San Francisco is known as an
amount of not less than $10 and not more than $75. To be eligible for public
financing, a candidate for mayor must raise at least $25,000 in qualifying
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contributions from at least 250 contributors. A candidate for Board of
Supervisors must raise at least $5,000 in qualifying contributions from at least 75
contributors.

Participating in the public financing systems includes both a cap on the amount
of public funding that can be received and a limit on the total amount that can be
spent in the campaign. Candidates for Mayor are capped at $850,000 in public
financing and must agree not to spend more than $1,375,000. Candidates for
Supervisor are capped at receiving no more than $87,500 in public funding and
cannot spend more than $140,000.

The San Francisco model has a somewhat more complicated payment plan than
in other matching funds states. The amount of public financing is segmented into
categories and there are various matches associated at each leveL. In effect, the
payment schedule shows a hybrid approach between a traditional lump-sum
public financing system and a matching funds system. The payment schedules
are discussed below.

For the Office of Mayor:
· Upon certification as a candidate eligible for public financing a candidate

for Mayor receives a lump-sum payment of $50,000.
. For the next $100,000 in matching contributions (different from "qualifying

contributions" in that matching contributions can be up to $500 per
individual) the Candidate would receive $4 in public funding for every $1
raised privately. Ratio = 4:1

. For the next $400,000 in matching contributions, the candidate would

receive $1 in public funding for each $1 raised privately. Ratio = 1:1
. If, due to independent expenditures, the expenditure limit is increased by

the Elections Department, the match continues at a rate of $1 in public
funding for every $1 raised privately. Ratio = 1:1

For the Office of Supervisor:
. Upon certification as a candidate eligible for public financing a candidate

for Supervisor receives a lump-sum payment of $10,000.
. For the next $10,000 in matching contributions, the candidate would

receive $4 in public funding for every $1 raised privately. Ratio = 4:1
· For the next $37,500 in matching contributions, the candidate would

receive $1 in public funding for each $1 raised privately. Ratio = 1:1
. If, due to independent expenditures, the expenditure limit is increased by

the Elections Department, the match continues at a rate of $1 in public
funding for every $1 raised privately. Ratio = 1:1

As with the other models, independent expenditures are calculated into the
amounts a candidate can receive from matching funds. The San Francisco
Model also includes a "rescue" clause designed to keep participating candidates
financially competitive with non-participating candidates who spent more than the
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public financing expenditure limits. The excess matching funds limit is not pre-
set; is it an amount determined by the current expenditure limit in the race.

For comparison purposes, this analysis used ~ the expenditure limits for the
office of Mayor to determine costing for the County Executive race and the
spending limit for Supervisor to represent the costing for County Council races.
The spending limit for County executive would therefore be set at $687,500 and
the limit for County Council would be $140,000.

All Candidates
. Personal contributions to the campaign are limited and pre-set.

. Independent expenditures are factored into calculations regarding
spending limits.

. The candidate or campaign treasurer must attend a training session.

. All independent expenditures are assumed to benefit one of the

candidates.

Costs per 4-Year Election Cycle

Analysis Assumptions:
· All County Council races and the County Executive race will be contested.
. All candidates for all positions will participate in the public financing

program.
. There will be $327,500 (approximately 10% of expenditures) in matching

(excess funds) paid in the election cycles. This could arise from
independent expenditures in either the County Executive or County
Council races.

County Executive:
. 2 qualifying and participating candidates

. $25,000 per candidate upon certification ($50,000 in public funding)

. For the first $50,000 raised a 4:1 matching ratio is used ($400,000 in

public funding)
. For the next $200,000 raised a 1:1 matching ratio is used ($400,000 in

public funding)
. = $1,700,000 in public funding.

County Council:
. 18 Campaigns (2 campaigns per district)
. $10,000 per candidate upon certification ($180,000 in public funding)
. For the first $10,000 raised a 4:1 matching ratio is used ($720,000 in

public funding)
. For the next $37,500 raised a 1:1 matching ratio is used ($675,000 in

public funding)
. =$1,575,000 in public funding
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Total Costing When San Francisco Model is Applied to King County:

. $1,700,000 County Executive

. $1,575,000 County Council

· $ 327,500 Matching Funds for excess expenditure

. $3,602,000 in public funding

PAST MODELS:
As noted earlier in this report, both King County and the City of Seattle had public
campaign financing programs until 1992 when Initiative 134 specifically
prohibited the use of public funds to finance political campaigns for state or local
offices. This section will examine these two previous programs as they were
enacted prior to termination. Both use a matching fund modeL.

As noted earlier in this report, Proposed Ordinance 2008-0147 has been
introduced for consideration by the counciL. This ordinance would place the
question of public campaign matching funds before King County voters on
November 4,2008. This proposal would allow voters to decide whether the
county should move forward with public matching funds to finance campaigns for
election. As proposed, this ordinance is based upon the previous county model
discussed below.

City of Seattle - previous model
In November of 1978, the Seattle City Council passed Ordinance 107772 which
established public financing of local campaigns. This ordinance established the
offices of Mayor, City Council, City Attorney, City Comptroller and City Treasurer
as those eligible for public financing. For the purposes of this report, this
example will be termed the "Seattle Model".

The Seattle Model does not include public financing for municipal court judges.
However, in costing the model, the study assumes that all county offices would
be included in the program. This would provide a highest-cost estimate. The
analysis is presented based upon a "per office" cost, so Councilmembers will be
able to use the estimate like a "menu" in deciding which offices to
include/exclude from the program.

County offces included in the cost estimate will be: 1) Executive, 2) County
Councilmember, 3) Sheriff, 4) Prosecuting Attorney, 5) County Assessor, 6)
Superior Court Judge, and 7) District Court Judge.

Under the Seattle Model, those participating would be limited in expenditures to
$150,000 for the office of Mayor and $50,000 for other offices. It should be noted
however, that these were the limits imposed in 1978. It is unclear what limits
would be most appropriate today. For purposes of this cost estimate, those limits
have been doubled. The limits for the following positions and in the following
amount are as follows: .
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County Executive
All other County offices

$300,000
100,000

It should be noted, however, that the limitations to $100,000 for the offices of
County Prosecutor and County Executive would significantly reduce the amount
of funds the candidates would be eligible to expend. This might provide a
disincentive to candidates in the decision of whether to participate in the public
financing program. For County Council and Sheriff, the $100,000 cap might
require some candidates to reduce expenditures over prior elections. For
Superior Court Judge, District Court Judge and County Assessor - based upon
past history - there would be very few instances where candidates would need to
reduce expenditures over prior elections.

To be eligible for public financing, the candidates for Mayor must raise at least
$20,000 from at least 100 contributors or receive 300 contributions of $10 or
more. Candidates for other offices must raise $7,500 from at least 100
contributors or receive 200 contributions of $10 or more. Only contributions from
residents of the City of Seattle are counted.

Candidates who qualify for the public matching program receive a $1 :$1 match
up to a maximum of $50 per contributor. This effectively means that the public
will be funding "Y the cost of the election expenditures. Candidates who
participate in the public campaign program are eligible to receive public matching
funds even if their opposition does not participate in the program.

In many ways, the only key difference between the Seattle Model and the model
envisioned in Proposed Ordinance 2008-0147 is the difference in the maximum
amount spent by each candidate. The Seattle Model's limits are significantly
lower than what would be allowed by Proposed Ordinance 2008-0147. Even with
doubling the limits established in 1978 to more accurately reflect the current state
of campaign spending, the total program costs are still lower.

All Candidates:
· Personal contributions to the campaign are limited to $1,000 in any

campaign year.
· No more than 75% of expenditure limits could be spent prior to the

Primary Election.
· Independent expenditures are not factored into calculations regarding

spending limits.

County Council, Sheriff Prosecuting Attorney, Assessor, Superior Court Judge,
District Court Judge:

. Expenditures not to exceed $100,000.

· Raise $7,500 from one hundred residents or collect 200 donations of $10
or more.
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County Executive:
. Expenditures limited to $300,000.

· Raise $20,000 from at least 100 contributors or collect 300 contributions of
$10 or more.

Costs per 4-Year Election Cycle

Analysis Assumptions:
. All County Council races will be contested.

· 1/3 of County Council races will have at least one third party candidate file
and qualify for public financing and raise the $50,000 necessary to
"spend" the maximum (3 races).

· All races for Executive, Prosecutor, Sheriff and Assessor will be
contested.

· 1/3 Superior Court races will be challenged (17 elections)
· 1/3 District Court races will be challenged (8 elections)
· Publicly funded candidates for County Council, Executive, Sheriff, and

Prosecutor will all expend the maximum allowed for that race.
o County Council: $100,000

o County Executive: $300,000

o Prosecutor: $100,000

o Sheriff: $100,000

· Candidates for Assessor will expend % the maximum allowable amount
($50,000)

· Candidates for Judgeships will expend the maximum allowable amount for

the race.

o Superior Court: $100,000

o District Court: $100,000

Estimated Costs:
County Council:

. 9 races x 2 candidates per race = 18 candidates

· Add 3 "third party" candidates for a total of 21 campaigns 1 4 year cycle
· 21 campaigns x $1 OO,OOOlcandidate maximum spending limit =

$2,100,000 expended
· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $1,050,000 in public funds.

County Executive:
. 1 race x 2 candidates per race = 2 candidates

· 2 campaigns x $300,000 1 candidate maximum spending limit = $600,000
expended.

· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $300,000 in public funds.

Sheriff:
. 1 race x 2 candidates per race = 2 campaigns
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· 2 campaigns x $100,000 / candidate maximum spending limit = $200,000
expended.

· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $100,000 in public funds.

Prosecutor:
. 1 race x 2 candidates per race = 2 campaigns

· 2 campaigns x $100,000/ candidate maximum spending limit = $840,000
expended.

· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $100,000 in public funds.

Assessor:
. 1 race x 2 candidates per race = 2 campaigns

. 2 campaigns x $50,000 per candidate estimate = $100,000

· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $50,000 in public funds.

Superior Court Judge:
. 17 races x 2 candidates per race = 34 campaigns

. 34 campaigns x $100,000 estimated per candidate = $3,400,000

expended
· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $1,700,000 in public funds.

District Court Judge:
. 8 races x 2 candidates per race = 16 campaigns

. 16 campaigns x $100,000 estimated per candidate = $1,600,000

expended.
· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $800,000 in public funds.

Total Costing When Seatte Model is Applied to King County
. $ 300,000 County Executive

. $1,050,000 County Council

. $ 100,000 Sheriff

. $ 100,000 Prosecutor

. $ 50,000 Assessor

. $1,700,000 Superior Court Judge

. $ 800,000 District Court Judge

. $4,100,000 in public funding

Total Costing for this Model with Only Executive & County Council

. $ 300,000 County Executive

. $1,050,000 County Council

. $1,350,000 Total Public Funding
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Kinçi County - previous model
In May of 1989, the Council passed Ordinance 8970 which established public
financing of county campaigns. The ordinance established the offices of
Executive, Council, Prosecuting Attorney, Sheriff and Superior and District Court
judges as those eligible for public financing. This model is a "matching funds"
model allowing a 1: 1 match of funds.

All Candidates (Assessor is not included in the Ordinance)
. Cannot make personal donations exceeding 10% of the expenditure limit

for the campaign.
. Independent expenditures, as defined, are not included in the computation

of this amount.
· $1 :$1 match public v. donated funds with a $50 match limit per contributor.

Normal limits for total contribution would still apply, but the public match
would be capped at $50/person.

. County Council
. Expenditures not to exceed annual salary for the position.
. Gather two hundred contributions of $10 or more from King County

residents.
· Be opposed by a candidate who has qualified for local public matching

funds, or who has raised or has cash on hand of $10,000 or more.

All other County Offices (Executive, Prosecutor, Sheriff District Court Judge,
Superior Court Judge)

. Expenditure not to exceed 3 times the annual salary

· Gather five hundred contributions of $10 or more from King County

residents.
. Be opposed by a candidate who has qualified for local public matching

funds, or who has raised, spent, or has cash on hand of $45,000.

Approximate Current Salaries:
County Executive
Sheriff
Prosecutor
Superior Court Judge
District Court Judge
County Councilmember
Assessor

$175,000
150,000
140,000
130,000
130,000
120,000
140,000

Costs per 4-Year Election Cycle

Analysis Assumptions:
. All County Council races will be contested.
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· 1/3 of County Council races will have at least one third party candidate file
and qualify for public financing and raise the $60,000 necessary to
"spend" the maximum (3 races).

· All races for Executive, Prosecutor and Sheriff will be contested.
. 1/3 Superior Court races wil be challenged (17 elections)

. 1/3 District Court races will be challenged (8 elections)

· Publicly funded candidates for County Council, Executive, Sheriff, and
Prosecutor will all expend the maximum allowed for that race.

o County Council: $120,000

o County Executive: $525,000

o Prosecutor: $420,000

o Sheriff: $450,000

· Candidates for Judgeships will expend 1/3 the maximum allowable

amount for the race.
o Superior Court: $130,000

o District Court: $130,000

Estimated Costs

County Council:
. 9 races x 2 candidates per race = 18 candidates

· Add 3 "third party" candidates for a total of 21 campaigns 1 4 year cycle
. 21 campaigns x $120,000/candidate maximum spending limit =

$2,252,000 expended
· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $1,260,000 in public funds.

County Executive:
. 1 race x 2 candidates per race = 2 candidates

. 2 campaigns x $525,000 1 candidate maximum spending limit =

$1,050,000 expended.
· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $525,000 in public funds.

Sheriff:
. 1 race x 2 candidates per race = 2 campaigns

· 2 campaigns x $450,000 1 candidate maximum spending limit = $900,000
expended.

· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $450,000 in public funds.

Prosecutor:
. 1 race x 2 candidates per race = 2 campaigns

. 2 campaigns x $420,000 1 candidate maximum spending limit = $840,000

expended. .
· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $420,000 in public funds.
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Superior Court Judge:
. 17 races x 2 candidates per race = 34 campaigns

· 34 campaigns x $130,000 estimated per candidate = $4.420,000
expended

· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $2,210,000 in public funds.

District Court Judge
· 8 races x 2 candidates per race = 16 campaigns
· 16 campaigns x $130,000 estimated per candidate = $2,080,000

expended.
· 50% of total expenditures publicly matched = $1,040,000 in public funds.

Total Costing When King County Model is Applied

. $ 525,000 County Executive

. $1,260,000 County Council

. $ 450,000 Sheriff

. $ 420,000 Prosecutor

. $ 50,000 Assessor

. $2,210,000 Superior Court Judge

. $1,040,000 District Court Judge
$5,905,000 in public funding

Total Costing for this Model with Only Executive & County Council

. $ 525,000- County Executive

. $1,260,000 County Council

. $1,785,000 Total Public Funding

Effectiveness of Public Financing Models
Some of the system models reviewed are still too new to have a suffcient
amount of measurable data to truly evaluate their effectiveness. However, some
public campaign financing systems have been operating for over 20 years. The
table below shows the inception years for the program models reviewed in the
study.

Seattle
King County
Maine
Arizona
San Francisco
Portland
Albuquerque

1978-1992
1989-1992

1996
1998
2000
2005
2007
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Many of the early reviews on the Maine and Arizona systems are reported to be
positive. Candidates, political observers, and voters believe that these systems
meet their intended goals. For instance, the Maine model that has been in effect
since 1996 has shown an 80% increase in the number of candidates and the
races that went uncontested decreased from 16.5% to 2%. Arizona has had an
increase in minorities seeking office.

However, the results of the public financing efforts appear to be mixed with some
models working well and others seeming to flounder. Some of the system
models reviewed are still too new to have a sufficient amount of measurable data
to truly evaluate their effectiveness. An example of a questionable result is
shown in the Portland modeL. In 2006, only two candidates participated in the
PCF system. In one of those campaigns, violations were identified by the
campaign commission and the candidate returned half the public money.

One factor Councilmembers may want to consider in deciding on a PCF system
is whether the inherent differences in elections between those that are statewide
and those that are local impact the success of the program. The two models
which would be deemed "most successful" have both been statewide programs.
However, the PCF systems at the local level have had much more mixed results.
If Councilmembers choose to move forward with PCF, this aspect may be an
area that could benefit from additional research.

Additional Costs
Under most of the models reviewed, the campaign fund-raising and spending
activities were overseen by either separate commissions or dedicated staff within
the appropriate elections agency, such as the auditor, elections division, or clerk.
Campaign fund raising and the spending activities of participating candidates are
monitored by a government administrative agency to ensure compliance with the
law. Consequently, in addition to expenditures for actual campaigns, a
jurisdiction's public financing program would most likely incur costs for voter
education, administration, oversight, reporting, transparency, and enforcement.

Additionally, the models reviewed included extensive implementing laws, rules
and/or regulations that were very detailed bodies of work and would likely
consume significant amounts of time and would incur costs to develop and
implement prior to full utilization of a financing program.

A basis for estimating these costs may be found in the experience of Arizona,
which has had a state level program in place since 2000 and has a population
roughly comparable to Washington's6. According to the 2003 to 2006 annual
reports of the Arizona Citizens Clean Elections Commission 5, Arizona's average
annual expenditures for voter education for its program for the years 2003 to
2006 were $1,574,519. Administration and enforcement costs were $609,536,
for an average annual total of $2,184,055. King County represents roughly 30%

62005 population estimates: Washington = 6,287,759; Arizona = 5,939,2924
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of the population of the State of Washington. If you assume King County could
administer the program as effectively as the State of Arizona, King County may
expend approximately $655,000 (30% of Arizona's administrative costs of
$2,184,055) to administer the PCF program.

At the time of this report, the estimated possible costs for development,
implementation, administration and oversight has not yet been completed. A key
factor in this decision may be whether the Council is interested in having existing
elections personnel administer and oversee the program or whether it should be
overseen by an independent commission. In completing this report, both models
have been used and implemented in governments using PCF.

Possible Funding Strategies
Other cities and states use a variety of revenues to fund their public finance
systems, and many combine funding from multiple sources. Many of these
sources, however, will not produce a significant amount of revenue to support a
full program and are unlikely to provide sole source revenue for campaign
financing.

Before proceeding with this discussion, it should be noted that state or local laws
may restrict the county from using some of the options. In the time frame
provided, this report did not explore the leGal viabiltv of these options. They wil
need further investigation if the county decides to move forward with PCF.

. Property tax check-offs. Many states with public financing and the federal
government allow taxpayers to check a box on their income tax form to
designate a portion of their tax to be used in a public financing program
fund. Seven states use a tax add-on, which allows a participant to donate
a portion of his or her tax refund to public campaign financing. Within the
county, it may be possible to provide for a voluntary check on property tax
forms.

Councilmember may remember the discussion in 2007 regarding the
legislation requiring homeowners whose mortgage companies pay their
property taxes receiving a copy of their actual tax statement. It is now
known that roughly 40% of homeowners do not pay their taxes directly.
There may be equity issues associated with a property tax check-off in
that such a large portion of the population does not actually receive a
property tax bilL.

· Candidate filinçi fees or voter pamphlet fees. Filing fees paid by
candidates running for office, as well as the fees candidates pay to appear
in the voter's guide, could be diverted into a public financing fund.

· Voluntary donations. A campaign financing fund could be established to
accept donations from people supportive of public financing.
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· Qualifyinçi contributions raised by candidates. When a candidate raises
qualifying contributions, a portion or percentage of these contributions
could be diverted to a public financing fund.

. Penalties for violations of campaiçin finance laws. When candidates are

forced to pay a fine for violating any aspect of jurisdictional campaign
finance laws, a surcharge could be added or a portion diverted into a
public financing fund.

· General Fund overhead modeL. PCF costs could be distributed
countywide through a general fund overhead modeL. Under this approach,
public financing could be included as a cost of government to be shared
among county agencies. The City of Portland Auditor has recommended
Portland use this approach. It is unclear whether this type of funding
mechanism would be legal in Washington State. The policy basis would
be that those elected from the PCF system are policy makers for all
County funds, not simply the County's general fund.

· Special Levy. The County could choose to ask the voters for a special levy
to fund PCF activities. Based upon the costs estimates contained within
this analysis this would be a small levy. The amount necessary to fund the
majority of the models discussed in this report would be less than $.01 per
$1,000 assessed value.

. General Fund Appropriation. The costs associated with the elections
function of county government are funded by the County's general fund. A
general fund appropriation could be used to fund the needs of the PCF
system. Ideally, to smooth out the payments to the PCF system, an
estimate of the needs for a 4-year election cycle would be used and
annual disbursements would be made to the PCF system.

Most local jurisdictions and at least some states rely on some form of annual
general fund appropriation to finance their campaign systems. This allows
flexibility to provide adequate funding as participation in a program increases or
decreases. However, it should be noted that this would require a funding
decision as part of the annual budget process. If existing general fund revenues
are used for a PCF program rather than new revenues generated through
another method, the program would need to receive an annual appropriation
similar to other county programs.

Phasing of a New Model
As a reminder, this analysis has examined only the costs associated with a top
two candidate scenario. Costs could be higher if more candidates participate in
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the program. This scenario could become more likely if the program itself
becomes popular.

Should the Council decide to implement a public campaign financing program, it
may be possible to "phase-in" a program by only including certain offices in the
beginning and building upon that program over time. For instance, council
offices could be a pilot to determine candidate interest and implementation costs.
For consideration of this scenario, each jurisdictional model included costs for
individual races.

NEXT STEPS:
If Councilmembers are interested in the implementation of a PCF funding model,
staff could be directed to prepare options for Council consideration. The formal
model for PCF would be contained in an ordinance that would go to the voters for
approval. The following decisions would likely need to be made prior to asking
for voter approval:

. Type of Model - Matching Funds or Lump-Sum?

. Offices Included in the PCF system -

. Expenditure limits for the included offices

. Oversight of the program - internal or independent commission

. Funding - if a levy were the option, it would require a second ballot
measure

· Responsibilty for:1) implementing legislation and 2) administrative rules

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Seattle Ordinance 107772, dated November 7, 1978
2. King County Ordinance 8970, dated May 22, 1989

3. Initiative 134, dated November 3, 1992
4. ESSSB5278
5. Motion 12734, dated April 14, 2008

6. Proposed Ordinance 2008-0147
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OROlNANCE 10'77t'2

AN ORDINANCE relating to municipal elections; providing for the limitation of
contributions to and expenditures for niunìciral ;:lectlon cami'aigns ilnd
establishing a sy~tem of partial financing for IJublic election campaignsj
amending Sections 2, !6 and 21 ~f Ordinance /06653 (F¡iir Campaign Prac-
tices Ordinance) and adding ther"io new .cctioi,s i 3-A, I )'.ß, I)-C, 13-0, 13-
E, 13-F, D-G, D-H, 13-1, 13-3, 13-K, 13-L and I.-M.

ßE IT ORDAINED ßY THE CITY or SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Ordinance 106653 is amended by adding thereto thirteen new

section; desig!)ated 13-A through 13-M as follows:

Section ì 3-A. FINDINGS OF FACT. The City finds that, in the interest of

':"ie pu;.j,.:. he,llth, safety and welfare, the municipal election process and municipal

¡,¡'vnrnincnt 5110i~lò be protected from uiidue influence by indlviduiils and groups

ri'a\(in~ ;;irg" (;ontributions to the election campaigns of candidates for Mayor, City

C.~l!"cil, City Attorney, City Comptroller and City Treasurer.

Thl. City finds that, in the interest of the public health, safety and welfare,

the municipal electioii process and municipal government should be protected from

even the appearance of iindue influence by Individuals or groups contributIng to

candIdates for Mayor, Cit)' Col!!\cil, City Attorney, City Comptroller and City

Treasurer.

The City therefore finds that limitations on contributions of money, services

and materials by individuals or groups to municipal election campaigns shOuld be

imposed by law to protect the public health, sa,ety and welfare. These limitations,

however, should be reasonable, so as not to disco1lrage personal expression.

Section i 3-ß. APPUCA TlON. These Sections i 3-A through i 3-M apply

only tu candidatp.s in any primary, general or special election for the oHices of

Mayor, City CounCil, City Attorney, City Comptrollcr and City Treawrer of the

C:ty of Seattle.

Section B-C. CONTlJßUTJONS LIMITED.

(a) No person shall make a contribution of more than Two Hundred Fifty

Dollars ($250) to any ciindidate for Mayor, City Council City Attorney, l"ity Comp-

troller, or City Treasurer, in any campaiGn year¡ Pr~ided, a group oC ten or morc

i'1dividuals may contribute up to Fh'c Hundred DoJliirs ($500) to any candida te for
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1 Mayor, City Council, City A'.I.orlley, City Comptroller, or City Treasurer, in the

2 name of such group; Providi,d further, that no individual member of such group

3 shall contribute more than Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250) toward the greup

4
contribution, nOr an aggregate amount of more than Two Hundred Fifty Dollars

($250) to any candidate whether through a group contribution or a personal
5

contribution.
6

(b) No candidate for Mayor, City Council, City Attorney, City ComptrOller,

or City Treasurer shall accept or receive a campaign contribution of more than

Two Hundred Fifty Doll~rs ($250) fl"m any person or more than Five Hundred

Dollars ($500) from any group of ten or more individuals in any campaign year;

7

B

9

10 Rrovided,

11 (J The limitations imposed by this section shall not .ipply to a can-

12
didate's contributions of his/her own reso'irces to his/her own campaign; the iimi-

13
tat ions imposed by this section shall apply to the contributions of all others; and

(2) The 1imi tations imposed hy this section shall not apply to inde-
14

pendent expenditures a.~ defined by this oi'dinance¡ ..nd

15
(3) The limitations imposed by this section shall not ar-PIY to the

value of in-kind labor.

Section D-D. FINDINGS OF FACT. The City finds it is in the public

interest to encourage the widest participation of the public in the electoral pro-

cess, to reduce the dependence of candidates on large contributions, and to in-

crease publiC knowledge of the candidates and of election issues.

The City finds that it is in the publlc interest to free candidates from the

time expended in raising funds in order to increase the time available to the can-

didatc for the discussion of public issues.

rhe City Linds that voluntary campaign expenditure Jimi i"tions coupled with

provisions of public funds for campaign purposes are necessary to further these

public interests at a reasonable cost to the City and that such a program should be

established.

Section 13-E. CAMPAIGN CONTRACT.

(a) A candidate for Mayor, City Ccuneil, City Attorney. City Comptroller

-2-
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or City Treasurer of the Ci ty may sign a coiitl'act idth the City agi"eeing to db.ire

by 1 kiitations on candióates' contributions, 1 Imitations on campi( ign eXf)f.'óitu s,

and limitatior.s on the use of all conti'ibutions, as specified in this chapter i

exchange for publ ic matching funds.

(h) Th/! campaign contract must be sii¡nuó hy the individual candidate eithe

within thirty (30) days after the inóividual becomes a candlóate as defined in

RCH 42.17.020, or at the time of fning for said office, ivhichever is earlier.

3

4

5

6

7 Section l3.F. CANDIDATES' CIJNTRIßIJTION LIHITATIONS. A candidate who signs

6 a campaign contract shall make no contributions to his/her own campaign or poli ical

committee which in the aggregate exceeds One Thousand Dollars ($1,000) in any

çampaign Year.

9

10

11
Section 13-G. EXPENDITURE LHHTATWNS.

12 (a) A candidate ~!ho signs a campaign contract in accoi'dance i~ith Section 1 -E,

shall not, during the campaign year, make expenditures exceeding the aggregate mount

of One Hundred FIfty Thousand Dollars ($150,000) for the office of t1ayor or Flf~y

Thousand Dollars ($50,000) for the offices of the City Council, City Attorney, ity

Comptrol1er and City Treasui'er; Provided, that no more than seventy-five percan

(75%) of the applical:le expenditure 1 imitation shall he spent through the day o¡

the primai'y election.

Independent expenditures, as defIned by this ordinance shall not be include

)

13

14

15

16

17

18

19 in the ca~putation of a candidate's expenditvres.

Section 13-H. ELIGIUILITY REQUIREMENTS.

(a) To bl! eligible to receive public matchl:19 funds, a candidcite fO!' ~layor,

City Council, City Attorney, City Comptroller or City Treasurei' must Jlcet the

requirements of the City Charter; and dudng the campaign year,

(1) for the office of Nayor either (a) rece1ve T."~nty Thousanó Dollar

($20,000) from ,1t least one hundred (100) contributors or (b) receiv'l thi'ee

hundred (300) contributions of Ten Dollars ($10) or more;

(2) for the offices of City Council, City Attorney, City Comptroller

or City Treasurer either (a) receive Seventy-five Ilundred Oollars ($7,500) from at

least one hundred (l00) contrihutors, or (b) receive two hundred (200) contributions

of Ten Dollars ($10) or more.

20
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(b) For pui'poses of establishint¡ e1fglbllty undei' this section, only those

contrlbuti ons . received from res idents of the Ci ty of Sea ttl e sha lJ ~e couiited

toward the requirement.

(c) Candidates must suhmit evIdence of meeting the eligihility requIrement

of this section to the Office of Election Administration for verifIcation.

Upon vel'fication of eligibility, a candIdate who has sIgned a campaign contrac

shall be eligible to receive puhlic iiiotchin¡¡ funds; Provided, that no such func~

shall be disbursed to any qualified candidate prIor to ,laniiary 1 of the I

applicable campaign year; and Provided further, that any candidate who receivesi

public matching funds and later fails to file for puhlic office or withdraws hi /her

candidacy af~er filing shall return to the Election Campaign Account an amount

equal to the public funds disliursed to that candidate.

Section l3-I. PUBLIC f1ATCllINr, FUIIDS,

(a) A candidate who has met the eligibllity requIrements for puhlic matchi g

funds and who has signed a campaign contract shall be entitled to receIve one

dOllar in pUblic matching funds for each dollar received from any indIvidual to a

maximum of $50 per individual. Provided, th~t neither loans nor the transfers O.

anything of value other thp.n money to the candidate or his/her politIcal commit ee

shall be matched Nith public funds.

(h) A candidate who signs a campaign contr,1ct shall be eligIble to receive

puhlic matching funds even if hiS/her opponent has not signed a campaIgn contra t.

(c) ß. candidate who has siçined a campaign contract Is eligihle to receive

puhl Ic matching funds until It is determined that such candidate has no ooponen

at the close of the filing pei'iod or aftm' the primai~y election as prOVIded by

law, For purposes of this section, a \~rite~in cMdldate shall not be consldere

an opponent.

(d) If following the electfon wherein the candidate is elected 01' defeated, the

candidate has unexpended campa ign funds. one-hal f of such surplus shal 1 ~:a retu ned

to the Election Campaign Account within ten days of certification of the electi n.

(e) A candidate who has signed a campaign contract may void his/her contra t

within 15 days after the close of filing, Provided, an opponent of that candida e

does not enter into a campaign contract pursuant to this ordinance; and Provide

further, that the candidate returns all public funds received pursuant to thIs
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SectIon 13-J. FUNDING.

(a) There is hereby establIshed an Election Campaign Account in the Gen--4.. C5 1$1.2
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eral Fund into which shill1 be deposited silch sunis as may be appropriilted from t'me

to time in the annual budget, gifts and donations made to the City for thp. supp rt

of pUblic election campaign financin9, and such sums as may otherwise be approp iilted

to said account. r~oney in said account shall be expended from time to time for the

3

4

5
purpose of partial1y financing public election c,~inra1Hns.

6
(b) The Office of Election Administration may enccuraDe and accept contri-

butions to the Election Campaign Account. These contributions may be accepted

at any time idthout limitation as to the amount.

Section 13-K. PERMITTED USE OF PUBLIC MATCHING FUNDS. Public matching fUn s

may be expended only for the receiving candidate's direct campaign purposes sue

as, but not limited to, purchasing campaiiin literature or media space or time,

mailings, renting campaign headquarters, or paying for campai~in headquarter tp.l phones.

A candidate who signs ii campaign contract may use neither contributions nor pub ic

matching funds for indirect campaign purposes such as, but not limited to, prov ding

la candidate's personal support, or for donation to another's campaign. Permiss bllity

101' an expenditure of publlc matching funds shall be deteriiined by the Admiiiistr tor

of the Office of Election Administration.

Section 13-1. TRANSITION. Candidat.es who receivl! contributions between

November 7, 1978, and January 1, 1979, and who wish to i'eceive public matching

funds may apply such 1978 contributions toward meetin!! eligibility requirements for

public matching funds as though such funds were received in 1979; provided, tha no

such contribution from an individual shall be deemed to have exceeded Two flundr d

Fifty Dolli.rs ($250), and no such contribution from a group shall be deemed to

have exceeded Five Pundred Dollars ($500).

A candidate who wishes to qualify 1'0\' public matching funds and \1ho h.u con

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

:?O

21

22

23 tributed more than $1,000 of l!is/her O~1I funds to his/her own 197!? campaign

24 between November 7, 1978, and Januai-y i, -:9(9, may qualify only upon removing t e

excess over $1,000 of his/her own funds from his/her campaign fund, as well as

otherwise complying with the terms of this ordinance.

Section 13-N. As of November 15, 1982, Section J3-A through 13-N of thir. 0 dinance

are hereby repealed. On July 1, 1982, th¡¡ Sp.attle City Coiincil spall initiate

revie~i of the operation of Sections 13-A through 13..11 hereof and shall

-5-
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determine whether Or not these section$ have effectively served the public

purposes expressed therein.

Section 2. Section 2 of Ordinance 106653 is amended as follows:

Sectior, 2. DEFINITIONS. ((all "Administrative Code" ITCMS the Adminis-

trative Code of The City of Seattle, Ordinance 102228 as amended.

((fr) Administrator" means the Adininistrator of the Offce of Election

Administration of The City of Seattle.

((e) "Agency" means all offices, boards, departments, divi$ions, commissions

and similar subdivisions of The City of Seattle.

((~) "Ballot proposition" means any measure, questíon, initiative, referen-

dum, recall, or diarter amendment submitted to, or proposed for submission to the

voters of the City.

((e)) "Campaign depository" means a bank designated by a caiididate or

political commi!tt'e pursuant to Section 4 of this ordinance.

((Fl) "Campaign treasurer" and "deputy campaign treasurer" meari the in-

dividuals appointed by a candidate or political committeH, pursuant to Section 4 of

this ordinance, to perform the duti':s specified in this ordinance.

IiCal~e¡¡l~means tl)at perÍti.d Ìl,ginnJng twelve (J 2) months before the

&£ccal ejection and end.!'' when a campaign is officially closcid, as determincid by'

the Offce of Election AdmInistration.

((v) "Candidate" means any individual who scciks elp-ctlon to public office in

The City of Seatte, whether or not successfully. An inóividual shall :ie deemed to

seek elilctlon when he or she first:

(I) Receives contributions or makes expenóitures or reserves space or

facilities with intent to promote his 01' her candidacy for office; or

(2) Announced publicly 01' fies for office.

((t)) "Charter" means the Charter of The City of Seattle.

"City" means The City of Seattle.

Hi) "Commt!rcial advertiser" means any person who sells the sen'ice of

comm\inicatinr, rne~;sar,es or produclng printed material for bi'oadcast or distribu-

tion to the general public or ser;ments of the genei'al public whether through the

-(,-
CS to 2.
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use of neivsp"pers, magazines, television or radio stations, bIllboard companies,

direct m¡¡il advertising companies, printing companies, or otherwise.

(Wi "Continuing political co'nmittee" means a political ."mmìttee which is

an organization of continuing existence not established in antkipMion of any

particular election.

(fk)) "Contribution" means a Joan, loan_~ê!, gUt, deposit, subscription,

forgiveness of indebtedness, donation, advance, pledge, payment, transfer of funds

b~tween political committees, or transfer of anything of value, including personal

and professional services, for less than full consideration, but does not include

interest on monies deposited in a political committee's account, ordin¡~ry home

hospitality, the rendering of "part time" personal services of the sort commonly

performed by volunteer campaign \Vorlcers, or inddental expenses not in excess of

Twenty-five Dollars ($25.00) personally paid for by a volunteer campaign workcr.

For the purposes of this ordinance, the term "part time personal St:rvlces" m('ans

servl.:e.~ ln additIon to regular full time crnploymellt. or, in ',he case of an

unemployed person, services not in excess of twenty hours, per week, exch iding

\weekends. For the purposes of thls ordinance, contributions other thûn money or

its e~uivaJents shall be deemed to have a money value equivalent to the fair market

value of the contribution. Sums paid for tickets to fund-raising t)vents such as

dinners and parties are ccntdbutlons; however, the amour.t of any such contribution

may be reduced for the purpose of complying with the reporting requirements of

this ordinance by the actual cost of Consumables furnished in connection with the

purchase of such tickets, and only the excess over actual cost of such consiimables

shall be deemed a contribution.

(.() "Elected official" means any person elected at a general or spcciaJ

ejection to any public office of The City of Seattle and any persoi) appointed to fjI

a vacancy in any such offce.

((mt) "Election" includes any prImary, genera!, or ¡;pecial ejection for public

office by The City of Seattle or (¡lY election in which a ballot proposi ,ion if, fub-

mitted to the V"~ers of ihe City; !~, that an el('ction in which the qualifica-

tions for voting include riiqiiirements other than those set forth in Article Vi,

-7-
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Sc!ction 1 (Amendment 63) of the Constitution of the State of Washinr,ton shall not

be consIdered ~n election for purp~'es of this ordinance.

((n~) "Election c:.mpai¡;n" means any campaign in SUpport of or in opposition

to a candidate for election to public office of The City 01 Seattle and any campaign

in support of, or in opp"sition to, a ballot proposition.

((,,)) "Expenditure" means a payment, contribution, subscription, distribution,

Joan, advance, deposit, or gift of money or anything of value, and incltides a

contract, promise, or agreem"nt, whetl;èr or not legally enforceable. to m¿,ke an

expenditure. The term "expcn(iiture" also includes a promise to pay; mid a payment

or transfer of anything of value in exchange for goods, services, prùperty,

facilities, or anything of value for the purpose of assistiiig, brmefìting, or honofing

any public official or ciididate, or assisting in furthering or opposing any ejection

campaign. For_purposes of this ordinann!, expenditures other than !!~.!

~~.vaient shall be deemed to ~ave a monetary value e~E.'!b. fair markN value

2L!hu~i.!i~!!i;. Thr~ timn "expenditure" shall not include: (I the partial or

complet!! repayment liy n candidate or political cOlllliiiltee of th,! princÎ¡ial of a

loan, the receipt of which Joan has been property repor l~d, or (2) payment of

service dinrges against a political committec'S c;iinpaign account (~.i) i-J) the

v'1.lue of in-kind la)Jor, or (4) fines or ~ amounts retur~i.e~~o the ~

Camp-algn Account as a result of any pena~l?secl on a c,.ntfidate for violating

this ordini).lcc.

((p)) "Fair Carnp~ign Practices Commission (rcpc)" means the Pair Cam-

paign Practiccs Commission estahlished by Sectio;i J 8 of this Ordinance.

"In-kind labor" me'!!lL~ervices provi~d by a~£on ~!o vol~ ~.

or a portion, of hh~£J~da~~S2.!iajgn, and wh? is not paid

by any person for such services~

"Indep¿ndent EX'pendi.!~~~xpenditu.!e on behalf 01..Ql¡)osing

.!e eJe¡;.!~liany candicJatei when suc~_~Qenditure is made independently of the

candidate, his/her politi.cal commit!£~ent, and when such expenditure: J~

made without the Q!i.£ con~cnt, or t~lJusion, or ~e coopcr_atjor~~_

dídate 01' his/I)er agent or political S.~i;.£

-8-
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(Eq)) "Public Disclosure Commission (PDC)" means the Public Disclosure

CommIssion established by RCW 112.17.350.

((¡) "Final report" mean~ the report described as " final ro:port in Section 9

of this ordinance.

(W) "Person" means an individual, partr1ership, joint venture, public Or

private corporatIon, M,r.r,.i; 101'" federal, state or local government entlty or

dgency however constituted, '~dr;didate, committee, political committee, pol!tical

party, exccutlve committee thereof, or any uther organization or group of persons,

however organized.

((-t) "Political advertising" meam an)' advertising displays, newspaper ads,

billboards, signs, brochures, artides, tabloid~, flyers, Jetter'.. radio or television

presentations, or other means of: mMs communication, used for the purpose of

appealing, directly or Indirectly, for votes or for financlal or other support iii any

election campaign.

(Et)) "PoJltlciil committee" means lIny person (except li candidata or an

lndivldual dealing with his own funds or property) having the expectatIon of re-

ceiving contributions or making expenditures in support O!. or oppo£ition to, any

cand~date or any ballot proposition.

(M) "Public offce" means any elective offce of The City of Seattle.

As usp,d in this ordinance, the singular shall include the plural and conversely,

and any gend",r, any other, as the context requires.

Section 3. 'Section 16 of Ordinar\ce i 06653 is amended to read as follows:

Section 16. ADMINISTRATOR -- DUTIES THEREOF. The executive head of

the Oflce of Election Adminlstr dion shall be the Administrator, whose office shalJ

not be include: in the classìfied (ivil Service. The Administra'ior must have had

employmellt experience as an auditor and shall be appointed ~y l~e FCPC. Each

Administrator shalJ be appolnte(i to an initial term of one year, subject to

confirmation by a two-thirds vote of the members of the City Council, and r.iay

thereafter be re-appointed to subsequent four (4) year terms stlbject to a like vote.

The Administrator s!vilJ ba removed from that position only for cause and subject

to a two-thirds vota of the City Couiicil. The rat(' of compensation for such

-9-
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posi tion (Hs---er-bl-'-f'hecl-tl\d-e,t6blbl\e&"t--6-'m6~¡:n \:n\'''£-$:::::.::=-_:= __pel"

'fftth) shall ?£...ovided by the Sa~..r-dlnance; r.!vid~!, iha t no ap_

pointment st.dll be made under the authority of this section excepi ("X .-1 tlte- filing

I.y the Civil Servko! Coi;;;nission as a permanent r'~cord in the oHio.' or the City

Comptroller of Its recommendation that such oUice, as a professional or adrninis-

trative office or posItion similar to offices and posit:ons dcs:gnatcd in Article XV!,

Section II of the City Charter, should not be iIlClud~',1 in the CkissHiccJ Civil

Service.

The Administrator of 'he Office of Election l,dministration shall be respon-

i

I

J

l

I

sible for the management of said offce, may in the exercise of such duties c:of\lilt

with the Fair Campaign Practie-cs COmmission and in that connection is authorized

to:

(ll) Adopt, promulgate, amend, and rescind suìtable adriijnistrative rules and

regulations to carry out the policies aiid PU! poses of this ordin'uicc, which rule~ and

r~siulations shall be promulgated pursuant to the prol'isinn~ of Îhe Administrative

Cod.~ (Ordinance (02223); l.i:ovide~, that administrative nMs and regulations

adopted by the rDC shall be applicable in the construction, interpretation and

Jmp:ementation of such provisions of this ordinance as arc sub~tantially the s;¡me as

provisions of eh. i¡2.17 RCW¡

(b) Relieve, by published regulations of general applicability, candid"tes or

political committees of obligations to çomply with the provisions ,'i this ordinance

relating to election c,1mpaign', if they have not r(iceiv('d cant ribution, nor mi'de

expenditures of more than One Thousaf'd Dollars ($1,000) in connect,,),., with any

election campaign; nnd

(el Require that forms developed and prepared bi' the pee be utiliZed for

the reports and statements requin~d to be made under this ordinance: Provided,

that whenever the AdminIstrator determines that any £'ieh form is /lot reasonably

appropriate for the purposes of 1:.1s ordinance, he may develop and provide suitable

forms as arc reasonably necess~ry, and reQuire such f~' nis to be utilized for such

purposes;

(d) Encourage persons required to rrak(' rcrorts undc.' thi" orrJinu\cc to i 'c

.J 1)-

CS 10.2
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the PDC-published manual tha~ sets forth recommend!.d u,)iforni m"thods of

~oo~xeepi-ig and rt'porting;

(e) Compile ùnd maintain a current list of all fie'; ¡ eports and statements;

W ii 'lestigate whether properly completed statements and reports have

been fied within the times required by this ordinance.

(g) Review nil disclosurl' reports for corn¡:leteness and internal consistency;

(h) Independently writy en,ries on disclosure reports and other forms

sele.:ted on an arithmetically random basis;

(i Prepare and publish, not less ih,)n ten days before newly elected of-

ficers take office, a report ~(;ttíng forth, as to each candidate who filed a finn!

repurt, the amounts and soorces of all contributions and the amounts and purposes

of all expenditures set forth in stJch final report; and the names and addresses of

any candidates who failed to fie a final report or who filed an incomplete final

report; and prepare and publl.h such other r('ports ..s In his judgment will tend to .

prom;Jte the purpo~es of this ordinance;

(.,.): Determliie upon written complaint or upon his 01. her own initiiltive, in

clcc()rdance witt. Section 17 of t:'is ordin;ince, that a violation of this ordinance ha~

occurred, and report such apparent violation to either the FCPC cr the rDC;

provided that the Acmlnistrator shall ha vo the authority to resolve with the person

who has apparently violated this ordInance, what the Admini~tralor dett'mines to

be inadvertent, de mlnim~ violations without referring the matter to the FCPC or

the PDC for a hearing; provided further that the Administrator shall report

violations to the PDC only in the event the FepC in unable to hear the matter.

(k) Hai'e access to reports fied with the City Comptroller In accordi;nce

with this ordinanCe r.nd maki, copies thereof avail.,b!e al no !:,ar¡;e for publIc

insper;ticn with duplicates available during regular offce hours at a reasonable cost

to the í,crson requesting such d~piicates.

(i Keep, for a period of time not less than five years from the date of

filing, cor;;es of all official reports, (ecords and statements furnished by the City

Ccmptroller to the Administrator for public inspection.

(In) Review, four months prior t~ the beginninR of anY campaign year, the

-11- cs '0..2
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CC'sts of campa.Qß, and recQmmend to the City Council whether or not ~
2 13-C throur,h 13-) should be amended.

3 (n) Determine whether the evidence submitted by a candidate for M~.Y

City Council, r.itL.Ättorne.y, Ci t)' Comptl'oll er i and C ity Tre~surer meets the

eliqif-i1itY.I'CCll!ll'er.'ents for recelv'in.!blic matching funds.

(0) Accept cilinp~~ntracts from candidates lor M¡)E!-i9. Counc1h

City Attom"y, City Comptroller or City Trc~

ic Monitor contributions and expenditures of candidates, and n.21.~i:-

pidates who are close to their voluntary expenditure limitations.

fg Attempt to secure p,rants or other sourcl.S 01 fundinp, for the I~lection

Campair,n Account in the General Pund.

Section /1. Section 21 oC Ordinance J0665J is amended to read as lollows,

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12 $ec;tion 21. CIVIL REMEDIES AND SANCTIONS. One or more of the

13 following civJl remedies and sanctions may be imposed by court order in addition to

14 ¡my othi~r remedies provided by law:

15
(a) If the court finds that the violation of any provisioii oC this orr:!nance by

any candidate or political committee probably affeCted the outcome of any

election, the result of said election may be held void and a special election held

within siirty days of such fi ncling. Any action to void an election shall be com-

menced within one year of the date 01 the clection in question. It is intended that

this remedy be imposed freely in al! appropriate cases to protec.t the right of the

electorate to an informed and knowlcdgeabJe vote.

(b) The violation or failure to c0.!lLwith the provisions of Sections J, !i

2.~, 9, 10, Ii, 12, or J3 (rep,ardjng campaign r"porting), or Section I3-C

(regarding contribution limitations) of this ordinance constitutes a ~ subject

to the provisions of Chapter 12A.OI and 12A.02 of the Seattle_Criminal Code, a~

any person convÎCteo -i1creol mav be punished by a civil fine Or forfeiture in a sum

!lot exceeding Five Hundred Dollars ($500) per violation.

(c) Any ¡)erson who f2Jl~. to comply with the conditions of his/her campaign.

contract shall be ineligible to rec;ej~1.~r such funds until In come~ ~

candidate who exceeds the expenJiture limitation f'lr which he/she ~s contracted

-12-
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r~arch 27, 1989
0907C:SM:clt:mls

Ron Si ms
Cynthia SullivanI ritroduced by:

2
Proposed No.: 88 - 531

3

4 8970ORDINANCE NO.
5

6
AN OROINANCE relating to establishing
1 imits on campaign contributions and
c rea tin g vol un t a ry pro g ram for mat chi n 9
public funds and establishing civil
penal ti~s for viol ations.

7

8

9 BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. Findings of fact. A. The county finds that, in

11 the interest of the public health, safety an.d welfare, it is
12 necessary to safeguard the.integrity of the political process.
13 Therefore, the county el ecti on process and county government

14 should be protected from undue influence by individuals and
15 g r 0 ups m a kin 9 1 a r 9 e con t rib uti 0 n s tot h eel e c t ion c amp a i 9 n s 0 f

17

16 candidates for exec~tive, county council, and assessor.

B. The county finds that, in the interest of the publ ic

18 healt~, safety and welfare, it is necessary to safeguard the
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

confidence in the political process. Therefore, the county

el ecti on process and county government 'shoul d be protected from

even the appearance of undue influence .by individual s or groups
contrjbuting to candidates for executive, county council, and

ass e s s 0 r . T he con fi den ceo f the pub 1 i c i n a fa i ran d de m 0 era t ic

election process is vital. In the high cost of election

campaigning, there can be the problem of improper influence, rea

or perceived, exercised by campaign contributors over elected

off i cia 1 s . I tis the pol icy 0 f t his co U n ty to f 0 s t e r b r 0 ad - bas e

citizen involvement in financing election campaigns.

Attachment 2

65
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C. The county therefore finds that limitations on

2 contributions of money, services and material s by individual s or

3 groups to county election campaigns should be imposed by law to

4 protect the public health, safety, welfare and the integrity of
5 the process. These limitations, however, should be reasonable,

6 so as not to discourage personal expression.

7 D. The county, therefore, finds it is in the public interest
8 to encourage the widest participation of the public in the

9 electoral process, tb reduce the dependence of candidates on

10 large contributions and to increase public knowledge of the
11 can did ate san d 0 f e 1 e c t ion i s sue s . The co u n ty fin d s t hat

12 campaign expenditure limitations are in the best interest of the
13 pub 1 i c . R e cog n i z i n g t hat pub 1 i c mate h i n g fun d s f 0 t. c amp a i g n

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

pur po s e s are n e c e s sa ry for vol un t a ry ex pen d i t u r e 1 i m ita t ion s to

be successful and vol untary programs are the only 1 imitations

constitutionally permissible, the Council finds a program of

publ ic matchi og funds shoul d be establ i s~e~.

SECTION 2. Definitions. For purposes of this ordinance the

following definitions shall apply:

A. "Campaign Year". "Campaign Year" means January 1 to

Decem~er 31, of the year an election is held for a county

elective office.
B. "Candidate". "Candidate" means any individual who seeks

election to a public office set out in Section 3 whether or not

successfully. An individual shall be deemed to be seeking

election when he or she first: receives contributions or makes

expenditures or reserves space or facilities with intent to

promote his candidacy for office, announces publicly or files fo'

office, whichever occurs first.

C. "C~ntribution". "Contribution" means a loan, loan

guarantee, gift, deposit, subscription, forgiveness of

indebtedness, donation, advance, pledge, payment, transfer of

funds between pol itical committees, or transfer of anything of

0907C :SM: cl t :ml s/03-27-89 - 2 -
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

2B

29

30

31

32

33

value, including personal and professional services, for less

than full consideration. "Contribution" does not include

interest on moneys deposited in a political committee's account,

ordinary home hospitality, volunteer in-kind labor or incidental

expenses not i n ex c e s s of t wen ty - f i v e doll a r s personally p aid for

by a volunteer campaign worker. For the purposes of this

ordinance, contributions other than money or its equiv~lents

shall be deemed to have a money value equivalent to the fair

market value of the contribution. Sums paid for tickets to

fundraising events such as dinners and parties are contributions;

however, the amount of any such contribution may be reduced for

the purpose of complying with the reporting requirements of this

or din a n c e by the act u a 1 co s t 0 f con s.u m a b 1 e s fur n i s h'e din

connection with the purchase of such tickets, and only the excess

over actual cos t of such consum~bl es shall be deemed a

contri buti on.

D. "Expenditure". "Expenditure" means a payment,

contribution, subscription, distribution, loan advance, deposit,

or gift of money or anything of value, and includes a contract,

promise, or agreement, whether or not legally enforceable, to

make ah expenditure. "Expenditure" also includes a promise to
pay; and a payment or transfer of anything of value in exchange

for goods, services, property, facilities, or anything of value

for the pur p 0 s e 0 f ass i s tin g, be n e fit in g 0 rho nor i n g any pub 1 i c

official or candidate, or assisting in furthering or opposing any

election campaign. For purposes of this ordinance; expenditures

other than money or its equivalent shall be deemed to have a

monetary val ue equal to the fa i r market val ue of the

ex pen d i t u r~ . . Ex pen d i t u r e" s hall not i n c 1 u de :

1. The partial or complete repayment by a candidate or

political committee of the principal of a loan, the receipt of

which loan has been properly reported; or

0907C:SM:clt:ml s/03-27-89 - 3 -
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

II

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

2. The value of in-kind labor; or

3. Fines paid as a result of any penalties imposed on a

candidate for violating thi s ordinance.
E. "Fair advertising". "Fair advertising" means any

publication, literature or media advertising, which bears the

clear and conspicuous identification of the sponsoring

candi date'~ name.

F. "In-kind Labor". "In-kind labor" means services provided

by a person who volunteers all or a portion of his/her time to a

candidate's election campaign, and who is not paid by any person

for such services.

G. "lndependent Expenditure". "Independent expenditure"

means expenditure on behalf of, or opposing the election of, any

candidate, when such expenditure is made independently of the

candidate, his/her political committee, or agent, and when such

expenditure is made without the prior consent, or the collusion,

or the cooperati on. of the candi date or hi s/her agent or

political committee.

H. "Outside Poiitical Committee". "Outside political
committee" mians political committees other than those authorized

by a single specific candidate for his/her campaign.

1. ,"Non-campai gn year". "Non-campai gn year" means anyone

of three-years during the period beginning January 1 of the year

after an election for a county elective office.

J. "Person". "Person" means any individual, association,

orporation, candidate, committee, political committee, political

partnership or other entity.
K. "Political Committee". "Political committee" means any

erson (except a candidate or an individual deal ing with his own

funds or property) having the expectation of receiving

ontributions or making expenditures in support of, or opposition

to, any candidate and which has also filed as political committee

lIrsuant to RCW 42.17.

5i
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

L. .Political Party.. .Political Party. shall mean a major

political party or a new or minor party which is established

pursuant to RCW 29.42

SECTION 3. Application. These limits shall apply only to

can did ate sin any p rim a ry , ge n era lor s p e cia 1 e 1 e c t ion for the

o f1 ice s 0 f Kin g Co u n ty ex e cut i ve, c 0 u n c i 1, and ass e s s 0 r .

SECTION 4. Mandatory limitations on contributio~s.

A. No person shall make a contri buti on of more than three

hundred fifty dollars to any candidate for executive, county

council, or assessor, in any campaign year; provided, a pol itical

commi ttee may contri bute up to one thousand doll ars to any

candidate for executive, county council, or assessor in the name

of such group'; provided further, that no person shall knowingly

contribute more than three hundred fifty dollars in aggregate to

any such candidate, in any campaign year, including contributions

to outside pol itical committees except pol itical parties, which

contribute to candidates for the above county offices.

B. No person shall contribute more than $100 during any

non-cam~aign year to any candidate for executive, county council,

or assessor.

C. No candidate for executive, county council, or assessor

shall accept or receive a campaign contribution of more than

three hundred fi fty doll ars from any person or more than one

thousand dollars from any political committee in any campaign

ear nor shall any such candidate accept or rec~ive a campaign

contribution of more than $100 from any person during a

non-campaign year;

D. The limitations imposed by this section shall not apply
to:

1. A candidate's contributions of his/her own resources to

his/her own campaign; the limitations imposed by this section

s h all a p ply to the con t rib uti 0 n s ~f allot her s ; and

~
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2. Independent expenditures as defined by this chapter; an

3. The value of in-kind labor.
2

3
SECTION 5. Charter Amendment. Thi s ordinance shall be

4
effective upon the adoption, on or before January 1, 1990 by the

voters of King County, of an amendment to the King County Charter

authori zi ng and requi ri ng the King County Counci 1 to estab Ii sh by
5

6

7
ordinance a system of campaign contribution limitations and

8
voluntary limitations on campaign expenditures with public

matching funds.
9

10 SECTION 6. Campaign contract. A. Effective with elections

11 for co u n ty 0 f fie e r sin 1 991, a can did ate for ex e cut i ve, co un ty

12 council, or assessor may sign a contract with the county agreeing

13 to a bid e by 1 i m ita t ion son can did ate s' con t rib u ti 0 n s, 1 i m ita t ion s

14 on campaign expenditures, and limitations on the use of all

contributions as specified in this chapter in exchange for public15

16 a tc hi n 9 fun d s .

ß. The campaign contract must be signed by the individual17

IS candidate either within thirty days after the individual becomes

19 a candidate as defined in RCW.42.1J.020, or at the time of filing
20 for said office, whichever is earlier.
21 SECTION 7. Candidates' contribution limitations. A

22 candi d~te who si gns a campai gn contract shall make no

23 contribution to his/her own campaign or political committee which

24 in the aggregate exceeds ten percent of the applicable

25 xpenditure limit in any campaign year.
26 SECTION 8. Expenditure limitations. A. A candidate for

27 ounty council who signs a campaign contract in accordance with
28 ection 6 shall not, during the campaign year, make expenditures

29 xc e e din g the a g g reg ate a m au n t 0 f the ann u a 1 sa 1 a r y 0 f the 0 f f ice

30 v hi c h the can did ate i sse e kin g, c a i cuI ate d for the yea r 0 f the

31

32

33

00
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election. A candidate for executive, or assessor who signs a

2 campaign contract in accordance with Section 6 shall not, during

3 the campaign year, make expenditures exceeding three times the

4 aggregate amount of the annual salary of the office for which the

5 candi date is seek i ng.

6 B. Independent expenditures, as defined by this chapter,

7 shall not be included in the computation of a candidate's

8 expendi tures.

9 SECTION 9. Eligibility for public matching funds.

A. to be eligible to receive public matching funds, a

11 candidate for executive, county council, or assessor must meet
12 the legal requirements of the office as e?tablished by statute or
13 the county charter and,
14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

1. For the office of executive:

a. Receive five hundred contributions of ten dollars or

more during the campaign year, and

b. Be opposed by a candidate who has qualified for

public matching funds or who has raised, spent or has cash on

hand of $45,000 or more.

2. For the office of the assessor:

a. Receive five hundred contributions of ten doll ars or

more during the campaign year; and

b. Be opposed by a candidate who has qualified for

public matching funds or who has raised, spent or has cash on

hand of $30,000.

3. -For the office of county council:

a. Receive two hundred contributions of ten dollars or

more during the campaign year, and

29
b. Be opposed by a candidate who has qual ified for

30
public matching funds or who has raised, spent or has cash on

31
hand of $10,000 or more.

32

33

0907C: SM :cl t: m1 s/03-27 -89 - 7 -
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B. For the purposes of "establ i shi ng el i gi bi 1 i ty under thi s
2 section, only those contributions received from residents of the

3 county shall be counted toward the requirement.

4 C. Candidates must submit evidence of meeting the

5 eligibility requirements of this section to the director of the

6 department of executive administration or his or her designee fo

7 verification. Upon verification of eligibility, a candidate who

8 has signed a campaign contract shall be eligible to receive

public matching funds; provided that any candidate who receives9

public matching funds and later fails to file for public office

or withdraws his/her candidacy after filing, shall return to the

appropri ate county account any of the unexpended campai gn funds

up to the amount of the matching public funds disbursed to that

candi date.

SECTION 10. Public matching funds - specifications.

A. Effective with elections for county offices in 1991 a

can did ate who has met the e 1 i 9 i b i 1 i ty r e qui rem en t s for pub 1 i c

matching funds and who has signed a campaign contract shall be

entitled to receive one dollar in public matching funds for ever

one dollar received from any resident of King County during the

campaign year to a.maximum public match of fifty dollars per

individual contributor. Neither loans nor the transfers of

any t h i n 9 0 f val u e 0 the r t h a n m 0 n e y tot h e can did ate 0 r his / her

political committee shall be matched with public funds.

B. A candidate who signs a campaign contract who otherwise

is eligib1e to receive public matching funds shall be eligible

until it is determined that such candidate has no opponent at th

close of the filing period or after the primary election as

provided by law. For purposes of this section, a write-in

candidate shall not be considered an opponent.

0907C: SM:cl t:ml s/03-27-89 - 8 -

(O;Y



. ,

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

.. '\.

8970, .

C. If following the election wherein the candidate is

2 elected or defeated, the candidate has unexpended campaign funds,

3 one-half of such surplus but not to exceed the amount of public

4 matching funds received, shall be returned to the appropriate

5 county account within ten days of certification of the election.

6 D. A candidate who has signed a campaign contract may void

7 his/her contract within fifteen days after the close of filing;
8 provided, an opponent of that candidate does not enter into a

9 campaign contract pursuant to this chapter and provided further,

10 that the candi date r~turns all publ i c funds recei ved pursuant to

11 this chapter.
12 SECTION 11. Payment of matching funds.

A. There is hereby established in the county t~easury a13

14 campaign matching fund account into which shall be deposited

15 whatever sums the county may receive or allocate from time to

16 time or during the annual budget process for campaign matching

17 purposes.
18 B. Candidates entitled to public matching funds shall be

p aid u po n sub m i s s i on 0 f v 0 u c her s w h i c h s hall be a p p rove d by th e

director of executive administration or his or her designee.

SEETION 12. Permitted uses of public matching funds. Public

matchtng funds may be expended only for the receiving candidate's

direct ~ampaign purposes such as, but not limited to, purchasing

campaign literature or media space or time, mailings, renting

campaign headquarters, or paying for campaign headquarters'

telephones. All use of public matching funds for advertising

expenditures including the costs of production, distribution and

purchase of medi a space or ai r time, s~all meet the requirements

of the fair advertising definition. A candidate who signs a

30 campai gn contract may not use matching funds for indirect

31

32

33

0907C: SM :cl.t :ml s/03-27-89 - 9 -
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campaign purposes such as, but not limit~d to, providing a

2 candidate's personal support or for donation to another's

3 campaign. Permissibility of an expenditure of public matching
4 funds shall be determined by the director of the department of

5 executive administration or his or her designee.

SECTION 13. Penalties. The violation or failure to comply6

7 with the provisions of this ordinance shall constitute a civil
8 violation for which a monetary fine of up to one thousand dollars

9 shall be assessed. Each violation shall be a separate violation

10 and shall be subject to the fine. An action seeking to establ ish
11 the fact of a violation and imposition of a monetary fine under

12 this section shall be commenced with the assistance of the county

13 prosecuti ng attorney.
14 SECTION 14. Effective date.

15 A. This ordinance shall become effective on January 1, 1990.

16 B. After the general election of November 1993 the county

17 council shall analyze the results of the elections under this

18 ordinance and prior to May 1, 1994 shall either re-enact this

19 ordinance with or without modifications or the provisions of this

20 ordi nance sha 11 expi re on May 1, 1994.
21 SECTION 15. Severability. Should any section, subsection,

22 paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance be

23 declared unconstitutional or invalid for any reason, such

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33
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//-It day

day of ,¿~ , 1989.

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
UNTY, WASHINGTON

day 0 f ~ 1989.
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King County Lxecutive
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King County Executive
TIM HILL

400 King County COUl'lhou::t
5J6 Third J\\'cnuC'
Si'iiiilc. \Vilshingtol1 98104

(206) 296-4040

June 2, 1989

The Honorable Ron Sims, Chair
K' ng County Counc I I
Room 402
C 0 U R T H.O USE

RE: Ord I nance 8970

I am return I ng Ord i nance 8970 to the Counc II without my
signature.
I agree w i th the i ntent of the Ord I nance, to encour age broad-
based c It' zen I nvo i vement I n the elect Ion process. I am,
however, ph I I osoph I ca , J Y opposed to spend I ng pub I , c tax money on
political campaigns.

.Ï\cereiy,"t~~
Tim Hili
King County Execut I ve

Attachment

cc: Kl ng County Counc i i members
ATTN: . Ca I Hoggard: Program D I rector

Jerry Peterson, Counc I i Adm I n I strator

.~
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Attachment 3

to the Washington State Legislature

Chapter 2, Laws of 1993

FAIR CAMPAIGN PRACTICES ACT

Approved by the

People of the State of Washington

in the General Election on

November 3, 1992

ORIGINALLY FILED

June 12, 1991

Secretary of State
State of Washington

to1



1

2

3

4

5

AN ACT Relating to the regulation of political contributions and

campaign expenditures; amending RCW 42.17.095/42.17.125/42.17.510/

41.04.230/ 42.17.180/ 42.17.390/ and 42.17.240; adding new seètions

to chapter 42.17 RCW; creating new sections; repealing RCW
42.17.243; and prescribing penalties.

6 BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON:

7

8

PART I
FINDINGS AN INTENT

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

See: 1. FINDINGS. The people of the state ofNEW SECTION.

Washington find and declare that:

(1) The financial strength of certain individuals or
organizations should not permit them to exercise a disproportionate

or controlling influence on the election of candidates.

(2) Rapidly increasing political campaign costs have led many

candidates to raise larger percentages of money from special

interests with a specific financial stake in matters before state

1 134. SL

~



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

government. This has caused the public perception that decisions of
elected officials are being improperly influenced by monetary

contributions.
(3) Candidates are raising less money in small contributions

from individuals and more money from special interests. This has

created the public perception that individuals have an insignificant

role to play in the political process.

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

Sec. 2 . By limiting campaignNEW SECTION. INTENT.

contributions, the people intend to:

(1) Ensure that individuals and interest groups have fair and

equal opportunity to influence elective and governmental processes ¡

(2) Reduce the influence of large organizational contributors ¡

and
(3) Restore public trust in governmental institutions and the

electoral process.

16

17

PART II

DEFINITIONS

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

DEFINITIONS. The definitions of RCW

4 through 19 of this act except as

Unless the context clearly requires

this section apply throughout sections

NEW SECTION. Sec. 3.

42.17.020 apply to sections
modified by this section.
otherwise, the definitions in

4 through 19 of this act.

(1) "Authorized committee" means the political committee

authorized by a candidate, or by the state official against whom

recall charges have been filed, to accept contributions or make

expenditures on behalf of the candidate or state official.

(2) "Bona fide political party" means:

(a) An organization that has filed a valid certificate of

nomination with the secretary of state under chapter 29.24 RCW¡ or

(b) The governing body of the state organization of a major

political party, as defined in RCW 29.01.090, which is the body

authorized by the charter or bylaws of the party to exercise

2 134. SL
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1 authority on behalf of the state party; or
2 (c) The county central committee or legislative district
3 committee of a major political party.

4 (3) "Candidate" means an individual seeking nomination for
5 election or seeking election to a state office. An individual is
6 deemed to be seeking nomination for election or seeking election

7 when the individual first:
8 (a) Announces publicly or files for the office;
9 (b) Purchases commercial advertising space or broadcast time to

10 promote his or her candidacy;
11 (c) Receives contributions or makes expenditures for facilities
12 with intent to promote his or her candidacy for the office; or

13 (d) Gives his or her consent to another person to take on
14 behalf of the individual any of the actions in (b) or (c) of this
15 subsection.
16 (4) "Caucus of the state legislature" means the caucus of
17 members of a maj or political party in the state house of
18 representatives or in the state senate.
19 (5) (a) "Contribution" includes a loan, gift, deposit,
20 subscription, forgiveness of indebtedness, donation, advance,

21 pledge, payment, transfer of funds between political committees, or
22 transfer of anything of value, including personal and professional

23 services for less than full consideration.
24 (b) Subject to further definition by the commission,
25 "contribution" does not include the following:
26 (i) Interest on money deposited in a political committee's
27 account;

28 (ii) Ordinary home hospitality;
29 (iii) A contribution received by a candidate or political
30 committee that is returned to the contributor within five business
31 days of the date on which it is received by the candidate or

32 political committee;

33 (iv) An expenditure or contribution earmarked for voter
34 registration, for absentee ballot information, for precinct

35 caucuses, for get-out-the-vote campaigns, for precinct judges or
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1 inspectors, for sample ballots, or for ballot counting, all without
2 promotion of or political advertising for individual candidates¡

3 (v) A news item, feature, commentary, or editorial in a
4 regularly scheduled news medium that is of primary interest to the

5 general public, that is in a news medium controlled by a person

6 whose primary business is that news medium, and that is not
7 controlled by a candidate or political committee ¡

8 (vi) An expenditure by a political committee for its own
9 internal organization or fund raising without direct association

10 with individual candidates¡
11 (vii) An internal political communication primarily limited to
12 the contributors to a political party organization or political
13 action committee, or the officers, management staff, and
14 stockholders of a corporation or similar enterprise, or the members

15 of a labor organization or other membership organization¡

16 (viii) The rendering of personal services of the sort commonly

17 performed by volunteer campaign workers, or incidental expenses

18 personally incurred by volunteer campaign workers not in excess of

19 fifty dollars personally paid for by the worker. "Volunteer
20 services," for the purposes of this section, means services or labor

21 for which the individual is not compensated by any person and that

22 are performed outside the individual' s norm~l working hours ¡ or

23 (ix) Legal or accounting services rendered to or on behalf of:
24 (A) A political party or caucus of the state legislature if the
25 person paying for the services is the regular employer of the person
26 rendering such services ¡ or
27 (B) A candidate or an authorized committee if the person paying
28 for the services is the regular employer of the individual rendering

29 the services and if the services are solely for the purpose of

30 ensuring compliance with state election or public disclosure laws.
31 (c) - Contributions other than money or its equivalent are deemed
32 to have a monetary value equivalent to the fair market value of the

33 contribution.
34 (d) Sums paid for tickets to fund-raising events such as
35 dinners and parties are contributions, except for the actual cost of
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1 the consumables furnished at the event.

2 (e) An expenditure made by a person in cooperation,
3 consultation, or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of,

4 a candidate, a political committee, or their agents, is considered

5 to be a contribution to such candidate or political committee.

6 (f) The financing by a person of the dissemination,
7 distribution, or republication, in whole or in part, of broadcast,

8 written, graphic, or other form of political advertising prepared by

9 a candidate, a political committee, or its authorized agent, is

10 considered to be a contribution to the candidate or political
11 committee.

12 (6) "Election" means a primary or a general or special election
13 in which a candidate is on the ballot.
14 (7) "Election cycle" means the period beginning on the first
15 day of December after the date of the last previous general election
16 for the office that the candidate seeks and ending on November 30th

17 after the next election for the office. In the case of a special
18 election to fill a vacancy in an office, "election cycle" means the

19 period beginning on the day the vacancy occurs and ending on

20 November 30th after the special election.
21 (8) "General election" means the election that results in the
22 election of a person to a state office. It does not include a

23 primary.
24 (9) "Immediate family" means a candidates's spouse, and any
25 child, stepchild, grandchild, parent, stepparent, grandparent,

26 brother, half-brother, sister, or half-sister of the candidate and

27 the spouse of any such person and any child, stepchild, grandchild,

28 parent, stepparent, grandparent, brother, half-brother, sister, or
29 half-sister of the candidate's spouse and the spouse of any such

30 person.
31 (10) "Independent expenditure" means an "expenditure" as
32 defined in RCW 42.17.020 that has each of the following elements:

33 (a) It is made in support of or in opposition to a candidate

34 for office by a person who is not (i) a candidate for that office,
35 (ii) an authorized committee of that candidate for that office,
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1 (iii) a person who has received the candidate's encouragement or

2 approval to make the expenditure, if the expenditure pays in whole

3 or in part for any political advertising supporting that candidate

4 or promoting the defeat of any other candidate or candidates for

5 that office, or (iv) a person with whom the candidate has
6 collaborated for the purpose of making the expenditure, if the

7 expenditure pays in whole or in part for any political advertising

8 supporting that candidate or promoting the defeat of any other

9 candidate or candidates for that office;

10 (b) The expenditure pays in whole or in part for any political
11 advertising that either specifically names the candidate supported

12 or opposed, or clearly and beyond any doubt identifies the candidate

13 without using the candidate's name; and
14 (c) The expenditure, alone or in conjunction with another
15 expenditure or other expenditures of the same person in support of
16 or opposition to that candidate, has a value of five hundred dollars
17 or more. A series of expenditures, each of which is under five
18 hundred dollars, constitutes one independent expenditure if their
19 cumulative value is five hundred dollars or more.
20 (11) (a) "Intermediary" means an individual who transmits a
21 contribution to a candidate or committee from another person unless

22 the contribution is from the individual's employer, immediate

23 family, or an association to which the individual belongs.
24 (b) A treasurer or a candidate is not an intermediary for
25 purpose of the committee that the treasurer or candidate serves.
26 (c) A professional fund raiser is not an intermediary if the
27 fund raiser is compensated for fund-raising services at the usual

28 and customary rate.
29 (d) A volunteer hosting a fund-raising event at the
3 0 individual's home is not an intermediary for purposes of that event.

31 (12) "Person" includes:
32 (a) An individual;
33 (b) A partnership, limited partnership, public or private
34 corporation, or j oint venture;
35 (c) A nonprofit corporation, organization, or association,
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1 including but not limited to, a national, state, or local labor
2 union or collective bargaining organization and a national, state,

3 or local trade or professional association;

4 (d) A federal, state, or local governmental entity or agency,

5 however constituted;

6 (e) A candidate, committee, political committee, bona fide
7 political party, or executive committee thereof; and

8 (f) Any other organization or group of persons, however
9 organi zed.

10 (13) "Primary" means the procedure for nominating a candidate
11 to state office under chapter 29.18 or 29.21 RCW or any other

12 primary for an election which uses, in large measure, the procedures
13 established in chapter 29.18 or 29.21 RCW.

14 (14) "Recall campaign" means the period of time beginning on
15 the date of the filing of recall charges under RCW 29.82.015 and

16 ending thirty days after the recall election.
17 (15) "State legislative office" means the office of a member of
18 the state house of representatives and the office of a member of the

19 state senate.
20 (16) "State office" means state legislative office or the
21 office of governor, lieutenant governor, secretary of state,

22 attorney general, commissioner of public lands, insurance
23 commissioner, superintendent of public instruction, state auditor,
24 or state treasurer.
25 (17) "State official" means a person who holds a state office.

26 PART III
27 CONTRIBUTIONS
28 NEW SECTION. See. 4. CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION LIMITS. (1) No
29 person, other than a bona fide political party or a caucus of the
30 state legislature, may make contributions to a candidate for a state

31 legislative office that in the aggregate exceed five hundred dollars

32 or to a candidate for a state office other than a state legislative
33 office that in the aggregate exceed one thousand dollars for each
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1 election in which the candidate is on the ballot or appears as a

2 write-in candidate. Contributions made with respect to a primary

3 may not be made after the date of the primary. Contributions made

4 with respect to a general election may not be made after the final

5 day of the applicable election cycle.

6 (2) No person, other than a bona fide political party or a
7 caucus of the state legislature, may make contributions to a state

8 official against whom recall charges have been filed, or to a

9 political committee having the expectation of making expenditures in

10 support of the recall of the state official, during a recall
11 campaign that in the aggregate exceed five hundred dollars if for a
12 state legislative office or one thousand dollars if for a state
13 office other than a state legislative office.
14 (3) (a) Notwithstanding subsection (1) of this section, no bona
15 fide political party or caucus of the state legislature may make

16 contributions to a candidate during an election cycle that in the
17 aggregate exceed (i) fifty cents multiplied by the number of

18 eligible registered voters in the jurisdiction from which the

19 candidate is elected if the contributor is a caucus of the state
20 legislature or the governing body of a state organization, or (ii)

21 twenty-five cents multiplied by the number of registered voters in
22 the jurisdiction from which the candidate is elected if the
23 contributor is a county central committee or a legislative district
24 committee.

25 (b) No candidate may accept contributions from a county central
26 committee or a legislative district committee during an election

27 cycle that when combined with contributions from other county

28 central committees or legislative district committees would in the

29 aggregate exceed twenty-five cents times the number of registered
30 voters in the jurisdiction from which the candidate is elected.

31 (4) (a) Notwithstanding subsection (2) of this section, no bona
32 fide political party or caucus of the state legislature may make

33 contributions to a state official against whom recall charges have

34 been filed, or to a political committee having the expectation of

35 making expenditures in support of the state official, during a
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1 recall campaign that in the aggregate exceed (i) fifty cents

2 multiplied by the number of eligible registered voters in the

3 jurisdiction entitled to recall the state official if the
4 contributor is a caucus of the state legislature of the governing

5 body of a state organization, or (ii) twentý-five cents multiplied
6 by the number of registered voters in the jurisdiction from which
7 the candidate is elected if the contributor is a county central

8 committee or a legislative district committee.

9 (b) No state official against whom recall charges have been
10 filed, no authorized committee of the official, and no political

11 committee having the expectation of making expenditures in support
12 of the recall of a state official may accept contributions from a

13 county central committee or a legislative district committee or a
14 legislative district committee during an election cycle that when

15 combined with contributions from other county central committees or
16 legislative district committees would in the aggregate exceed

17 twenty-five cents multiplied by the number of registered voters in
18 the jurisdiction from which the candidate is elected.

19 (5) Notwithstanding subsections (1) through (4) of this
20 section, no person other than an individual, bona fide political
21 party, or caucus of the state legislature may make contributions

22 reportable under this chapter to a caucus of the state legislature
23 that in the aggregate exceed five hundred dollars in a calendar year

24 or to a bona fide political party that in the aggregate exceed two

25 thousand five hundred dollars in a calendar year. This subsection
26 does not apply to loans made in the ordinary course of business.
27 (6) For the purposes of sections 4 through 19 of this act, a
28 contribution to the authorized political committee of a candidate,

29 or of a state official against whom recall charges have been filed,

30 is considered to be a contribution to the candidate or state

31 officïal.
32 (7) A contribution received within the twelve-month period
33 after a recall election concerning a state office is considered to

34 be a contribution during that recall campaign if the contribution is
35 used to pay a debt or obligation incurred to influence the outcome
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1 of that recall campaign.

2 (8) The contributions allowed by subsection (2) of this section

3 are in addition to those allowed by subsection (1) of this section,

4 and the contributions allowed by subsection (4) of this section are

5 in addition to tnose allowed by subsection (3) of this section.

6 (9) Sections 4 through 19 of this act apply to a special
7 election conducted to fill a vacancy in a state office. However,

8 the contributions made to a candidate or received by a candidate for

9 a primary or special election conducted to fill such a vacancy shall

10 not be counted toward any of the limitations that apply to the
11 candidate or to contributions made to the candidate for any other
12 primary or election.
13 (10) Notwithstanding the other subsections of this section, no
14 corporation or business entity not doing business in Washington

15 state, no labor union with fewer than ten members who reside in

16 Washington state, and no political committee that has not received
17 contributions of ten dollars or more from at least ten persons

18 registered to vote in Washington state during the preceding one

19 hundred eighty days may make contributions reportable under this
20 chapter to a candidate, to a state official against whom recall

21 charges have been filed, or to a political committee having the

22 expectation of making expenditures in support of the recall of the
23 official. This subsection does not apply to loans made in the

24 ordinary course of business.
25 (11) Notwithstanding the other subsections of this section, no
26 county central committee or legislative district committee may make

27 contributions reportable under this chapter to a candidate, state
28 official against whom recall charges have been filed, or political

29 committee having the expectation of making expenditures in support
30 of the recall of a state official if the county central committee or

31 legislative district committee is outside of the jurisdiction

32 entitled to elect the candidate or recall the state official.
33 (12) No person: may accept contributions that exceed the
34 contribution limitations provided in this section.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

NEW SECTION. See. 5. ATTRIBUTION AND AGGREGATION OF FAMILY

CONTRIBUTIONS. (1) Contributions by a husband and wife are

considered separate contributions.
(2) Contributions by unemancipated children under eighteen

years of age are considered contributions by their parents and are

attributed proportionately to each parent. Fifty percent of the

contributions are attributed to each parent or, in the case of a

single custodial parent, the total amount is attributed to the

parent.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

NEW SECTION. See. 6. ATTRIBUTION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY
CONTROLLED ENTITIES. For purposes of this chapter:

(1) A contribution by a political committee with funds that

have all been contributed by one person who exercises exclusive

control over the distribution of the funds of the political
committee is a contribution by the controlling person.

(2) Two or more entities are treated as a single entity if one

of the two or more entities is a subsidiary, branch, or department

of a corporation or a local unit, branch, or affiliate of a trade

association, labor union, or collective bargaining association. All
contributions made by a person or political committee whose

contribution or expenditure activity is financed, maintained, or

controlled by a trade association, labor union, collective
bargaining organization, or the local unit of a trade association,

labor union, or collective bargaining organization are considered

made by the same person or entity.

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

NEW SECTION. See. 7. AllATTRIBUTION OF CONTRIBUTIONS.

contributions made by a person or entity, either directly or

indirectly, to a candidate, to a state official against whom recall

charges have been filed, or to a political committee, are considered

to be contributions from that person or entity to the candidate,

state official, or political committee, as are contributions that

are in any way earmarked or otherwise directed through an
intermediary or conduit to the candidate, state official, or

11 134. SL

'li



1 political committee. For the purposes of this section, "earmarked"

2 means a designation, instruction, or encumbrance, whether direct or

3 indirect, expressed or implied, or oral or written, that is intended

4 to result in or does result in all or any part of a contribution

5 being made to a certain candidate or state official. If a conduit

6 or intermediary exercises any direction or control over the choice

7 of the recipient candidate or state official, the contribution is

8 considered to be by both the original contributor and the conduit or

9 intermediary.

10 NEW SECTION. Sec. 8. LIMITATIONS ON EMPLOYERS OR LABOR
11 ORGANIZATIONS. (1) No employer or labor organization may increase
12 the salary of an officer or employee, or give an emolument to an

13 officer, employee, or other person or entity, with the intention

14 that the increase in salary, or the emolument, or a part of it, be
15 contributed or spent to support or oppose a candidate, state

16 official against whom recall charges have been filed, political

17 party, or political committee.

18 (2) No employer or labor organization may discriminate against
19 an officer or employee in the terms or conditions of employment for

20 (a) the failure to contribute to, (b) the failure in any way to

21 support or oppose, or (c) in any way supporting or opposing a

22 candidate, ballot proposition, political party, or political
23 committee.

24 (3) No employer or other person or entity responsible for the
25 disbursement of funds in payment of wages or salaries may withhold
26 or divert a portion of an employee's wages or salaries for
27 contributions to political committees or for use as political
28 contributions except upon the written request of the employee. The
29 request must be made on a form prescribed by the commission

30 informing the employee of the prohibition against employer and labor
31 organization discrimination described in subsection (2) of this
32 section. The request is valid for no more than twelve months from

33 the date it is made by the employee.

34 (4) Each person or entity who withholds contributions under
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1 subsection (3) of this section shall maintain open for public

2 inspection for a period of no less than three years, during normal

3 business hours, documents and books of accounts that shall include

4 a copy of each employee's request, the amounts and dates funds were

5 actually withheld, and the amounts and dates funds were transferred

6 to a political committee. Copies of such information shall be

7 delivered to the commission upon request.

8 NEW SECTION. See. 9. CHANGING MONETARY LIMITS. At the
9 beginning of each even-numbered calendar year, the commission shall

10 increase or decrease all dollar amounts in this chapter based on

11 changes in economic conditions as reflected in the inflationary
12 index used by the commission under RCW 42.17.370. The new dollar

13 amounts established by the commission under this section shall be
14 rounded off by the commission to amounts as judged most convenient

15 for public understanding and so as to be within ten percent of the

16 target amount equal to the base amount provided in this chapter

17 multiplied by the increase in the inflationary index since the
18 effective date of this act.

19 NEW SECTION. See. 10. CONTRIBUTIONS FROM BEFORE EFFECTIVE
20 DATE OF ACT. Contributions made and received before the effective
21 date of this act are considered to be contributions under sections

22 4 through 19 of this act. Monetary contributions that exceed the

23 contribution limitations and that have not been spent by the
24 recipient of the contribution by the effective date of this act must
25 be disposed of in accordance with RCW 42.17.095.

26 NEW SECTION. See. 11. TIME LIMIT FOR STATE OFFICIAL TO
27 SOLICIT OR ACCEPT CONTRIBUTIONS. During the period beginning on the

28 thirtieth day before the date a regular legislative session convenes

29 and continuing thirty days past the date of final adjournment, and

30 during the period beginning on the date a special legislative
31 session convenes and continuing through the date that session
32 adj ourns, no state official or a person employed by or acting on
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1

2

3

behalf of a state official or state legislator may solicit or accept

contributions to a public office fund, to a candidate or authorized

committee, or to retire a campaign debt.

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

(1) A loan isNEW SECTION. Sec. 12. RESTRICTION ON LOANS.

considered to be a contribution from the maker and the guarantor of

the loan and is subject to the contribution limitations of this

chapter.
(2) A loan to a candidate or the candidate committee must be by

wri t ten agreement.
(3) The proceeds of a loan made to a candidate:

(a) By a commercial lending institution;

(b) Made in the regular course of business;

(c) On the same terms ordinarily available to members of the

public; and

(d) That is secured or guaranteed,

are not subj ect to the contribution limits of this chapter.

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

NEW SECTION. Sec. 13. CONTRIBUTIONS ON BEHALF OF ANOTHER.

(1) A person, other than an individual, may not be an intermediary

or an agent for a contribution.

(2) An individual may not make a contribution on behalf of

another person or entity, or while acting as the intermediary or

agent of another person or entity, without disclosing to the

recipient of the contribution both his or her full name, street

address, occupation, name of employer, if any, or place of business

if self-employed, and the same information for each contributor for

whom the individual serves as intermediary or agent.

27

28

29

30

31

32

NEW SECTION. Sec. 14. CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS REQUIRED TO BE BY

WRITTEN INSTRUMENT. (1) An individual may not make a contribution

of more than fifty dollars, other than an in-kind contribution,

except by a written instrument containing the name of the donor and

the name of the payee.

(2) A committee may not make a contribution, other than in-
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1

2

kind, except by a written instrument containing the name of the

donor and the name of the payee.

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

NEW SECTION. Sec. 15. SOLICITATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES. (1) No state official or state official's

agent may knowingly solicit, directly or indirectly, a contribution

from an employee in the state official's agency.

(2) No state official or state employee may provide an
advantage or disadvantage to an employee or applicant for employment

in the classified civil service concerning the applicant's or

employee's:
(a) Employment;

(b) Conditions of employment; or

(c) Application for employment,

based on the employee's or applicant's contribution or promise to

contribute or failure to make a contribution or contribute to a

political party or committee.

17

18

19

20

21

22

NEW SECTION. Sec. 16. AGENCY SHOP FEES AS CONTRIBUTIONS. A

labor organization may not use agency shop fees paid by an
indi vidual who is not a member of the organization to make

contributions or expenditures to influence an election or to operate

a political committee, unless affirmatively authorized by the

individual.

23

24

25

26

27

28

NEW SECTION. Sec. 17. SOLICITATION FOR ENDORSEMENT FEES. A

person or entity may not solicit from a candidate, committee,

political party, or other person or entíty money or other property

as a condition or consideration for an endorsement, article, or

other communication in the news media promoting or opposing a

candidate, committee, or political party.

29

30

31

Sec. 18. ANEW SECTION. REIMBURSEMENT FOR CONTRIBUTIONS.

person or entity may not, directly or indirectly, reimburse another

person or entity for a contribution to a candidate, committee, or
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1 political party.

2 NEW SECTION. See. 19. PROHIBITION ON USE OF CONTRIBUTIONS FOR

3 A DIFFERENT OFFICE. (1) Except as provided in subsection (2) of
4 this section, a candidate committee may not use or permit the use of

5 contributions solicited for or received by the candidate committee

6 to further the candidacy of the individual for an office other than

7 the office designated on the statement of organization. A
8 contribution solicited for or received on behalf of the candidate is

9 considered solicited or received for the candidacy for which the

10 individual is then a candidate if the contribution is solicited or
11 received before the general elections for which the candidate is a
12 nominee or is unopposed.

13 (2) With the written approval of the contributor, a candidate
14 committee may use or permit the use of contributions solicited for
15 or received by the candidate committee from that contributor to

16 further the candidacy of the individual for an office other than the
17 office designated on the statement of organization.

18 See. 20. TRASFER OF FUNDS--USE OF FUNDS FOR OTHER OFFICE
19 ELIMINATED. RCW 42.17.095 and 1982 c 147 s 8 are each amended to
20 read as follows:
21 The surplus funds of a candidate, or of a political committee
22 supporting or opposing a candidate, may only be disposed of in any
23 one or more of the following ways:
24 (1) Return the surplus to a contributor in an amount not to
25 exceed that contributor's original contribution¡
26 (2) Transfer the surplus to the candidate's personal account as
27 reimbursement for lost earnings incurred as a result of that

28 candidate's election campaign. Such lost earnings shall be
29 verifiable as unpaid salary or, when the candidate is not salaried,

30 as an amount not to exceed income received by the candidate for

31 services rendered during an appropriate, corresponding time period.
32 All lost earnings incurred shall be documented and a record thereof

33 shall be maintained by the candidate or the candidate's political
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1 committee. The committee shall include a copy of such record when
2 its expenditure for such reimbursement is reported pursuant to RCW

3 42.17.090;

4 (3) Transfer the surplus to ((onc or morc candidatcs or to)) a

5 political ((committce or)) party or to a caucus of the state

6 legislature;
7 (4) Donate the surplus to a charitable organization registered

8 in accordance with chapter 19.09 RCW;

9 (5) Transmit the surplus to the state treasurer for deposit in

10 the general fund; or
11 (6) Hold the surplus in the campaign depository or depositories
12 designated in accordance with RCW 42.17.050 for possible use in a

13 future election campaign ( (, for political activity, for community

14 acti vi ty, or for nonrcimburscd public officc rclatcd cxpcnscs)) for
15 the same office last sought by the candidate and report any such

16 disposition in accordance with RCW 42.17.090: PROVIDED, That if the

17 candidate subsequently announces or publicly files for office,

18 information as appropriate is reported to the commission in
19 accordance with RCW 42.17.040 .through 42.17.090.. If a subsequent

20 office is not sought the surplus held shall be disposed of in

21 accordance with the requirements of this section.
22 (7) No candidate or authorized committee may transfer funds to
23 any other candidate or other political committee.

24 See. 21. CANDIDATE PERSONAL FUND LOANS LIMITED. RCW 42.17.125

25 and 1989 c 280 s 12 are each amended to read as follows:
26 Contributions received and reported in accordance with RCW
27 42.17.060 through 42.17.090 may only be transferred to the personal
28 account of a candidate, or of a treasurer or other individual or
29 expended for such individual's personal use under the following
30 circumstances:

31 (1) Reimbursement for or loans to cover lost earnings incurred
32 as a result of campaigning or services performed for the committee.

33 Such lost earnings shall be verifiable as unpaid salary, or when the
34 individual is not salaried, as an amount not to exceed income
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1 recei ved by the indi vidual for services rendered during an

2 appropriate, corresponding time period. All lost earnings incurred

3 shall be documented and a record thereof shall be maintained by the

4 individual or the individual's political committee. The committee

5 shall include a copy of such record when its expenditure for such

6 reimbursement is reported pursuant to RCW 42.17.090.

7 (2) Reimbursement for direct out-of-pocket election campaign

8 and postelection campaign related expenses made by the individual.

9 To receive reimbursement from the political committee, the
10 individual shall provide the committee with written documentation as

11 to the amount, date, and description of each expense, and the

12 committee shall include a copy of such information when its
.13 expenditure for such reimbursement is reported pursuant to RCW

14 42.17.090.

15 (3) Repayment of loans made by the individual to political
16 committees, which repayment shall be reported pursuant to RCW

17 42.17.090. However, contributions may not be used to reimburse a

18 candidate for loans totaling more than three thousand dollars made

19 by the candidate to the candidate's own authorized committee or

20 campaign.

21 PART iv
22 INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURES

23 See. 22. INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURE ADVERTISING DISCLOSURE. RCW

24 42.17.510 and 1984 c 216 s 1 are each amended to read as follows:
25 (1) All written political advertising, whether relating to
26 candidates or ballot propositions, shall include the sponsor's name

27 and address. All radio and television political advertising,
28 whether relating to candidates or ballot propositions, shall include
29 the sponsor's name. The use of an assumed name shall be unlawful.

30 The party with which a candidate files shall be clearly identified
31 in political advertising for partisan office.
32 (2) In addition to the materials required by subsection (1) of
33 this section, all political advertising undertaken as an independent
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1 expenditure by a person or entity other than a party organization

2 must include the following statement on the communication "NOTICE TO

3 VOTERS (Required by law): This advertisement is not authorized or

4 approved by any candidate. It is paid for by (name. address. city.

5 state) . " If the advertisement is undertaken by a nonindividual.

6 then the following notation must also be included: "Top Five

7 Contributors." followed by a listing of the names of the five

8 persons or entities making the largest contributions reportable

9 under this chapter during the twelve-month period before the date of

10 the advertisement.

11 (3) The statements and listings of contributors required by
12 subsections (1) and (2) of this section shall:
13 (a) Appear on each page or fold of the written communication in
14 at least ten-point type. or in type at least ten percent of the
15 largest size type used in a written communication directed at more

16 than one voter; such as a billboard or poster. whichever is larger;
17 (b) Not be subject to the half-tone or screening process;
18 (c) Be in a printed or drawn box set apart from any other
19 printed matter; and
20 (d) Be clearly spoken on any broadcast advertisement.
21 ~ Political yard signs are exempt from the requirement of
22 subsectionQ (1) and (2) of this section that the name and address of
23 the sponsor of political advertising be listed on the advertising.
24 In addition, the public disclosure commission shall, by rule, exempt

25 from the identification requirements of subsectionQ (1) and (2) of

26 this section forms of political advertising such as campaign

27 buttons, balloons, pens, pencils, sky-writing, inscriptions, and
28 other forms of advertising where identification is impractical.
29 ((-8)) 1. For the purposes of this section, "yard sign" means

30 any outdoor sign with dimensions no greater than eight feet by four
31 feet.

32 NEW SECTION. See. 23. INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURE DISCLOSURE. A

33 person or entity other than a party organization making an
34 independent expenditure by mailing one thousand or more identical or

19 134. SL

iLp



1 nearly identical cumulative pieces of political advertising in a
2 single calendar year shall, within two working days after the date

3 of the mailing, file a statement disclosing the number of pieces in

4 the mailing and an example of the mailed political advertising with

5 the election officer of the county or residence for the candidate

6 supported or opposed by the independent campaign expenditure or, in

7 the case of an expenditure made in support of or in opposition to a

8 ballot proposition, the county of residence for the person making

9 the expenditure.

10 PART V
11 USE OF PUBLIC FUNS OR OFFICE FOR POLITICAL PURPOSES

12 NEW SECTION. See. 24. Public funds, whether derived through
13 taxes, fees, penalties, or any other sources, shall not be used to

14 finance political campaigns for state or local office.

15 NEW SECTION. See. 25. FRAKING PRIVILEGE LIMITED. During the
16 twelve-month period preceding the expiration of a state legislator's
17 term in office, no incumbent to that office may mail to a
18 constituent at public expense a letter, newsletter, brochure, or
19 other piece of literature that is not in direct response to that
20 constituent's request for a response or for information. However,

21 one mailing mailed within thirty days after the start of a regular
22 legislative session and one mailing mailed within sixty days after

23 the end of a regular legislative session of identical newsletters to
24 constituents are permitted. A violation of this section constitutes
25 use of the facilities of a public office for the purpose of
26 assisting a campaign under RCW 42.17.130.

27 The house of representatives and senate shall specifically
28 limit expenditures per member for the total cost of mailings,

29 including but not limited to production costs, printing costs, and
30 postage.

31 See. 26. STATE PAYROLL POLITICAL CHECK-OFF ELIMINATED. RCW
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1 41.04.230 and 1988 c 107 s 19 are each amended to read as follows:

2 Any official of the state authorized to disburse funds in
3 payment of salaries and wages of public officers or employees is

4 authorized, upon written request of the officer or employee, to

5 deduct from the salaries or wages of the officers or employees, the

6 amount or amounts of subscription payments, premiums, contributions,

7 or continuation thereof, for payment of the following:

8 (1) Credit union deductions: PROVIDED, That the credit union

9 is or9anized solely for public employees: AND PROVIDED FURTHER,

10 That twenty-five or more employees ofa single state agency or a
11 total of one hundred or more state employees of several agencies

12 have authorized such a deduction for payment to the same credit
13 union.
14 (2) Parking fee deductions: PROVIDED, That payment is made for

15 parking facilities furnished by the agency or by the department of

16 general administration.
17 (3) U.S. savings bond deductions: PROVIDED, That a person
18 within the particular agency shall be appointed to act as trustee.
19 The trustee will receive all contributions i purchase and deliver all
20 bond certificates i and keep such records and furnish such bond or

21 security as will render full accountability for all bond
22 contributions.
23 (4) Board, lodging or uniform deductions when such board,
24 lodging and uniforms are furnished by the state, or deductions for
25 academic tuitions or fees or scholarship contributions payable to
26 the employing institution.
27 (5) Dues and other fees deductions: PROVIDED, That the
28 deduction is for payment of membership dues to any professional

29 organization formed primarily for public employees or college and
30 university professors: AND PROVIDED, FURTHER, That twenty-five or

31 more employees of a single state agency, or a total of one hundred
32 or more state employees of several agencies have authorized such a

33 deduction for payment to the same professional organization.
34 (6) Labor or employee organization dues may be deducted in the
35 event that a payroll deduction is not provided under a collective
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1 bargaining agreement under the provisions of RCW 41.06.150:

2 PROVIDED, That twenty-five or more officers or employees of a single

3 agency, or a total of one hundred or more officers or employees of

4 several agencies have authorized such a deduction for payment to the

5 same labor or employee organization: PROVIDED, FURTHER, That labor

6 or employee organizations with five hundred or more members in state

7 government may have payroll deduction for employee benefit programs.

8 (7) ((Voluntary deductions for political committees duly
9 registered .vith the public disclosure commission and/or the federal

10 election commission. PROVIDED, That t"venty fi'vT or more officers or
11 employees of a single agency or a total of one hundred or more

12 officers or employees of several agencies have authorized such a

13 deduction for pa~~ent to the same political committee.
14 +&)) Insurance contributions to the authority for payment of
15 premiums under contracts authorized by the state health care
16 authority.
17 Deductions from salaries and wages of public officers and
18 employees other than those enumerated in this section or by other
19 law, may be authorized by the director of financial management for

20 purposes clearly related to state employment or goals and objectives

21 of the agency and for plans authorized by the state health care

22 authority.
23 The authority to make deductions from the salaries and wages of
24 public officers and employees as provided for in this section shall

25 be in addition to such other authority as may be provided by law:

26 PROVIDED, That the state or any department, division, or separate
27 agency of the state shall not be liable to any insurance carrier or
28 contractor for the failure to make or transmit any such deduction.

29 PART VI
30 POLITICAL EXPENDITURE AN CONTRIBUTION REPORTING

31 Sec. 27. INDEPENDENT EXPENDITURE ANNUAL REPORTING. RCW
32 42.17.180 and 1990 c 139 s 4 are each amended to read as follows:
33 (1) Every employer of a lobbyist registered under this chapter
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