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San Franciscans have the opportunity in November to decide on whether to require 

greater disclosure of money spent to influence City Hall or to influence voters. In 

the past, San Francisco voters have overwhelmingly supported greater disclosure, 

but a review of spending to influence City Hall shows that critically important gaps 

remain. Even the ability to track spending faces significant gaps. 

Friends of Ethics undertook an investigation into what we can know, what we still 

don’t know, and what is important. The starting point is tracking money spent to 

lobby City Hall over land use decisions.  

All data is for the first six months of 2019, when five new supervisors took office 

and as Mayor Breed completes a year but readies for an election for a full four-year 

term. 

Over one million dollars a month was paid or promised to lobbyists and permit 

consultants or contributed at the request of city decision-makers to influence 

approvals of land use decisions in the first six months of 2019. This six-figure 

number does not include campaign contributions to candidates or ballot measures. 

Influence spending on land use amounted to half of all the money spent or promised 

during that period to influence City Hall decisions.  

Type of Expenditure 
Payments 

Made 
Total Amount 

(USD) 
% Payments 

Made 
% Total 
Amount 

Contact Lobbyist 2824 $        6,712,115.37 69.69% 52.33% 

First Quarter 1541 $        3,352,460.60 38.03% 26.14% 

Second Quarter 1283 $        3,359,654.77 31.66% 26.19% 

Permit Consultant 1056 $        2,679,584.94 26.97% 21.36% 

First Quarter 586 $        1,417,736.36 15.40% 11.05% 

Second Quarter 498 $        1,321,782.45 11.57% 10.31% 

Behest Payments 43 $        2,240,476.51 1.06% 17.47% 

First Quarter 13 $            840,000.00 0.32% 6.55% 

Second Quarter 30 $        1,400,476.51 0.74% 10.92% 

Expenditure Lobbyist 87 $        1,104,233.72 2.15% 8.61% 

First Quarter 29 $            180,916.20 0.72% 1.41% 

Second Quarter 58 $            923,317.52 1.43% 7.20% 

Major Developer 5 $              30,250.00 0.12% 0.24% 

First Quarter 5 $              30,250.00 0.12% 0.24% 

Grand Total 4052 $      12,766,660.54 100.00% 100.00% 

Table 1. Total Spent or Promised by Lobbyist Type 2019-I 
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Tracking spending requires the public to sort through several data files and, 

importantly, does not include the outcome accomplished from lobbying, behest 

payments, expenditure spending or permit assistance. Also, it is important to note 

that many of the spending disclosures are not complete since some lobbyist report 

the value per hour paid in the contract but not the total hours used, causing a bias 

towards reducing actual expenditure as the total amount spend is not visible. All 

these difficulties will be fully addressed at the end of this document. 

Spending tied to city decision-makers are projected to more than double in the 

second half of 2019 as a result of campaign spending and a new rule that opens to 

public view city officials asking for contributions to ballot measures or 

committees. This estimated increase does not include campaign contributions unless 

a city official requested the money. 

The data for the first six months of 2019 comes from research undertaken or 

overseen by Friends of Ethics and comes from Ethics and Netfile disclosures for 

contact lobbyists, expenditure lobbyists, permit consultants, Major Developers and 

Behest payments. 

It involves 115 contact lobbyists (paid to directly contact city decision-makers), 34 

permit consultants, and who act on behalf of more than 817 clients.   

Hiring lobbyists to make direct contacts with city decision-makers amounted to 

$6,712,115.37 by 115 registered contact lobbyists, spending on permit consultants 

totaled $2,240,476.51 by 25 permit consultants, spending by two registered 

Expenditure Lobbyists who pay for third parties to influence city decision amounted 

to $1,104,233.72, and spending by Major Developers amounted to $30,250.  

Also included in Friends of Ethics totals are dollars that are tied to city officials who 

decide on approvals are $2,240,476.51 in behest payments, mostly from companies 

seeking City action. This includes $240,000 from AT&T, $155,000 from Google, 

$115,000 from Wells Fargo among 24 other donors. 

Lobbyist compliance with reporting and filing their activity was a significant 

concern, resulting in a requirement that Ethics undertake an annual random audit of 

a lobbyist. That requirement began in 2014, five years ago, but has never been done. 

Ethics says it lacks the resources but has never requested funding in its budget to 

meet this legal requirement.  
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The outcome from influence spending could be documented if there were political 

will because various data fields exist such as Planning Department approvals, 

contract applications and approvals, and other sources but Ethics and other city 

departments have never sought the resources to make the connections, which 

arguably are the most important for voters and the public. 

Voters have insisted on some distance between those paid to influence city contract 

decisions and those making the decisions, but Ethics system of disclosing lobbying 

does not create a data source identifying lobbying for contracts. 

Current city law prohibits contributions from lobbyists or clients seeking a city 

contract or that are from a corporation. However, contributions from clients seeking 

land use decisions such as rezoning doesn’t fall under the prohibition. Also, 

corporations that establish an arms-length entity, for example PG&E’s employee 

committee, funded entirely by PG&E, is exempt from the prohibition. 

Under current rules, lobbyists themselves may not contribute to the campaigns of 

those they lobby or might lobby, or bundle contributions or contribute to travel 

expenses or make gifts 

The law also prohibits campaign contributions from those awarded or seeking 

contracts. 

Voters in November will be asked to decide on proposition that would close the 

loophole on contributions and bundling from clients or other seeking land use 

decisions. 

A money stream flows to city officials, sometimes for their election, sometimes to 

bolster their standing in the community, sometimes for office expenses. Above 

ground the stream can be followed from lobbyists paid to contact city officials, 

lobbyists paid to arrange for nonprofits and others to contact city officials 

(expenditure lobbyists), permit consultants who can help projects obtain permits, 

Major Developers and “behest” contributions made at the specific request of a city 

official to a purpose desired by the official.  

As part of the influence system one can track which officials are contacted, whether 

officials asked and obtained behest payments that were contributed at the direction 

of officials, as well as travel expenses paid for officials. City Supervisors, the Mayor 
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and other officials also are required to maintain calendars of their meetings which 

can be accessed upon a public record request. 

But like streams that flow from a distance, only some of it is above ground. In other 

places it sinks underground out of sight, still ultimately reaching its destination 

where it can make things flourish. Or it may be damned up to prevent this precious 

resource from a less desirable location. 

Following this stream is not a job for those who forget that water always seeks its 

own level, that it will create its own path when necessary in order to flow, pushing 

aside obstacles or simply wearing some down. 

According to the data, the top dollar went to lobbyist Rich Peterson with $1,926,820 

paid or promised in the first half of 2019. David Noyola was a distant second at 

$942,000 and Chris Gruwell ranked third at $905,000. 

Contact Lobbyist 
Payments 

Made 
Total Amount 

% Payments 
Made 

%Total 
Amount 

Peterson, Rich H. 319   $ 1,926,820.00  11.30% 28.71% 
Noyola, David G. 135  $ 942,000.00  4.78% 14.03% 
Gruwell, Chris S. 311  $ 905,000.00  11.01% 13.48% 

Johnston, Karin 106  $ 808,500.00  3.75% 12.05% 
Tourk, Alex 40  $ 418,750.00  1.42% 6.24% 
Anderson, Darius 49  $ 192,000.00  1.74% 2.86% 
Lauter, Samuel 30  $ 180,468.75  1.06% 2.69% 
Guerrero, Cynthia V. 18  $ 144,000.00  0.64% 2.15% 
Ho, David 6  $ 110,000.00  0.21% 1.64% 
New, Janan 26  $ 88,100.00  0.92% 1.31% 
Saini, Ramneek 15  $ 84,775.00  0.53% 1.26% 
Reuben, James 152  $ 77,920.00  5.38% 1.16% 
Catalano, Tuija 50  $ 76,932.50  1.77% 1.15% 
Polacci, Bert 26  $ 62,000.00  0.92% 0.92% 
Frattin, Daniel 79  $ 57,982.00  2.80% 0.86% 
Knight, Jody 415  $ 52,260.00  14.70% 0.78% 
Rocca, Tom 4  $ 52,000.00  0.14% 0.77% 
Lesser, Philip 16  $ 49,000.00  0.57% 0.73% 
Carlson, Dale 6  $ 45,000.00  0.21% 0.67% 
Cassolato, Stefano 19  $ 38,000.00  0.67% 0.57% 
Top 20 Total 1825 $6,311,508.25 64.62% 94.59% 

Table 2. Top 20 Contact Lobbyist Expenditure (Click here to see full detail interactive table) 

https://1drv.ms/x/s!At3TnwyIfOR9ge1ntJaw_UrnTkkgSg?e=o42Rf8
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Permit Consultants 
Payments 

Made 
Total Amount 

% Payments 
Made 

% Total 
Amount 

Bruce Baumann 146  $ 899,470.00  13.30% 33.18% 
Steven Vettel 24  $ 342,359.16  2.19% 12.59% 
Jules Mancilla 2  $ 200,000.00  0.18% 7.36% 
Ilene Dick, Esq. 11  $ 173,302.73  1.00% 6.37% 
Pamela Harris 25  $ 157,120.00  2.28% 5.78% 
Kate McGee 14  $ 156,669.00  1.28% 5.76% 

Mahmoud Larizadeh Jr 24  $ 80,370.63  2.19% 2.96% 
Dale Durrett 8  $ 78,720.00  0.73% 2.90% 
Lawrence Badiner 26  $ 64,700.00  2.37% 2.38% 
David Penn 13  $ 62,770.00  1.18% 2.31% 
Walter Wong 5  $ 49,278.61  0.46% 1.81% 
Nick Cereghino 122  $ 40,295.00  11.11% 1.48% 
Tony Sanchez-Corea 122  $ 40,270.00  11.11% 1.48% 
Donald Fields  121  $ 39,970.00  11.02% 1.47% 
Kenneth Cereghino 118  $ 39,015.00  10.75% 1.43% 
Kyle Thompson 117  $ 38,585.00  10.66% 1.42% 
Nori Morimoto 7  $ 31,280.00  0.64% 1.15% 
Christina Chu 6  $ 30,841.11  0.55% 1.13% 
Kam Li 3  $ 30,841.11  0.27% 1.13% 
M. Corbin Jones 9  $ 28,675.00  0.82% 1.05% 
Top 20 Total 923 $ 2,582,387.35 84.06% 95.15% 

Table 3. Top 20 Permit Consultant Expenditure (Click here to see full detail interactive table) 

 

Expenditure Lobbyists 
Payments 

Made 
Total Amount 

% Payments 
Made 

% Amount 

Juul Labs, Inc. 32  $ 780,646.46  36.78% 70.70% 
Mission for All, LLC 55  $ 323,587.26  63.22% 29.30% 
Grand Total 87  $ 1,104,233.72  100.00% 100.00% 

Table 4. Expenditure Lobbyist Spending (Click here to see full detail interactive table) 

Juul spent $780,646.46 to persuade others to contact city officials on its behalf, 

making it the top entry for expenditure lobbying. Its aim was to influence the Board 

vote as it debated a prohibition on vaping. The funds went to various groups to 

amplify and support Juul’s message at City Hall. 

https://1drv.ms/x/s!At3TnwyIfOR9ge1ntJaw_UrnTkkgSg?e=o42Rf8
https://1drv.ms/x/s!At3TnwyIfOR9ge1ntJaw_UrnTkkgSg?e=o42Rf8
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Elected City Officials - Only Senior Staff 
Number of 
Contacts 

Contacts 
% 

Supervisor 363 60.50% 

Brown, Vallie 22 3.67% 

Fewer, Sandra 33 5.50% 

Haney, Matthew 61 10.17% 

Mandelman, Rafael 41 6.83% 

Peskin, Aaron 52 8.67% 

Ronen, Hillary 23 3.83% 

Safai, Ahsha 23 3.83% 

Stefani, Catherine 57 9.50% 

Walton, Shamann 29 4.83% 

Yee, Norman 22 3.67% 

Planning Commissioner 135 22.50% 

Fong, Rodney 7 1.17% 

Johnson, Milicent 29 4.83% 

Koppel, Joel 28 4.67% 

Melgar, Myrna 31 5.17% 

Richards, Dennis 40 6.67% 

Department Head 37 6.17% 

Forbes, Elaine 2 0.33% 

Gerull, Linda 3 0.50% 

Hui, Tom 2 0.33% 

Kositsky, Jeff 4 0.67% 

Nuru, Mohammed 2 0.33% 

Rahaim, John 16 2.67% 

Raphael, Debbie 2 0.33% 

Su, Maria 6 1.00% 

City Attorney 15 2.50% 

Herrera, Dennis 15 2.50% 

Housing Authority Commissioner 12 2.00% 

Torres, Joaquin 12 2.00% 

Board of Appeals Board Member 7 1.17% 

Fung, Frank 7 1.17% 

Major 7 1.17% 

Breed, London 7 1.17% 

Entertainment Commissioner 7 1.17% 

Weiland, Maggie 7 1.17% 

Member of the Board of Trustees 4 0.67% 

Temprano, Tom 4 0.67% 

Chief of Police 3 0.50% 

Scott, William 3 0.50% 

Parking Authority, Municipal Transportation Agency Commissioner 2 0.33% 

Rubke, Cristina 2 0.33% 

Historic Preservation Commissioner 2 0.33% 

Hyland, Aaron 1 0.17% 
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Pearlman, Jonathan 1 0.17% 

Chief Probation Officer 2 0.33% 

Nance, Allen 2 0.33% 

District Attorney 1 0.17% 

Gascon, George 1 0.17% 

City Administrator 1 0.17% 

Kelly, Naomi 1 0.17% 

Environment Commission Member 1 0.17% 

Arce, Joshua 1 0.17% 

Treasurer 1 0.17% 

Cisneros, Jose 1 0.17% 

Grand Total 600 100.00% 
Table 5. Contacted Elected City Officials (Click here to see full detail interactive table) 

Contacted City Departments 
Number of 
Contacts 

Contacts % 

Board of Supervisors 363 60.60% 
Planning Department 151 25.21% 
City Attorney's Office  16 2.67% 
Housing Authority Department 16 2.67% 
Elected Officer 11 1.84% 
Municipal Transportation 9 1.50% 
Mayor’s Office of Community Development 7 1.17% 
Entertainment 7 1.17% 
Board of Appeals 7 1.17% 
Department of Technology 3 0.50% 
Environment Department 3 0.50% 
Historic Preservation 2 0.33% 
Department of Building Inspection 2 0.33% 
Port of San Francisco 2 0.33% 
Grand Total 599 100.00% 

Table 6. Contacted City Departments (Click here to see full detail interactive table) 

Contact lobbyists do not disclosure the department variable in the website and a vast 

portion of the permit consultants do it using acronyms that are not standardized and 

become unrecognizable by the analysts. The ability to track the actual department to 

which the City Official belongs is only possible for those who are Senior Staff. The 

inability to do it so for the Line Staff add another bias in this table as we don’t really 

know the real percentages of use of each department when considering all City Staff. 

Citizens and residents who hope to have their voices heard are allowed up to three 

minutes to testify at Board of Supervisors committee hearings and can speak at full 

board meetings although not if the matter were heard in committee. Some 

https://1drv.ms/x/s!At3TnwyIfOR9ge1ntJaw_UrnTkkgSg?e=o42Rf8
https://1drv.ms/x/s!At3TnwyIfOR9ge1ntJaw_UrnTkkgSg?e=o42Rf8
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departments have commissions where residents can speak under the three-minute 

rule. 

However, such major departments as the Department of Public Works, the Mayor’s 

Office of Housing and others have no commissions or avenue for formal on-the-

record public comment. 

There is no established system for residents to meet with the mayor to express 

viewpoints although some past mayors set aside a morning each month for public 

access. This has not been done for several years. 

Notwithstanding the city’s commitment to transparency and accountability, a not 

insignificant amount of money is spent out of sight, but which aims to influence city 

decisions.  

This is also a cause for concern at the national level. Watchdog groups seek to 

identify the sources even if the amounts remain dark: 

 

https://theintercept.com/2019/08/06/business-group-spending-on-lobbying-in-

washington-is-at-least-double-whats-publicly-reported/ 

 

As Maplight notes in a recent posting, “Our recent investigation, in partnership 

with The Intercept and Tarbell, outlines how influential corporate trade 

organizations and nonprofits spent as much as $675 million in one year on 

unregulated efforts to influence public policy. These business interests exploit 

loopholes in lobbying rules, which don’t cover many of the tactics of modern 

campaigning -- such as media relations, social media posts, polling, and broadcast 

advertising.” 

In San Francisco, expenses for such activity as polling related to lobbying is 

supposed to be reported but almost never is included in the reports and is never the 

cause for an audit or review by ethics.  

While contributions to politicians who hold the power to decide on a donor’s 

pending City Hall decisions can be subject to some restrictions, it is equally true that 

politicians regard not making donations to political rivals as equally important. 

This was clearly demonstrated in a 2015 meeting called by then-mayor Lee, then-

Board President London Breed and then-Budget chair Mark Farrell with a roomful 

https://theintercept.com/2019/08/06/business-group-spending-on-lobbying-in-washington-is-at-least-double-whats-publicly-reported/
https://theintercept.com/2019/08/06/business-group-spending-on-lobbying-in-washington-is-at-least-double-whats-publicly-reported/
https://maplight.us11.list-manage.com/track/click?u=7c65876d2b0e59e407f621804&id=88c951b4cd&e=fea13a35e6
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of developers, union leaders and others who need City Hall on their side and who 

were urged in strong terms not to contribute to the election campaign of a candidate 

the mayor opposed. 

The San Francisco Public Press did a dive into background interests of participants 

and included some material reported in the Chronicle article about the meeting. It 

included developers with pending issues, unions with pending contracts and 

lobbyists hired to represent the interests of their clients. 

“I’m paying attention,” Lee told the group, according to the August 2015 Chronicle 

article that relied on the recollection of one of the participants at the meeting. 

The attendee said the point of the warning was to dampen money-raising for Peskin: 

“It was to make clear to people that if they supported Peskin, they’d pay.” 

“As a leader, sometimes you need to make it clear that your allies can’t play both 

sides,” said Nathan Ballard, a veteran Democratic campaign strategist who has 

worked with national and local candidates and has done crisis communication for 

Lee. “Leaders expect monogamy.” 

Ballard at that time was a major player in Mayor Lee’s orbit and had been with then-

mayor Newsom and currently is on the board of Governor Newsom’s wife, Jennifer 

Siebel Newsom, nonprofit. 

An effort by the City Attorney to interview those at the meeting resulted in no action 

by that office. A request by then-Ethics commissioner and retired judge Quentin 

Kopp to use subpoena power held by the Commission was put on the back burner 

and dropped entirely after he resigned from the Commission. 

Strategic advisors and consultants heavily made up of former high-level city 

appointees also do not file or make disclosures as lobbyists and identify their 

contacts. They are not required to disclose money paid or promised, contacts made 

and other details. there exists no public disclosure of their clients, money paid, issues 

or city officials suggested to clients.  

Some advertise their ability to help clients achieve their city goals, leaning on having 

learned their craft and established contacts as senior members of an administration. 

Those identifying themselves offering strategic advice include Steve Kawa, Nathan 
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Nayman, Conor Johnston, PJ Johnston, Nathan Ballard, Tony Winnikur, among 

others. 

Among others viewed as providing strategic advice but not directly contacting city 

officials thus escaping public disclosure is former mayor Willie Brown who also 

benefits from a weekly front-page Chronicle column who does not disclose those 

who pay him for advice. 

Another loophole for contractors is the expiration of the donor prohibition 12 months 

after a contract is signed or closes, even after the candidate’s election is over without 

remaining debts. The law allows successful candidates to continue to accept 

contributions for “officeholder” expenses that can pay for taxis, staff dinners and 

other expenses, opening a door for influence long after the election is over. 

The 2019 amount promised or paid to influence city decisions likely far exceeds the 

reported totals because the city doesn’t collect information or fails to provide 

detailed information in several categories 

Nonprofits are exempt from laws requiring them to disclose any costs spent to 

influence decisions affecting them or their industry. The Controller estimates 

nonprofits account for more than $1 billion annually in city contracts. 

By example, one organization describes itself as having “taken a proactive role in 

the legislative process of issues concerning the nonprofit community.” While 

nonprofit lobbying has to be reported to the IRS in a Form 1099, nonprofits can 

organize through a fiscal sponsor and not publicly disclose its income sources or 

expenses. 

Officials who serve on the boards of nonprofits, even those that exist to shape city 

direction, do not disclose those positions on official conflict of interests if they are 

uncompensated. One prominent and politically active nonprofit includes on its board 

one elected official, four department heads, and other senior Administration 

officials. None of them list their positions on their public disclosures because they 

are not compensated. The nonprofit takes positions on issues that come before these 

government officials for decisions. 

While city officials disclose their positions on outside bodies, the Ethics 

Commission decided not to act on the request that this include serving on nonprofit 

boards that are uncompensated. This includes SPUR as well as Friends of City 
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Planning that advocates for staff increased salaries and primarily consisting of 

developers. Some boards include both city officials, their spouses and lobbyists 

seeking to influence city decisions 

City officials also are given free tickets for their own use or to give to others, ranging 

from Outside Lands to the opera or the museum exhibits. The records are housed in 

various departments and difficult to access. The city establishes a basis for gift 

tickets, with the most frequent explanation being that it allows officials to understand 

what the paying public experiences. The policy on eligible basis for gift tickets are 

established by the governing boards that in turn are appointed by the same officials 

who receive the gift admissions. 

In a one-month period, the SF Arts Commission handed out 35 tickets at no cost to 

the specific recipient for events from the Roxie theater to the African American 

Shakespeare performance. 

Campaign contributions and expenditures for city candidates also are not reported 

until months after the election if they take place on Election Day through December 

31. The result is that voters do not see a full picture of money spent to benefit a 

candidate until months after voting ends and after officials take office. Election Day 

spending in the past has been significant for get-out-the-vote efforts and post-

election contributions allow for some sources to be hidden from view until after 

voters cast their ballots.  

While state law sets a $5,000 standard for disclosure of behest payments, some local 

California jurisdictions have set the standard providing more disclosure with a 

$1,000 threshold. State law also does not prohibit the behest payments going for an 

officeholder’s purposes, or an entity that hires an officeholder staff member or 

family member. This has become an issue in Los Angeles where the mayor has a 

nonprofit he controls and that pays some of his staff. Mayor Lee sought more than 

$10 million for a nonprofit that hired his consultant. 

Friends of Ethics sought to prohibit “behest “payments from those seeking approvals 

from the officials making the request, but it failed on a 3-2 vote at Ethics following 

heavy lobbying pressure from a handful of nonprofits claiming they needed officials 

to request money for them. Friends of Ethics then suggested guard rails be created 

that would prohibit behest payments going to an entity that hired an official’s relative 

or staff member or named them to the group’s board, as well as prohibit behest 
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payments involving a donor seeking city approvals. Those proposals also were 

defeated at Ethics.  

As a result, those seeking city approvals are free to contribute unlimited amounts 

and take a tax deduction for the entire amount to honor officials who will be 

inaugurated as a result of this November’s election. 
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Elected City Official, Payor and Payees Summary Count Total Amount % Amount 

Breed, London 39  $ 2,220,476.51  99.11% 
Alaska Airlines 3  $ 300,000.00  13.39% 

Japanese Community Youth Council 3  $ 300,000.00  13.39% 

Anthem Inc 1  $ 25,000.00  1.12% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $ 25,000.00  1.12% 

AT&T 3  $ 240,000.00  10.71% 

Jewish Vocational Service 1  $ 200,000.00  8.93% 

Southeast Vision Project 1  $ 15,000.00  0.67% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $ 25,000.00  1.12% 

Charles Schwab 1  $ 35,000.00  1.56% 
Women's foundation of California 1  $ 35,000.00  1.56% 

Clark Construction 1  $ 15,000.00  0.67% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $ 15,000.00  0.67% 
Comcast Financial Agency Corp 2  $ 15,000.00  0.67% 

Southeast Vision Project 1  $ 5,000.00  0.22% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $ 10,000.00  0.45% 

Diane B. Welsey (Wilsey) 1  $ 100,000.00  4.46% 
Women's foundation of California 1  $ 100,000.00  4.46% 

Enterprise Holding 1  $ 10,000.00  0.45% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $ 10,000.00  0.45% 
Facebook 1  $ 15,000.00  0.67% 

Southeast Vision Project 1  $ 15,000.00  0.67% 

Golden State Warriors 2  $          5,325.00  0.24% 

Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 1  $              325.00  0.01% 
Southeast Vision Project 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 

Google 3  $      155,000.00  6.92% 

Japanese Community Youth Council 1  $      100,000.00  4.46% 
San Francisco Education Fund 1  $        50,000.00  2.23% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 
Kaiser Permanente 2  $      260,000.00  11.60% 

Southeast Vision Project 1  $        10,000.00  0.45% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $      250,000.00  11.16% 
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LinkedIn Corporation 1  $        10,000.00  0.45% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $        10,000.00  0.45% 
Lui Foundation 1  $        25,000.00  1.12% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $        25,000.00  1.12% 

Recology 2  $        15,000.00  0.67% 

Japanese Community Youth Council 1  $        10,000.00  0.45% 

Southeast Vision Project 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 

San Francisco Giants 2  $        20,000.00  0.89% 

Southeast Vision Project 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $        15,000.00  0.67% 

Susie Tompkins Buell 1  $        25,000.00  1.12% 
Women's foundation of California 1  $        25,000.00  1.12% 

Susie Tompkins Buell Foundation 1  $        75,000.00  3.35% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $        75,000.00  3.35% 
Twilio 1  $      700,000.00  31.24% 

Larkin Street Youth Services 1  $      700,000.00  31.24% 

Verizon 1  $        10,000.00  0.45% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $        10,000.00  0.45% 
Wells & Fargo Company 2  $      115,000.00  5.13% 

Southeast Vision Project 1  $        15,000.00  0.67% 

Women's foundation of California 1  $      100,000.00  4.46% 
San Francisco Inaugural Fund 3  $          8,129.51  0.36% 

Mainardl Law 1  $          2,250.00  0.10% 

S.E. Owens & Company 1  $          4,449.25  0.20% 

SGR Consulting 1  $          1,430.26  0.06% 
A. Philip Randolph Institute San Francisco 2  $        25,214.00  1.13% 

Smart & Final 1  $        12,360.00  0.55% 

Target 1  $        12,854.00  0.57% 
Whole Foods 1  $        16,808.00  0.75% 

A. Philip Randolph Institute San Francisco 1  $        16,808.00  0.75% 
Fewer, Sandra 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 

Kaiser Permanente 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 

RAMS, Inc 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 
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Yee, Norman 3  $        15,000.00  0.67% 

Asian Pacific Fund on BehaLF of the Rose Pak Community Fund 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 
Friends of West Portal Playground, c/o San Francisco Parks Alliance 1  $          5,000.00  0.22% 

Lui Foundation 1  $ 5,000.00  0.22% 

Friends of West Portal Playground, c/o San Francisco Parks Alliance 1  $ 5,000.00  0.22% 

New Deal Advisors 1  $ 5,000.00  0.22% 

Friends of West Portal Playground, c/o San Francisco Parks Alliance 1  $ 5,000.00  0.22% 

Grand Total 43  $ 2,240,476.51  100.00% 
Table 7. Behest Payments Summary (Click here to see full detail interactive table) 

The record of the past five years shows none of the nonprofits protesting the stricter standard had benefits from 

behest payments, but some serve on boards with companies involved. The prospect of pay to play also has an 

equivalent within government itself. In some jurisdictions, it is prohibited for commissioners and appointees to 

contribute to the campaigns of those with the power to appoint (or un-appoint) them to office. 

Friends of Ethics supported such a standard in San Francisco, but this was strongly opposed by a coterie of nonprofits 

and several Ethics Commissioners, ultimately failing when it failed to muster four Ethics Commissioners to put the 

matter before the voters. 

In the current election season, District Attorney candidates Chesa Boudin and Leif Dautch pledged not to solicit or 

accept contributions from those holding jobs or interested in jobs at the District Attorney’s office. Unlike other city 

agencies where hiring involves an outside process, the District Attorney staff is all “at will” and subject to the District 

Attorney’s pleasure. The 2019 election will be the first in a generation without an incumbent, possibly a reason why 

current employees would be motivated to contribute to a campaign. 

Suzy Loftus, a leading candidate for election as DA, declined to sign the pledge aimed at pay-to-play. Records 

indicate as many as 55 contribution entries came from those listing the District Attorney as their employer. This 

underscores that the political climate is felt as keenly among those already in government jobs as it is among those 

outside of government but who need their approvals. 

https://1drv.ms/x/s!At3TnwyIfOR9ge1ntJaw_UrnTkkgSg?e=o42Rf8
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Employer (Donor) of Suzy Loftus Total Amount 
Attorney San Francisco District Attorney's Office  $ 2,813.00  

Conrad del Rosario  $ 200.00  
David Merin  $ 500.00  
Julia Cervantes  $ 250.00  
Justine Cephos  $ 263.00  
Katy Miller  $ 100.00  
Kimberly Hopkins  $   50.00  

Lailah Salem  $ 100.00  
Linda Moore  $ 150.00  
Lisa Culbertson  $ 100.00  
Margaret Buitrago  $ 150.00  
Marshal Khine  $ 500.00  
Susan Christian  $ 250.00  
Wade Chow  $ 200.00  

Assistant District Attorney San Francisco District Attorney's Office  $ 1,875.00  
Aaron Laycook  $ 500.00  
Alexis Feigen  $ 500.00  
Joseph Frislid  $ 500.00  
Laura Meyers  $ 375.00  

Administrator San Francisco District Attorney's Office  $ 500.00  
Sheila Arcelona  $ 500.00  

Investigator San Francisco District Attorney's Office  $ 250.00  
Robert Guzman  $ 250.00  

Supervisor San Francisco District Attorney's Office  $ 245.00  
Delia Montel  $ 245.00  

Director San Francisco District Attorney's Office  $ 200.00  
Ranon Ross  $ 200.00  

Deputy District Attorney San Francisco District Attorney's Office  $ 200.00  
Karen Catalona  $ 200.00  

Assistant District Attorney City and County of San Francisco  $ 175.00  
Tiffany Sutton  $ 175.00  

Executive Assistant San Francisco District Attorney's Office  $ 100.00  
Lisa Ortiz  $ 100.00  

Grand Total  $ 6,358.00  
Table 8. Suzy Loftus Campaign Donors from District Attorney's Office 

As it has being mentioned throughout the document, San Francisco does not 

standardize reporting or set disclosure reporting deadlines on the same calendar, all 

major issues that were found while extracting and analyzing the data from the actual 

available systems include the following: 
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• Lack of consistent spending reporting rules. Some lobbyists do report the total 

value per hour spent in a contract, but they do not report how many hours the 

contract took, or a total amount that allows to know the exact expenditure. 

• Lack of standardized forms. When filling up the disclosure or reporting we’ve 

encountered that the field required are not the same across disclosures and 

they do not require and exact name to be filled. So, for example, we have: 

o “Subject Area” field related to an issue or an entry is required for City 

Officials Contacting but not for Amount Spent or Promised for Contact 

Lobbyists. The same field is not available or never asked for Permit 

Consultants. 

o “Department” field related to an issue or an entry is not used or listed 

for Contact Lobbyists and it is only listed for City Officials Contacting 

for Permit Consultants. Also, this field can be filled as the signer wants 

so if they want to abbreviate a Department or sub department with a 

different acronym to the standard one, they can do, which inabilities the 

capability of tracking that issue or entry to a correct department. 

• The City Officials database available is out of date and the office held is only 

available for Senior Staff. 

• The APIs to retrieve the information had a message that says that they should 

be working from the first semester of this year but they’re not. 

It will take a sustained effort to wear down a system that operates to a large extent 

on the influence of money – in both directions including city approvals. 

The fact that money can still be opaque should not cause us to overlook the extensive 

money trails that SF voters can see.  

The battle against transparency takes place at Ethics where it takes only two of five 

commissioners to block reforms from going to voters or else at the Board of 

Supervisors where a majority can defeat reform proposals. The record shows that 

efforts to defeat reforms before the voters – as a group of nonprofits tried on a ballot 

measure requiring disclosure of expenditure lobbying – lose by 70%. 

It would take only four supervisors to put on a ballot measure to significantly 

improve transparency, increase funding for its implementation, and hold accountable 

those who seek to evade its requirements. It also would send a signal of those 

organizations involved in electoral politics or city decisions were to seek 
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commitments to support a much more robust system of transparency and 

accountability with consequent requirements that Ethics step up its responsibility 

In just a few years a considerable amount of public disclosure had been added — 

expenditure lobbyists, major developers, permit consultants, plus ethics has 

improved its searchable data sets. In some case laws had to be re-enacted to restore 

transparency and accountability after Ethics and the Board repealed some 

transparency and accountability requirements. However, when voters set the 

standard they opt always for more transparency. (For comparison, see the 2014 

report by students on campaign and lobbying spending 

https://sfethics.org/ethics/2015/03/spending-to-influence-campaign-finance-and-

lobbying-in-san-francisco-in-2014.html) 

The public can take encouragement from one song of resistance, where a metaphor 

of public insistence for full disclosure might be compared to the impact of water on 

obstacles that block its path. 

“Can we be like drops of water, falling on the stone, splashing, breaking, dispersing 

in air, weaker than the stone by far but be aware, as time goes by the rock will wear 

away, and the water comes again.” (by Holly Near). 

  

https://sfethics.org/ethics/2015/03/spending-to-influence-campaign-finance-and-lobbying-in-san-francisco-in-2014.html
https://sfethics.org/ethics/2015/03/spending-to-influence-campaign-finance-and-lobbying-in-san-francisco-in-2014.html
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EXCEL ONLINE INDEX 

1. $ Summary: Contains the summary tables with expenditure data for 2019-I. 

2. $ Detail: Contains the expenditure data in detail. The first table can be sorted by 

type of lobbyist (contact lobbyist, permit consultant, major developers and 

expenditure lobbyist) and can be drill down in order to see they related data (clients). 

The second table organizes the same data according to the subject area disclosure. 

3. Contacts Summary: Contains the summary tables with the City Officials 

contacting data for 2019-I 

4. Contacts Detail: Contains the City Officials contacting data in detail. The first table 

can be sorted by type of lobbyist (contact lobbyist, permit consultant) and can be 

drill down in order to see they related data (City Officials and clients). The second 

table organizes the same data by Office Held for the Senior Staff while the third 

table does the same by Department. 

5. Behest Detail: Contains the Behest Payment table 7 and different categorizations. 

6. Campaigns Summary: Contains the public campaigns data. 

7. Loftus: Contains the Suzy Loftus detailed data of her campaign contributions. 

 


