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EXHIBIT 1 IN SUPPORT OF STIPULATION, DECISION AND ORDER 

FPPC Case No. 16/19678 

EXHIBIT 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 Respondent Yes on 56-Save Lives California, a coalition of Doctors, Dentists, Health 
Plans, Labor, Hospitals, Law Enforcement, and Non-profit Health Advocate Organizations 
(hereinafter referred to as “Yes on 56”) is a state primarily formed ballot measure committee in 
California. 
 

Yes on 56 failed to correct a YouTube advertisement to reflect that it was receiving major 
funding from Tom Steyer (“Steyer”) within five days of Steyer becoming one of its top two 
contributors. 
 

SUMMARY OF THE LAW  
 
All statutory references and discussions of law pertain to the Political Reform Act’s (the 

“Act”)1 provisions as they existed in 2016. 
 
Need for Liberal Construction and Vigorous Enforcement of the Political Reform Act 
 

By passing the Act, the people of the state of California found and declared that previous 
laws regulating political practices suffered from inadequate enforcement by state and local 
authorities.2 To that end, the Act must be liberally construed to achieve its purposes.3 
 
Advertisement 
 
 Under the Act, an “advertisement” means any general or public advertisement which is 
authorized and paid for by a person or committee for the purpose of supporting or opposing a 
candidate for elective office or a ballot measure or ballot measures.4 
 
Disclaimer Ballot Measure Advertisements 
 
 The Act requires a committee supporting or opposing a ballot measure to include a 
disclosure statement on its advertisement that identifies the names of the top two donors of $50,000 
or more.5 
 The Act further requires that “broadcast or electronic media advertisement disclosures must 
be amended within 5 calendar days after a new person qualifies as a disclosable contributor or a 
committee’s name changes.”6 

                                                           
1 The Political Reform Act is contained in Government Code §§ 81000 through 91014, and all statutory 

references are to this code. The regulations of the Fair Political Practices Commission are contained in §§ 18110 
through 18997 of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations, and all regulatory references are to this source. 

2 § 81001, subd. (h). 
3 § 81003. 
4 § 84501. 
5 § 84503. 
6 Cal. Code of Reg. 18450.5, subd. (b)(1).  
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SUMMARY OF THE FACTS 

 
 On August 9, 2016, Yes on 56 published a YouTube video advertisement titled “Why 
Yes?” Steyer became one of Yes on 56’s top two contributors on September 19, 2016, but Yes on 
56 did not amend the “Why Yes?” YouTube video within five days to reflect that it was receiving 
major funding from Steyer.  
 

On October 25, 2016, the Enforcement Division notified Yes on 56 that Steyer was not 
listed as a source of major funding on the “Why Yes?” video. On or about October 26, 2016, Yes 
on 56 amended the “Why Yes” video to include Steyer. 

 
VIOLATION 

 
Count 1:  Failure to Comply with Disclosure Requirements for Political Advertisements 
 

Yes on 56 failed to amend a YouTube Advertisement within five days to reflect that Tom 
Steyer was one of its top two contributors, in violation of Government Code section 84503 and 
Cal. Code of Reg. 18450.5, subd. (b)(1). 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

This matter consists of one count of violating the Act, which carries a maximum 
administrative penalty of $5,000. 

 
In determining the appropriate penalty for a particular violation of the Act, the Commission 

considers the typical treatment of a violation in the overall statutory scheme of the Act, with an 
emphasis on serving the purposes and intent of the Act. Additionally, the Commission considers 
the facts and circumstances of the violation in context of the factors set forth in Regulation 
18361.5, subdivision (d): 1) the seriousness of the violations; 2) the presence or lack of intent to 
deceive the voting public; 3) whether the violation was deliberate, negligent, or inadvertent; 4) 
whether the Respondent demonstrated good faith in consulting with Commission staff; 5) whether 
there was a pattern of violations; and 6) whether, upon learning of the violation, the violator 
voluntarily provided amendments to provide full disclosure. 
 

Recent penalties approved by the Commission for failure to place a disclosure statement 
on an advertisement are as follows: 

� In the Matter of Yes on Prop. 47, Californians for Safe Neighborhoods and Schools, 
Sponsored by Vote Safe, A Project of the Advocacy Fund; FPPC No. 14/1204. Respondent 
failed to disclose its name and its two highest donors of $50,000 or more in two video 
advertisements. After being contacted by the Enforcement Division in late October, the 
committee added a disclosure statement in its advertisement. On November 20, 2014, the 
Commission approved a penalty of $2,500.  

A penalty of $2,500 is appropriate for this violation. Yes on 56 failed to timely update a 
source of major funding on its “Why Yes” video, which denied viewers the opportunity to 



3 
EXHIBIT 1 IN SUPPORT OF STIPULATION, DECISION AND ORDER 

FPPC Case No. 16/19678 

immediately know that Steyer was making large contributions to this proposition. 
Additionally, a viewer that visited the Yes on 56 YouTube Channel to view the “Why Yes” 
video could not have obtained the information regarding Steyer from the title of the channel. 
The title of the channel simply reads “Yes on 56 – Save Lives”, with no mention of Steyer. 
However, this situation is mitigated by the fact that Yes on 56 amended the video after being 
contacted by the Enforcement Division. In addition, while the disclaimer on the “Why Yes” 
video was not updated to include Steyer as a top funder, the other eight videos on the Yes on 
56 You Tube channel included the correct disclosure statement. Moreover, Yes on 56’s Top 
Ten Contributor List available on the FPPC’s website was up-to-date and accurately reflected 
that Steyer was a top funder. 

PROPOSED PENALTY 
 
After considering the factors listed in Regulation 18361.5, prior similar cases, and other 

relevant factors, the imposition of a $2,500 penalty on Yes on 56 is recommended.  


