








  

EXHIBIT A 

INTRODUCTION 

Respondent Jane Kim was the District 6 Supervisor on the Board of Supervisors for the City 
and County of San Francisco at all times relevant.   Respondent Kim was first elected to the Board of 
Supervisors in November 2010 and was re-elected in November 2014.  

On August 5, 2013, Respondent Kim filed a Candidate Intention Statement, Form 501, with 
the Ethics Commission indicating her intention to run for “Member, Board of Supervisors” for San 
Francisco District 6 in the 2014 election.  On October 30, 2013, Respondent Kim formed a candidate 
controlled committee “Jane Kim for Supervisor, 2014” (“the Committee”) for the District 6 seat of 
the San Francisco Board of Supervisors by filing a Statement of Organization, Form 410, with the 
Ethics Commission.   

Respondent Kim’s candidate controlled committee paid for the production and airing of a 
television advertisement prior to the November 2014 election.  The advertisement was wholly in 
support of local ballot measure J (“Proposition J” or “Prop J”), which also appeared on the November 
2014 ballot.  The purpose of Proposition J was to increase the minimum wage in San Francisco.   

In this matter, Respondent Kim used funds from her candidate controlled committee to 
produce and air a television commercial in support of Proposition J, in violation of San Francisco 
Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code (“SF C&GCC”), section 1.122(b)(1). For the purposes 
of this Stipulation, Respondents admit the following violation: 

COUNT 1: Respondents used funds from Respondent Kim’s candidate committee for purposes 
other than her candidacy for District 6 Supervisor in violation of SF C&GCC, section 
1.122(b)(1).   

SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE LAW 

 SF C&GCC, section 1.122(b)(1) states, in relevant part, that “funds in a candidate 
committee’s campaign account may be used only on behalf of the candidacy for the office specified 
in the candidate’s declaration of intention filed under [SF C&GCC, section 1.122(a)] or for expenses 
associated with holding that office, provided that such expenditures are reasonably related to a 
legislative, governmental, or political purpose. Contributions solicited or accepted under [section 
1.122] for one candidate shall not be expended for the candidacy of any other candidate for local, 
state or federal office, in support of or opposition to any measure or in support of or opposition to 
any state ballot proposition, or for donations to a charitable organization.” 

FACTUAL SUMMARY 

 During the course of Respondent’s campaign, the Committee produced a television 
advertisement in support of Proposition J.  Proposition J appeared on the November 2014 ballot with 
the purpose of increasing san Francisco’s minimum wage to $15 per hour.  In the advertisement, 
Respondent Kim appears stating: 
 
 “I’m Supervisor Jane Kim.  We all know that San Francisco’s becoming 
 increasingly unaffordable.  But this November we’ll have an opportunity 
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 to do something about it.  Proposition J will raise our minimum wage to  
 15 dollars an hour.  [voiceover: This ad is paid for by Jane Kim for  
 Supervisor, 2014.]  Because we strongly believe that San Francisco deserves 
 a raise.  So San Francisco, let’s make history again.  Vote yes on Prop J.  Let’s  
 raise the minimum wage to 15 dollars an hour.”    

 Throughout the advertisement, at the lower portion of the screen appears the logo “Jane Kim 
for Supervisor.”  At the start of the advertisement, the words “A message from Supervisor Jane Kim” 
appear on the screen.  Midway through the advertisement, the words “$15/hour Minimum Wage for 
San Francisco” appear next to Supervisor Kim.  Shortly thereafter, the words “Jane Kim authored 
legislation for a $15/hour minimum wage” appear in the advertisement.  Finally, at the end of the 
advertisement, a disclosure statement appears stating that the advertisement was paid for by the 
Committee.   

 The Committee paid $7,500 to produce the video and $20,542 to air the advertisement.  The 
advertisement aired approximately 114 times over nine networks from about October 14 through 
November 3, 2014. 

VIOLATION OF LAW – COUNT 1 

  Supervisor Kim filed a Form 501 indicating she would be a candidate for the District 6 seat 
on the Board of Supervisors in the November 2014 election, and filed a Form 410 forming a 
committee to raise and spend funds in support of that candidacy.  The Committee paid for an 
advertisement to urge a yes vote on a local ballot measure using the funds raised and held by her 
candidate committee. At no point during the advertisement does Supervisor Kim urge the public to 
vote for her for Supervisor of District 6 in the November 2014 election.  The entire advertisement 
promotes Proposition J and then urges the public to vote for Proposition J. 

  By using funds from Respondent Kim’s candidate committee to produce and air a 
commercial that had the purpose to support a local ballot measure, Respondents committed one 
violation of SF C&GCC, section 1.122(b)(1) 

PENALTY DISCUSSION 

  This matter consists of one violation of the SF C&GCC carrying a maximum administrative 
penalty of $5,000. 

  When determining penalties, the Ethics Commission considers all of the relevant 
circumstances surrounding the case, including but not limited to: (a) the severity of the violation; (b) 
the presence or absence of any intention to conceal, deceive, or mislead; (c) whether the violation 
was deliberate, negligent or inadvertent; (d) whether the violation was an isolated incident or part of 
a pattern; (e) whether the respondent has a prior record of violations of law; and (f) the degree to 
which the respondent cooperated with the investigation and demonstrated a willingness to remedy 
any violations.   

  In this matter, Respondent Kim was an incumbent running for re-election and won the 
November 2014 election.  The violation is severe; however there are significant factors in mitigation.  
There was no intention to conceal or mislead the public, as the Committee identified itself as having 
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paid for the advertisement.  The violation was isolated and was negligent.  Respondent Kim believed 
that as the author of Proposition J she could advocate for its passage using her candidate committee’s 
funds.  Respondent Kim was extremely cooperative with staff’s investigation and readily admitted 
that the Committee paid for the advertisement.  In aggravation, Respondent has previous enforcement 
history with the Commission.   

  On February 23, 2015, the Commission approved a stipulation of $8,000 for four campaign 
finance violations.  (Ethics Complaint No.  22-121119.)  In that matter, the respondent failed to file 
campaign statements and failed to maintain committee records.  The respondent was an incumbent 
but had no prior enforcement history with the Commission.  On April 28, 2014, the Commission 
approved a stipulation of $7,500 for three campaign finance violations.  (Ethics Complaint No. 13-
111013.)  In that matter, the respondent committed three campaign finance violations involving the 
failure to maintain records.  Respondent had no prior enforcement history with the Commission but 
had previously run for Mayor of San Francisco.    

CONCLUSION 

 After consideration of the facts of this case and of penalties in prior enforcement actions, 
Respondent and the Ethics Commission agree that the appropriate settlement amount is two thousand 
five hundred dollars ($2,500) for one violation of SF C&GCC, section 1.122(b)(1). 
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