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Campaign Funding in the 2010 Petaluma Council and Mayoral Races

Contribution data used in this report came from Form 460 filings submitted by the candidates to the 

Petaluma City Clerk.  Full copies are available through the City Clerk’s office.  Copies without street addresses are available online at: http://cityofpetaluma.net/cclerk/materials.html.

Geographic classification of donors is based on the street address and city and whether the address fell within a precinct within the City of Petaluma.  

Designation as “Developer Interest” is based on whether the donor is, or is employed by a developer, or business highly likely to benefit from development related activities such as construction companies, builders, realtors, mortgage lenders including banks, real estate investment firms and other related businesses.  Also included are relatives and spouses of donors employed by Developer Interests. 

The Election Watch activities of Petaluma Tomorrow have, as a major focus, identification and communication to voters, of the sources of funding for candidates.  This is not only a key element of Open Government generally but 

also an important tool in understanding the interests that have aligned themselves with the candidate and the interests whom the candidate is likely to promote and support if elected.

Candidates who which to comment or challenge a specific contribution being included in our definition can do so by contacting 

Petaluma Tomorrow will be reporting on contributions to each of the sitting council members elected in 2010 as well as the appointed member, the contributions to the mayor, contributions to sitting council members elected in 2008 and finally, non-elected candidates in the 2010 election.

Election Watch research is conducted by Okigu Research Group for the sole benefit of Petaluma Tomorrow.

Election Watch reports and content may be used with appropriate attribution to Petaluma Tomorrow.
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HOW MUCH
In the 2010 elections to fill two open City Council seats just under $150,000 was spent by candidate campaigns and independent expenditures.  The monies spent by Albertson’s campaign and overall expenditures on his behalf, where close to the average of spending by candidates.

· Contributions to Albertson’s campaign totaled $17,518 and represented 11.8% of the total monies raised by all campaigns for council.  Including monies spent on behalf of his campaign by an independent expenditure committee (IEC) total spending for his candidacy was $19,288.  
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· Both the money spent by the campaign and the larger total, including the IEC expenditures, represents approximately 1/8th of the total of all candidate campaigns and about the same proportion of total monies spent on behalf of all eight candidates – his proportionate share of expenditures appears appropriate when viewed on that basis.

· The cost per an Albertson vote, based on total expenditures, was $2.60.  This is about in the middle and very close to the average cost per vote of all of the council candidates.  For additional information visit http://www.petaluma-tomorrow.org/2011/03/2010-petaluma-campaign-expenditures-–-the-cost-of-your-vote/
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WHO GAVE

Voters vs. NON-Voter Contributions: Out of Town and Business Money Trumps Petaluma Voters

Insights into the policies and interests that Council Member Albertson will likely promote and support are provided by two key facts about how his campaign was funded:

1. Albertson’s campaign was dominated by out-of-town and business money.  Only about a third of the campaign money used to elect Alberston came from Petaluma Voters. Most of his money came from contributors who, while they could not vote for Council, sought to influence the outcome of the local election through money.
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Even when in town businesses are removed from the calculation, over half, 53% of Albertson’s money came from out-of-town sources. Clearly, most of Albertson’s financial support was not from Petaluma but from outside interests.  
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2. Developer Interests dominated as the largest single source of money.   41% of the monies contributed to his campaign came from businesses and individuals who stand to gain directly or indirectly based on how Albertson votes on key developer industry issues.  
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Of the Developer Interest monies, which totaled $7,199, a significant majority, 71% came from out of town development interests, underlining the degree to which Albertson relied not just on non voters and out of town contributors, but, to a substantial amount, out of town development interests.
