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SENATE THIRD READING 

SB 1439 (Glazer) 

As Amended  August 15, 2022 

2/3 vote 

SUMMARY 

Makes all local government agencies subject to existing provisions of state law that restrict 

contributions to public officials from entities with business before the agency involving a license, 

permit, or other entitlement for use. Expands the period of time that restriction applies. 

Major Provisions 
1) Provides that local government agencies whose members are directly elected by the voters 

are subject to the following provisions of the Levine Act of 1982 (Levine Act): 

a) A prohibition against accepting, soliciting or directing a contribution of more than $250 

from a party or participant with a matter pending before the agency involving a license, 

permit, or other entitlement for use during the time the matter is pending before the 

agency and for a specified period of time following the date a final decision is rendered in 

the matter. 

b) A requirement to disclose on the record of a proceeding the receipt of any contribution of 

more than $250 from a party to or participant in the proceeding in the 12 previous months 

if the proceeding involves a license, permit, or other entitlement for use. 

c) A prohibition against making, participating in making, or attempting to influence the 

decision in any proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use if the 

officer received a contribution of more than $250 from a party or participant in the 

proceeding in the 12 months before the proceeding and the officer did not return that 

contribution within 30 days of knowing, or the time the officer should have known, of the 

contribution and the proceeding. 

2) Extends, from three months to 12 months, the period of time following the date that an 

agency renders a final decision in a matter involving a license, permit, or other entitlement 

for use during which an officer subject to the Levine Act is prohibited from accepting, 

soliciting or directing a contribution of more than $250 from a party or participant in the 

matter, and during which a party or participant in the matter is prohibited from making a 

contribution of more than $250 to an officer of the agency. 

3) Permits an officer who is subject to the Levine Act, and who accepts, solicits, or directs a 

contribution of more than $250 during the 12 months after the date a final decision is 

rendered in a proceeding involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use, to cure the 

violation by returning the contribution or the portion exceeding $250 within 14 days of 

accepting, soliciting, or directing the contribution, whichever comes latest. Provides that an 

officer is permitted to cure such a violation only if the officer did not knowingly and willfully 

accept, solicit, or direct the prohibited contribution, and requires the officer or the officer's 

controlled committee to maintain records of curing the violation.  
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COMMENTS 

The Levine Act, named after its author Assemblymember Mel Levine, restricts campaign 

contributions made to officers of most state and local agencies by parties to a proceeding 

pending before those agencies. Enacted in 1982, the Levine Act was a response to reports that 

members of a state agency sought to raise money from individuals and entities that had permit 

requests pending before the agency. The Levine Act is unique among the provisions of the 

Political Reform Act (PRA) in that it is the only area in which a campaign contribution can be 

the basis for a disqualifying conflict of interest. The PRA otherwise does not treat campaign 

contributions as a potential basis for conflicts of interest. 

The Levine Act is narrowly drafted to apply only to decisions made by agencies with 

membership that is not directly elected by voters, and only to proceedings involving licenses, 

permits, or other entitlements for use. Proceedings of a more general nature and with broader 

applicability are not covered by the Levine Act. 

The Levine Act generally does not apply to the judicial branch, local governmental bodies whose 

members are elected directly by the voters, members of the Legislature and the Board of 

Equalization, or constitutional officers. However, when an officer who is otherwise exempted 

serves as a voting member of an agency that is subject to the Levine Act, then the contribution 

restrictions of the Levine Act do apply to that officer. For example, someone elected to a county 

board of supervisors is not subject to the Levine Act simply for sitting on the board of 

supervisors; but, if that official also sits on a regional transit agency, which is subject to the 

Levine Act, then the officer would be required to comply with the contribution restrictions with 

respect to proceedings before the regional transit agency. 

This bill would significantly broaden the reach of the Levine Act by making it applicable to local 

agencies whose members are directly elected by the voters. As a result, the restrictions of the 

Levine Act would apply for the first time to every county board of supervisors, city council, and 

school board in the state, along with special districts that are not already subject to the law.  

One of the supporters of this bill—California Common Cause—notes that a number of California 

cities have prohibitions or restrictions on campaign contributions from developers and city 

contractors to elected city officials, including Alhambra, Baldwin Park, Claremont, Costa Mesa, 

Culver City, Gardena, Glendale, Los Angeles, Malibu, National City, Oakland, Pasadena, 

Pomona, San Bernardino, San Francisco, San Marcos, Santa Ana, Santa Monica, Scotts Valley, 

Solana Beach, Temple City, Upland, West Covina, and Yorba Linda. While these cities' 

restrictions on campaign contributions by developers and contractors are somewhat analogous to 

the restrictions imposed by the Levine Act, most of those cities' ordinances differ in notable 

respects from the Levine Act and the amendments proposed by this bill. While some of these 

cities' restrictions are as broad as the Levine Act, others are considerably narrower. In particular, 

many of these cities' restrictions are focused on contributions made by contractors or developers, 

and are not more broadly applicable to all permits, licenses, and entitlements for use like the 

Levine Act. In many cases, the cities' restrictions apply only to proceedings related to contracts 

for more than a specified dollar amount. 

AB 1728 (Garcia) of 2014 would have provided that local government agencies that are formed 

pursuant to the Water Code are subject to the Levine Act, even if the members of the agency 

were directly elected by the voters. AB 1728 was vetoed by Governor Brown, who stated in his 

veto message that "The Levine Act was narrowly crafted to apply to local government entities 
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whose membership includes individuals who are not elected directly by voters. Expanding the 

Act to one subset of special districts, namely water boards, would add more complexity without 

advancing the goals of the Political Reform Act." 

California voters passed an initiative, Proposition 9, in 1974 that created the Fair Political 

Practices Commission (FPPC) and codified significant restrictions and prohibitions on 

candidates, officeholders and lobbyists. That initiative is commonly known as the PRA. 

Amendments to the PRA that are not submitted to the voters, such as those contained in this bill, 

must further the purposes of the initiative and require a two-thirds vote of both houses of the 

Legislature. 

According to the Author 
"This bill seeks to apply the same prohibitions that exist for state and local agencies to local 

elected agencies. Current state law counter-intuitively permits local elected officials running for 

re-election to solicit and accept sizable contributions from those who are seeking permits or 

licenses before them but prohibits identical contributions to an appointed official running for 

office who is acting in exactly the same capacity. If a local elected official, such as a county 

supervisor, is appointed to a license-granting board, the official would be barred under current 

law from accepting contributions from those seeking the official's approval. However, a city 

councilmember running against the supervisor would be able to seek and receive contributions 

from the same permit-seekers. Beyond counter-intuition, the problem of special interests seeking 

to influence local decision-making is longstanding, well-documented, and real. SB 1439 ensures 

the same pay-to-play prohibitions that apply to state agency appointees or appointed local 

officials when approving a license, permit, or entitlement for use also apply to local elected 

officials when acting in an identical capacity." 

Arguments in Support 
In support of a prior version of this bill, California Common Cause wrote, "SB 1439 speaks to 

the concerns of California voters by protecting against quid pro quo corruption and its 

appearance, and protecting against interference with merit-based public administration. Such 

corruption and its appearance threaten the confidence in our system of representative 

government. They provide opportunities for big money special interest to buy undue influence 

over critically important local officials. 

"Reforms aimed at reducing corruption in contracting are not novel, at the federal, state, or local 

level. There is a long history of laws, and expansion of laws, aimed at preventing pay-to-play 

schemes for federal contracts. Further, at least 15 other states limit or prohibit campaign 

contributions from some or all state contractors or licensees and 18 California cities that 

California Common Cause could find limit or prohibit campaign contributions from developers 

or city contractors with business before the city." 

Arguments in Opposition 
None received. 

FISCAL COMMENTS 

According to the Assembly Appropriations Committee, costs to the FPPC likely in the hundreds 

of thousands of dollars annually thereafter in additional staff and infrastructure to enforce 

compliance with this program. 
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VOTES 

SENATE FLOOR:  34-0-6 
YES:  Allen, Archuleta, Atkins, Becker, Bradford, Caballero, Cortese, Dahle, Dodd, Durazo, 

Eggman, Glazer, Gonzalez, Hueso, Hurtado, Kamlager, Laird, Leyva, Limón, McGuire, 

Melendez, Min, Newman, Ochoa Bogh, Pan, Portantino, Roth, Rubio, Skinner, Stern, Umberg, 

Wieckowski, Wiener, Wilk 

ABS, ABST OR NV:  Bates, Borgeas, Grove, Hertzberg, Jones, Nielsen 

 

ASM ELECTIONS:  5-0-2 
YES:  Bryan, Bennett, Low, Mullin, Blanca Rubio 

ABS, ABST OR NV:  Seyarto, Mayes 

 

ASM APPROPRIATIONS:  13-0-3 
YES:  Holden, Bryan, Calderon, Arambula, Davies, Mike Fong, Gabriel, Eduardo Garcia, 

Levine, Quirk, Robert Rivas, Akilah Weber, McCarty 

ABS, ABST OR NV:  Bigelow, Megan Dahle, Fong 

 

UPDATED 

VERSION: August 15, 2022 

CONSULTANT:  Ethan Jones / ELECTIONS / (916) 319-2094   FN: 0003532 




