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1. Executive Summary 

  

 California Assembly Bill 32 was a groundbreaking law in the United States 

passed in order to regulate greenhouse gas emissions. Proposition 23 was the attempt to 

delay its implementation until after the economic recession ends and the unemployment 

situation in California improves. An analysis of the donations made in favor and opposed 

to Proposition 23 reveals trends and insights into why Proposition 23 was doomed to 

failure. In addition, the effect of money on the initiative ballot system provides important 

insights into possible ballot measures in other states looking to pass similar legislation.  

 

2. Introduction 

 

The effect of money upon legislators votes on climate change legislation 

influences them less than their political party persuasions, however there is a correlation 

between political ideology and the introduction of political donations made their 

constituents, which can prompt special influence for lobbying efforts for other projects. 

Emphasis upon the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (California Assembly Bill 32) 

and the resultant California Proposition 23 campaign serve as a template to understanding 

the dynamic relationships between politicians and their constituents. Primary donors in 

the Proposition 23 campaign can fall into certain categories in order to simplify the 

motivations of donors. This is useful to understand the political process in consideration 

of the rapid turnover of state politicians in California. Finally, the provisions of AB 32 

that create a carbon market which accepts regional and subnational REDD+ credits.  
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3. Research Findings 

 

3.1. About California Assembly Bill 32  

 

 California Assembly Bill 32, also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act, is 

a California State Law passed in 2006. AB 32 is an addition to the California Health and 

Safety Code pertaining to air pollution16. The law designates the California Air Resources 

Board (ARB) to develop and enforce regulations to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions in the state of California to 1990 levels by 2020. The ARB was assigned to 

perform seven specific requirements by AB 32 to achieve this goal.  

 

First, in 2007, the California Air Resources Board set the statewide 2020 

emissions limit to 427 million metric tons CO2 equivalent of greenhouse gasses. They 

also adopted a regulation in 2007 requiring the mandatory reporting and verification by 

the largest industrial sources of their greenhouse gas emissions. The Air Resources Board 

also was required to convene an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee (EJAC) to 

develop a scoping plan and an Economic and Technology Advancement Advisory 

Committee (ETAAC) to “to advise the state board on … technological research and 

development opportunities.”4 In 2008, the ARB developed a scoping plan that outlined 

various methods to implement the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels 

by 2020. This included ensuring that early voluntary reductions receive appropriate credit 

with the California Climate Action Registry, a voluntary GHG registry as well as 

identifying and adopting “regulations for discrete early actions that could be enforceable 
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on or before January 1, 2010.” 17 The Board identified these early actions and proposed 

regulations to reduce GHG emissions by “landfills, motor vehicle fuels, refrigerants in 

cars, tire pressure, port operations, ship electrification in ports and reduction of high 

GWP gases in consumer products.” 17 Finally, all new regulations and market 

mechanisms produced by the Air Resources Board were set to legally go into effect by 

January 1, 2012.  

 

However a California Superior Court judge ruled on May 20, 2011 restricted 

some of the power of the Air Resources Board.3 The ruling held that the ARB could take 

no action on establishing a carbon market until it considers alternative options, 

temporarily freezing the regional and sectional carbon market it had been creating. This 

therefore currently halts some of the regulations set to go in place in January 2012, which 

could impact the current California voluntary carbon market. 

 

In addition, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 was passed along strict 

party lines in the California Assembly, with all 47 Democrats voting yes in support of AB 

32, and all 33 Republicans voting no in opposition to AB 32. These 80 politicians were 

all termed out by the 2010 elections in which California Proposition 23 was considered.12 

This implies that the effect of lobbying on AB 32 of any one politician by donors for and 

against Proposition 23 was negligible. Due to this strict party line vote, other factors, 

most likely political ideology, must have played a greater role than monetary donations to 

individual campaigns. 
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3.2. About Proposition 23 

 

 Proposition 23 was a ballot proposition in the State of California during the 

election on November 2, 2010.10 It was nicknamed the California Jobs Initiative by 

supporters and the Dirty Energy Proposition by opponents.13 The proposition was 

intended to suspend AB 32 until California’s unemployment rate had dropped to 5.5% or 

less for four consecutive quarters. 13 Proposition 23 lost by a vote of 38.5% in favor and 

61.5% in opposition. Both candidates for governor, Meg Whitman and Jerry Brown, 

along with Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, opposed Proposition 23.13 More than 9.6 

million Californians voted on the proposition, and more than $40 million was donated in 

the course of the election cycle.13 

 

3.3. Breakdown of Donors for Proposition 23 

 

The major donors in support of Proposition 236 fell into two primary categories: 

members of the oil industry or lobbyists. Only 19 donors contributed $25,000 or more, 

and all but two are directly connected to the oil industry (Table 1). These two, the Adam 

Smith Foundation and the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, are advocacy 

organizations for smaller government. The other 17 organizations include members of the 

oil and petroleum industry, the trucking industry, and the coal industry. These major 

donors raised only $8 million, and many of them were out-of-state corporations. More 

importantly, major oil corporations such as Shell, Chevron, Exxon Mobil and BP either 

opposed Proposition 23 or did not take a position.19 
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Additional information on donors comes from Influence Explorer, a project of the 

Sunlight Foundation devoted to tracking money in politics to make government 

transparent and accountable. Their website analyzes massive amounts of data to 

consolidate contributions from the organization’s employees, family members, and their 

political action committees. Analysis of these factors shows that the majority of these big 

donors primarily give money to Republican politicians over Democrats. In addition, 

Murray Energy (99%), Flint Hills Resources (94%), and the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers 

Association (100%) gave nearly exclusively to Republican politicians. The key exception 

was the California Truckers Association, which prior to 2006 consistently gave the 

majority of their donations to Democratic politicians.  

 

3.4 Breakdown of Donors against Proposition 23 

 

The main donors against Proposition 235 fell into four general categories 

(although some donors could be placed into multiple categories): lobbyists and 

nonprofits, philanthropists, members of the venture capital and investment industry, and 

members of the alternative energy industry (Table 2). 80 donors gave at least $25,000 to 

the No on Proposition 23 campaign. 21 of these donors are lobbyists or non-profits, such 

as the National Wildlife Foundation ($3,000,000), Sierra Club ($1,679,188), and the 

Nature Conservancy ($900,000). 18 donors are philanthropists such as the filmmaker 

James Cameron ($1,000,000) 45, Interim CEO and executive of GAP Inc. Robert Fisher 

($1,000,000), and Microsoft’s Bill Gates ($800,000). Another 18 are members of the 

venture capital and investment industry such as Thomas Steyer ($5,049,000), Vinod 
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Khosla1 ($1,037,267), and Julian Robertson ($500,000). Thomas Steyer of Farallon 

Capital Management, LLC was the largest donor in the Proposition 23 campaign. Finally, 

13 donors work directly in the alternative energy industry25 such as John and Ann Doerr  

($2,100,000)30, SunRun, Inc. ($200,000) and Sempra Energy ($75,000). 

 

Some individuals or organizations did not fit well into any one category or 

overlapped into several categories, as some philanthropists got their start in the Venture 

Capital and Investment industry and some were in the process of funding alternative 

energy corporations. In these cases, these philanthropists were placed in those alternate 

categories. In addition, the utility corporation Pacific Gas & Electric ($500,000) actively 

opposed Proposition 23. 

 

In addition, the majority of donors against Proposition 23 live in the Bay Area and 

Silicon Valley. The source of much of California’s alternative energy and venture capital 

industries are in Silicon Valley, as many of the technology companies are already in the 

process of voluntarily going green.44 As one-third of all venture capital investment occurs 

in the Silicon Valley, the growing alternative energy industry is a prime opportunity for 

investment. 11 

 

According to Influence Explorer23, many of the major donors opposed to 

Proposition 23 tend to donate predominantly to Democrat politicians. The primarily 

partisan donors tended to be environmental lobbying organizations such as the National 

Wildlife Federation (91%), the Sierra Club (94%), and the Union of Concerned Scientists 
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(98%). which gave overwhelmingly to Democrat politicians. Two notable exceptions are 

the real estate company DMB Associates (69%) and NextEra Energy (52%) which 

favored Republican politicians. 

 

3.5 The Battle of Proposition 23 

 

Proposition 23 served as the first major clash between two competing industries. 

It served as the first major ballot initiative between the oil industries and the alternative 

energy and venture capital industries. Developing as a response to aggressive provisions 

in California AB 32 to reduce California GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, oil 

corporations in Texas provided the seed money for anti-tax proponents in California to 

try and postpone the enactment of AB 32 until the California economy improved. In 

response, a wide-ranging coalition of alternative energy and venture capital firms united 

in opposition to Prop 23. As time went on, Proposition 23 was revealed to be a heavily 

mismatched fight. 

 

 First, the primary California politicians during the 2010 November election cycle 

all announced their opposition to Prop. 23. In addition, many of “California's biggest 

companies, including Chevron, Pacific Gas & Electric and Sempra Energy, stayed neutral 

or actively opposed the initiative.” 33 Then the No on 23 Campaign raised nearly four 

times as much as the Yes on 23 Campaign. Supporters of Proposition 23 found 

themselves “Steamrolled by a $31.2 million campaign funded by such wealthy 

philanthropists as San Francisco hedge fund manager Tom Steyer, such big 
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environmental groups as the National Wildlife Federation and the ClimateWorks 

Foundation, and such Silicon Valley green-tech moguls as John Doerr and Vinod Khosla.” 

33 The troubles for Proposition did not end there. The No on 23 Campaign used their 

money on a grassroots effort and gathered “3,200 volunteers, made 2.8 million phone 

calls to voters, sent out 3.4 million pieces of mail, made 379,676 on-campus contacts 

with college students, and operated a sophisticated computerized outreach program that 

identified and contacted 481,000 voters, and showered voters with 900,000 get-out-the 

vote phone calls and text messages in the last three days.” 33 The well-organized No on 

23 Campaign overwhelmed the Yes on 23 Campaign, which was limited in support to the 

California Republican (and Libertarian) Parties, which ran a half-hearted and confused 

campaign. 15 

 

Proposition 23 lost the election with 38.5% support and 61.5% opposition.13 Prop 

23 won only in lightly populated Northeastern California and was overwhelmingly 

defeated in the most heavily populated counties. The highest support for Proposition 23 

came from Lassen and Modoc counties with slightly more than 60% favorability but this 

was offset by the opposition of Alameda, Marin, Mendocino, San Francisco, San Mateo, 

Santa Cruz, Sonoma, and Santa Clara Counties which all voted against Proposition 23 by 

more than 70% margin. 
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Discussion 

 

4.1. Who benefits from Assembly Bill 32? 

 

The implementation of Assembly Bill 32 directly assists several large industries 

in the state of California. This includes the alternative (clean) energy industry, the 

venture capital industry, the real estate industry, and the voluntary cap and trade carbon 

markets that are a part of the California Climate Action Registry (CARR). 

 

The alternative energy industry receives a massive share of benefits of the ARB 

implementation of AB 32. 33% of energy usage in California must come from renewable 

energy sources by 2020. This directly benefits the solar18, wind, biofuel37, and geothermal 

(among others) components of the renewable (clean) energy industry. The increased 

demand for renewable energy also attracts the venture capital/investment industry. 

California has received the largest chunk of global venture capital investment, with 

California receiving $800 million of two billion total investment dollars in the second quarter 

of 2008. 4 

 

 AB 32 is especially attractive to venture capital investors because it produces a 

market for growth in the alternative energy industry. If alternative industry increases 

from 12% of California’s current retail electric load to 33% by 2020, that produces a 275% 

increase in the size of the potential return from the market’s growth. This corresponds to the 

growth of the alternative energy industry, whereby “Each $100 million in venture capital 

funding helps create 2,700 jobs, $500 million in annual revenues for two decades and many 
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indirect jobs.” 2 In addition, after “2020, green technologies are expected to attract 

investment of more than $600 billion annually.” 40 AB 32 produces a safe investment for  

“Venture investors [who] view AB 32 as a catalyst for clean-tech investment and 

production, especially the law’s renewable portfolio standard provision, which requires 

that utilities obtain 20% of their energy from renewable sources by 2020, and the cap-

and-trade portion, which would make polluters pay or reduce their carbon emissions.” 25 

In fact, the number of clean energy jobs in California increased by 5% while overall jobs 

dropped by 1% in 2007-2008, which showed the resilience and durability of the alternate 

energy industry.2 In addition, many California tech-firms recognize the benefits from AB 

32 and support it, including Google7, Gap Inc., eBay, Bloom Energy39, E2, Small 

Business California, Warner Bros Entertainment, and Yahoo! 9 

 

Real estate companies also tend to support AB 32 to protect their own 

investments27. Real estate firms in California predict the expected “risk from extreme 

weather events, sea level rise, and wildfires [to have] a projected annual price tag of $300 

million to $3.9 billion over this century, depending on how warm the world gets.”24 AB 

32 is generally viewed as a potential mechanism to reduce the likelihood of this crisis41. 

In addition, the AB 32 Implementation Group estimated that AB 32 would “add 

approximately $50,000 to the cost of a new home. Because the median new home price in 

2008 was $335,990, this represents an increase of 14.9% in the cost of housing.” 41 

Raising the price of housing can have both benefits and costs in terms of buying and 

selling homes, but in general it helps real estate firms to recover from the recession. 36 
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Finally, the subnational and regional climate market benefits from AB 32. The 

California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) 17 established a voluntary carbon market in 

California prior to the institution of the cap and trade segment of AB 32 going into effect 

in 2012. This voluntary market served as a good way to test methodologies and the 

California Air Resources Board policies. CCAR was established in 2001 and “currently 

has over 300 of the world’s largest and leading corporations, universities, cities & 

counties, government agencies and environment organizations voluntarily measuring, 

monitoring, and publicly reporting their GHG emissions using the California Registry’s 

protocols and working together to solve climate change.”17 It is in the process of 

transitioning into the Climate Action Reserve, a national voluntary carbon market.  

 

According to AB 32, sector based credits can be generated from subnational and 

sector-based projects including Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest 

Degradation (REDD+).4 These sectoral projects include working with the industries of 

forestry35, cement, and transportation to provide incentives for these industries to “reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions and/or energy use.”4 California has taken the lead on REDD+ 

ahead of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) after California 

partnered on REDD+ projects with Acre in Brazil and Chiapas in Mexico.21 REDD+ 

mechanisms was set to be a part of California AB 32 cap and trade regulations set to be 

enacted January 1, 2012. However, California Superior Court Judge Ernest Goldsmith 

has frozen indefinitely the carbon trading mechanism until the ARB complies with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by considering additional alternatives to a 

cap and trade system.28  
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4.2. Who loses from Assembly Bill 32? 

 

The implementation of Assembly Bill 32 directly targets certain industries with its 

regulations and allocates much of the burden of reducing GHG emissions. The new 

regulations will occur in a staggered and graded process, with regulations affecting 

certain businesses and industries before others. The primary regulations will “apply first 

to some of California's biggest emitters, including utilities and large industrial plants. In 

2015, it will expand to fuel distributors. In total, it will apply to 360 businesses at 600 

locations across the state.”14 The transportation, construction, manufacturing, and oil 

industries will be the most heavily regulated and affected by policies established by the 

Air Resources Board. However the additional costs will likely be passed off from the 

companies onto consumers leading to higher priced goods and services.41 

 

 The oil (and traditional energy) industry will be most affected by regulations. In 

the near future, most vehicles will still rely on traditional sources of fuel. Although the 

rising prices and volatility of prices of crude, gasoline, and diesel are driving many 

individuals to pursue vehicles that utilize alternative fuels, these vehicles are not yet 

commercially affordable or reasonably priced.41 In addition, the mandated 33% market 

share for alternative renewable energy will increase competition pressures on the 

traditional energy. Although those utility and oil corporations which opposed or took no 

stand on Proposition 23 such as Pacific Gas and Electric, Shell, Chevron, Exxon Mobil 

and BP, will face increased regulations as major GHG emitters, however will be able to 

take advantage of the carbon markets and cap and trade as they move toward increased 
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production of alternative energy.8 These major corporations have large alternative energy 

portfolios and can shift their businesses to capitalize upon alternative energy. At the same 

time the highly regulated market can prevent competition from out of state and smaller 

oil corporations such as Valero and Tesoro.  

 

The transportation industry also faces increased stress from ARB regulations. The 

industry faces a mandated 30% reduction in vehicle greenhouse gas emissions by 2016 

and more efficient trucking.2 The California Trucking Association was one of the primary 

supporters of Proposition 23 due to their opposition to the California Air Resources 

Board. They are currently fighting both the “diesel emissions law, a measure to slash 

cancer-causing pollution [and AB 32.] Valerie Liese, chairwoman of the trucking 

association, said the climate law would drive manufacturers out of state, resulting in 

fewer customers for truckers.” 34 In addition to the loss of business feared by this 

industry, additional regulations require increased expenditures to meet the ARB 

requirements. The proposed implementation of additional laws on the transportation 

industry include “the Pavley standards (AB 1493), which would reduce GHG emissions 

from passenger vehicles by about 22 percent by 2012 and about 30 percent by 2016; and 

moving forward with a Low Carbon Fuel Standard, which would reduce the carbon 

content of California’s transportation fuels 10 percent by 2020.” 41 

 

The manufacturing industry faces tough regulations but has a prime opportunity 

to take advantage of the cap and trade carbon markets called for by the Air Resources 

Board. The main proposed measures are to improve energy efficiency and reduce GHG 
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emissions for the largest corporations in the industry. The cap and trade mechanism 

directly assists these corporations, which  “Will receive free credits equal to about 90 

percent of the overall average emissions for that sector. Businesses will pay for excessive 

emissions by buying allowances - or credits - if they are unable to reduce their carbon 

dioxide levels”14. The worry is that leakage will occur, whereby many of these 

manufacturing and industrial corporations will flee the state of California to avoid the 

additional regulations. A concern to many companies in the manufacturing industry is the 

question of if the ARB will consider in their cap and trade mechanism the greenhouse gas 

emissions from “out-of-state companies whose products are consumed in California.” 41 

If the state does not, then leakage will likely occur with companies fleeing the state of 

California for other states and countries with lower regulatory standards. 

 

Finally, the construction industry will face increased costs and regulations. The 

regulations to increase building and appliance efficiency will by necessity require 

additional spending, including the retrofitting of state buildings to accomplish a major 

energy efficiency program. However some incentives are present for expanding 

efficiency of construction, such as the installation of solar water heating systems. 41 These 

added costs could provide temporary discomfort for the construction industry, although 

investment is likely. In fact, “Investment in greening existing buildings is good for 

business. By upgrading existing facilities to improve energy efficiency, businesses can 

save approximately 60 cents per square foot, reducing per-square-foot energy costs 

(currently $1.50 to $2.50) by as much as 40%.”2 These benefits can help to offset the 

additional costs relating to regulations from enforcing AB 32. 
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4.3. Why did Proposition 23 fail? 

 

 Proposition 23 failed for three primary reasons: money, media, and markets. 

These forces played a crucial role for the No on Proposition 23 Campaign and generated 

the massive levels of opposition to the ballot measure. These factors are reflected by a 

historical analysis of California elections that would predict the failure of Prop 23. 

 

Money was a critical factor in the election, with the Yes on 23 Campaign being 

outspent nearly four to one. The Yes on 23 Campaign generated slightly more than $8 

million; in comparison the No on 23 Campaign generated more than $32 million. 

Historically, California’s initiative system provides an insight into the effect of money on 

popular legislation (ballot measures). It has been found that spending against ballot 

measures is critically effective, while additional spending in favor of ballot measures is 

not38. In fact, according to Gerber20 spending in favor of a ballot proposition tends to 

lower the likelihood of passage, especially economic groups are the ones financing and 

spending the money. Proposition 23 fit this trend for failure, with significant spending for 

the No on 23 campaign and with spending on the Yes on 23 campaign coming primarily 

from economic (oil) interests. 

 

Next, the media was overwhelmingly opposed to Proposition 23. The only two major 

newspapers in California to endorse the ballot measure were the Orange County Register 

and the San Diego North County Times due to their opposition to AB 32.13 At least 

seventeen major newspapers across California editorialized against Proposition 23, 
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including the Los Angeles Times, the San Diego Union Tribune, and the San Francisco 

Chronicle.13 In addition, although polls in early weeks wavered between support and 

opposition, in the final weeks before the election a decidedly anti-Proposition 23 trend 

became apparent, although undecided responses remained consistently high.13 In 

addition, media coverage plays a significant role in raising ballot proposition awareness 

(along with other factors). 29 

 

 Finally the market influence on failing Proposition 23 was very apparent. Lutrin26 

explains that environmental initiatives are “are generally favorably received if they 

appear to correct a problem or meet a need in government, but may lose favor quickly if a 

skillfully managed or intense campaign promotes considerable doubt concerning their 

desirability. In short, the voter may reason, ‘If in doubt, vote no’.” However, Proposition 

23 served as the antithesis to this formula, as it was an economic interest seeking to 

remove a solution to the greenhouse gas emission problem. This ballot measure acted as a 

competition between traditional jobs and the growing alternative energy industry, which 

ended up victorious. The momentum in support of the alternative energy industry and the 

carbon market in California was able to overrun and defeat the Yes on 23 Campaign. In 

addition, market pressures for California to compete in the global market for alternative 

energy made it attractive to Californians to defeat Proposition 23. 42 
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4.4. Implications of Money on Ballot Measures 

 

Due to the large body of literature on the topic of money on ballot measures three 

critical factors are known. First, more money doesn’t guarantee the passage of a ballot 

proposition and may even lead to its own defeat. 20 Next, more money spent in opposition 

to a ballot measure tends to lead to the likelihood of defeat of the ballot measure. 38 

Finally, funding by citizen groups has a positive or neutral influence on the passage or 

failure of a proposition, however funding a ballot initiative from economic interests will 

often result in its failure. 38 This reveals the trend that ballot initiatives are most likely to 

pass if they are well-funded citizen initiatives that are facing an opponent funded by 

economic interests. 

 

4.5. Future of U.S. Climate Legislation similar to Assembly Bill 32 

 

California continues to lead the United States and much of the world in its commitment 

to reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Although the cap and trade 

mechanism has been frozen as of May 20, 2011, the other aspects of the Air Resources 

Board regulation and enforcement of AB 32 go into effect by January 1, 2012. The 

success of the California voluntary carbon market, California Carbon Action Registry, 

has led to the production of the Climate Action Reserve to serve as the principle North 

American carbon market. In addition, several other states have joined with California in 

support of establishing a carbon market and reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 

forming the Western Climate Initiative comprised of seven US states and four Canadian 
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provinces, along with sixteen observer states and provinces in the US, Canada, and 

Mexico. 43 In addition, the Midwestern Greenhouse Gas Reduction Accord has six US 

Midwestern states pledge to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and combat climate change. 

No other state possesses legislation like AB 32, however fourteen states have adopted 

California vehicle greenhouse gas emissions standards. 31 In addition, some states have 

enacted other emissions reductions and reporting mechanisms. Minnesota and Hawaii 

have emissions reductions most similar to that of California with a scope of affecting the 

entire state economy. Washington State has enacted emissions reductions for the electric 

power and the transportation industry, while Wisconsin and West Virginia require 

reporting of greenhouse gas emissions. 31 

 

 As many states possess the initiative process, including most states west of the 

Mississippi River. 22 By appealing to popular support in states that are members in the 

Western Climate Initiative, legislation may be proposed for the ballot to rival California. 

In addition, environmental initiatives tend to be favorably viewed by the general public as 

well as to the venture capital and alternative energy industries. By appealing to these 

interests, ballot propositions may be proposed similar to California AB 32 and are likely 

to be victorious when faced with campaigns based on economic interests from traditional 

energy sources. Therefore, in states that are working on Climate Change Commissions 

(5) and Climate Action Plans (4) and even those which are not, the initiative process can 

be utilized to bypass hostile legislatures and governors to enact climate change 

legislation. 32 Legislation regulating greenhouse gas emissions will likely become more 

common closer to 2020 as the expansion of the alternative energy industry continues. 
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5. Appendices 

 

Table 1. Major Donations (>$25,000) in support of Proposition 23 according to Cal-Access 

Category  Donor Amount ($) 
Oil Industry - Refineries Valero 4,050,000 
Oil Industry – Refineries Tesoro 1,525,000 
Oil Industry – Refineries Flint Hills Resources LP 1,000,000 
Lobbyists Adam Smith Foundation 498,000 
Oil Industry – Natural Gas Occidental Petroleum 300,000 
Oil Industry – Gas Retailer Tower Energy Group 200,000 
Oil Industry – Lobbyists National Petrochemical and Refiners Assn. 100,000 
Oil Industry – Distribution World Oil Corp. 100,000 
Lobbyists Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Assn. 100,000 
Oil Industry – Distribution Southern California Oil 50,000 
Oil Industry – Shipping/Transit California Trucking Assn. 50,000 
Oil Industry – Refineries Frontier Oil 50,000 
Oil Industry – Coal Mining Murray Energy 30,000 
Oil Industry – Plastics Berry Petrochemical 25,000 
Oil Industry – Automotive Fuel Boyett Petroleum 25,000 
Oil Industry - Pipelines California State Pipes Trade Assn. 25,000 
Oil Industry – Distribution Caminol Management 25,000 
Oil Industry – Refineries Holly Corporation 25,000 
Oil Industry – Distribution Robinson Oil 25,000 
 Total Major Donors (>25,000): 8,203,000 
 
Table 2. Major Donations (>$25,000) in opposition to Proposition 23 according to Cal-Access 
Category  Donor Amount ($) 
Venture Capital & Investments Thomas Steyer 5,049,000 
Lobbyists National Wildlife Federation 3,000,000 
Alternative Energy Industry John and Ann Doerr 2,100,000 
Lobbyists National Resources Defense Council 1,860,000 
Lobbyists Sierra Club 1,679,188 
Lobbyists Environmental Defense Fund 1,295,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Vinod Khosla 1,037,267 
Philanthropist James Cameron (Film Industry) 1,000,000 
Philanthropist Robert Fisher (GAP Clothing) 1,000,000 
Philanthropist Gordon Miller (Canadian Politician) 1,000,000 
Lobbyists Climateworks Foundation 1,000,000 
Lobbyists Nature Conservancy 900,000 
Philanthropist Bill Gates (Microsoft) 800,000 
Lobbyists Clean Energy & Jobs Mobilization Committee 700,000 
Lobbyists Green Tech Action Fund 500,000 
Philanthropist John Morgridge (CISCO Systems) 500,000 
Philanthropist Claire Perry (British Politician) 500,000 
Philanthropist Wendy Schmidt (Google) 500,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Julian Robertson 500,000 
Utility Corporation Pacific Gas & Electric 500,000 
Lobbyists Clean Economy Network Action Fund 445,000 
Non-Profit Hannelore Grantham (RARE) 400,000 
Philanthropist Susan Mandel 400,000 
Lobbyists Ballot Initiative Strategy Center 317,000 
Non-Profit Rockefeller Family Fund 300,000 
Non-Profit SCOPE 300,000 
Philanthropist William Patterson (Canadian Politician) 250,000 
Philanthropist Anne Earhart (Getty Family) 250,000 
Philanthropist Susan Packard Orr (Hewlett-Packard) 250,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Nicolas Berggruen 250,000 
Lobbyists Democratic State Central Committee 217,470 
Lobbyists A.L.L.E.R.T. 200,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Shawn & Brook Byers 200,000 
Philanthropist Sergey Brin (Google) 200,000 
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Lobbyists California Teachers Association 200,000 
Philanthropist Lauren Powell Jobs (Apple) 200,000 
Alternative Energy Industry SunRun, Inc. 200,000 
Lobbyists Environment California 126,973 
Lobbyists Union of Concerned Scientists 113,005 
Philanthropist Fahrad Ebrahimi (Quark, Inc) 100,000 
Philanthropist John Pritzker (Hyatt Hotels) 100,000 
Philanthropist Nancy Burnett (Actress) 100,000 
Philanthropist Lucy Southworth (Google) 100,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Paul Klingenstein 100,000 
Lobbyists Green Tech Capital Advisors 100,000 
Lobbyists Audubon Society 100,000 
Real Estate Majestic Realty 100,000 
Real Estate DMB Associates, Inc 80,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Sempra Energy 75,000 
Health Industry Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, Inc & Hospitals 75,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Vantage Point Management 75,000 
Venture Capital & Investments F. Warren Hellman 75,000 
Alternative Energy Industry American Wind Energy Association 50,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Nextera Energy Resources, LLC 50,000 
Alternative Energy Industry First Solar Development 50,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Gregory & Nancy Serrurier 50,000 
Lobbyists Consumers Union Action Fund, Inc. 46,962 
Religious Lobbyist Organization The Restoration Project 46,045 
Non-Profit Tides Foundation 40,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Terra-Gen Finance Company, LLC 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments John Fisher 25,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Bloom Energy Corporation 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Andrew F. Mathieson 25,000 
Philanthropist Alan F. Horn (Warner Bros) 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Meridee A. Moore 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Matthew Barger 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Thomas M. Mistele 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Robert J. Ceremsak 25,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Applied Materials, Inc. 25,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 25,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Cannon Power Group & Affiliate Baja Wind, LLC 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments James A. Kohlberg 25,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Tesla Motors, Inc 25,000 
Health Industry Blue Shield of California 25,000 
Philanthropist Dirk A. Kabcenell 25,000 
Medical Research G. Leonard Baker 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Russel Lewis Siegelman 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Douglas W. Shorenstein 25,000 
Venture Capital & Investments Tom Baruch 25,000 
Alternative Energy Industry Tom Werner (SunPower) 25,000 
 Total Major Donors (>25,000): 32,277,910 
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