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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

IN AND FOR THURSTON COUNTY 
 
 
 

MOMS FOR LABELING, in the name of the 
State of Washington, 
 

Plaintiff, 
vs. 

 
NO ON 522,  
 
            Defendant. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 

Related case note: This complaint is 
affiliated with Moms for Labeling v. 
No on 522, no. 13-2-0960-1 and State 
of Washington v. Grocery 
Manufacturers Association, no. 13-2-
01256-8, both before Judge Wickham  
 

No.  
 
COMPLAINT  

 
Plaintiff, by and through its attorneys of record, hereby files this Complaint, making 

the allegations herein upon personal knowledge as to itself and its own acts, and upon 

information and belief based on investigation of counsel as to all other matters, as set forth 

herein.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

 This complaint constitutes a citizen action under RCW 42.17A.765(4).    

 For more than a month, the No on Initiative 522 Campaign (“No on 522 Campaign”) 

has been operating a statewide advertising campaign that illegally conceals the identity of the 

 EXPEDITE 
 No hearing set 
 Hearing is set 
Date:     
Time:    
Judge/Calendar:                           
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campaign’s donors.  Donations to the No on 522 Campaign have being laundered through the 

Grocery Manufacturers Association (“GMA”), the world’s largest association of food, 

beverage, and consumer product companies.  

 From the beginning of its advertising campaign and through the date of this filing, the 

No on 522 Campaign’s advertisements falsely label the GMA as one of its “top five 

contributors.”  See, e.g., Exhibit A. In fact, the GMA did not contribute the 7.2 million 

dollars  that supposedly make it a top five contributor.  Rather, the GMA acted as an illegal 

conduit by soliciting and collecting contributions from members that were earmarked for the 

effort to defeat Initiative 522. The GMA then falsely claimed to have made these 

contributions.   

 On August 23, 2013, Moms for Labeling notified the Attorney General of the State of 

Washington (“AG”) and the Thurston County Prosecutor that it had reason to believe that the 

GMA and No on 522 Campaign were violating the campaign laws based upon these actions.  

It provided the AG with additional evidence when requested.  Then, when no action had been 

taken after 45 days, Moms for Labeling provided the 10-day notice letter required under 

RCW 42.17A.765(4).   

 Acting upon Moms for Labeling’s notices, the AG brought suit against the GMA on 

October 16, 2013, based upon the GMA’s scheme to illegal conceal the donors to the No on 

522 Campaign.  The State’s complaint quoted evidence obtained by the State that clearly 

proves the illegal concealment alleged by Moms for Labeling.  In response to the AG’s 

complaint, the GMA registered a new political committee and reported some of its illegal 

receipts and distribution of political contributions as if carried out by this committee.  

 As of the date of this filing, the 55 day statutory notice period has expired and the 

State has not instituted an enforcement action against the No on 522 Campaign, thereby 
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allowing Moms for Labeling to file this “citizen against” the No on 522 Campaign in the 

name of the State of Washington.  

 In summary, this citizen action makes the following claims and seeks the following 

relief:  

• The No on 522 Campaign has been distributing false and misleading 

disclosures of its top five contributors, with actual or imputed knowledge that its disclosures 

were false and illegal.  

• Since the AG filed his case against the GMA, the No on 522 Campaign has 

refused to modify its “top five contributor” disclosures.  As of the date of this filing, those 

disclosures continue to conceal the true identities of the No on 522 Campaign’s contributors, 

causing significant harm to voters and the public interest.  

• Immediate judicial action is necessary to require the No on 522 Campaign to 

correct its disclosures to reflect the campaign’s actual top five contributors and to include 

“corrective disclosures” to remedy past false information distributed to voters.  

• State law prohibits the No on 522 Campaign from accepting any further funds 

from the GMA or its newly created political committee, which could constitute illicit 

contributions made through a conduit so as to have the affect of concealment.  RCW 

42.17A.715.   

• In addition, the No on 522 Campaign must pay a penalty for its violations of 

RCW chapter 42.17A.  The presumptive penalty is the amount of wrongfully concealed 

contributions, which exceeds $7 million.  The No on 522 Campaign has only approximately 

half of that amount remaining in assets and is expected to spend down all of these assets by 

the end of the campaign.  The Court must sequester the amount of illegal funds remaining in 

the No on 522 Campaign’s accounts to allow for payment of future penalties.  
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II.   PARTIES AND STANDING 

1. Plaintiff Moms for Labeling is a Washington not-for-profit corporation.  Its 

members are Washington voters and mothers who are harmed by the concealment of the true 

donors of the No on 522 Campaign.  They seek transparency in the food they feed their 

families and in this campaign.  Moms for Labeling gave the required 45 day notice and 10 

day notice prior to bringing this suit as required by RCW 42.17A.765(4).  

2. The No on 522 Campaign is a Washington state political committee.  

III.   JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

3. This court has jurisdiction by virtue of RCW 42.17A.765(4).  

4. Venue properly lies in this court by virtue of RCW 4.92.010(1).   

IV.         STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A.   THE GROCERY MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION HAS BEEN USED TO 
ILLEGALLY CONCEAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE NO ON 522 
CAMPAIGN   

5. The Grocery Manufacturers Association (“GMA”) made a special appeal to its 

membersto fund the No on 522 Campaign through a voluntary special assessment.  The GMA 

devised this method of fundraising for the No on 522 Campaign as a means to raise necessary 

funds “while better shielding individual companies from attack for providing funding.” 

6. The GMA has received pledges and contributions from certain members to 

support the No on 522 Campaign.   

7. The GMA member companies giving to the special assessment understand 

that their contributions are being used to fund the No on 522 Campaign.  

8. The GMA consolidated these contributions and then turned them over to the 

No on 522 Campaign.  
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9. The following allegations are contained in the complaint filed by the State of 

Washington against the GMA, attached as Exhibit B, and these allegations are hereby 

incorporated by reference as separate paragraphs to this Complaint:  
6.  On June 29, 2012, Chris and Leah McManus submitted Initiative 522 to 
the Washington State Secretary of .State. As identified by the Secretary of 
State, Initiative 522 "would require most raw agricultural commodities, 
processed foods, and seeds and seed stocks, if produced using genetic 
engineering as defined, to be labeled as genetically engineered when offered for 
retail sale." 

7.   The Secretary of State then forwarded Initiative 522 to the Washington 
State Legislature pursuant to state law. Under state law, if the Legislature failed 
to act on Initiative 522 by the end of the 2013 legislative session, Initiative 
522 would be submitted to Washington voters in November 2013 

8.   The Legislature did not act on Initiative 522 within the time frames allotted 
by statute. The matter is now set on the November 5, 2013 General Election 
ballot. 

Political  Committees  Supporting and Opposing Initiative 522 

9.   There are currently eight political committees registered with the PDC to 
support or oppose Initiative 522, seven supporting and one opposing. 

10. The seven committees supporting Initiative 522 registered with the PDC on 
May 4, 2012 (Label It Now); August 6, 2012 (GMO Right to Know); 
February 11, 2013 (Yes on 522); February 20, 2013 (EWG Yes); March 20, 
2013 (Organic Consumers Fund); June 19, 2013(GMO Awareness); and 
September 10, 2013 (Farmers & Friends). 

11. Currently, the one political committee registered to oppose Initiative 522 is 
No on 522, which registered with the PDC  on January  15, 2013. 

Grocery Manufacturers Association's Opposition to Mandatory Labeling 

12. Following the 2012 defeat of a California ballot measure (Proposition37) 
which was similar in purpose to Initiative 522, GMA staff and its Board of 
Directors ("GMA Board") began review and development of short-and long-term 
strategies to oppose mandatory labeling on products containing genetically 
engineered or modified organisms.· GMA, its Board, and its members 
determined that a "long-term, thoughtful, strategically flexible approach" to 
product labeling issues was necessary at the local, state, and national levels. 
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13. In December 2012, following meetings of the GMA Government 
Affairs Council and GMA Board, the GMA Board directed GMA staff to 
conduct baseline polling in Washington State "to determine the viability of a 
campaign to defeat I-522." The GMA Board also directed GMA staff to 
"scope out a funding mechanism to address the GMO issue", "while better 
shielding individual companies from attack for providing funding." At the same 
time, the GMA Board directed GMA staff to prepare to oppose "efforts to 
require mandatory GMO labels: a. Fight Washington State Ballot Measure" and 
"begin preparations for a campaign,. . . to defeat I-522, the Washington State 
Ballot measure." 

 
14. In January 2013, GMA staff presented the GMA Board with options for 
addressing "GMO Labeling Post Prop 37."  The GMA Board discussion 
included discussion of Initiative 522, an estimated cost for a campaign to defeat 
Initiative 522, and consideration of GMA members' "appetite to mount a 
campaign to defeat the Washington State Measure." 

 
15. At its January  19, 2013 meeting, the GMA Board supported a 
"multipronged" approach to mandatory labeling issues and directed GMA 
staff to "oppose all state efforts" to impose mandatory labeling by engaging in 
a state-by-state campaign. 

 
16. Also  at  its January  19, 2013  meeting,  the  GMA  Board  expressed  a 
desire to  plan  for funding long-term GMA goals with "a preference for GMA 
to be the funder of such efforts, rather than individual companies." 

 
17. In a February 18, 2013 memorandum to the GMA Board, GMA' s Chief 
Executive Officer Pamela G. Bailey proposed a cost estimate for the multi-
pronged approach to labeling issues, which included the cost to "fight 
Washington State Ballot Measure" in 2013. CEO Bailey also included in her 
memorandum the establishment of a separate GMA fund that would "allow 
for greater planning for the funds to combat current threats and better shield 
individual companies from attack that provide funding for specific efforts." The 
fund would allow GMA to be identified as the source of funding for efforts that 
included defeating Initiative 522. 
 
18. GMA named the fund the "Defense of Brand Strategic Account" ("Account") 
and determined that it would be funded from an assessment to GMA 
members separate from their normal association dues.  The Account would be 
segregated from other GMA funds. GMA expressed its intent that GMA's 
opposition to a mandatory labeling program would be paid for from the 
Account.  GMA also originally set a three-year period for this program, running 
from 2013 through 2015. GMA anticipated a number of different actions would 
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be taken regarding the mandatory labeling issue, including opposition to the 
pending Initiative 522. 

 
19. Following GMA Board approval in January and February 2013, GMA 
staff sent invoices for the Account to GMA members in March and August 
2013.   Goals identified for the Account included to "defeat ballot measures" 
and continue to "oppose all state measures.” 

 
20. GMA identified the portion of 2013 Account budget to be allotted to 
oppose Initiative 522 as $10,000,000. 

 
21. On March 15, 2013, CEO Bailey sent a memorandum to GMA members 
with the first Account invoice. In addition to a description of the purpose of 
the Account, Ms. Bailey provided GMA members an "Update on Washington 
State," which described GMA efforts to ''assess the viability of a campaign to 
defeat I-522" and the results of GMA's polling efforts. Ms. Bailey further 
advised GMA members that "[m]uch  like California,  [the opposition to 
Initiative 522] campaign will be challenging." She then promised to provide 
updates to GMA members about "our progress on the Washington State 
efforts." 

 
22. The March Account invoice further described the amount GMA billed 
its members as a "contribution" for its 2013 Defense of Brands Strategic 
Account and was the first of two installments with a due date of April 15, 
2013. 

 
23. On May 8, 2013, the No on 522 political committee reported receiving a 
contribution from GMA in the amount of $472,500. GMA also informed its 
membership that the $472,500 contribution made to the No on 522 political 
committee came from funds collected from GMA members for the Defense of 
Brands  Strategic Account. 

 
24. On or about August 13, 2013, GMA sent the next invoice to GMA 
members for the second installment to the 2013 Defense of Brands Strategic 
Account, again labeling the installment as a contribution to the Account. 

 
25. On or about August 23, 2013, GMA contributed $1,750,000 to the No on 
522 political committee from its Defense of Brands Strategic Account. 

 
26. On or about September 27, 2013, GMA contributed $5,000,000 to the No 
on 522 political committee from its Defense of Brands Strategic Account. 

 
27. All the funds used for GMA's contributions to the No on 522 political 
committee came from its Defense of Brands Strategic Account. 

COMPLAINT - 7 
 

Smith & Lowney, p.l.l.c. 
2317 East John Street 

Seattle, Washington 98112 
(206) 860-2883 

 



 

 

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

 

 

 

 

28. As of October 7, 2013, GMA has accumulated $13,480,500 from GMA 
members contributions to the Account. Of that amount collected, GMA spent a 
total of $7,222,500 in contributions to the No on 522 political committee to 
oppose Washington's Initiative 522. 

 
B. THE NO ON 522 CAMPAIGN FALSELY REPORTED THAT THE GMA 

GAVE $7.2 MILLION IN CONTRIBUTIONS.  
 
10. The No on 522 Campaign has reported $7.2 million in contributions as if they 

were made by the GMA, when in fact other corporations made these donations and the GMA 

was merely used as a conduit to conceal the true identity of the donors.  

11. As of the date of this filing, the No on 522 Campaign has not corrected its 

reporting and continues to list the GMA as having given $7.2 million.   

 
C. THE NO ON 522 CAMPAIGN’S ADVERTISEMENTS FALSELY LIST THE 

GMA AS THE ORIGINATOR OF THESE CONTRIBUTIONS   

12. The No on 522 Campaign has embarked upon a multi-million dollar television 

advertising campaign that falsely lists the GMA as one of the campaign’s top five 

contributors based upon the concealed contributions, as depicted in Exhibit A to this 

Complaint.   

13. As of the date of this filing, the No on 522 Campaign continues to list the 

GMA as a top five contributor on advertisements airing on television and on YouTube, 

including advertisements that began airing after the AG filed suit.  For example, the No on 

522 Campaign posted an advertisement on its YouTube channel on October 19, 2013, which 

stated that the GMA was one of its top five contributors.   

14. The No on 522 Campaign should never have listed the GMA as a top 

contributor.  The GMA was merely an illegal conduit for the contributions of other 

corporations and, therefore, it never was a top five contributor.  This continues to be true 
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even though the AG has forced the GMA to disclose the identity of contributors that the 

GMA and No on 522 Campaign previously concealed.  

15. As of the date of this filing, the top five contributors to the No on 522 

Campaign are: Monsanto Company, Dupont Pioneer, PepsiCo, Inc., Nestle USA, Inc. and the 

Coca Cola Company.   

16. After being caught, the GMA registered a political committee under the name 

“Grocery Manufacturers Association Against I-522” and reported a portion – but not all – of 

its previous receipt and transfers of political contributions as if carried out by this committee. 

The No on 522 Campaign would not comply with the law or remedy past violations by 

merely placing the name of this fictional political committee in its “top five contributor” list.  

The GMA distributed funds to the No on 522 Campaign in its own name while acting as an 

illegal conduit. The No on 522 Campaign cannot list an illegal conduit in the top five 

contributor list and conceal the identity of its actual top five donor list.  

17. Changing the disclosures for future advertisements is necessary but not 

sufficient.  Voters might believe that new contributions merely changed the top five 

contributor list.  Corrective disclosures are necessary to draw the voters’ attention to the fact 

that previous disclosures were erroneous and have been corrected, and indicate that voter can 

get additional information from the Washington Public Disclosure Commission, including at 

www.pdc.wa.gov.   
 
D. THE NO ON 522 CAMPAIGN HAD ACTUAL OR IMPUTED KNOWLEDGE 

THAT ITS DISCLOSURES AND FILINGS WERE FALSE.  

18. The No on 522 Campaign always knew or had reason to know that food 

company members of the GMA were funneling contributions through the GMA and that 

GMA was a mere conduit, not a top contributor.   

19. The No on 522 is being run by the same consultants who ran last year’s No on 

Proposition 37 Campaign to defeat GMO labeling in California.  Last year, GMA food 
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member companies gave approximately $22 million to the No on Prop 37 campaign.  The No 

on 522 Campaign reported no contributions from these companies this year.  The No on 522 

Campaign knew that these major donors were giving through the GMA, or it would have 

sought contributions from them.   

20. The consultants in charge of the No on 522 Campaign understand the role of 

the GMA and its member companies, and could not reasonably believe that the primary 

donors to last year’s campaign are sitting out this year.   

21. Last year, these consultants received roughly $22 million from the GMA to 

support the No on Prop 37 Campaign, as shown by the GMA’s 2012 tax return.  Exhibit C 

(excerpt).  Because these consultants understood the role of the GMA as a mere conduit, their 

reporting to the State of California disclosed the actual contributors – those GMA-member 

companies that had paid the special assessment– rather than the conduit.  Exhibit D.  Thus, 

these consultants saw the GMA acting the same way in both years.  It was the No on 522 

Campaign that chose to illegally disclose the conduit rather than the actual donors.   

22. The overlap between the two campaigns is extensive.  The table attached as 

Exhibit E shows this overlap according to the campaign reporting filed with the PDC (for No 

on 522) and the State of California (for No on Prop 37).  Given the overlap of the consultants 

in the two campaigns, including the general consultant, the knowledge of the No on Prop 37 

Campaign must be imputed to the No on 522 Campaign.   

23. Moreover, the knowledge of the GMA must be imputed to both campaigns.  

The GMA was the leader of both campaigns.  GMA’s Vice President of Government Affairs 

Louis A. Finkel was one of the two co-chairs to the No on Prop 37 Campaign.  Exhibit F, G.  

The primary consultant for both campaigns, Winner and Mandanbach Campaigns, reports 

that it has represented the GMA since 1991, including helping the GMA win ballot measure 

campaigns pertaining to labeling. Exhibit H.  In addition, the GMA was one of the first 
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entities involved in the No on 522 Campaign and built the campaign.  It organized the 

campaign internally and conducted polling before any other organization in the State of 

Washington was involved.  Compare Exhibits B ¶¶ 12-17 and Exhibit I.   

24. The No on 522 Campaign knew its reporting and disclosures were false, or 

had reason to know and  a duty to investigate the accuracy of its reporting and disclosures.   
 
E. THE ILLEGAL ADVERTISING AND FALSE REPORTING CONCEALS 

CRITICAL INFORMATION FROM WASHINGTON VOTERS 

25. The No on 522 Campaign’s illegal advertisements and reporting to the Public 

Disclosure Commission inform voters that the GMA made $7.2 million in contributions from 

its general treasury, which is not true.   

26. This illegal advertising and reporting prejudices the voters.  Voters are falsely 

informed that the GMA funded these contributions.  Voters are given no reason to believe 

that the GMA was merely acting as a conduit for other companies’ contributions. 

27. In addition, because the GMA did not timely file as a political committee –

despite acting as one – voters have had no place to look to find the source of the concealed 

contributions.  Washington voters have had no information about this shadowy organization 

or the source of the concealed contributions it is handling for the No on 522 Campaign.  
 

V.  FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION: 
VIOLATION OF RCW 42.17A 

28. Plaintiff reincorporates and realleges all previous paragraphs as if fully set 

forth herein. 

29. The No on 522 Campaign’s advertisements illegally listed the GMA as a top 

donor, when  the GMA is actually operating as a conduit to conceal contributions from other 

out-of-state corporations.  They failed and continue to fail to list the actual top five 

contributors.  
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30. The No on 522 Campaign’s reporting to the PDC illegally misrepresent the 

contributions of the GMA and its member companies and the true donors to its campaign. 

31. The No on 522 Campaign illegally accepted, handled, and/or spent funds from 

the GMA. 

32. All of these violations were carried out knowingly or intentionally.  

33. The No on 522 Campaign has violated one or more of the following sections:  

a. RCW 42.17A.715 provides:  

“No payment shall be made to any person required to report under 

RCW 42.17A.700 and no payment shall be accepted by any such person, 

directly or indirectly, in a fictitious name, anonymously, or by one 

person through an agent, relative, or other person in such a manner as to 

conceal the identity of the source of the payment or in any other manner 

so as to effect concealment.”  

b. RCW 42.17A.435 provides: 

“No contribution shall be made and no expenditure shall be incurred, 

directly or indirectly, in a fictitious name, anonymously, or by one 

person through an agent, relative, or other person in such a manner as 

to conceal the identity of the source of the contribution or in any other 

manner so as to effect concealment.” 

c. RCW 42.17A.460 provides: 

 “All contributions made by a person or entity, either directly or 

indirectly, to a candidate, to a state official against whom recall 

charges have been filed, or to a political committee, are considered to 

be contributions from that person or entity to the candidate, state 

official, or political committee, as are contributions that are in any way 
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earmarked or otherwise directed through an intermediary or conduit to 

the candidate, state official, or political committee. For the purposes of 

this section, "earmarked" means a designation, instruction, or 

encumbrance, whether direct or indirect, expressed or implied, or oral 

or written, that is intended to result in or does result in all or any part 

of a contribution being made to a certain candidate or state official. If a 

conduit or intermediary exercises any direction or control over the 

choice of the recipient candidate or state official, the contribution is 

considered to be by both the original contributor and the conduit or 

intermediary.”  

d. RCW 42.17A.470 provides: 

“A person, other than an individual, may not be an intermediary or an 

agent for contribution.” 

e. RCW 42.17A.485 provides: 

“A person may not, directly or indirectly, reimburse another person for 

a contribution to a candidate for public office, political committee, or 

political party.”  

f. RCW 42.17A.205 requires political committees to file statements of 

organization.  RCW 42.17A.235 et seq. requires specific reporting by political 

committees, including the reporting of the identity of all people and entities 

who have given contributions, including pledges.   

g. RCW 42.17A.270 requires a political committee receiving a contribution 

earmarked for another political committee to file special reports on the 

earmarked contribution.  

h. RCW 42.17A.300 provides:  
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“(1) The legislature finds that: 

     (a) Timely disclosure to voters of the identity and sources of funding 

for electioneering communications is vitally important to the integrity of 

state, local, and judicial elections.” 

i. RCW 42.17A.320 provides: 

 “(4) … If the advertisement or communication is undertaken by a 

nonindividual other than a party organization, then the following 

notation must also be included: ‘Top Five Contributors’ followed by a 

listing of the names of the five persons or entities making the largest 

contributions in excess of seven hundred dollars reportable under this 

chapter during the twelve-month period preceding the date on which 

the advertisement is initially published or otherwise presented to the 

public. …  

… 

(6) Political advertising costing one thousand dollars or more 

supporting or opposing ballot measures sponsored by a political 

committee must include the information on the ‘Top Five 

Contributors’ consistent with subsections (4) and (5) of this section.”  

j. WAC 390-18-010(6)(a) provides:  

“Political committees that sponsor political advertising costing one 

thousand dollars or more supporting or opposing a ballot measure shall 

comply with the ‘top five contributors’ provisions of 

RCW 42.17A.320 and this information shall be clearly spoken or 

identified as provided in RCW 42.17A.320. The ‘top five’ contributors 

shall be identified pursuant to WAC 390-18-025.” 
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k. WAC 390-18-025 provides: 

“(1) For purposes of RCW 42.17A.320 (2), (4), (5) and (6), ‘top five 

contributors’ means the five persons, as defined in RCW 42.17A.005, giving 

the largest aggregate contributions exceeding seven hundred dollars during the 

twelve-month period preceding the date on which the advertisement is 

published or otherwise presented to the public. … 

…  

(3) For political advertisements supporting or opposing ballot measures 

costing one thousand dollars, the ‘top five contributors’ identification 

requirement of RCW 42.17A.320 applies to all political committees.” 

VI. RELIEF REQUESTED 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff representing the State of Washington respectfully requests that this 

Court grant the following relief: 

1. Protect Washington voters by immediately enjoining the No on 522 Campaign 

from broadcasting or distributing any advertisements that do not contain accurate “top five 

contributor” disclosures;   

2. Order the No on 522 Campaign to include corrective disclosures on future 

advertisements informing the voters that previous disclosures were erroneous and providing 

an avenue to get truthful information;  

3. Order the No on 522 Campaign to file corrective campaign financing reports with 

the Public Disclosure Commission; 
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4. Enjoin the No on 522 Campaign from accepting and spending contributions from

the Grocery Manufacturers Association or its newly formed political committee which were 

contributed by a Grocery Manufacturer Association member; 

5. Order the No on 522 Campaign to pay a penalty equal to the amount of the

concealed contributions, including treble penalties if the Court finds that the violations were 

intentional.  

6. Award reasonable attorneys fees and costs from the defendant or from the

State of Washington.  

7. Award such other and different relief as this Court deems to be just and

appropriate.  

Respectfully submitted this 21st day of October 2013 

Smith & Lowney PLLC 

By ______________ _________  
Knoll Lowney, WSBA No. 23457 
Claire Tonry, WSBA No. 44497  
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