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Executive Summary

Forty states passed and ten failed in the fi fth comprehensive assessment 
of  state campaign fi nance disclosure laws and practices conducted by the 
Campaign Disclosure Project since 2003. 

Grading State Disclosure 2008 demonstrates a clear and continuing trend 
toward greater public access to campaign disclosure data at the state level. 
In the 2003 study, 17 states earned Fs and just two states earned grades 
in the A and B range. By 2005, one less state was failing and eleven 
states earned As or Bs. This progress continued through to 2008 with 
24 states earning As or Bs and just ten states failing. The improvements 
were driven by the states’ increasing use of  computer technology to both 
collect and display campaign disclosure data. 

The Grading State Disclosure series assesses state disclosure programs 
in four separate but interrelated areas: state campaign disclosure laws; 
electronic fi ling programs; accessibility of  campaign fi nance information; 
and the usability of  state disclosure web sites.

Washington has ranked fi rst in all fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments, and earned an A in each 
of  the four scoring categories in 2008. Along with Washington, California and Michigan earned grades 
in the A range, and 21 states earned Bs. Nine states earned Cs, and seven earned Ds. Four of  the states 
that earned Ds in 2008 - Arkansas, Montana, New Hampshire, and Utah - improved from Fs in 2007 to 
passing grades in 2008. Ten states failed the 2008 assessment.

Twenty-six states earned higher grades in 2008 than in 2007 and 36 improved their grades since Grading 
State Disclosure 2003. Tennessee was the most improved state since 2003, with the greatest increase in 
points earned since the original Grading State Disclosure assessment. Montana earned the distinction of  
being the most improved state since Grading State Disclosure 2007. 

Adoption of  programs for the electronic fi ling of  campaign disclosure reports has been a signifi cant 
factor in enhancing state disclosure programs. Currently, 42 states operate electronic fi ling programs, 24 
of  which are mandatory for both statewide and legislative candidates. In 2003, just twelve states required 
both statewide and legislative candidates to fi le electronically, and 15 states did not have any electronic 
fi ling program. Electronically-fi led campaign fi nance reports are far more likely to be made immediately 
accessible to the public on disclosure agency web sites in formats that are easy to read, search, sort, or 
download than those fi led on paper. Of  the states with mandatory electronic fi ling, 93 percent also have 
online, searchable databases of  campaign contributions while only 38 percent of  states with no electronic 
fi ling program provide such access. 

Signifi cant 2008 fi ndings:

• 31 states require candidates to disclose the occupation and employer of  their contributors; 
• 36 states require timely reporting of  last-minute contributions;
• 44 states require independent expenditures to be reported;
• 30 states require statewide candidates to fi le disclosure reports electronically;
• 24 states require both statewide and legislative candidates to fi le disclosure reports electronically;
• 12 states operate a voluntary electronic fi ling program for candidates;
• 8 states have no electronic fi ling program;
• 49 states post campaign fi nance data on their disclosure web sites;
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• 39 states provide searchable databases of  contributions online; and
• 27 states provide searchable databases of  expenditures online. 

Signifi cant improvements since 2007 include:

• 1 state added independent expenditure reporting requirements (South Dakota);
• 1 state added a non-election year campaign fi nance disclosure fi ling (Utah);
• 1 state added a mandatory electronic fi ling program for legislative candidates (South Carolina);
• 2 states added voluntary electronic fi ling programs (Kansas and Montana);
• 1 state began posting campaign fi nance data online for the fi rst time (Montana);
• 4 states added new online, searchable databases of  campaign contributions (Arkansas, New   
 Hampshire, New Mexico, and West Virginia);
• 3 states created new online, searchable databases of  campaign expenditures (South Carolina,   
 Tennessee, and West Virginia);
• 8 states reported posting campaign data online more quickly than in 2007 (Kentucky, Mississippi,  
 North Dakota, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Utah);
• 2 states added or made improvements to summary campaign fi nance information on their web   
 sites (Arizona and Hawaii); and
• 4 states expanded the scope of  campaign fi nance information available online to include both   
 original reports and clearly labeled amendments (Arizona, Connecticut, Iowa, and South Carolina).

Grading State Disclosure 2008 is a study of  the Campaign Disclosure Project, which seeks to bring greater 
transparency and accountability to money in state politics through assessments of  state-level campaign 
fi nance disclosure programs. The Campaign Disclosure Project is a collaboration of  the California Voter 
Foundation, the Center for Governmental Studies, and the UCLA School of  Law and is supported by 
The Pew Charitable Trusts. Grading State Disclosure studies are comprehensive, comparative assessments 
of  candidate campaign fi nance disclosure laws and practices in the 50 states. Grading State Disclosure 2008 
presents fi ndings from a fi fth round of  state evaluations and provides an overview of  nationwide trends 
as well as state-by-state summaries. 

Grades were based on criteria developed prior to the 2003 assessment by the Project partners, the 
Project’s Advisory Board and a panel of  expert judges, who also assisted with the grading process. The 
Project sets a high, but not impossible, standard for state campaign fi nance disclosure programs. The 
grades were based on a state’s performance in the area of  candidate disclosure only; lobbying, confl ict of  
interest, ballot measure, and party organization disclosure were not evaluated.

State assessments are based on research of  state laws as of  December 2007, surveys of  state disclosure 
agency staff, web site visits and online research from February to June of  2008, and web site testing by 
outside evaluators in April 2008.

Grading State Disclosure 2008 features a written summary of  every state, its overall grade and rank, category 
grades and ranks, and suggestions for “quick fi xes” that would improve online disclosure in the state. 
Since this feature debuted in the 2005 report, one third of  the states have made improvements that 
refl ect a “quick fi x” suggestion. Examples of  the best online disclosure practices are noted among the 
“editor’s picks”, which highlight a feature of  each state’s disclosure program that is particularly innovative 
or user-friendly. A listing by topic of  the 2008 “editor’s picks” is included as an appendix to this report. 
In addition, states receiving an A or B grade are listed on an “Honor Roll”, and the most improved states 
are also featured in a report appendix.

  E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A RY
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State Campaign Finance Disclosure in 2008: An Overview

Campaign Finance Disclosure Laws

Number of  states that require a contributor’s occupation and employer to be disclosed:  31
Number that require a contributor’s occupation or employer to be disclosed, but not both:  5
Number of  states that do not require contributor occupation or employer information:  14

Number of  states that require timely reporting of  last-minute contributions:  36
Number of  states that require independent expenditures to be disclosed:  44

Number of  these 44 states that require reporting which candidate will benefi t from the expenditure:  38
Number of  states that require last-minute independent expenditures to be disclosed:  27

Number of  state disclosure agencies required by law to conduct fi eld audits or review campaign fi nance reports:  33
Number of  states that require both forms of  review:  9

Number of  states that do not require disclosure agencies to conduct at least one of  these forms of  review:  17 

Electronic Filing

Number of  state disclosure agencies operating electronic fi ling programs:  42
Number of  states that require candidates to electronically fi le campaign disclosure reports:  30

Number of  these 30 states that require electronic fi ling by both legislative and statewide candidates:  24
Number of  states with a completely voluntary electronic fi ling program:  12

On average, percentage of  statewide candidates fi ling electronically in these 12 states:  54 
On average, percentage of  legislative candidates fi ling electronically in these 12 states:  43

Number of  states with no electronic fi ling program:  8

Disclosure Data – Access and Usability

Number of  state disclosure agencies that post campaign fi nance data on the Internet:  49
Number that provide both itemized contribution and expenditure data online:  47

Number of  states that report posting campaign fi nance reports online within a week:  48
Number that report posting reports online within 48 hours:  40

Number of  state disclosure web sites featuring lists of  the total amounts raised and spent by candidates in recent elections:  21
Number of  state disclosure web sites with online, searchable databases of  contributions:  39 
Number of  state disclosure web sites with online, searchable databases of  expenditures:  27 

Percentage of  states with mandatory electronic fi ling that also offer the public online, searchable campaign fi nance databases:  93
Percentage of  states with no electronic fi ling program that offer online, searchable campaign fi nance databases:  38

Number of  states in which data can be sorted online or downloaded from the disclosure agency’s web site:  38
Percentage of  these 38 states that operate an electronic fi ling program:  92

 
Thanks to Harper’s magazine for permission to use its “index” format.

  C A M PA I G N  F I N A N C E  D I S C L O S U R E  I N  T H E  S TAT E S
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Alabama F 49 F 49 F 43 F 47 D- 44

Alaska C 30 C 33 F 42 B- 23 B- 15

Arizona B- 23 C+ 27 A+ 1 D+ 32 B 9

Arkansas D+ 34 C 35 F 38 D+ 34 C- 27

California A 2 A 1 A- 24 A 7 B+ 7

Colorado B 9 A- 5 A+ 1 B- 23 C+ 19

Connecticut D+ 37 C+ 24 D 29 F 41 D+ 32

Delaware F 46 D 41 F 31 F 47 F 47

Florida B+ 5 B 13 A+ 1 A 7 C+ 22

Georgia B 17 B+ 8 A+ 1 A- 12 D- 44

Hawaii B 7 A- 5 A+ 1 B- 28 B- 12

Idaho C 31 B- 23 F 43 C 29 A+ 2

Illinois B 14 C 30 A+ 1 A 10 B- 12

Indiana C+ 27 C- 39 C 25 B+ 16 B- 16

Iowa D+ 36 C 30 F 31 F 43 B+ 7

Kansas D+ 34 D- 42 F 31 D+ 34 B+ 5

Kentucky B- 21 B+ 11 F 31 B- 26 B- 16

Louisiana C+ 26 B- 20 C 25 B- 23 D+ 32

Maine B 15 B 18 A 18 A- 12 C 26

Maryland C 32 D- 44 A+ 1 A 7 D 37

Massachusetts B- 19 C- 37 A+ 1 B 21 B+ 5

Michigan A- 3 B 13 A+ 1 A 4 A+ 1

Minnesota B- 20 B+ 11 F 38 C- 30 A- 3

Mississippi F 44 C- 37 F 43 F 46 D 40

Missouri B 7 A- 5 A+ 1 B+ 17 C 25

State-by-State Grade and Ranking Chart
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility 
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Montana D 38 B+ 10 F 38 F 44 D- 43

Nebraska F 42 C+ 24 F 43 F 39 F 46

Nevada F 45 F 47 F 31 F 45 D+ 32

New Hampshire D 39 B- 21 F 38 F 37 F 49

New Jersey B 10 B+ 8 A 23 B 21 B- 16

New Mexico F 41 D- 43 A 18 F 38 F 50

New York B 16 C 30 A+ 1 A- 14 B- 12

North Carolina B- 23 B 13 D 29 A- 14 D 37

North Dakota F 47 F 50 F 43 D+ 32 C- 27

Ohio B 12 C+ 27 A+ 1 A+ 2 C+ 19

Oklahoma B- 21 C+ 27 A 18 B+ 17 C- 31

Oregon B+ 4 A 2 A+ 1 A+ 3 D 40

Pennsylvania C+ 25 B 18 F 31 A 10 C- 27

Rhode Island B 17 C 33 A+ 1 A 4 C+ 22

South Carolina C 33 C 35 A+ 1 C- 31 D 39

South Dakota F 48 F 46 F 43 F 49 D+ 35

Tennessee B 13 B 16 A 18 B+ 17 C+ 19

Texas B 11 B- 21 A+ 1 A 4 C 24

Utah D- 40 D- 44 F 31 D- 36 D+ 35

Vermont F 43 C- 40 F 43 F 42 D 40

Virginia B+ 5 A- 4 C 25 B 20 B 10

Washington A 1 A- 3 A+ 1 A+ 1 A- 3

West Virginia C+ 28 C+ 26 C 25 B- 26 C- 27

Wisconsin C 29 B 16 A 18 F 40 B 11

Wyoming F 50 F 48 F 43 F 50 F 48

State-by-State Grade and Ranking Chart (continued)

  S TAT E - B Y- S TAT E  G R A D E  A N D  R A N K I N G  C H A RT
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Grading State Disclosure Criteria

Grading Categories

I. Campaign Disclosure Laws - 40%
II. Electronic Filing Programs - 10%
III. Disclosure Content Accessibility - 25%
IV. Online Contextual and Technical Usability - 25%

I. Campaign Disclosure Laws – 120 points/40%

Meaningful campaign disclosure requires comprehensive campaign disclosure laws. The Campaign 
Disclosure Project has identifi ed key disclosure requirements that are essential to public campaign 
disclosure:

1. Disclosure Content (84 points)

 1.1 Contribution record (26 points)
  1.1.1 Date (5 points) 
  1.1.2 Contributor name and address (5 points)
  1.1.3 Contributor occupation (5 points) 
  1.1.4 Contributor employer (5 points)
  1.1.5 Contributor ID number (if  applicable) (3 points)
  1.1.6 Cumulative amount (for the year or election) (3 points)

 1.2 Type of  Contribution (21 points)
  1.2.1 Loan - date made (3 points)
  1.2.2 Interest rate of  loan (2 points)
  1.2.3 Loan repayments (due date) (2 points)
  1.2.4 Guarantors (2 points)
  1.2.5 In-kind contribution disclosed (9 points)
  1.2.6 Total for non-itemized contributions (3 points)

 1.3 Expenditure information (22 points)
  1.3.1 Vendor name (5 points)
  1.3.2 Subvendor information (3 points)
  1.3.3 Description and/or expenditure codes (6 points)
  1.3.4 Date (4 points)
  1.3.5 Accrued expenditures (4 points)
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 1.4 Independent expenditures (15 points) 
  1.4.1 Are they reported? (6 points)
  1.4.2 Are last-minute independent expenditures reported? (3 points)
  1.4.3 Does report include who benefi ts? (3 points)
  1.4.4 Does report include cumulative amount? (3 points)

2. Enforcement (15 points)

 2.1 Does the state conduct mandatory reviews and/or fi eld audits? (6 points) 
 2.2 Enforcement mechanism: criminal, civil, or both? (6 points) (3 points for either, 6 for both)
 2.3 Is there a penalty for late fi lings? (3 points) 

3. Filing Schedule (21 points)

 3.1 Pre-election reporting (9 points) (points awarded will depend on the number of  reports  
  required before an election: 1 report = 3; 2 reports = 6; more than 2 = 9)
 3.2 Late contribution reporting (6 points) 
 3.3 Non-election year fi ling (6 points) (points awarded will depend on the number of  reports  
  required during non-election years: 2 or more reports = 6; one report = 4; no reporting = 0)

II. Electronic Filing Programs - 30 points/10%

Electronic fi ling is key to timely online disclosure. If  campaigns send disclosure data reports to state 
agencies in a digital format in the fi rst place, it is feasible to place the data immediately on the Internet in 
ways that make it easy to search, browse or download. State electronic fi ling programs are assessed and 
evaluated according to the following criteria:

1. Electronic Filing Program (30 points)

 1.1 Does the state have an electronic fi ling program? (3 points)
 1.2 Is electronic fi ling mandatory for statewide candidates? (10 points) (if  mandate covers all  
  statewide candidates and the threshold is reasonable = 10 points; voluntary program = 2  
  points)
 1.3 Is electronic fi ling mandatory for legislative candidates (8 points) (If  mandate covers all  
  legislative candidates and the threshold is reasonable = 8 points; voluntary program = 1  
  point)
 1.4 Is there adequate funding for an electronic fi ling program? (3 points)
 1.5 Does the state provide training and/or technical assistance to fi lers? (3 points)
 1.6 Is fi ling software and/or web-based fi ling available? Is it free? Does the state have a   
  standard fi ling format? (3 points) 

III. Disclosure Content Accessibility - 75 points / 25%

In this category, the Campaign Disclosure Project looks at the degree to which content included in 
disclosure reports is accessible to the public. 

1. Accessibility to Disclosure Records on Paper (12 points)
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 1.1 What is the procedure the state uses to facilitate public access to paper disclosure reports?  
  Can the public obtain them in more than one place? How long does it take for the state to  
  respond to a request? (9 points)
 1.2 How much do the paper records cost? (3 points) ($.10 or less per page = 3 points; $.11- 
  $.15 = 2 points; $.16-$.25 cents = 1 point; more than $.25 = 0 points)

 2. Scope of  Disclosure Records on the Internet (18 points)

 2.1 Is the state publishing campaign fi nance data on the Internet? (3 points)
 2.2 How quickly are the data made available on the Internet? How up to date is the   
  information online? Is it instantly available as soon as it is reported? Is it available within 24  
  or 48 hours? Is it available within a week? Does it take longer than a week? (4 points)
 2.3 What is the scope of  the data online? Is data available for all disclosed reports, or   
  just some? (6 points) (If  all reports are online via electronic fi ling or data entry = 6 points;  
  mix of  electronically-fi led data and scanned reports = 3-5 points; all reports online in PDF  
  = 2 points; some reports online in PDF = 1 point).
 2.4 Does the site feature itemized contribution and expenditure data? (5 points)

3. Accessibility to Disclosure Records on the Internet (42 points)

 3.1 Does the site offer a searchable database of  itemized campaign contributions? (20 points)  
  (if  can search within one report of  one candidate = 2 points: or if  can search within all  
  reports of  one candidate = 4 points; or if  can search across all fi lers = 10 points) (In   
  addition, for the following fi elds: donor, amount, date, zip code, and employer – one   
  point per searchable fi eld for single candidate search of  all reports; 2 points per searchable  
  fi eld for all fi ler search.) (Maximum points for searchable databases will be 2, 9 or 20   
  depending on scope of  search capabilities.) 
 3.2 Does the site offer a searchable database of  itemized campaign expenditures? (10 points)  
  (if  can search within one report of  one candidate = 1 point; or if  can search within all   
  reports of  one candidate = 2 points; or if  can search across all fi lers = 5 points) (In   
  addition, for the following fi elds: description/code = 2 points; vendor name = 1 point;  
  amount = 1 point; date = 1 point; fi eld search points will be awarded only if  can search by  
  all candidate’s reports or across all fi lers; the same number of  search fi eld points will be  
  awarded in either case). (Maximum points for searchable databases will be 1, 7 or 10   
  depending on scope.)
 3.3 Can you fi lter or limit the search? (i.e. ability to limit search to just one election cycle or one  
  candidate) (1 point) 
 3.4 Are there any types of  “smart search” features such as “name sounds like” or “name   
  contains”? (1 point – 0 points for “hidden” smart search capabilities)
 3.5 Can the data be sorted online? (3 points)
 3.6 Can data be downloaded for sorting and analyzing offl ine? (3 points)
 3.7 Can you browse an index of  a particular candidate’s reports? (2 points)
 3.8 Can you browse itemized transactions within a report? (2 points)

4. Accessibility to Disclosure Records in Other Formats (3 points)

 4.1 Are disclosure records accessible in other formats, such as on a CD? How much does it  
  cost? Is it available from the state or an outside vendor? (3 points) 
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IV. Online Contextual & Technical Usability - 75 points/25%

Each state is assessed on the usability of  the state’s campaign disclosure web site. Usability is divided into 
two categories: contextual and technical. 

1. Contextual Usability (38 points) 

Contextual usability means whether the web site provides essential background information that helps the 
public understand the state’s campaign fi nance and disclosure laws and monitor campaign activities. When 
evaluating sites for contextual usability, the following questions will be answered:  

 1.1 How easy is it to fi nd the disclosure agency’s contact information? (2 points) (if  it’s on   
  front page or featured on front page = 2 points; diffi cult to locate = 1 or no points; not  
  available = 0 points)
 1.2 Does the site provide information, such as summary campaign data and historical fi gures  
  to give the public an overview of  campaign fi nancing trends? (8 points) (recent statewide  
  information = 3 points; and/or recent legislative information = 3 points; and/or historical  
  summaries for either = 2 points.)
 1.3 Does the site provide information explaining the state’s campaign fi nance restrictions? (3  
  points) 
 1.4 Does the site provide information explaining the state’s disclosure requirements? (3 points)
 1.5 Does the site provide a comprehensive list of  candidates for recent or current elections?  
  Does this list include offi ces and/or district numbers? Does it include party affi liation?   
  (5 points) (List/offi ce/party = 5 points; list and offi ce or party = 3 points; list without   
  offi ce or party = 2 points)
 1.6 Can the public determine which fi lers’ reports are available online and which ones are not?  
  (5 points)
 1.7 Are the disclosure reporting periods clearly labeled? (3 points) (if  fi ling period is featured  
  in a report index = 3 points; if  reporting periods are listed only inside the actual report = 2  
  points; if  unavailable = 0 points). 
 1.8 Does the site use clear terminology to identify information? (3 points)
 1.9 Are original fi lings and amendments available? Are amendments clearly labeled? (6 points)  
  (Both original and all amended reports available online = 3 points; and/or amended   
  reports are clearly labeled = 3 points)

2. Technical Usability (10 points)

Technical usability refers to the architecture of  the disclosure web site. A site’s structure, navigation, and 
database confi guration have great impact on a site’s overall “user-friendliness”. When evaluating a site for 
technical usability, the following questions will be answered: 

  2.1 How easy is it to fi nd the disclosure site from the state homepage? (4 points) (if  you   
  can fi nd it quickly through a search tool and through a topical or agency browsing feature  
  = 4 points; otherwise 0 – 2 points)
 2.2 Does the site provide instructions for how to use it? (3 points) 
 2.3 Can the features on the site be easily utilized with a dialup modem and/or a machine with  
  limited RAM? (3 points) 
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3. Usability Testing (27 points)

One of  the best ways to evaluate a disclosure web site’s usability is to see how easy or diffi cult it is for 
someone to use the site. To evaluate usability, the Campaign Disclosure Project developed a usability test 
and testers were asked to answer the following seven questions:

1. Find the campaign disclosure web page for this state. Copy the site URL into the space below.

2. From the list you were given, fi nd the name of  the governor of  this state. How much money did this 
person raise in their last election campaign? Enter that amount in the space below.

3. Find a list of  contributors to the governor’s last campaign. Identify one contributor from that list. In 
the space below, provide the name of  the contributor, the amount of  the contribution, and any other 
identifying information (street address, city, zip code, occupation, employer, etc.)

Post-task survey (after each state):

4. How confi dent are you that you answered the three questions accurately? (1. Very confi dent 2. 
Somewhat confi dent 3. Not very confi dent 4. Not at all confi dent)

5. Was the disclosure terminology on this web site easy to understand or was it confusing? (1. Very easy 
to understand 2. Somewhat easy to understand 3. Somewhat confusing 4. Very confusing)

6. On a scale of  one-to-fi ve, with one being Terrible and fi ve being Excellent, how would you rate your 
overall experience on this disclosure site?

7. Did this site require any uncommon software, plug-ins or browser features in order to view the 
information? (1. Yes 2. No)
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I.
Introduction

•  The Grading Process
•  The Grading Criteria
•  Methodology

Grading State Disclosure is a study of  the Campaign Disclosure Project, which seeks to bring greater 
transparency and accountability to money in state politics through assessments of  state disclosure laws 
and programs. The Campaign Disclosure Project is a collaboration of  the UCLA School of  Law, the 
Center for Governmental Studies and the California Voter Foundation and is supported by The Pew 
Charitable Trusts.

State campaign fi nance disclosure agencies across the country are responsible for receiving, processing 
and auditing candidates’ campaign fi nance fi lings; these agencies are also charged with making those 
fi lings, and the data within, accessible to the public. In addition to basic information about statewide and 
legislative candidates’ backgrounds and policy positions, voters also need to be able to determine which 
individuals and organizations are funding those candidates’ campaigns if  they are to have the opportunity 
to cast a truly informed vote and participate meaningfully in the election process.

Some states provide better and more complete access to information about the money that fuels 
campaigns than others, through both a strong campaign disclosure law and high-quality Internet access to 
disclosure reports. The purpose of  the Campaign Disclosure Project’s Grading State Disclosure 2008 study 
is to provide an overview of  how each state measures up to a set standard for disclosure programs, as 
well as to show how each state compares to others around the country.

The Grading Process
The Grading State Disclosure criteria were written and developed by the California Voter Foundation 
in consultation with the Grading State Disclosure judges, the Campaign Disclosure Project Advisory 
Board and project partners. The Project sets a high, but not impossible, standard for state campaign 
fi nance disclosure programs. In developing the criteria, efforts were made to balance the concerns of  
practitioners and government offi cials with the need for timely, complete, and effective disclosure. The 
criteria used for this fi fth round of  grading is unchanged from that used in the fi rst four rounds.
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Four areas of  performance comprise the grading criteria: Campaign Disclosure Laws; Electronic Filing 
Programs; Disclosure Content Accessibility; and Online Contextual and Technical Usability. The strength 
of  a state’s campaign disclosure law is worth 40 percent of  its grade; the quality of  electronic fi ling is 
worth ten percent; and accessibility to data and web site usability are each worth 25 percent.  

 

A 300-point system was developed to score each state. Points were awarded based on a state’s 
performance solely in the area of  state-level candidate disclosure. Ranks were assigned based on points, 
and in several instances one or more states tied for a particular rank. This is especially the case in the 
Electronic Filing category, where multiple states were tied for both fi rst and last place. Grades are based 
on each state’s total point score, utilizing the following grading percentages: 

A:   90 – 100 percent (excellent) 
B:   80 – 89 percent (good)
C:   70 – 79 percent (average)
D:   60 – 69 percent (below average/passing)
F:   59 percent or lower (failing)

In addition to an overall grade and rank, the states have also been graded and ranked in each of  the four 
grading categories. In order to better measure progress over time, the grades are not curved, weighted, or 
scaled.

The Grading Criteria
In the criteria, signifi cant weight is placed on the comprehensiveness of  state campaign disclosure laws; 
this category comprises 40 percent of  a state’s total grade. Good campaign disclosure laws require the 
reporting of  detailed information about contributions and expenditures. In particular, the disclosure 
of  some critical pieces of  information – such as a contributor’s occupation and employer, details about 
expenditures made by subvendors, and timely reporting of  last-minute contributions and independent 
expenditures – all enhance the public’s ability to access campaign fi nance data. States require the 
disclosure of  itemized contribution and expenditure information at varying thresholds, but the criteria 
did not evaluate the appropriateness of  these thresholds.
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Occupation and employer data for campaign contributors is crucial for categorizing donations or 
identifying efforts by large corporations and organizations to bundle their employees’ contributions. 
Details of  subvendor payments are important in order to increase visibility of  campaign expenses 
charged to credit cards or made by consultants. Reporting of  last-minute contributions and independent 
expenditures prior to an election helps voters identify which individuals or organizations are conducting 
last-minute efforts to infl uence the outcome of  the election. Strong enforcement and frequent reporting 
of  campaign fi nances by candidates are also necessary components of  meaningful disclosure laws.  

In the Electronic Filing category, great value was placed on whether states have mandated the electronic 
fi ling of  campaign fi nance disclosure information. The receipt of  campaign fi nance data in an electronic 
format usually leads to greater availability of  the information on the Internet. If  data is submitted in 
an electronic format, the agency can post data online more quickly and in formats that allow for more 
meaningful analysis of  campaign fi nance reports. Indeed, most states with electronic fi ling have created 
searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures, or made data available in formats that can be 
sorted or downloaded. While voluntary electronic fi ling does lead to some expanded accessibility to 
campaign fi nance data, mandatory electronic fi ling is preferred because it is more likely to result in timely, 
comprehensive online disclosure. 

The Disclosure Content Accessibility category evaluated the degree to which the content of  disclosure 
reports is available to the public. In this category, signifi cant weight was placed on the use of  the Internet 
to publish state campaign fi nance disclosure information, based on the Project’s perspective that the 
Internet is the most effective and affordable way for state agencies to make campaign fi nance data 
accessible to the public. Importance was given to the scope of  campaign fi nance data on disclosure web 
sites and the ways in which that data could be analyzed. This included the availability of  features such 
as databases of  contributions and expenditures that allow searching across all fi lers and by a number of  
fi elds. Whether states allow the public to sort data online by reordering categories of  information, browse 
records, or download data so it can be analyzed offl ine, were evaluated. State disclosure sites were also 
evaluated for offering and explaining “smart search” features, such as partial name and “name sounds 
like” lookups. States’ efforts to make paper records accessible to the public, such as the ease of  obtaining 
records from a distance, the cost of  the records and the length of  time it takes to obtain the records, 
were also assessed.

Of  equal importance to the accessibility of  campaign fi nance records was Online Contextual and 
Technical Usability – the degree to which state disclosure web sites are technically and contextually “user-
friendly” to the public. This category was assessed through a combination of  web research by Project 
staff  and usability testing by outside evaluators. States that did well in this category were those that: have 
disclosure web sites that are easy to locate from the state’s homepage; provide information explaining 
the state’s campaign fi nance laws, disclosure requirements, and reporting periods; provide instructions 
for how to access the data on the site; and give a clear explanation of  which reports are accessible online. 
Signifi cant weight was also placed on the availability of  analyses of  campaign fi nance activity, which give 
the public a better understanding of  how one candidate’s fundraising and spending compares to another, 
and also how campaign fi nance trends change over time. Also of  importance in the usability category was 
the posting and clear labeling of  amended reports, with the retention of  original fi lings online. Being able 
to view original and amended reports side-by-side helps the public determine what changes have been 
made.

The full Grading State Disclosure criteria can be found on page 8.
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Methodology
State assessments are based on research of  state laws, survey results from state disclosure agency staff, 
web site visits and online research, and web site testing by outside evaluators.

The UCLA School of  Law and the Center for Governmental Studies researched state campaign fi nance 
disclosure laws. The legal research was originally completed from June 2002 through March 2003. A 
second comprehensive examination of  all 50 states’ disclosure laws was conducted from July 2003 
through July 2004, a third from August 2004 to June 2005, a fourth from March through June of  2007, 
and the most recent review occurred from January through June of  2008 with the purpose of  identifying 
any changes in the state laws as of  December 31, 2007. The statutes, regulations, rules, and forms of  each 
state were evaluated. Changes in state laws that were made or implemented in 2008 are not refl ected in 
the states’ grades, though several are mentioned in the state summaries. 

The California Voter Foundation (CVF) conducted research on state electronic fi ling programs, 
accessibility to disclosure records, and online contextual and technical usability through a variety of  
methods. Each state agency responsible for overseeing campaign fi nance was asked to respond to a 
survey, either online, by email, phone, or fax; all 50 states completed the 2008 survey.

CVF researched campaign fi nance disclosure information on the web sites of  each of  the 50 states. To 
ensure uniformity in the research, the web site evaluation form fi rst created and used in 2003 was also 
used in 2008, and each state web site was evaluated twice by CVF personnel from February through June 
2008.

The UCLA School of  Law conducted usability tests of  state disclosure web sites in April 2008. The goal 
of  the usability tests was to determine if  the disclosure information provided on the Internet is accessible 
to the average citizen. Usability testers, recruited from the undergraduate student population at UCLA, 
were asked to perform specifi c tasks on each state’s web site. The time and number of  mouse clicks it 
took to complete each task were measured.  

The tasks were as follows:

• Locate the state’s disclosure web site starting from the state’s homepage; 
• ascertain the total contributions received by the incumbent governor in his or her last   
 campaign (testers were given a list of  incumbent governors that included the year they were  
 last elected); and 
• provide the name and amount contributed by any individual contributor to the incumbent  
 governor’s last campaign.  

The second measure of  usability was a survey in which each tester was asked to evaluate his or her 
experiences on each site. The states were assigned randomly to testers, with each tester testing fi ve 
different states. The experiment was administered six times to ten different students, and six different 
students tested each state. A more detailed explanation of  the usability test is included as an appendix to 
this report.  

Following the completion of  the research and usability testing, CVF compiled preliminary scores for each 
state that were reviewed by the Grading State Disclosure Judges before fi nal scores, grades, and ranks 
were determined.
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II.
Findings

•  Summary of  Findings
•  Campaign Disclosure Laws
•  Electronic Filing Programs
•  Disclosure Content Accessibility

•  Online Contextual and Technical Usability

Summary of  Findings

Grading State Disclosure 2008 demonstrates 
that campaign disclosure laws and practices 
are stronger in 2008 than they were in 2003, 
the year of  the fi rst Grading State Disclosure 
assessment. Forty states earned a passing 
grade in 2008, up from 33 in 2003 and 36 in 
2007. Forty-fi ve states have improved their 
performance since 2003, and 36 have achieved 
a higher grade since then. Tennessee was 
the most improved state, with the greatest 
increase in points earned since the original 
assessment in 2003.

Twenty-six states earned a higher grade in 
2008 than in 2007, 22 earned the same grade, 
and two states earned lower grades than last 
year. Montana earned the distinction of  being 
the most improved state since 2007. Ten 

states were found to have unsatisfactory campaign disclosure programs and received Fs in 2008; all of  
these states also failed in 2007. However, there were four states that failed in 2007 that passed in 2008 
(Arkansas, New Hampshire, Montana, and Utah).

Washington’s campaign disclosure program has earned the top overall grade and rank in each of  the fi ve 
Grading State Disclosure studies. Washington has earned a grade in the A range in each year of  the study 
and was joined by California and Michigan as the only states to earn an A in 2008. Along with the three 
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As, 21 states earned Bs, a dramatic increase 
over 2003 when just one A and one B were 
awarded. Of  the remaining states, nine earned 
Cs, seven earned Ds and ten failed. 

The following sections detail the fi ndings 
within each of  the four grading categories: 
Campaign Disclosure Law, Electronic Filing 
Programs, Disclosure Content Accessibility, 
and Online Contextual and Technical Usability. 
A chart displaying all of  the grades and ranks 

for the states can be found on page 6; state-by-state narratives begin on page 36.

 
Campaign Disclosure Laws

The Campaign Disclosure Law category has been the states’ best area of  
performance in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments. 
Just fi ve states failed the law assessment in 2008, down from twelve in 
2003. Forty-fi ve states passed the law assessment in 2008, including Utah, 
which earned its fi rst passing law grade this year. Seven states earned 
grades in the A range in 2008, and 16 Bs, 17 Cs, fi ve Ds, and fi ve Fs 
round out the law category grades. 

Three states made changes to their campaign laws in 2007 that had a small 
impact on their grades or ranks in the 2008 assessment, which studied 
law changes made as of  December 31, 2007. Utah improved from an 
F to a D- and West Virginia moved from a C to a C+ with new laws to 
improve disclosure. South Dakota, which passed legislation in 2007 to 
require independent expenditure disclosure and strengthen reporting and 
enforcement provisions, moved up in the law rankings but failed to earn 
a passing grade. Additionally, a handful of  states’ grades in this category 
were revised after Project researchers re-evaluated disclosure law fi ndings previously reported. 

• States with the strongest disclosure laws, in rank order from one to ten, are: California;   
 Oregon; Washington; Virginia; Colorado, Hawaii and Missouri (tied for 5th); Georgia and   
 New Jersey (tied for 8th); and Montana.

• States with the weakest disclosure laws, in rank order from 41 to 50, and all earning Ds or Fs,  
 are: Delaware; Kansas; New Mexico; Maryland and Utah (tied for 44th); South Dakota;   
 Nevada; Wyoming; Alabama; and North Dakota. 

Signifi cant 2008 fi ndings:

• 50 states require campaign contributions to be disclosed;
• 31 states require a contributor’s occupation and employer to be disclosed;
• 4 states require a contributor’s occupation, but not employer, to be disclosed;
• 1 state (Rhode Island) requires a contributor’s employer, but not occupation, to be   
 disclosed;
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• 14 states do not require disclosure of  either occupation or employer; 
• 49 states require campaign expenditures to be disclosed (North Dakota does not);
• 24 states require expenditures made by subvendors, such as credit card companies to be   
 reported;
• 44 states require independent expenditures to be reported;
• 27 states require timely reporting of  last-minute independent expenditures; 
• 36 states require timely reporting of  last-minute contributions;
• 33 states require either reviews of  disclosure reports or fi eld audits of  campaign records; and
• 9 states require both reviews and fi eld audits of  campaign records.

Signifi cant changes since 2007:

• 1 state added independent expenditure reporting requirements (South Dakota);
• 1 state added civil penalties for late contribution reporting (South Dakota);
• 1 state added loan reporting requirements (South Dakota);
• 1 state added a non-election year campaign fi nance disclosure fi ling (Utah); 
• 1 state added subvendor reporting requirements (West Virginia); and
• 1 state removed the requirement to disclose a contributor’s employer information (South   
 Dakota).

The Grading State Disclosure criteria evaluates states in three major areas of  their disclosure laws: the 
amount of  detail included in candidate campaign fi nance reports; the timelines for the report fi ling 
schedule; and the enforcement provisions in place to ensure compliance with the law. 

Contributor Information
All 50 states require campaigns to disclose the names of  their contributors at varying contribution 
thresholds, often with additional details disclosed for larger contributions. Thirty-two states require 
campaigns to disclose their contributors’ employers, and all but one of  these states (Rhode Island) also 
require the disclosure of  their contributors’ occupations. Four states (Florida, Indiana, Kansas, and New 
Mexico) require the disclosure of  occupation but not employer data, though Kansas passed legislation in 
2008 requiring that a contributor’s industry also be reported. Fourteen states do not require the disclosure 
of  either occupation or employer data. South Dakota is among these states and is also the only state that 
does not require campaigns to report the date a contribution is received. 
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The study also assesses whether the states require campaigns to report the cumulative amount donated by 
a contributor over the course of  a year or an election cycle. Such cumulative data makes it easier for the 
public to identify the scope of  a donor’s contributions to a specifi c candidate. Currently, 36 states require 
campaigns to report a contributor’s cumulative donations and 14 states do not. 

In-Kind Contributions and Loans
All 50 states require campaigns to report in-kind (non-monetary goods or services) contributions. Loan 
disclosure is also common in the states, with 49 states requiring some amount of  loan details to be 
reported (North Dakota does not). Of  the states that require loan reporting, only South Dakota does not 
require disclosure of  the date the loan was received. Just 16 states require the interest rate of  a loan to a 
candidate to be disclosed, and 17 require the repayment schedule to be reported. Thirty-fi ve states require 
candidates to disclose the guarantor of  their loans. 

Expenditures
Forty-nine states require that candidates 
disclose how they spend campaign funds. 
Only North Dakota’s law does not require 
campaign expenditure disclosure. Of  the 49 
states that require disclosure of  campaign 
expenditures, Oklahoma and South Dakota 
do not require the name or identity of  the 
recipient to be reported, Mississippi does 
not require the purpose for a campaign 
expense to be reported, and only California 
and South Dakota do not require the date 
of  expenditures to be disclosed. Forty-three 
states require candidates to report accrued campaign debts and obligations. Itemized subvendor expenses 
allow the public to view the actual expenses made by campaigns, rather than the name of  a credit card 
company, or a consultant hired to make purchases (media, polling, etc.) on behalf  of  the campaign. 
Itemization of  subvendor expenses is mandatory in 24 states, including West Virginia, which added this 
provision in 2007. 

Independent Expenditures
Independent expenditures can be a major source of  spending in state elections. For example, a 2008 
study by California’s Fair Political Practices Commission found that independent groups have spent $100 
million since 2001, when the state’s campaign fi nance limits took effect. Such expenditures are made by 

individuals, corporations, unions, and 
others operating independently from 
candidates, sometimes in order to 
evade campaign contribution limits.  

With legislation passed by South Dakota in 2007, 44 states now mandate the disclosure of  independent 
expenditures, 38 of  which require reports to specify which candidate is the subject of  the expenditure. 
Independent expenditures made at the last minute are not as widely reported, with just 27 states requiring 
such disclosure. Alabama, Indiana, Maryland, New Mexico, North Dakota, and Wyoming do not require 
independent expenditure reporting.
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Number of  Reports Filed by Candidates
All states set reporting periods within which campaigns must account for their fi nances. This study 
assesses state requirements for pre-election reports, last-minute contribution reports, and non-election 
year reports. In election years, twelve states require one pre-election report, 21 states require two such 
reports, and 17 require three or more reports before an election. (Oregon is included among these 
17 states as candidates fi le reports on an ongoing basis.) Pre-election reports are typically fi led within 
a few weeks of  Election Day, leaving the states to set additional requirements for contributions that 
are received by campaigns in the closing days of  a campaign. Currently, 36 states require pre-election 
disclosure of  last-minute contributions, while 14 states’ laws do not, thus depriving the public of  
knowing who a candidate’s last minute donors are until after the election. 

In non-election years, 27 states require two or more disclosure reports to be fi led. Twenty-three states 
require one campaign disclosure report to be fi led, including Utah, which added this requirement in 2007. 

Auditing and Enforcement
Accepting campaign fi nance reports and ensuring the accurate, timely fi ling of  those reports is the role 
of  state disclosure agencies. All 50 states have some form of  penalty (civil, criminal, or both) triggered 
by a violation of  campaign disclosure requirements. However, the ability to identify campaign fi nance 
violations varies widely from state to state. To ensure the greatest level of  compliance, mandatory reviews 
of  reports fi led at the disclosure agency would be followed by fi eld audits of  campaigns’ records, though 
just nine states require such a dual 
program (California, Florida, Idaho, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, 
Nebraska, Oregon, and Tennessee). 
In total, 30 states require desk reviews 
and twelve require fi eld audits, while 
17 states do not require either. 

Electronic Filing Programs
Grading State Disclosure 2008 offers a clear 
contrast to the fi ndings presented in Grading 
State Disclosure 2003 in both the quality 
and quantity of  states’ programs for fi ling 
campaign fi nances electronically. In 2003, 
there were 35 states with electronic fi ling 
programs as compared to 42 today, including 
Kansas and Montana, which implemented 
new programs in 2008. Twenty-four states 
earned grades in the A range in 2008, up 
from just eight in 2003. 

The higher performance in the electronic 
fi ling category stems from more states 
making electronic fi ling mandatory for at 
least some candidates. In 2003, just twelve 
states required both statewide and legislative 
candidates to fi le electronically; today, 24 
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states have mandatory programs for all statewide and legislative 
candidates, including South Carolina, which began its mandatory 
electronic fi ling program for legislative candidates since the last 
assessment. Further, four states have passed laws to implement 
or expand mandatory electronic fi ling over the next several years 
(Alaska in 2009; and Iowa, Louisiana, and Wyoming in 2010).

Along with the 24 As, four states earned Cs in 2008 and two earned 
Ds; the remaining 20 states failed this category. Because of  the 
value placed on mandatory electronic fi ling requirements by this 
assessment, twelve states that operate electronic fi ling programs 
that are voluntary for all candidates are also among the failing states. 

• States with the strongest electronic fi ling programs, all receiving an A+ and tied for fi rst   
 place in this category, are: Arizona; Colorado; Florida; Georgia; Hawaii; Illinois; Maryland;   
 Massachusetts; Michigan; Missouri; New York; Ohio; Oregon; Rhode Island; South Carolina;  
 Texas; and Washington.

• States with no electronic fi ling (all tied for the last place rank) are: Alabama; Idaho;   
 Mississippi; Nebraska; North Dakota; South Dakota; Vermont; and Wyoming.

Signifi cant 2008 fi ndings:

• 42 states have an electronic fi ling program for candidate campaign fi nance reports;
• 30 states have a mandatory electronic fi ling requirement;
• 24 of  these states require electronic fi ling by candidates for both statewide and legislative   
 offi ce;
• 6 states require electronic fi ling for statewide candidates only;
• 12 states have voluntary electronic fi ling for statewide and legislative candidates; 
• 39 states reported having adequate funds to administer their electronic fi ling program and 3  
 reported inadequate funding; and
• 8 states have no electronic fi ling program.

Signifi cant changes since 2007:

• 1 state added a mandatory electronic fi ling program for legislative candidates (South Carolina);
• 2 states added voluntary electronic fi ling programs (Kansas and Montana); 
• 1 state passed legislation to require legislative candidates to fi le electronically beginning in   
 2010 (Louisiana); and
• 1 state passed legislation to require both statewide and legislative candidates to fi le   
 electronically beginning in 2010 (Wyoming).

Types of  Electronic Filing Programs
Mandatory electronic fi ling programs offer the public the best access to campaign fi nance data by 
ensuring greater numbers of  candidates’ fi lings are easily and quickly posted online. States vary in terms 
of  which candidates are required to fi le electronically, with 30 states requiring at least some candidates to 
do so. Most states’ electronic fi ling mandates are triggered when candidates reach a certain fundraising 
or spending threshold, with the threshold amount ranging from zero (Hawaii) to $250,000 (Connecticut). 
The average threshold for statewide candidates is approximately $20,000, while legislative thresholds are 
closer to $10,000 nationally on average. 
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While mandatory fi ling requirements are the ideal, and weighted heavily in this study, twelve states 
currently maintain electronic fi ling programs that are voluntary for candidates. It is important to note 
that these states, while receiving Fs in this category, are outperforming and rank higher than those states 
with no electronic fi ling program. Because electronic fi ling offers an easy and accurate way of  complying 
with disclosure requirements, it is becoming more popular with candidates. Disclosure agencies continue 
to report increased use of  voluntary programs, with participation rates for statewide candidates reported 
at 54 percent and 43 percent for legislative candidates, up from 25 percent and 27 percent in 2005, 
respectively. 

Eight states do not currently have an electronic fi ling program for candidates. Wyoming’s new mandatory 
program is scheduled to be online in 2010. Idaho, Mississippi, Nebraska, and Vermont reportedly have 
programs in development while Alabama, North Dakota, and South Dakota have not reported any 
progress. 
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Electronic Filing Methods
States offer electronic fi ling programs through the use of  software, web-based systems, or both. 
Currently, all state electronic fi ling programs are operated at no charge to candidates, with 34 states 
operating web-based programs, 15 providing software, and seven offering both options. Thirty-
three states have developed a standard fi ling format (technical specifi cations) for fi lers, ensuring that 
electronically-fi led reports are compatible with the disclosure agency’s computer system and software, 
regardless of  the fi ling method or software used. All 42 states with an electronic fi ling program offer 
training (such as classroom sessions and help desks) to assist electronic fi lers.

Funding and Support for Electronic Filing Programs 
Adequate funding is a critical component of  successful electronic fi ling programs; in addition to the 
resources necessary to establish a new program, disclosure agencies also need funding for hardware 
and software maintenance and upgrades, and to provide support and training to candidates. Most states 
recognize the need to continue to provide a stable funding stream that anticipates both program growth 
and the need to stay technologically current. The Grading State Disclosure 2008 survey showed that of  the 
42 states currently operating electronic fi ling programs, 39 (93 percent) reported having adequate funding 
for their existing electronic fi ling programs (Alaska, California, and North Carolina did not). However, 
the study also found that money is a barrier keeping 15 states from expanding or improving their existing 
programs.

The Grading State Disclosure 2008 survey also inquired about the level of  technical support available to 
state disclosure agencies, as well as whether that support comes from “in house” or outside staff. Ninety-
fi ve percent of  state disclosure agencies reported having access to “adequate” or “strong” technical 
support, up from 83 percent in 2007, with 73 percent reporting strong support. Of  the states reporting 
strong technical support, 83 percent received either all or a portion of  their technical support from within 
their own agency or department. 

 
Disclosure Content Accessibility

Fifteen states earned As in the Disclosure 
Content Accessibility category in 2008, up from 
13 last year and just seven in the initial 2003 
assessment. While Hawaii slipped from the A 
range, three states moved up from Bs to As in 
2008 (Georgia, Illinois, and Oregon). Three states 
earned Cs and fi ve earned Ds. Fourteen states 
earned failing grades in the accessibility category 
in 2008, ten less than in 2003. Three states earned 
passing accessibility grades for the fi rst time 
in 2008 (Arkansas, South Carolina, and West 
Virginia) while Connecticut dropped from a D in 
2007 to an F. 

Forty-nine states now offer the pubic the ability to view campaign fi nance data online, with all 50 
states scheduled to be doing so by 2010. Forty-nine states provide online access to itemized campaign 
contribution data, and 47 post itemized campaign expenses. Montana posted campaign fi nance data to 
its disclosure web site for the fi rst time in 2008, while Wyoming remains the only state without an online 
disclosure program (though legislation passed in 2008 will bring campaign fi nance data online in 2010). 
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While there are many options for publishing 
disclosure data online, electronically-fi led 
campaign fi nance reports are far more likely to 
be instantly accessible online in formats that 
are easy to read, search, sort, or download than 
those fi led on paper. States that offer dynamic 
tools for searching, sorting, and downloading 
data through their disclosure web sites perform 
best in the accessibility category.    

• States that provide the best access to campaign fi nance records, in rank order, are:   
 Washington; Ohio; Oregon; Michigan, Rhode Island and Texas (tied for 4th); California,   
 Florida and Maryland (tied for 7th); and Illinois and Pennsylvania (tied for 10th).

• The ten states with the weakest access to campaign fi nance records, in rank order from 41 to  
 50, are: Connecticut; Vermont; Iowa; Montana; Nevada; Mississippi; Alabama and Delaware  
 (tied for 47th); South Dakota; and Wyoming. 

Signifi cant 2008 fi ndings:

• 49 states post campaign fi nance data on their disclosure web sites; 
• 1 state (Wyoming) does not currently make campaign fi nance data available online, but will  
 begin to do so in 2010;
• 39 states provide online, searchable databases of  campaign contributions; 
• 27 states provide online, searchable databases of  campaign expenditures;
• 35 states allow downloads of  disclosure data from their web sites in a spreadsheet format;
• 28 states allow campaign fi nance data to be sorted online;
• 40 states post campaign fi nance data online within 48 hours of  receipt; and 
• 41 states offer campaign data on disk.

Signifi cant changes since 2007:

• 1 state began posting campaign fi nance data online for the fi rst time (Montana);
• 4 states added new online, searchable databases of  campaign contributions (Arkansas, New  
 Hampshire, New Mexico, and West Virginia);
• 5 states added additional search fi elds to their online contributions databases (Georgia, New  
 Jersey, Oregon, South Carolina, and Tennessee);
• 3 states created new online, searchable databases of  campaign expenditures (South Carolina,  
 Tennessee, and West Virginia);
• 8 states reported posting campaign data online more quickly than in 2007 (Kentucky,   
 Mississippi, North Dakota, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Utah);
• 5 states added the ability to sort campaign fi nance data online (Arkansas, New Hampshire,  
 South Carolina, Tennessee, and West Virginia); and
• 7 states added the ability to download campaign fi nance data from their web sites (Arkansas,  
 Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, South Carolina, and Tennessee).
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Online, Searchable Databases
The most user-friendly tool for disclosure agencies to offer 
the public is an online, searchable database of  campaign 
contributions and expenditures. Comprehensive databases allow 
users to search data by numerous fi elds (such as contributor 
name, employer, zip code, contribution date, and amount) and 
offer the ability to search across all candidates’ data, or limit the 
search to the records of  a single candidate. Along with multiple 
search fi elds, the most user-friendly databases also offer search 
options like “name contains” or “name begins with”, and allow 
data to be to sorted and downloaded. Nine states’ databases 
meet all of  this study’s criteria for database search options and 
also allow data to be either sorted or downloaded (California, 
Georgia, Illinois, Michigan, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, and Washington).
 

Thirty-nine states (78 percent) now offer online, searchable databases of  campaign contributions, up 
from 27 states (54 percent) in 2003. Arkansas, New Hampshire, New Mexico, and West Virginia debuted 
new databases in the past year while Georgia, New Jersey, Oregon, South Carolina, and Tennessee 
added new search options. South Carolina, Tennessee, and West Virginia also launched new searchable 
databases of  campaign expenses on their web sites, bringing the total to 27 states with this resource, ten 
more than in 2003. Of  the 39 states with a searchable database, 36 allow users to either sort or download 
campaign fi nance data; of  the states without searchable databases, only two (Vermont and Wisconsin) 
allow users to download data and none allow users to sort data online. 

The presence of  electronic fi ling programs, especially those that are mandatory, contribute greatly to 
a state’s ability to offer campaign fi nance data in formats that can be searched, sorted, or downloaded. 
Mandatory electronic fi ling reduces the number of  reports fi led on paper, thereby allowing disclosure 
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agencies to dedicate more resources to data presentation, rather than data-entry. Searchable contribution 
databases are available in 93 percent of  states with mandatory electronic fi ling programs, while two-thirds 
of  states with voluntary programs offer this resource. Three of  the eight states (38 percent) without 
electronic fi ling programs data-enter contributions and allow the public to search the data online (Idaho, 
North Dakota, and Nebraska).

Percentage of  States with Online, Searchable Databases,
by Electronic Filing Status

 Mandatory Voluntary States with
 E-Filing States E-Filing States No E-Filing

Contribution Databases 93% 67% 38%

Expenditure Databases 83% 17% 0%

Mandatory electronic fi ling has an even more pronounced effect on states providing databases of  
campaign expenditures. Eighty-three percent of  states with mandatory electronic fi ling programs also 
offer online, searchable expenditure databases as opposed to just 17 percent of  states with voluntary 
programs. None of  the states that lack an electronic fi ling program offer online, searchable databases of  
campaign expenditures. 

Other Methods of  Online Disclosure
In the absence of  electronically-fi led data, states can still provide online access to campaign fi nance 
data. Reports fi led on paper can be scanned and posted online as PDF documents or data-entered 
and displayed as PDF or HTML pages. HTML displays of  records are more user-friendly and easier 
to read than typed or handwritten reports that have been scanned and posted online. Vermont 
creates downloadable text fi les of  statewide candidates’ reports, giving the public an alternative to the 
cumbersome TIFF fi les that are also available. Alabama, Mississippi, and South Dakota post copies of  
scanned reports online as PDF fi les, some of  which are diffi cult to read due to scan quality and the 
handwriting legibility. 

Timeliness of  Online Disclosure
The ability to review campaign fi nance reports online as they are fi led is far more convenient for the 
public than visiting a disclosure agency or state archive during business hours to request and review paper 
reports. Forty of  the 49 states posting campaign fi nance data on the web report doing so either within 
two days of  receiving a report or within two days of  the fi ling deadline, and all states (with the exception 
of  New Mexico) are able to post campaign fi nance data on the web within a week of  receipt. Eight states 
reported posting campaign fi nance records on the Internet more quickly than in 2007.

Access to Records on Paper and Disk
As electronic fi ling has become more common, states continue to report a decrease in requests for paper 
copies of  disclosure reports. All states charge a fee per copy, with most between $.10 and $.25 per page, 
though some states fulfi ll small requests for copies of  disclosure reports for free. Ohio offers the lowest 
rate at $.03 per page while Alabama and South Dakota each charge $1.00 per page, the highest in the 
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country. Wyoming, the only state that does not publish campaign fi nance data online, charges $.15 per 
page for most copies of  disclosure reports. In 2008, Iowa reduced the cost of  copies mailed to requestors 
from $.20 per page to $.15 per page and dropped the price for copies made in person from $.10 to $.05 
per page.

Forty-one states also offer the public the ability to access large amounts of  campaign fi nance data in 
other digital formats, such as through email or on a CD, a format that more easily allows for large-scale 
analysis of  several candidates’ records or all campaign committees’ reports for a given election cycle. 
Montana and Oklahoma reported making this option available for the fi rst time in 2008, while Maryland 
and Nevada reported lower charges for data on disk than in the past.

 
 

Online Contextual and Technical Usability
Over the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments, 
the Online Contextual and Technical Usability 
category has proven to be the most diffi cult area 
for states to earn an A, with just four As received in 
2008. However, this category has seen tremendous 
improvement since Grading State Disclosure 2003 
when no state earned an A and 27 states failed in 
this area. Due to both higher performance on the 
study’s usability test and enhancements to disclosure 
web sites, 31 states earned higher grades in this 
category than in 2007. Just fi ve states received an F 
in 2008 and twelve states that failed in 2007 earned 
passing grades in 2008. Fourteen states earned Bs, 
13 earned Cs, and 14 earned grades in the D range. 

• States with the best contextual and technical web site usability, in rank order from one   
 to ten, are: Michigan; Idaho; Minnesota and Washington (tied for 3rd); Kansas and   
 Massachusetts (tied for 5th); California and Iowa (tied for 7th); Arizona; and Virginia. 

• States with the weakest contextual and technical web site usability, in rank order from 40 to  
 50, are: Mississippi, Oregon and Vermont (tied for 40th); Montana; Alabama and Georgia   
 (tied for 44th); Nebraska; Delaware; Wyoming; New Hampshire; and New Mexico. 

Signifi cant 2008 fi ndings:

• 23 states offer online overviews of  campaign fi nance data, including comparisons of  total   
 amounts raised and spent by candidates;
• 21 of  these states offer overviews of  both the most recent and past legislative races; 20 post  
 analyses of  both statewide and legislative campaigns;
• 2 states (Oregon and Vermont) offer campaign fi nance analyses of  past elections;
• 50 states post information about campaign fi nance restrictions and disclosure requirements  
 online;
• 45 state disclosure web sites feature lists of  candidates for the most recent or current   
 election;
• 22 states provide comprehensive information explaining which disclosure reports are available  
 online;
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• 4 states provide little or no detail explaining which disclosure reports are available online; and
• 39 disclosure web sites are easily located from their state homepage by either navigating or   
 searching the main state site.

Signifi cant changes since 2007:

• 8 states improved their explanations of  which reports can be found on their disclosure web  
 sites;
• 9 states improved instructions for accessing campaign fi nance data online; 
• 6 states improved the terminology used on their disclosure web sites (Alaska, Arizona,   
 California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Oklahoma); 
• 2 states added or made improvements to summary campaign fi nance information on their web  
 sites (Arizona and Hawaii); and
• 4 states expanded the scope of  campaign fi nance information available online to include both  
 original reports and clearly labeled amendments (Arizona, Connecticut, Iowa, and South   
 Carolina).

Context and Usability of  Disclosure Web Sites
In the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category, state disclosure web sites are assessed on 
the quality and quantity of  contextual information and instructions provided to the public in order to 
use the disclosure site with confi dence. Explanations of  state campaign fi nance rules, regulations, and 
trends provide a context for understanding campaign disclosure data. Additionally, a clear description of  
the data available on the site and simple, straightforward instructions improve the public’s ability to use 
campaign disclosure web sites to fi nd their desired data. To measure the usability of  a state’s disclosure 
web site, the Campaign Disclosure Project conducts a usability test to determine the average site user’s 
ability to easily, effi ciently, and confi dently extract specifi c disclosure data from the web.

Explanation of  the Data Available Online
Most state disclosure agencies provide a brief  description of  the scope and availability of  disclosure data 
on their web sites. Forty-six states offer at least a minimal amount of  information as to the scope of  data 
online and 22 of  these states’ disclosure sites offer thorough descriptions of  the data available, including 
the offi ces for which candidate data is accessible, the time period covered by the data, and which types of  
disclosure reports can be viewed on the site. Since the 2007 assessment, eight states added information to 
improve the public’s ability to determine the scope of  the data available, including Arkansas, Arizona, and 
Tennessee that did so as part of  overall enhancements to their web sites. 

Instructions for Site Users
Clear instructions for researching campaign data online are an important factor in determining how 
user-friendly a disclosure site is, particularly for new visitors. As noted above, most states offer online, 
searchable databases that allow users to collect specifi c campaign fi nance data, though not all sites 
offer instructions for operating these complex interfaces. Instructions, tips, and hints throughout the 
disclosure site are to key to ensuring that all users (from novice to advanced) can access campaign 
fi nance information online with confi dence. Twenty-fi ve of  the state disclosure sites feature thorough 
instructions for users. Among the 24 remaining sites that feature campaign fi nance data, 20 offer at least 
some instruction to the public while four sites lack any real guidance for users. 
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Usability Testing
The largest factor in a state’s grade in the Online Contextual and 
Technical Usability category is the study’s usability test, which 
accounts for over one-third of  the total points in the category. 
The test measures the public’s ability to locate a disclosure web site 
from a state’s homepage and extract accurate answers to specifi c 
questions about candidate campaign fi nance activity (see Appendix 
C for the complete test methodology). There was a signifi cant 
improvement in the test results overall in 2008 as far more testers 
were able to successfully navigate from the state homepage to the 
disclosure site in order to attempt the remaining tasks. That fi rst 
step proved key as all of  the tests were completed more quickly 
in 2008 and 32 states performed better than in 2007. Despite 
more effi cient testing in 2008, just 34 percent of  testers rated their 
experiences on a disclosure site favorably while 40 percent were 
rated poorly and 26 percent were average.  

Campaign Finance Analysis
Twenty-three state disclosure web sites provide information to help the public understand how a 
candidate’s campaign fi nances compare to overall state trends. On these disclosure sites, the public 
can better understand the role of  money in state politics by reviewing one candidate’s fi nancial activity 
compared to that of  other candidates, or the totals raised and spent in one election relative to past 
campaigns. Twenty-one states provide both current and historical data online, 20 of  which offer both 
statewide and legislative candidate comparisons. While a few states have removed archived comparison 
information from their web sites since the 2007 assessment, two states (Oregon and Vermont) have 
preserved such historical data through 2004. Hawaii added an overview of  2006 elections and Arizona 
debuted a new campaign comparison tool on its disclosure site in 2008. 
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Amended Reports
Posting all of  a candidate’s disclosure reports online, including those that have been amended, is an 
important part of  providing the public with a complete view of  the candidate’s fi ling history. The 
public can view both original and amended campaign fi lings on 36 state disclosure web sites, including 
Arizona, Connecticut, Iowa, Montana, and South Carolina, all of  which added this feature since the 
last assessment. Thirty-six states retain both original and amended reports, 34 of  which clearly label 
amendments as such, including Iowa, Montana, and South Carolina, which all improved in this area in 
2008. By comparison, Grading State Disclosure 2003 noted that just 23 states posted both originals and 
clearly-labeled amendments. Of  the 14 states that do not retain original fi lings when amendments are 
posted online, six states (California, Maine, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Tennessee) clearly 
identify reports that have been amended.

Site Redesigns
To meet the rising expectations of  the public, and to take advantage of  new web tools, disclosure 
agencies continue to improve and redesign their web sites. Grading State Disclosure 2007 found that over 
one-third of  states had redesigned or restructured their disclosure sites since the 2005 assessment. 
Since the 2007 assessment, 14 states (Alabama, Florida, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Massachusetts, 
Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wyoming) have 
redesigned their disclosure sites and Utah is scheduled to complete a redesign in 2008. Twelve other 
states also enhanced the navigability of  their disclosure sites or added new features to make data easier 
to access. While a complete overhaul of  a disclosure web site is often not possible due to fi nancial and/
or technological limitations, even minor improvements to terminology or navigation tools, such as the 
graphic icons that debuted on the redesigned disclosure sites of  Illinois, Kansas, and North Carolina, 
can go a long way to making a site more user-friendly for the public. 
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U.S. Map of  Grading State Disclosure 2008 Study Results

U.S. Map of  Grading State Disclosure 2003 Study Results
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U.S. Map of  Electronic Filing Programs in 2008

U.S. Map of  Electronic Filing Programs in 2003
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III.
State-by-State 

Summaries
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Alabama has received an F in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments conducted since 
2003, and ranked 49th in 2008. Despite the state’s overall failing performance, Alabama earned a passing 
grade in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category due in part to the Secretary of  State’s 
offi ce debuting a more user-friendly homepage in late 2007. 

Alabama earned an F again and dropped one spot to 49th in the disclosure law rankings since 2007. 
Alabama law requires campaigns to disclose the name and address of  contributors and the recipient, 
date and reason for campaign expenditures, but subvendor expenses are not reported. The state also 
suffers from poor enforcement provisions and debt reporting requirements. Unfortunately, the Alabama 
legislature failed to act on a number of  opportunities to strengthen campaign laws, and none of  the 
bills introduced in 2008 dealing with disclosure issues became law, leaving the state with no independent 
expenditure reporting, no disclosure of  contributor occupation or expenditure data, and no program for 
the electronic fi ling of  campaign disclosure reports.

Although the Secretary of  State’s web site was redesigned since the last assessment, the effort did not 
include a redesign of  the system for accessing campaign disclosure records and Alabama earned an F 
again in 2008 in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category. The Secretary of  State’s staff  data-enters 
the total amounts raised and spent within individual reports but, as noted in previous assessments, 
the process for viewing itemized data is cumbersome and limited to browsing scanned PDF copies of  
campaign disclosure fi lings. While disclosure documents are posted to the Internet quickly, the lack of  
online, searchable databases of  campaign fi nances and the inability to sort or download the data are 
signifi cant weaknesses of  the site. The public can purchase paper copies of  disclosure reports from 
the Secretary of  State’s offi ce for $1.00 per page, the highest fee for copies charged by any state (South 
Dakota also charges $1.00).

The Secretary of  State’s web site redesign did help Alabama earn a better rating on the 2008 usability test 
and a D- in the usability category after failing in this area in 2007. Testers were able to complete their 
tasks more quickly this year, but the site is still lacking in terms of  contextual information. The site could 
be enhanced by improving the description of  the disclosure data available online, providing the public 
with the ability to compare the summary information between different candidates or election cycles, and 
by listing the starting and ending dates covered by each reporting period.

�	Quick Fix: Label amended reports as “Amended” rather than “Other”, the current label used.

�	Editor’s Pick: The Secretary of  State’s newly designed homepage features a prominent link to “View Campaign  
 Finance Reports”.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.state.al.us

Alabama

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law F 49
Electronic Filing Program F 43
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 47
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D- 44

Grade F
Rank 49
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Alaska has earned a grade in the C range in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments 
conducted since 2003, and ranked 30th in 2008. Alaska improved from a C+ to a B- in the Online 
Contextual and Technical Usability category since 2007. Additional gains to the state’s overall disclosure 
program can be expected when electronic fi ling becomes mandatory in 2009. 

Alaska’s disclosure law, average by this study’s standards, requires candidates to report the name and 
address of  their contributors and, for those contributing $250 or more, occupation and employer data. 
Subvendor disclosure is not required, but candidates must report the name of  the recipient, and the 
purpose for, and date of, all expenditures made or accrued. Independent expenditure disclosure remains 
a weak point in the law as last-minute expenditures are not disclosed prior to Election Day. Currently, 
electronic fi ling is optional in Alaska, and just 15 percent of  candidates do so voluntarily. With the 
passage of  House Bill 109 in 2007, electronic fi ling will be mandatory for all statewide and legislative 
candidates regardless of  the amount raised or spent starting in 2009. To handle the transition, the Alaska 
Public Offi ces Commission (APOC) is developing a new online fi ling system for candidates.

Access to campaign fi nance records has not changed in Alaska in the last year and the state earned 
a B- again in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008. The APOC’s web site features 
electronically-fi led disclosure reports and reports fi led on paper that have been data-entered by agency 
staff. The disclosure site features searchable databases of  campaign contributions and expenditures, and 
data can be sorted online or downloaded for offl ine analysis. As noted in the 2007 assessment, the site’s 
best feature, a comprehensive database search tool, might be missed by site visitors since it is last on a list 
of  eleven search options and presented with a non-descript label of  “Ad Hoc Query”. 

The APOC’s web site has been redesigned since the 2007 assessment and usability testers responded 
favorably, returning the state to the B range in the usability category. The site reorganization allows for 
easier navigation and includes a helpful “How Do I …?” menu that offers choices for both the public 
and candidates. The site also contains helpful contextual information such as campaign fi nance rules 
and regulations, and the index of  a candidate’s reports clearly displays the reporting period and whether 
reports have been amended. To further enhance the usability of  the site, specifi c instructions could be 
added to describe the capabilities of  the searchable databases, and how to extract data from them.

� Quick Fix: Provide information about the various database search capabilities and rename the “Ad Hoc   
 Query”. 

� Editor’s Pick: Overviews of  campaign fi nance disclosure data for all candidates.

Alaska Public Offi ces Commission -- http://www.state.ak.us/local/akpages/ADMIN/apoc/home.html

Alaska

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C 33
Electronic Filing Program F 42
Disclosure Content Accessibility B- 23
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B- 15

Grade C
Rank 30
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Arizona earned a B-, ranked 23rd in 2008, and was the fi fth most improved state since 2007, when the 
state earned a C- and ranked 30th. Arizona was also the most improved state in the Online Contextual 
and Technical Usability category this year, jumping from an F and ranking 42nd last year to a B and a top 
ten ranking in 2008. 

Arizona earned a C+ and ranked 27th in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. Candidates 
must report detailed information about their contributors, including occupation and employer data. 
Candidates must also disclose all campaign expenditures, but subvendor information is not reported. 
Last-minute contributions and independent expenditures are not reported until after the election, 
representing a signifi cant weakness in the state’s disclosure law. Arizona’s electronic fi ling program 
retained its fi rst place ranking and A+ grade, requiring both statewide and legislative candidates raising 
$500 to fi le electronically. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce debuted a new web-based fi ling system in 2008 
that makes both fi ling and reviewing campaign disclosure reports a more user-friendly process. 

In the Disclosure Content Accessibility category, the lack of  an online, searchable database of  campaign 
expenditures prevented Arizona from improving over the D+ earned in the past three assessments. 
Electronically-fi led reports can be accessed in a PDF format on the Secretary of  State’s web site instantly 
upon fi ling. Site visitors can also search a database of  campaign contributions by a donor’s name or zip 
code, though the zip code option is of  limited value since users must fi rst specify a contributor’s name. 
Neither database search results, nor the itemized data within the PDF copies of  electronic reports can be 
sorted or downloaded to a spreadsheet for offl ine analysis. 

Arizona was the most improved state in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category in 2008, 
jumping from an F to a B and moving up 33 places in the rankings since 2007. Improved contextual 
information on the Secretary of  State’s redesigned web site and a stronger usability test performance 
led to the strong gains. One signifi cant improvement to the site came in the form of  an exceptional 
“Compare Candidates” feature that allows users to easily view the totals raised and spent by each 
candidate for a specifi c offi ce. Another benefi t of  the upgraded web site is that the public now has the 
ability to view all fi lings made by a candidate, including both original and clearly-labeled amended reports. 

� Quick Fix: Add the ability to search the contributions database by employer, contribution amount, and date, all  
 of  which are contained in the search results.

� Editor’s Pick: The Secretary of  State’s web site offers a “Compare Candidates” feature that allows the public to  
 easily review funds raised and spent by each candidate in a selected race. 

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.state.az.us

Arizona

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C+ 27
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility D+ 32
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B 9

Grade B-
Rank 23
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Arkansas earned its fi rst passing grade in Grading State Disclosure 2008, and was among the top fi ve most 
improved states since 2007. Arkansas also became the second most improved state in the Disclosure 
Content Accessibility category with the addition of  a searchable database of  campaign contributions to the 
Secretary of  State’s web site. 

Arkansas earned a C and ranked 35th again in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. Candidates 
must report detailed information about contributors of  $50 or more, including occupation and employer 
data. Expenditures over $99 are also disclosed, but reports do not include subvendor details. Independent 
expenditure disclosure is weak in that reports do not include who benefi ts from such expenditures or 
the cumulative amount spent. While candidates fi le monthly election year campaign fi nance reports, last-
minute contributions and last-minute independent expenditures are not reported until after Election Day. 
In the summer of  2007, Arkansas implemented a voluntary electronic fi ling program and an impressive 30 
percent of  legislative candidates took advantage of  this option in the program’s fi rst year.

Arkansas improved from an F to a D+ and moved nine places up in the accessibility rankings since 2007 
due to the addition of  a searchable database of  campaign contributions on the Secretary of  State’s web 
site. Contribution data that has been fi led electronically can be searched by donor name and contribution 
amount and results can be sorted online and downloaded for offl ine analysis. The main drawback of  the 
new database is that it is diffi cult to fi nd on the site; it is linked from a list of  candidates rather than as a 
link from the main disclosure search page. Electronically-fi led reports and paper-fi led reports are both 
presented as PDF fi les on the site, but the electronic reports are much easier to read than the scanned 
reports due to handwriting and scan quality issues. Both paper and electronic reports are accessible online 
the same day they are fi led with the Secretary of  State’s offi ce. 

Improved contextual information and a stronger usability test performance helped Arkansas jump 15 
places in the web site usability rankings and move from an F to a C- since 2007. Usability testers reported 
lower levels of  confusion with the site than those reported last year and all testers reported confi dence 
with the data this year. The disclosure site now provides better information about which types of  fi lings are 
available and instructions for accessing the data. The site could be further enhanced by labeling amended 
reports within the index of  a candidate’s fi ling history and by providing tools for comparing the totals 
raised and spent by competing candidates.

� Quick Fix: Provide a direct link from the disclosure site’s “Search Reports”/”Quick Search” page to the   
 searchable database of  campaign contributors.

� Editor’s Pick: Each database search fi eld is accompanied by a “?” that is linked to an explanation of  that search  
 fi eld’s requirements. 

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sosweb.state.ar.us/

Arkansas

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C 35
Electronic Filing Program F 38
Disclosure Content Accessibility D+ 34
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C- 27

Grade D+
Rank 34
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California improved from a B+ to an A, its highest grade in the Grading State Disclosure series, and 
ranked 2nd again in 2008. Strong gains made in the usability category helped California earn an A or B in 
all four scoring categories for the fi rst time since 2004. 

California maintained the number one ranking in the law category, and has earned an A in this area in 
each of  the fi ve assessments. Strengths of  the law include detailed contributor disclosure, including 
occupation and employer data; last-minute contribution and independent expenditure reporting; and 
strong enforcement provisions. Candidates must report campaign expenses, including those made by 
subvendors, but California does not require campaigns to report the dates of  their expenses. California 
earned an A- again for its electronic fi ling program, which is mandatory for all statewide and legislative 
candidates who raise or spend $50,000. 

After earning an F in the accessibility category in 2003, California has since earned an A in this category 
and a place in the top ten in each of  the last four assessments, ranking 7th in 2008. All electronically-
fi led reports are available on the state’s “Cal-Access” web site going back to 2000, with new reports 
becoming available online immediately upon fi ling. The disclosure site features browsable PDF versions 
of  electronic reports, HTML displays of  itemized contribution and expenditure data, and searchable 
databases of  contributions and expenditures that are among the best in the nation. Itemized transactions 
can be sorted and downloaded through both the searchable databases and HTML displays. While most 
paper-fi led disclosure reports are not available online, the Secretary of  State’s offi ce began scanning and 
posting paper-fi led late contribution reports to the web in 2008. 

California’s usability grade improved to a B+ and 7th place ranking in 2008, up from a C and 19th in 
2007. Improvements were driven by the addition of  a thorough instruction manual for using the state’s 
disclosure web site and a stronger performance on the 2008 usability test. Usability testers expressed 
greater confi dence in the data on the site and rated their overall experience on the site more favorably 
than testers did in 2007. The new user’s manual offers a wealth of  information on both the contents of  
the web site and information about the state’s disclosure requirements. The site allows users to easily 
compare campaign fi nances between candidates and provides clear explanations of  what data is available 
online. To improve further in this area, the agency could retain original fi lings alongside amended reports, 
rather than only listing the most recent amendment.

� Quick Fix: Provide better visual cues for accessing and searching the online databases by changing the label from  
 “Advanced Search” to “Search Contributions and Expenditures”. This impressive feature can be easily missed  
 by site visitors due to the inconspicuous placement of  the link on the main page, and a label that does not   
 adequately describe the resource that is available. 

� Editor’s Pick: The Cal-Access Users Manual offers excellent instructions to the public about conducting both  
 basic and advanced campaign fi nance research.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.ca.gov

California

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law A 1
Electronic Filing Program A- 24
Disclosure Content Accessibility A 7
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B+ 7

Grade A
Rank 2
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Colorado achieved its highest grade and rank in 2008, earning a B and a top ten ranking. Colorado was 
one of  the most improved states in 2007 and continued the positive trend with gains made in both the 
electronic fi ling and web site usability categories in 2008. 

Colorado’s strong disclosure law earned an A- and ranked fi fth overall in 2008. Colorado law requires 
campaigns to report details about all donors giving $20 or more, including occupation and employer 
data for contributions of  $100 or more. Candidates are also required to itemize their expenses, though 
subvendor details are not reported. Independent expenditure disclosure is strong, and includes last-
minute reporting. While the Secretary of  State’s offi ce had reported inadequate funding in previous 
assessments, in 2008 the agency reported that funding is adequate and Colorado’s electronic fi ling 
program earned an A+ and a fi rst place ranking. The Secretary of  State implemented an administrative 
rule in 2007 to make electronic fi ling mandatory for both statewide and legislative candidates and is 
preparing to debut a new fi ling system in 2009. 

Colorado earned its fourth straight B- and ranked 23rd in 2008 in the Disclosure Content Accessibility 
category. Along with the new fi ling system, Colorado is scheduled to launch a new disclosure web site in 
2009. Currently, the disclosure site features electronically-fi led reports and the Secretary of  State’s staff  
both scans and data-enters paper-fi led reports for online access. Site visitors can search databases of  
campaign contributions by donor name and transaction date and amount, but not by donor employer or 
zip code. The expenditure database allows for name, date, and amount searches and could be enhanced 
with a fi eld for searching by expenditure purpose. Database search results can be sorted online, but not 
downloaded. However, site visitors can download larger fi les of  all contributions and expenditures made 
in each quarter of  the year. 

After earning a D+ in the usability category in 2007, Colorado earned a C+ by improving the 
terminology and navigation on the Secretary of  State’s disclosure site, which also performed better on 
the usability test in 2008. Testers rated their experience on the site more favorably since the changes, 
which included clearer links to the searchable campaign fi nance databases and disclosure reports. The site 
features an excellent description of  the data available online, including a listing of  the specifi c offi ces and 
time periods covered. The site could be further improved with tools to allow users to compare the totals 
raised and spent by competing candidates and by providing the starting and ending dates for disclosure 
reporting periods within the index of  a candidate’s reports.   

� Quick Fix: Provide a simple comparison of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most  
 recent election.

� Editor’s Pick: The disclosure site offers a clear description of  which candidates have data accessible on the   
 Secretary of  State’s web site, and when it becomes available to the public.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.state.co.us

Colorado

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law A- 5
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility B- 23
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C+ 19

Grade B
Rank 9
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Connecticut moved up from a D in 2007 to a D+ and was one of  the three most improved states in the 
Online Contextual and Technical Usability category in 2008. Despite dropping from a D to an F in the 
accessibility category in 2008, Connecticut is currently in the process of  transitioning to an improved 
disclosure system that will enhance online access to disclosure data by the end of  the year.

Connecticut’s disclosure law earned a C+ and ranked 24th overall in 2008. Campaigns must provide 
details about contributors of  $50 or more, and occupation and employer data for those giving $100 or 
more. Campaign expenses, including subvendor data, are disclosed, as are independent expenditures. 
Connecticut law requires electronic fi ling only for statewide candidates raising $250,000, by far the 
highest threshold in place in any state and one that applied to just half  of  the statewide candidates in 
2006. Legislation supported by the State Elections Enforcement Commission (SEEC) to reduce the 
electronic fi ling threshold to $5,000 and expand the mandate to legislative candidates failed to become 
law for the second straight year in 2008. The SEEC debuted a new electronic Campaign Reporting 
Information System (eCRIS) in 2008 that has been well received by fi lers. The new system alerts users of  
upcoming fi ling dates and also notifi es fi lers of  errors and violations, features that enable more accurate 
and timely public disclosure.

While Connecticut received a failing grade in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008, it 
should be noted that the process of  enhancing the public access component of  the eCRIS disclosure 
system is not complete. The public can currently browse electronically-fi led reports and scanned copies 
of  paper-fi led reports on the disclosure site. SEEC staff  also data-enters the paper records into eCRIS 
so that all records will be contained in the searchable database of  campaign fi nances that will debut later 
this year. Electronic reports are accessible immediately upon fi ling and paper reports are accessible online 
within 24 hours of  receipt.

Connecticut was one of  the most improved states in the web site usability category in 2008, climbing 
15 places in the rankings and moving from an F to a D+ since the 2007 assessment. A greatly improved 
usability test performance contributed to the passing grade, as testers were able to navigate the site more 
quickly and reported greater confi dence in the data on the site than testers did in 2007. Features of  the 
new fi ling system also contributed to the higher grade, with clearer descriptions of  the data available and 
a “Help” link that provides instructions for accessing disclosure reports. The SEEC’s web site could be 
further enhanced by providing overviews of  the totals raised and spent by competing candidates.

� Quick Fix: Provide a simple comparison of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most  
 recent election.

� Editor’s Pick: While searching for reports to browse, site visitors can limit the returned list of  documents to  
 either originals or amendments.

State Elections Enforcement Commission -- http://www.ct.gov/seec

Connecticut

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C+ 24
Electronic Filing Program D 29
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 41
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D+ 32

Grade D+
Rank 37
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Delaware has failed in each of  the last three assessments and is one of  just two states to earn a lower 
grade in 2008 than in 2003, when the state earned a D-. A weaker usability test performance dropped 
Delaware from a D- in 2007 to an F in 2008 in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category. 

Delaware’s disclosure law earned a D and ranked 41st again in 2008. Candidates are required to report 
the name and address of  contributors giving $100 or more, but occupation and employer data are not 
reported. Candidates must itemize their campaign expenses of  $100 or more, but subvendor details are 
not disclosed. Independent expenditures are reported, but neither last-minute independent expenditures 
nor last-minute contributions are disclosed until after Election Day. Delaware does not require candidates 
to fi le disclosure reports electronically, but an impressive 80 percent of  statewide candidates and 45 
percent of  legislative candidates choose to participate in the state’s voluntary program. 

In 2003, Delaware earned a C- in the accessibility category on the strength of  its online, searchable 
contributions and expenditures databases. By the time of  the 2004 assessment, the databases had been 
removed and Delaware has failed in this category in the past four assessments. The main shortcoming in 
the area of  accessibility is that disclosure data is presented on the Department of  Elections’ web site only 
in a browsable format. Both electronically-fi led reports and scanned copies of  paper-fi led reports are 
presented as static PDF documents, meaning that data cannot be searched, sorted, or downloaded to a 
spreadsheet for offl ine analysis. 

Delaware dropped from a D- in 2007 to a failing grade in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability 
category in 2008. Gains made on the 2007 usability test were lost and most testers found the site 
confusing and reported low levels of  confi dence with the data found online. The overall presentation 
of  disclosure reports is cumbersome in that users cannot view a compete listing of  a candidate’s reports 
on one screen. Rather, reports are organized by year, then by candidate within the selected year, making 
viewing a candidate’s complete fi ling history diffi cult. Other shortcomings include the lack of  an 
explanation of  the data available on the site or information on recent and historical campaign fi nance 
trends in Delaware.  

� Quick Fix: Add a page to the site describing which candidates have campaign reports available online, the time  
 periods covered, and instructions for accessing the data. 

� Editor’s Pick: Contribution limits are prominently linked from the campaign fi nance homepage and are   
 presented in a clean and easily accessible chart.

Department of  Elections -- http://www.elections.delaware.gov

Delaware

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law D 41
Electronic Filing Program F 31
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 47
Online Contextual & Technical Usability F 47

Grade F
Rank 46
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Florida has been a consistent leader in campaign disclosure and earned its fourth straight B+ and top fi ve 
ranking in Grading State Disclosure 2008. Florida has earned As in both the electronic fi ling and accessibility 
categories in each assessment since 2004. 

Florida earned a B and ranked 13th in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. The state requires 
candidates to itemize contributions over $100, including the donor’s name and occupation, but not his 
or her employer. Expenditure disclosure is stronger, with subvendor and accrued expenditure disclosure 
required. Independent expenditures are reported in Florida, and those made at the last minute are 
disclosed prior to Election Day. The law’s enforcement provisions are also strong and include mandatory 
desk reviews and fi eld audits. Florida requires all statewide and legislative candidates to fi le disclosure 
reports electronically and maintained its A+ and a number one ranking in this area in 2008. 

Florida again earned an A in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category and ranked 7th in 2008. 
The Department of  State’s web site features both browsable reports and searchable databases of  
contributions and expenditures. The databases contain records from 1996 to present and include both 
electronic data and paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered by agency staff. Database users can 
sort and download itemized data, and can search campaign donors by name and occupation, but not by 
employer since candidates are not required to disclose this information. As noted in previous studies, 
disclosure reports are presented in a clean, informative index, but this feature is somewhat hidden by its 
placement outside of  the main “Campaign Finance” section of  the site and this issue remains despite a 
makeover of  the site in 2008. The index provides summary information about campaign fi nances such as 
contributions, loans, and expenditures for each fi ling period and for the entire election cycle. 

Online Contextual and Technical Usability has been Florida’s weakest area in each of  the Grading State 
Disclosure assessments. Despite earning the same grade as 2007, Florida tumbled twelve places in the 
usability rankings as other states made improvements. As in 2007, most of  the usability testers found the 
terminology on the site confusing, and most rated their experience as below average. (Florida’s disclosure 
site received a makeover after the close of  the assessment period in 2008.) The site does offer some 
contextual information that is very useful, including clear instructions and explanations of  the searchable 
databases, and excellent tools for comparing campaign fi nances between candidates. The site could be 
improved by linking candidates’ full reports to the campaign fi nance database, and by labeling amended 
reports as such. 

� Quick Fix: Make it easier to access and view candidates’ full reports by linking this information to the section of   
 the site currently labeled “Campaign Finance”.

� Editor’s Pick: The index of  a candidate’s reports allows users to view, sort, or download itemized transactions  
 from within a single report or across multiple reports fi led during a given election cycle. 

 
Department of  State -- http://www.dos.state.fl .us

Florida

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B 13
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A 7
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C+ 22

Grade B+
Rank 5
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Georgia earned a B again in 2008, though the state dropped nine places in the rankings as other states 
improved. While Georgia returned to the A range in the accessibility category, weaker performance in the 
area of  web site usability dropped the state from a C- in 2007 to D- in 2008. 

Georgia’s disclosure law earned a B+ again and ranked 8th in 2008. Candidates must disclose details 
about donors giving over $100, including occupation and employer data. Another strength of  the law is 
that both last-minute contributions and independent expenditures must be reported before Election Day. 
Campaign expenditures over $100 are also reported, but subvendor data is not. Georgia’s electronic fi ling 
program, which earned an A+ and number one ranking in 2008, is mandatory for statewide candidates 
who raise $20,000 and legislative candidates who raise $10,000. The State Ethics Commission’s web 
site features excellent resources for fi lers, including a thorough series of  electronic fi ling demonstration 
videos. 

Georgia earned an A- and ranked 12th in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008, up 
from 14th and a B+ in 2007. The State Ethics Commission’s online, searchable databases of  campaign 
contributions and expenditures are among the best in the country, and contain both electronic fi lings and 
paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered by the agency. The contributions database was improved 
since the last assessment and now allows site visitors to search donors by zip code as well as by name or 
employer. Search results cannot be sorted online, but can be easily downloaded into a spreadsheet for 
offl ine analysis. Electronically-fi led reports are available online immediately upon fi ling and paper reports 
are published online within 24 hours of  receipt.

Georgia’s grade in the usability category has fl uctuated between Fs and Cs over the course of  the fi ve 
assessments, with a lower usability test performance dropping the state to a D- in 2008. Georgia slipped 
from its perfect usability test rating in 2007 as testers reported less confi dence and more confusion 
with the site this year. The lack of  contextual information contributes to the site’s usability problems. 
For example, the public cannot view lists of  candidates for current or past elections or easily compare 
the funds raised and spent between competing candidates, and the starting and ending date for the 
time period covered within a report is not provided. A positive development that occurred following 
the close of  the 2008 assessment period was the debut of  a campaign contribution map on the State 
Ethics Commission’s web site. The new feature allows site visitors to easily view the total amount of  
contributions from each county or zip code in Georgia by party affi liation, offi ce sought, or election year.

� Quick Fix: Provide the starting and ending date for each reporting period within the index of  candidate reports. 

� Editor’s Pick: The database search results page features a prominent link for downloading results to a   
 spreadsheet, as well as links from each transaction to the report from which the transaction originated.

State Ethics Commission -- http://www.ethics.georgia.gov

Georgia

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B+ 8
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A- 12
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D- 44

Grade B
Rank 17
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Despite a drop from a B+ to a B, Hawaii maintained a top ten ranking, and earned As and Bs in all four 
categories in 2008. Hawaii’s strong gains in the usability category were offset by a drop in the accessibility 
category caused by the lack of  a current, searchable database of  campaign fi nances on the state’s disclosure 
web site. 

Hawaii earned an A- and ranked 5th in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. Campaigns are 
required to itemize contributions of  $100 or more, though occupation and employer data is not disclosed 
until a donor gives $1,000. The law’s strong points include requirements for detailed disclosure of  campaign 
expenses (including subvendor data), loans, and independent expenditures. Hawaii again earned an A+ and 
number one ranking in the electronic fi ling category in 2008. Following the passage of  House Bill 1130 in 
2007, all statewide and legislative candidates are required to fi le disclosure reports electronically, regardless of  
amounts raised and spent, and exemptions are no longer made. 

Hawaii fell from an A+ to a B- and dropped 26 places since 2007 in the accessibility rankings due to the lack 
of  an up-to-date online, searchable database of  campaign fi nances. The state’s new “Candidate Filing System” 
came online in 2007 and gives the public immediate access to electronic disclosure reports, but it does not 
allow users to search the database for contributions or expenditures as the state’s previous database did. In the 
Candidate Filing System, the public can sort through itemized transactions in a number of  ways, but cannot, 
for example, enter the name of  a specifi c donor and view their contributions as they could through the older 
database. While Hawaii does maintain public access to the older disclosure systems containing searchable 
campaign data through 2006, the lack of  a current, searchable database is a setback for the state’s historically 
strong accessibility performance. 

With a stronger performance on the 2008 usability test, and additional resources for the public to compare 
candidates’ campaign fi nances, Hawaii jumped from a D to a B- in the usability category in 2008. Usability 
testers reported higher levels of  confi dence in 2008 and rated their overall experience with the site more 
favorably than testers did in 2007. The Campaign Spending Commission’s site features excellent contextual 
information such as detailed lists of  candidates, as well as overviews of  the totals raised and spent by state-level 
candidates in recent and past elections. To make the site more user-friendly, the agency could provide more 
description of  the data available in the new system and provide clear instructions for accessing it. 

� Quick Fix: Provide an overview of  the data contained within the “Candidate Filing System” that explains which  
 candidates, reports, and time periods are contained within the database. 

� Editor’s Pick: Clean, attractive design of  the “Candidate Filing System” site.

Campaign Spending Commission -- http://www.state.hi.us/campaign

Hawaii

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law A- 5
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility B- 28
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B- 12

Grade B
Rank 7
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After earning a D in the 2003 assessment, Idaho has earned Cs in the last four assessments, though the 
state has dropped in the rankings each year since 2004 as other states have improved. Idaho ranked 2nd 
in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category in 2008, and has ranked in the top ten in this 
area in each of  the fi ve assessments. 

Idaho earned a B- and ranked 23rd in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. Candidates 
must report details about contributors giving more than $50, but occupation and employer data are not 
disclosed. Expenditure reporting is stronger, requiring disclosure of  expenses of  $25 or more, including 
subvendor data and accrued expenditures. Last-minute contributions and independent expenditures are 
disclosed prior to elections, and the law’s enforcement provisions include mandatory desk reviews and 
fi eld audits. Idaho still does not offer an electronic fi ling option, but the Secretary of  State’s offi ce reports 
that such a program may be available within the next few years.

Idaho earned the same grade in the accessibility category as in 2007, and ranked 29th this year. Idaho is 
one of  just three states that do not offer an electronic fi ling program but do provide an online, searchable 
database of  campaign contributions. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce data-enters all campaign fi nance 
data, making itemized contributions available through a database that is searchable by donor name or 
zip code and contribution amount. While search results cannot be sorted or downloaded, the public can 
easily download larger fi les that contain all itemized contributions and expenditures for a given election 
cycle. The site’s main weakness is the lack of  a searchable expenditures database. Idaho makes disclosure 
reports available almost immediately by posting scanned copies of  reports online the same day they are 
received and data-entry is completed within a week. 

Idaho again earned a perfect rating on the Grading State Disclosure usability test, and earned an A+ 
and ranked 2nd in the usability category in 2008. The Secretary of  State’s site is well laid out and easy to 
navigate, and most testers reported they were “very confi dent” in the data they found on the site. Idaho’s 
site contains thorough descriptions of  the disclosure data available, as well as instructions for how to 
access the data. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce provides clear online summaries of  the totals raised and 
spent by candidates from 1994 to present, which gives the public an excellent overview of  campaign 
fi nancing trends in Idaho.

� Quick Fix: Allow database search results to be sorted online and downloaded for offl ine analysis.   

� Editor’s Pick: Summary reports displaying totals raised and spent by all candidates from 1994 to present.  

Secretary of  State -- http://www.idsos.state.id.us

Idaho

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B- 23
Electronic Filing Program F 43
Disclosure Content Accessibility C 29
Online Contextual & Technical Usability A+ 2

Grade C
Rank 31
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Illinois has earned a B in all fi ve of  the Grading State Disclosure assessments conducted since 2003. Gains 
made in the accessibility category were offset by a lower grade in the usability category, and Illinois slipped 
from 9th in 2007 to 14th in the overall rankings this year.

Illinois’s disclosure law earned a C and the 30th ranking in this area in 2008. Candidates are required to 
itemize contributions of  $150 or more, with occupation and employer data disclosed for those giving 
more than $500. Expenditures of  more than $150 are also reported, but subvendor information is not. 
Independent expenditures made in the two months prior to an election must be disclosed, but independent 
expenditures made outside of  that timeframe are not reported. Illinois earned an A+ and a number one 
ranking in the electronic fi ling category again in 2008, as both statewide and legislative candidates who raise 
or spend $10,000 must fi le electronically. To assist fi lers, the State Board of  Elections archives videos of  
informative campaign disclosure seminars online. 

Illinois’s Disclosure Content Accessibility grade improved to an A and a top ten ranking in 2008, up from a 
B+ and 14th in 2007. The State Board of  Elections debuted a new web site that has preserved the strengths 
of  the previous site while introducing new tools for accessing disclosure data. Site visitors can browse 
electronically-fi led reports, or take advantage of  searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures 
that are among the best in the nation. The new site retains the previous site’s excellent database searching 
and sorting options, and users can now also download search results for offl ine analysis. Another nice 
feature found within the databases is that search results are preceded by summary information that includes 
the total number of  transactions returned, as well as the cumulative total of  the results. The public can also 
review summary data from paper-fi led reports that has been data-entered by agency staff.

While the new State Board of  Elections site is clean and easy to navigate, the state dropped from a B+ 
to a B- since its debut primarily due to the 2008 usability test. Usability testers had a more diffi cult time 
navigating to the disclosure site from the state of  Illinois’s homepage than testers did in 2007, which 
speaks more to issues with the state’s web site than the disclosure agency’s site. The disclosure site itself  
has been made easier to navigate through the use of  tabs, graphics and lists of  the “Most Popular” features 
on the site. The site features excellent contextual information, such as its annual “Money and Elections in 
Illinois” reports that summarize state-level candidate campaign fi nancing, a glossary of  common campaign 
disclosure terms, and a clear description of  the data available online. Providing basic instructions for using 
the database search features would further add to the usability of  the disclosure site.

� Quick Fix: Provide instructions for using the searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures.  

� Editor’s Pick: The newly redesigned State Board of  Elections web site is clear and well organized with both icons  
 and text to help visitors navigate the site.

Illinois State Board of  Elections -- http://www.elections.il.gov

Illinois

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C 30
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A 10
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B- 12

Grade B
Rank 14
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Indiana ranked 27th and earned a C+ in 2008, its highest grade in any of  the fi ve Grading State 
Disclosure assessments. Indiana moved up eight places in the usability category and jumped from a D+ 
in 2007 to a B- on the strength of  a stronger usability test performance in 2008. 

Indiana earned a C- in the disclosure law category and ranked 39th in this area again in 2008. Candidates 
must report detailed information about contributors giving at least $100, though employer data is not 
disclosed and occupation data is not reported until a donor gives $1,000 or more in a year. Campaign 
expenditures over $100 are disclosed, and include subvendor details. Independent expenditure reporting 
is not required, a major weakness in the law. Indiana’s electronic fi ling program ranked 25th and earned a 
C in 2008. The program is mandatory for all statewide candidates and voluntary for legislative candidates, 
30 percent of  which took advantage of  this option in the last election. 

Indiana performed best in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category, earning a B+ again in 2008. The 
Secretary of  State’s site offers well-designed, searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures that 
include both electronically-fi led records and paper-fi led disclosure records that have been data-entered 
by agency staff. The databases offer numerous search fi elds (contributor employer data is not disclosed 
in Indiana, and is therefore not searchable) and allow users to easily sort and download their results. 
Candidate reports are presented in a clean, informative index that summarizes data from the candidate’s 
most recently fi led report. As noted in previous Grading State Disclosure studies, a weakness in Indiana’s 
program is the length of  time required for the data-entry process, which takes one to two weeks to 
complete.  

Indiana made large gains in the web site usability category in 2008, moving from a D+ to a B- with a 
much stronger usability test performance than in past years. Testers were able to complete the test more 
easily than in 2007, and reported greater levels of  confi dence with the site. The Secretary of  State’s site 
contains many user-friendly pieces of  information, such as listings of  candidates, an excellent description 
of  which candidates have reports available online, and instructions for accessing the data available on the 
site. Additionally, while most states simply note whether an entire report has been amended, Indiana’s 
databases highlight individual transactions that have been amended. To provide a clear view of  campaign 
fi nancing trends, the site could be enhanced with tools for easily comparing the totals raised and spent by 
competing candidates or in different election cycles.

� Quick Fix: Compile individual candidate summaries into a single document, making it easier for site visitors to  
 quickly compare fundraising and spending between candidates. 

� Editor’s Pick: The index of  a candidate’s reports includes key information, such as the reporting period and the  
 date the report was fi led, as well as a summary of  the contents of  the most recently fi led report.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.in.gov/sos

Indiana

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C- 39
Electronic Filing Program C 25
Disclosure Content Accessibility B+ 16
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B- 16

Grade C+
Rank 27
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Iowa earned a D+ and, based on improved scores in the law and usability categories, is one of  the fi ve 
most improved states since the original Grading State Disclosure assessment in 2003, when the state 
earned Fs in all four categories. The most signifi cant area of  improvement for Iowa has been in the 
usability category, where the state earned a B+ in 2008 and shares with Kansas the distinction of  being 
the most improved state in this area since 2003. 

Iowa’s campaign disclosure law improved from an F to a C since 2003, and ranked 30th in the Campaign 
Disclosure Law category in 2008. Candidates must report details of  contributions of  $25 or more, but 
disclosure of  employer and occupation data is not required. Expenditures over $5 must be itemized, 
and subvendor data must be reported. Iowa’s governor signed Senate File 2400 into law in 2008, which 
tightens last-minute reporting requirements and allows the Iowa Ethics and Campaign Disclosure Board 
(IECDB) to create an online, searchable campaign fi nance database. Iowa passed legislation in 2007 
that mandates electronic fi ling for challengers in 2010 and incumbents in 2012. The current voluntary 
program was used by half  of  the statewide candidates and 43 percent of  legislative candidates in 2008. 

Iowa failed to earn a passing grade in the accessibility category in 2008, primarily due to the lack of  an 
online, searchable database of  campaign fi nances. However, with authorization granted this year, the 
IECDB reports that a searchable database is in development and should debut by the end of  2008. Both 
electronic reports and scanned copies of  paper reports are published on the disclosure site on the same 
day they are fi led. A searchable database will greatly improve access to disclosure data, which is currently 
presented within PDF fi les that cannot be searched, sorted online, or downloaded into a spreadsheet for 
offl ine analysis. Another sign of  the IECDB’s commitment to improving the accessibility of  disclosure 
data is that agency reduced the cost it charges to mail paper copies of  reports to the public from $.20 to 
$.15 per page. 

Iowa’s strength is in the usability category, where it ranks as the most improved state since 2003. Iowa 
jumped from an F to a B+ and has climbed 40 places in the usability rankings since Grading State Disclosure 
2003. As in 2007, the IECDB web site performed well on the usability test, and was improved in 2008 
with a better system for viewing candidates’ reports. Reports are now organized under a candidate’s last 
name, in addition to reporting period. This change allows the public to more easily view a candidate’s 
fi ling history, including both original and amended reports. The site offers a wealth of  contextual 
information, including disclosure requirements and restrictions, as well as options for comparing data 
across campaigns going back to 2001. 

� Quick Fix: Add the starting and ending dates for each reporting period within the index of  a candidate’s reports. 

� Editor’s Pick: The “Campaign Finance Historical Trends” page offers the public many options for comparing  
 both recent and historical campaign fi nance data across campaigns, elections, and reporting periods.

Iowa Ethics and Campaign Disclosure Board -- http://www.state.ia.us/government/iecdb

Iowa

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C 30
Electronic Filing Program F 31
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 43
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B+ 7

Grade D+
Rank 36
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Kansas earned a B+ in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category and shares with Iowa 
the distinction of  being the most improved state in this area since 2003. Along with improvements in 
the usability category, Kansas raised its overall grade from a D to a D+ with the creation of  a voluntary 
electronic fi ling program in 2008. 

Kansas’s campaign fi nance law earned a D- and ranked 42nd in 2008, but the passage of  Senate Bill 196 
in 2008 created a stronger law than the current grade refl ects (2008 law grades are calculated based on 
laws passed as of  December 31, 2007). The new law requires the disclosure of  late contributions and 
independent expenditures of  $300 or more and increases the level of  detail disclosed about campaign 
contributors of  $150 or more to include the industry in which they are employed (occupation disclosure 
is currently required, though employer data is not). Enforcement provisions of  the law remain weak as 
reviews or audits of  disclosure reports are not required. In 2007, legislation was passed that allowed the 
Secretary of  State’s offi ce to develop a voluntary electronic fi ling program. The new system came online 
in 2008, and moved Kansas up ten places in the electronic fi ling rankings. 

Kansas earned a D+ again in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008, though the state 
dropped six places in the rankings as other states improved. The public has online access to scanned 
copies of  paper reports, as well as itemized contributions that have been data-entered by Governmental 
Ethics Commission staff. Electronic reports are fi led with the Secretary of  State’s offi ce and are now 
available on both that agency’s site in an HTML format, and as PDF fi les on the Government Ethics 
Commission’s site, though this development came after the close of  the 2008 assessment period. The 
disclosure site features a contributions database that is searchable by donor name, transaction date, and 
amount but search results cannot be sorted online or downloaded from the site. The lack of  an online, 
searchable database of  campaign expenditures remains the primary weakness of  the site. 

The Governmental Ethics Commission’s web site was redesigned since the 2007 assessment, which 
helped the state improve from a B to a B+ in the usability category in 2008. Usability testers reported 
the new site was easier to understand and rated their overall experiences on the site more favorably 
than testers did in 2007. The new site features a better organized page for accessing reports for a given 
election and navigation options have improved. The site includes menu options on the left side of  each 
page and icons at the top of  the homepage that link to the main areas of  the site. The disclosure site 
provides users with a clear explanation of  which records are available in the database, instructions for 
searching data, and a “Quick Statistics” function for comparing the totals raised and spent between 
candidates going back to 1993.

� Quick Fix: Allow database search results to be sorted online or downloaded from the site.  

� Editor’s Pick: “Quick Statistics” provides summary amounts raised and spent for each candidate since 1993.

Governmental Ethics Commission -- http://www.accesskansas.org/ethics

Kansas

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law D- 42
Electronic Filing Program F 31
Disclosure Content Accessibility D+ 34
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B+ 5

Grade D+
Rank 34
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Kentucky improved from a C+ in 2007 to a B- in 2008, but dropped one place in the rankings since 2007. 
The Kentucky Registry of  Election Finance’s web site was redesigned in 2007, and the state earned a B- 
in the web site usability category, up from a C+ in 2007 and an F in 2003.

Kentucky performed best in the Campaign Disclosure Law category, earning a B+ again in 2008. 
Candidates must itemize contributions of  $100 or more, including occupation and employer data. 
Expenditures over $25 must also be itemized, and reports include both subvendor data and accrued 
expenditures. For the second year in a row, the legislature failed to pass a bill requiring electronic fi ling 
by all statewide and legislative candidates who raise $25,000. The Kentucky Registry of  Election Finance 
(KREF), however, operates a strong voluntary electronic fi ling program that was used by 75 percent of  
statewide candidates and 56 percent of  legislative candidates in the 2007 general election. The KREF’s 
web site features excellent electronic fi ling tutorials, brochures, and helpful hints pages, both encouraging 
candidates to take advantage of  electronic fi ling, and supporting those who do.

Kentucky earned its third straight B- in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category and ranked 26th 
again in 2008. The KREF’s web site features a searchable contributions database containing records from 
electronically-fi led reports and paper reports that have been data-entered by agency staff. The database 
is searchable by donor name, employer, and zip code, as well as the date and amount of  individual 
contributions, and search results can be downloaded for offl ine analysis but cannot be sorted online. 
The lack of  an online, searchable database of  campaign expenditures is the main weakness in this area. 
Further, itemized expenditures are only available online for electronic fi lers; expenditures reported on 
paper are not data-entered or scanned and posted online.

Kentucky earned a B- in the web site usability category, up from a C+ in 2007. Kentucky performed 
slightly better on the 2008 usability test as testers were able to complete their tasks more quickly than 
in 2007, possibly due to improved navigation on the redesigned disclosure site. The new site is much 
more attractive and features both text and graphic icons to aid navigation. Site visitors are presented with 
thorough instructions and tutorials for accessing data, as well as clear descriptions of  what is and is not 
available through the searchable database. Kentucky offers a user-friendly system for viewing amended 
transactions: rather than simply labeling the whole report as amended, individual transactions are labeled 
and users can view the original transaction in a pop-up window. 

� Quick Fix: Allow database search results to be sorted online.

� Editor’s Pick: A prominent “Search” icon on the homepage provides easy navigation to disclosure reports and  
 the contributions database.

Kentucky Registry of  Election Finance -- http://kref.ky.gov

Kentucky

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B+ 11
Electronic Filing Program F 31
Disclosure Content Accessibility B- 26
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B- 16

Grade B-
Rank 21
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Louisiana has earned a grade in the C range in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments 
conducted since 2003, and ranked 26th in 2008. A stronger performance in the web site usability category 
earned Louisiana a passing grade in that category and pushed the state’s overall grade up to a C+ in 2008. 

Louisiana earned a B- again in 2008 and ranked 20th in the disclosure law category. In 2008, Louisiana’s 
governor called a special legislative session on ethics that saw the passage of  several campaign fi nance 
measures. While contributor occupation and employer disclosure requirements failed to pass, the 
session did see the passage of  measures related to independent expenditure reporting, late contribution 
reporting, and mandatory electronic fi ling. Currently, statewide candidates who raise $50,000 must fi le 
electronically, while legislative candidates can do so on a voluntary basis. With the passage of  House 
Bill 78 in 2008, both statewide and legislative candidates who raise $25,000 will be required to fi le 
electronically starting in 2010. In 2012, the threshold will be removed and all candidates will be required 
to fi le electronically. 

Louisiana dropped from a B to a B- in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008 as the Board 
of  Ethics reported that paper fi lings are posted to the Internet more slowly than in 2007. The Board 
of  Ethics’ web site features databases of  electronically-fi led contributions and expenditures that offer 
multiple search fi elds and the ability to sort and download search results. After the close of  the 2008 
assessment period, the database was modifi ed and users can no longer search across “All Candidates” 
(which could cause signifi cant delays in retrieving search results). Now, users can select between one 
to ten candidates at a time and search their records. This function operates better, but still makes it 
cumbersome to obtain a comprehensive view of  a particular donor’s contributions. 

Louisiana’s grade rose to a D+ in the web site usability category in 2008 after receiving an F in 2007. 
The Board of  Ethics’ web site was far easier to locate from the state’s homepage this year, leading to a 
signifi cant improvement in the state’s usability test performance. Overall, testers rated their experience 
with the site more favorably than testers did in 2007, and most testers expressed confi dence in the data 
they found on the site. The Board of  Ethics reported that a redesign of  the web site is expected this year. 
If  the redesign occurs, adding clear instructions for site visitors, detailed lists of  candidates for statewide 
and legislative offi ce, and overviews of  recent and historical campaign fi nancing trends would be a great 
benefi t to the public.

�	 Quick Fix: Post a complete list of  candidates on the disclosure web site that includes name, party affi liation, and  
 offi ce sought. 

� Editor’s Pick: Directory of  Campaign Finance Late Fees. For each committee that has incurred fees, the site  
 lists which report was late and by how many days, the fi ne amount, amount paid to date, and outstanding fee   
 balance. 

Board of  Ethics -- http://www.ethics.state.la.us

Louisiana

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B- 20
Electronic Filing Program C 25
Disclosure Content Accessibility B- 23
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D+ 32

Grade C+
Rank 26
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Maine has earned a B in the last two assessments and ranked 15th in 2008, a signifi cant improvement 
since Grading State Disclosure 2003, when Maine earned a D- and ranked 29th. Maine’s disclosure site was 
one of  seven to have earned the top rating on the web site usability test again in 2008. 

Maine earned a B and ranked 18th in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. Candidates are 
required to disclose contributions of  $50 or more, including donor occupation and employer data. 
Expenditure disclosure is also thorough and includes disclosure of  subvendor details and accrued 
expenditures. Independent expenditure disclosure is strong, and last-minute independent expenditures 
must be reported prior to Election Day. Maine requires both statewide and legislative candidates to fi le 
disclosure reports electronically once they have raised $1,500, earning the state an A in this area of  the 
assessment again in 2008. 

Maine has earned an A- in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in the last three assessments 
and ranked 12th in 2008. The Commission on Governmental Ethics and Election Practices provides 
immediate, online access to electronically-fi led reports, and scanned copies of  paper reports are 
accessible within 24 hours of  receipt. Both electronic reports and paper-fi led reports that have been data-
entered by agency staff  are searchable through the site’s online contributions and expenditures databases. 
Users can search the databases by name, amount, date or zip code, but not by a donor’s employer or 
campaign expense purpose. The Commission is planning to make major changes to the disclosure site in 
2009. Adding the ability to sort search results online and download results for offl ine analysis would help 
make the site even more user-friendly.

As in 2007, Maine achieved the highest possible usability test performance in 2008 and earned a C in the 
Online Contextual and Technical Usability category. All testers reported confi dence in their ability to fi nd 
accurate data on the site and rated the Commission on Governmental Ethics and Election Practices’ web 
site even more highly than testers did in 2007. Despite the ease of  use, Maine’s disclosure site is lacking 
in terms of  contextual information, such as comparisons of  the totals raised and spent by candidates 
in current and past election cycles. As the Commission’s site is updated over the next year, adding these 
features, as well as a detailed explanation of  data available, and specifi c instructions for accessing the data 
would greatly improve the site. 

� Quick Fix: Add information describing which candidates have reports available online, what data is included,   
 and what time periods are covered to give site visitors a better sense of  the scope of  data available on the disclosure  
 site. 

� Editor’s Pick: A “Who to call for help” chart organized by topic, and the “Guide to Political Activity,”   
 designed specifi cally “for organizations and individuals other than candidates.”

Commission on Governmental Ethics and Election Practices -- http://www.state.me.us/ethics

Maine

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B 18
Electronic Filing Program A 18
Disclosure Content Accessibility A- 12
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C 26

Grade B
Rank 15
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Maryland has earned a C in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments conducted since 2003, 
and ranked 32nd in 2008. The state earned the same grade in each area of  the assessment as it did in 
2007, earning an A+ for electronic fi ling, an A for accessibility, and Ds in the law and usability categories. 

As in 2007, Maryland’s disclosure law earned a D- and ranked 44th in 2008. Candidates must report 
the names of  contributors giving $51 or more, but not occupation or employer data. Expenditure 
disclosure is stronger, but does not include subvendor reporting. A major weakness of  the law is the lack 
of  independent expenditure disclosure. Despite the weak law, Maryland’s overall disclosure program is 
strengthened by an excellent electronic fi ling system that is mandatory for both statewide and legislative 
candidates and again received an A+ and number one ranking in this category in 2008. To assist 
electronic fi lers, the State Board of  Elections offers training seminars as well as online training manuals 
and sample fi lings.

Maryland earned an A again and ranked 7th in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008. In 
partnership with the University of  Maryland, Baltimore County, the State Board of  Elections provides 
excellent access to campaign disclosure reports online. The public can browse clean, HTML versions of  
both electronic reports and paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered by agency staff. The public 
can also search comprehensive databases of  campaign contributions and expenditures that contain 
records from both paper and electronic reports. Within both reports and database search results, itemized 
transactions can be downloaded and are presented with helpful summary information, such as the total 
amount and the largest individual transaction. 

With no changes made in the last year, Maryland’s disclosure database earned a D again in 2008 in the 
Online Contextual and Technical Usability category. The Board of  Elections’ web site performed well 
again on the usability test, with most testers rating their experience on site as average or higher. The 
main shortcoming of  the site is the lack of  several key pieces of  contextual information: there are no 
overviews comparing fundraising and spending between candidates; the starting and ending dates of  
reporting periods are not provided with reports; amended reports are not labeled as such; and, when a 
report is amended the original version is removed from the site. 

� Quick Fix: Provide the starting and ending date for each reporting period in the index of  a candidate’s reports  
 and within the report itself.

� Editor’s Pick: Itemized transactions within disclosure reports, and within database search results, list the largest,  
 smallest, and cumulative amount of  the transactions.

State Board of  Elections -- http://www.elections.state.md.us

Maryland

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law D- 44
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A 7
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D 37

Grade C
Rank 32
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Massachusetts ranked 19th and earned a B- in 2008, down slightly from a B in 2007. However, the state’s 
grade does not refl ect many improvements made to its online disclosure program after the close of  this 
year’s assessment period. 

Massachusetts earned a C- in 2008 for its disclosure law, which ranked 37th and represents the only 
category in which the state did not achieve a grade in the A or B range. Candidates must itemize 
contributions of  $50 or more, and must report the occupation and employer of  donors giving $200 or 
more. Expenditures above $50 are reported, though subvendor disclosure is not required. Independent 
expenditures must be disclosed, but neither last-minute independent expenditures nor last-minute 
contributions are reported before Election Day. The state’s electronic fi ling program, which is mandatory 
for statewide candidates who raise or spend $50,000 and legislative candidates who raise $5,000, earned 
Massachusetts an A+ and a top ranking in the electronic fi ling category in 2008.

Massachusetts earned a B again and ranked 21st in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 
2008. The web site of  the Offi ce of  Campaign and Political Finance (OCPF) features electronic reports 
fi led by candidates. Site visitors can either browse full reports or take advantage of  the site’s recently 
enhanced searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures. After the close of  the 2008 assessment 
period, the OCPF improved the speed, navigation, and functionality of  the online databases. Site visitors 
can now search contributions by donor name, employer, and zip code, or by date and amount, and 
expenditures can be searched by vendor name, date, and amount. Database search results are presented 
with helpful information about the total amount and number of  transactions returned, and the results 
can be easily sorted online and downloaded for offl ine analysis. 

While the web site of  the OCPF was nicely redesigned in 2008, the change came after usability testers 
had rated the site slightly lower than last year, which dropped the state from an A- to a B+ in the web site 
usability category. The new design features improved menus for navigating to the various sections of  the 
site, and a cleaner appearance overall. The OCPF continues to offer excellent contextual information to 
site visitors, including overviews of  total funds raised and spent by candidates, a detailed explanation of  
the contents of  the databases, and instructions for accessing the data. Another user-friendly enhancement 
made after the assessment period was to organize disclosure information by offi ce sought, rather than by 
candidate name, making it easier for the public to research candidates in their own district. 

� Quick Fix: Allow users to search the expenditures database by expenditure purpose, which is listed within search  
 results.

� Editor’s Pick: The “Electronic Report Log” lists the most recently fi led reports, allowing the public and the   
 media to track campaign data as soon as it becomes available.

Offi ce of  Campaign and Political Finance -- http://www.mass.gov/ocpf

Massachusetts

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C- 37
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility B 21
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B+ 5

Grade B-
Rank 19
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Michigan earned an A- and ranked 3rd in 2008, up from a B and 6th place in 2007. Michigan also 
improved from a B- in 2007 to an A+ and achieved the fi rst place ranking in the usability category in 
2008. After earning a C in the 2003 assessment, Michigan is one of  just three states to earn an A overall 
in any of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments.

Michigan’s disclosure law earned a B and ranked 13th in 2008. Candidates must itemize each contribution 
received, and must disclose occupation and employer data for donors giving $100. Candidates must also 
itemize expenses over $50, including those made by subvendors. Independent expenditure disclosure 
and late contribution reporting are also strong points in the law. In 2006, the Secretary of  State issued a 
detailed “10 Point Plan to Improve Campaign Finance in Michigan” that would strengthen disclosure and 
enforcement provisions if  enacted. Michigan’s excellent electronic fi ling program earned an A+ and top 
ranking again this year as both statewide and legislative candidates reaching a threshold of  $20,000 are 
required to fi le electronically. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce upgraded the electronic fi ling system in 2008 
with new features to improve the ease of  use, including a comprehensive online training program.

Michigan earned an A and ranked 4th for the second straight year in the Disclosure Content Accessibility 
category. Michigan’s online, searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures are among the 
most comprehensive databases in the nation, offering a wide range of  search options and containing 
both electronic reports and paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered by the Secretary of  State’s 
staff. Data is available going back to 1997 and search results can be sorted online or downloaded to 
a spreadsheet for offl ine analysis. One thing that Michigan could do to improve access to campaign 
disclosure reports would be to reduce the cost of  paper copies of  reports from the current $.25 per page.
 
Michigan earned an A+ and the number one ranking in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability 
category in 2008, up from a B- in 2007 and a D in 2003. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce has adopted the 
“Quick Fix” suggestions made in the last two assessments, most recently adding the starting and ending 
date of  reporting periods to the index of  candidates’ reports. Michigan’s disclosure site also features 
summaries of  the totals raised and spent by candidates going back to 1998, complete candidate lists, and 
a detailed explanation of  the data available online. Along with improved contextual information, usability 
test results have also improved: Michigan was one of  seven states to achieve the highest possible usability 
test rating in 2008. 

�	 Quick Fix: Lower the cost of  paper copies of  reports.

� Editor’s Pick: The Secretary of  State’s online, searchable databases offer excellent options for searching, sorting,  
 and downloading campaign fi nance data and are accompanied by an excellent description of  the data available.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.michigan.gov/sos

Michigan

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B 13
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A 4
Online Contextual & Technical Usability A+ 1

Grade A-
Rank 3
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Minnesota ranked 20th and earned a B- in 2008, up from a C+ last year and a D- in 2003. Minnesota 
earned a C- in the accessibility category and earned an A- again in the area of  web site usability after 
having failed in both categories in 2003.

Minnesota’s disclosure law earned a B+ and ranked 11th in 2008. Candidates must disclose details, 
including occupation and employer, about contributors giving $100 or more. Expenditure disclosure 
is also strong, with all expenditures of  $100 or more reported, including subvendor data and accrued 
expenditures. While the state requires fewer pre-election reports than most states, Minnesota’s 
enforcement provisions are among the strongest in the country and include both desk reviews and fi eld 
audits. Minnesota operates a voluntary electronic fi ling program, an option that was used by over 60 
percent of  legislative candidates and over 40 percent of  statewide candidates in the 2006 elections.

In 2008, Minnesota’s Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board added a data download feature to 
the online, searchable contributions database and the state’s accessibility grade rose from a D+ to a C- as 
a result. The database contains all contribution data, whether fi led electronically or data-entered by Board 
staff, and is searchable by donor name or zip code. Search results are sortable, and the new download 
feature offers a simple option for moving the data into a spreadsheet format. The database offers the 
ability to limit searches to a specifi c employer through a pull-down menu, but this can be confusing 
as many employers are listed several times with different spelling, hyphenation, or punctuation, thus 
requiring multiple searches to view all contributions made by that company’s employees. For example, 
there are ten different listings for 3M and 13 listings for Blue Cross Blue Shield. Allowing users to select 
multiple listings would make it easier to compile comprehensive data. 

Minnesota achieved a perfect rating on the usability test for the second straight year and earned an A- 
again in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category in 2008. As was the case in the 2007 
assessment, testers expressed high levels of  confi dence in the data and found the site easy to understand 
this year. Along with the ease of  use, the site features excellent contextual information, such as overviews 
of  campaign fi nance trends going back to 1998, a glossary of  common campaign fi nance terms, and both 
original and amended reports. The site could be improved by providing a single overview document on 
the agency homepage that explains which data is and is not available on the site, as well as instructions for 
accessing the data. 

� Quick Fix: Allow users to select multiple entries in the database’s employer menu so that all listings for the same  
 company can be viewed on a single page and downloaded in one step.

� Editor’s Pick: The “Campaign Finance - Glossary of  Terms” defi nes the key terms used within the state’s   
 disclosure law and throughout the disclosure site.

Campaign Finance and Public Disclosure Board -- http://www.cfboard.state.mn.us

Minnesota

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B+ 11
Electronic Filing Program F 38
Disclosure Content Accessibility C- 30
Online Contextual & Technical Usability A- 3

Grade B-
Rank 20
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Mississippi has failed each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments conducted since 2003, and 
ranked 44th in 2008. On a positive note, Mississippi is developing an electronic fi ling program and the state 
rebounded from an F to a D in the usability category in 2008 due to a stronger usability test performance. 

Mississippi’s disclosure law earned a C- and ranked 37th again in 2008. Candidates must itemize 
contributions over $200, including occupation and employer data, and last-minute contributions must be 
reported before Election Day. Candidates must disclose campaign expenses by date and vendor, but reports 
do not include descriptions of  the expenses, subvendor payments, or accrued expenditures. Independent 
expenditures are reported in Mississippi, but those made at the last minute are not reported until after 
Election Day. Mississippi does not currently offer an electronic fi ling option to candidates, but a program 
is in development and will improve the state’s overall disclosure program if  these new fi lings will be 
searchable online as planned.

Mississippi earned an F in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category for the fi fth time in 2008. At 
present, the state’s online disclosure program is limited to scanned copies of  disclosure reports presented 
in a static PDF format. The site does not feature searchable databases of  campaign contributions or 
expenditures, and itemized data cannot be sorted online or downloaded into a spreadsheet for offl ine 
analysis. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce posts scanned fi les online within a day of  receipt and reports are 
available online as far back as 1995. While the current state of  online disclosure in Mississippi is lacking, the 
introduction of  searchable electronic reports will be of  great benefi t to the public. 

Mississippi improved to a passing grade in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category in 
2008 with a stronger performance on the usability test and easier navigation from the state’s homepage 
to the disclosure site than last year. However, while testers were able to complete the test more quickly 
than in 2007, most still rated their experience on the site negatively and all testers reported confusion 
with the site. The Secretary of  State’s web site provides a good amount of  contextual information to the 
public, including candidate listings, descriptions of  which reports are online, and details about reporting 
requirements and restrictions. The site does not provide information about the total amounts raised and 
spent by candidates for a particular offi ce. 

� Quick Fix: Allow the public to search for disclosure reports by offi ce sought, in addition to candidate name, election  
 date, and reporting period.

� Editor’s Pick: A simple, informative “2008 Campaign Finance Reporting Schedule” is easily found on the site. 

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.state.ms.us

Mississippi

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C- 37
Electronic Filing Program F 43
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 46
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D 40

Grade F
Rank 44
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Missouri moved into the top ten, earned a B in 2008, and was the fourth most improved state overall 
since the publication of  Grading State Disclosure 2003. Signifi cant steps taken by Missouri since 2003 were 
the creation of  online, searchable databases of  campaign fi nances in 2004 and expanding mandatory 
electronic fi ling to legislative candidates in 2007. 

Missouri ranked among the top fi ve states in the Campaign Disclosure Law category, earning an 
A- in 2008. Candidates must provide details about donors who give over $100, including occupation 
and employer data. Last-minute contributions are reported before Election Day, as are independent 
expenditures made at the last minute. Disclosure of  loans is also strong and reports of  campaign 
expenses over $100 are thorough and include subvendor details. While not included in this year’s scoring, 
legislation enacted in August 2008 further strengthened Missouri’s disclosure requirements and increased 
penalties for violating the law.  For the second year in a row, Missouri earned an A+ and ranked fi rst again 
in the Electronic Filing Program category. All statewide and legislative candidates in Missouri are required 
to fi le disclosure reports electronically regardless of  the amount raised or spent. 

Missouri improved from a B to a B+ and climbed two spots in the accessibility rankings by adding a 
download option for database search results. Electronically-fi led data is posted online immediately and 
can be searched through the Missouri Ethics Commission’s contributions and expenditures database. 
The public can search the database by donor or payee name, zip code, employer, or amount, but not by 
a specifi c transaction date or expenditure purpose, though both fi elds are included in the search results. 
Search results cannot be sorted online, but the new download option makes it very easy to export 
itemized data to a spreadsheet for offl ine analysis. Paper-fi led reports are scanned and posted to the 
Internet within 24 hours of  receipt. The Missouri Ethics Commission provides excellent access to paper 
copies of  disclosure reports and offers disclosure data on disk at no charge.

Missouri improved from an F to a C in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category and 
moved up ten places in the rankings to 25th in 2008 due to a stronger performance on the usability test. 
Testers were able to complete their tasks on the site more quickly than in 2007, and higher levels of  
confi dence and understanding were reported in 2008. The site could be made more user-friendly with 
the addition of  a general description of  the searchable databases, including search instructions and an 
explanation of  which offi ces, report types, and time periods are contained in the database. The disclosure 
site features helpful information on Missouri’s campaign fi nance requirements, and could be further 
improved by offering overviews of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce.

� Quick Fix: Provide a simple comparison of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most  
 recent election. 
 
� Editor’s Pick: For each candidate, site visitors can view a listing of  reports, the method by which they were   
 submitted, and their posting status (i.e. “scanned” or “received but not scanned”).

Missouri Ethics Commission -- http://www.moethics.mo.gov

Missouri

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law A- 5
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility B+ 17
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C 25

Grade B
Rank 7
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Montana earned it fi rst passing grade in Grading State Disclosure 2008 and became the most improved 
state since 2007 by posting campaign fi nance data to the web for the fi rst time. The state also launched an 
electronic fi ling program and improved to a passing grade in the web site usability category in 2008. 

Montana performed best in the Campaign Disclosure Law category, earning a B+ and a top ten 
ranking again in 2008. Candidates must itemize contributions over $35, and reports include donors’ 
occupation and employer data. Last-minute contributions are reported prior to Election Day, but last-
minute independent expenditures are not. Expenditure disclosure includes the name of  the vendor and 
transaction date, but not subvendor details. Other strengths in Montana’s law include the fi ling schedule, 
reporting of  loan details, and enforcement provisions that include both civil and criminal penalties. 
Montana debuted a voluntary electronic fi ling program this year as part of  a new online disclosure 
program, improving the state’s ranking in the electronic fi ling category in 2008. Candidates can now 
register their campaigns online and will be able to begin fi ling disclosure reports electronically later this 
year.

While Montana earned an F again in the area of  accessibility, the offi ce of  the Commissioner of  Political 
Practices has greatly improved online access to campaign fi nance data in the state by posting disclosure 
data to the Internet for the fi rst time in 2008. Montana publishes scanned copies of  campaign fi nance 
reports on the Commissioner’s web site, and is working to further enhance access with searchable 
electronic data. Along with the new scanned copies of  disclosure reports online, the Commissioner’s 
offi ce makes paper copies of  campaign reports available to the public at $.10 per page. 

Montana improved from an F to a D- in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category with the 
debut of  disclosure records on the Commissioner’s newly improved web site. The 2008 usability test was 
conducted before the debut of  disclosure data on the site, but Montana did perform better in 2008 than 
in 2007 as testers expressed better understanding of  the site’s terminology. The site is easy to navigate 
and the homepage now offers “Featured Links” and “Featured Online Services” that direct visitors to 
election information and disclosure reports. The site features clear instructions for accessing disclosure 
records, and both amended and original reports are presented within the index of  a candidate’s reports. 
The site could be further improved with a clear description of  what data is available online, and a simple 
overview of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce.

� Quick Fix: Add information describing which candidates have reports available online, what data is included,  
 and what time periods are covered to give site visitors a better sense of  the scope of  data available on the disclosure  
 site.

� Editor’s Pick: The homepage of  the Commissioner of  Political Practices’ web site is cleanly designed and   
 provides easy links to campaign disclosure reports, contribution limits, and other important contextual   
 information.

Commissioner of  Political Practices -- http://politicalpractices.mt.gov

Montana

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B+ 10
Electronic Filing Program F 38
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 44
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D- 43

Grade D
Rank 38
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Nebraska has received an F in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments since 2003, and 
ranked 42nd in 2008. Nebraska also earned an F in three of  the four scoring categories in each year of  
the assessment.

Nebraska’s disclosure law ranked 24th and earned a C+ again in 2008. The law requires candidates to 
itemize contributions of  $250 or more by name and date, but does not require contributors’ occupation 
or employer data to be disclosed. Expenditure disclosure is stronger, with transactions over $250 
itemized, including those made by subvendors on behalf  of  a campaign. Large, last-minute contributions 
and independent expenditures are reported prior to Election Day. The Nebraska Accountability and 
Disclosure Commission (NADC) launched an electronic fi ling program for non-candidate committees in 
2008 and is considering adding electronic fi ling for candidates in the next election cycle.

Nebraska earned an F in the accessibility category again in 2008. The NADC’s staff  data-enters all 
disclosure records fi led on paper, resulting in clean HTML displays of  candidates’ reports. The disclosure 
site features a searchable database of  contributions, but it contains only non-individual donors, such 
as businesses or organizations. The public can only fi nd individual donors or itemized expenditures by 
browsing complete disclosure reports. Although the disclosure reports are displayed in an HTML format, 
itemized data within reports cannot be sorted online or downloaded for offl ine research. 

Despite an improved performance on the 2008 usability test, Nebraska again failed to earn a passing 
grade in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category. Usability testers were able to perform 
their tasks more quickly than in 2007, and testers reported higher levels of  confi dence in the data found 
on the site in 2008. The main shortcoming of  Nebraska’s disclosure site is the lack of  information 
available to provide the public with an understanding of  candidates’ disclosure data. To improve in this 
area, the NADC could post a clear description of  which candidates and reports are accessible on the 
disclosure site and instructions for accessing the data, provide online access to both original and amended 
reports, and publish overviews comparing the totals raised and spent by candidates for a specifi c offi ce. 

� Quick Fix: Add a page to the site describing which candidates have reports available online, the time periods  
 covered, and instructions for accessing the data online.

� Editor’s Pick: HTML displays of  campaign disclosure records that have been data-entered are cleaner and  
 easier to read than if  the state simply offered scanned copies of  paper reports.
 

Nebraska Accountability and Disclosure Commission -- http://nadc.nol.org

Nebraska

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C+ 24
Electronic Filing Program F 43
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 39
Online Contextual & Technical Usability F 46

Grade F
Rank 42
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Nevada has earned an F in the last four assessments after having earned a D in Grading State Disclosure 
2003. The state slipped one place to 45th in the rankings in 2008, though a stronger performance on the 
usability test moved Nevada from a D to a D+ in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category. 

Nevada slipped one spot lower in the Campaign Disclosure Law rankings to 47th in 2008, again earning 
an F in this area. Candidates must disclose the names of  contributors giving more than $100, but a 
donor’s occupation, employer, and cumulative amount given are not reported. Expenditure disclosure is 
stronger, with expenses over $100 itemized, though payments made by subvendors are not. Disclosure of  
loans and independent expenditures is weak, as are the law’s enforcement provisions. Electronic fi ling is 
not required in Nevada, though 22 percent of  statewide and legislative candidates have participated in a 
voluntary program. 

Nevada earned its last passing grade in the accessibility category in 2003 when the Secretary of  State’s 
web site featured a searchable database of  electronically-fi led reports. Since the database was removed 
prior to the 2004 assessment, Nevada has not earned another passing grade in this category. The 
Secretary of  State’s offi ce provides immediate, online access to electronically-fi led reports, and scanned 
copies of  paper-fi led reports are posted online within a day of  receipt. Both types of  reports are 
presented in a static HTML or PDF format that does not allow data to be sorted online or downloaded 
for offl ine analysis, making it diffi cult for site visitors to locate a specifi c contribution or campaign 
expense. 

A stronger performance on the 2008 usability test earned Nevada a D+ in 2008 in the Online Contextual 
and Technical Usability category. The Secretary of  State’s web site was redesigned in 2007 and usability 
testers were able to perform their tasks more quickly than before the redesign, though confusion over 
the site’s terminology was reported again in 2008. The disclosure site offers a good amount of  contextual 
information to the public, including disclosure requirements and a thorough description of  the data 
available online. To help the public view a single candidate’s fundraising and spending within the context 
of  campaign fi nance trends in the state, the agency could add simple comparisons of  the totals raised and 
spent by candidates for each offi ce during each election period. 

� Quick Fix: Add the offi ce sought by each candidate to the alphabetical list of  fi lers. Currently, the listing   
 provides only the name of  candidates and site visitors may not know which offi ce each candidate is seeking. 

� Editor’s Pick: The Secretary of  State’s homepage offers a direct link to the “Candidate Contribution &   
 Expense Report Search” page. 

Secretary of  State -- http://sos.state.nv.us

Nevada

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law F 47
Electronic Filing Program F 31
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 45
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D+ 32

Grade F
Rank 45
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New Hampshire earned a passing grade for the fi rst time in 2008, and was one of  the fi ve most improved 
states since 2007. The addition of  an online, searchable database of  campaign contributions helped the 
state move up eleven places in the accessibility category, despite again earning an F in this category.

New Hampshire earned a B- in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in each of  the fi ve assessments 
and ranked 21st in this area in 2008. Candidates must report details about contributors giving $25 or 
more, including occupation and employer data for those contributing more than $100. Reporting of  
campaign expenditures is weak in comparison, with no subvendor or accrued expenditures disclosed. 
Independent expenditures are reported, and both last-minute independent expenditures and last-minute 
contributions are reported prior to Election Day. Electronic fi ling initially debuted in New Hampshire 
in 2006 but the system was taken offl ine due to usability and security issues. The state reintroduced its 
voluntary electronic fi ling program in 2008 and ranked 38th in this area. 

New Hampshire earned an F again in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008. The 
Secretary of  State’s web site features scanned copies of  disclosure reports that have been fi led on 
paper by candidates for statewide or senate offi ces; house candidates’ reports are not accessible online. 
With the reintroduction of  electronic fi ling in 2008, electronically-fi led data is available through a new 
online, searchable database of  contributions. While not much electronic data had come online by the 
close of  this study’s assessment period, the database allows the public to search electronic records for 
individual donors by name and contribution amount. Additionally, search results can be sorted online or 
downloaded to a spreadsheet for offl ine analysis. 

New Hampshire earned its fi fth F in the area of  Online Contextual and Technical Usability and ranked 
49th in 2008. Usability testers again rated the Secretary of  State’s disclosure site poorly and again 
reported a lack of  confi dence in the information on the site and confusion over the site’s terminology. 
Although the new campaign fi nance database provides instructions, the majority of  disclosure data is 
contained in a section of  the site that does not. The site also does not contain comparisons of  campaign 
fi nance activity among candidates and paper-fi led reports are presented with very little information about 
what reports are and are not accessible online. 
 

� Quick Fix: Add a page to the site describing which candidates have reports available online, the time periods  
 covered, and instructions for accessing the data online either through the main site or the electronic disclosure search  
 pages.

� Editor’s Pick: Database search results are cleanly presented and easy to sort or download. 

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.nh.gov

New Hampshire

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B- 21
Electronic Filing Program F 38
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 37
Online Contextual & Technical Usability F 49

Grade D
Rank 39
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New Jersey earned an A or a B in each of  the four scoring categories for the fi rst time, and ranked in 
the top ten for the second year in a row in 2008. A redesigned web site and a stronger usability test 
performance helped New Jersey improve to a B- in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability 
category in 2008, up from a C in 2007. 

New Jersey earned a B+ and a top ten ranking again in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 
2008. Candidates must report details about their contributors, including occupation and employer 
data for those giving $300 or more. Last-minute contributions and independent expenditures must be 
reported prior to Election Day. Expenditure disclosure is thorough and includes subvendor and accrued 
expense reporting. New Jersey earned an A in 2008 for its electronic fi ling program, which is mandatory 
for statewide candidates and legislative candidates who raise or spend over $100,000 (the highest 
threshold for legislative candidates in any state). To assist electronic fi lers, the New Jersey Election Law 
Enforcement Commission (ELEC) reorganized its electronic fi ling web page and continues to offer an 
excellent fi ler training program that includes an online certifi cation program for campaign treasurers, a 
dedicated electronic fi ling help desk, and dozens of  classroom trainings throughout the year. 

New Jersey improved from a B- to a B in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008 because 
the agency enhanced its online, searchable database of  contributions. The database contains both 
electronic reports and paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered by ELEC staff. Site visitors 
can now search transactions by a specifi c date and transaction amount or by donor name, zip code, 
or employer. Search results can be sorted online or downloaded for offl ine analysis. As noted in past 
assessments, the site requires users to download and install a small software program to view disclosure 
reports, and there is no searchable database of  campaign expenditures. However, the agency is working to 
streamline the report viewing option and is developing a searchable database of  campaign expenditures 
to complement the site’s excellent database of  contributions. 
 
New Jersey’s redesigned disclosure site performed better on the usability test than the previous design did 
in 2007, which bumped the state from a C to a B- in the usability category. The new site offers a clean 
design and is organized into easy-to-navigate sections for both the public and fi lers. The site continues to 
provide detailed contextual information to help the public understand campaign fi nancing in New Jersey, 
including an excellent series of  “White Papers” that analyze campaign fi nance trends going back to 1977. 
Site visitors can also access overviews and charts of  campaign fi nance activity through the most recent 
reporting period, and the site features a unique tool for customizing lists of  candidates by offi ce, district, 
party affi liation, and election. 

� Quick Fix: Provide the starting and ending date for each reporting period shown in the index of  a candidate’s  
 reports and within the report itself.

� Editor’s Pick: Excellent overviews of  campaign fi nance statistics. 

Election Law Enforcement Commission -- http://www.elec.state.nj.us

New Jersey

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B+ 8
Electronic Filing Program A 23
Disclosure Content Accessibility B 21
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B- 16

Grade B
Rank 10
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New Mexico has earned an F in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments conducted since 
2003, and ranked 41st in 2008. Despite its strong requirements for electronic fi ling, New Mexico does not 
offer timely access to campaign fi nance data online, and ranked last in terms of  web site usability in 2008. 

New Mexico earned a D- in 2008 and ranked 43rd in the Campaign Disclosure Law category. Candidates 
are required to itemize contributions of  $250 or more, and must report the occupations, but not the 
employers, of  their donors. Candidates must also disclose large, last-minute contributions before 
Election Day. Campaign expenditures must be itemized, but reports do not include subvendor details. 
Loan disclosure and enforcement provisions are weak, and independent expenditure disclosure is not 
expressly required under New Mexico’s disclosure law. New Mexico requires electronic fi ling by statewide 
candidates who raise $2,500 and legislative candidates who raise $1,000, earning the state an A in this 
category in 2008.

New Mexico earned an F again in the accessibility category in 2008 though the state did move up 
one place in the accessibility rankings since 2007 with the addition of  an online, searchable database 
of  campaign contributions. Visitors can search electronically-fi led reports within the database by 
donor name, and search results can be sorted online. The lack of  a searchable database of  campaign 
expenditures is a major weakness of  the site, and it can take up to two weeks to post reports. In May 
2008, the Associated Press reported on New Mexico’s “cumbersome” disclosure program, noting the 
system is “slow, [and] diffi cult to use.” While the legislature has appropriated almost $250,000 over the 
last two years for system enhancements, changes are not expected soon. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce 
reported to AP that it is planning to “bank the money and seek additional fi nancing to eventually buy a 
new computer system”, which is estimated by the agency to cost at least $800,000. 

New Mexico has received an F in the web site usability category in each of  the fi ve Grading State 
Disclosure assessments, and ranked 50th in 2008. Despite a site makeover since the last assessment, the 
majority of  usability testers reported that the site was “very confusing” and all of  the testers rated the 
Secretary of  State’s site poorly. To make the site more user-friendly, the agency could provide a clear 
description of  the data available online, instructions for accessing data, and clearer terminology to guide 
site visitors. 

� Quick Fix: Simplify the terminology used on the disclosure site. For example, “ALL YEARS Campaign   
 Reports fi led Electronically and Contribution Search” could be changed to “Search Electronically-Filed Reports.”

� Editor’s Pick: Itemized contributions from electronically-fi led reports can be sorted online by numerous fi elds,  
 including date, occupation, and amount.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.state.nm.us

New Mexico

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law D- 43
Electronic Filing Program A 18
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 38
Online Contextual & Technical Usability F 50

Grade F
Rank 41
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New York improved from a B- to a B and ranked 16th again in 2008. The state has made signifi cant gains 
since earning a D in 2003, including improving from a C+ to a B- in the usability category since the 2007 
assessment. 

New York earned a C again in 2008 and ranked 30th in the disclosure law category. The law requires that 
candidates disclose the name and address of  contributors who give $100 or more, but does not require 
occupation and employer data to be reported. Details of  expenditures over $49 must be disclosed, 
including subvendor information and accrued expenditures. Independent expenditures are also reported, 
including the name of  the candidate on whose behalf  the expenditure is made. New York earned an A+ 
and a share of  the top electronic fi ling ranking again in 2008. Statewide and legislative candidates who 
raise $1,000 must fi le their disclosure reports electronically with the State Board of  Elections. The agency 
expanded its fi ler training program in 2008 to include a new fi ler education and training unit with four 
new staff  positions to assist fi lers.

New York has earned an A- in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in each of  the last two 
assessments and ranked 14th this year. The disclosure web site features searchable databases of  campaign 
contributions and expenditures that contain both electronically-fi led reports and paper-fi led reports that 
have been data-entered by agency staff. The databases can be searched by date, transaction amount, and 
by the name of  an individual donor or payee, and search results can be sorted online. Site visitors can 
download disclosure data for an entire fi ling period; giving users the ability to also download database 
search results would be useful. The State Board of  Elections’ web site was redesigned in 2008 and a 
committee has been formed to identify ways to improve both the accessibility and usability of  the site by 
the end of  the year.

New York improved from a C+ to a B- in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category with 
an improved usability test performance in 2008. Usability testers expressed better understanding and 
greater confi dence in New York’s disclosure site in 2008 than testers did in 2007. The site features a good 
amount of  contextual information, including detailed candidate lists, overviews for comparing totals 
raised and spent by candidates, and an explanation of  which candidates have reports available online. As 
the site is being reviewed for improvements this year, the agency should consider displaying the starting 
and ending dates for each report within the index of  a candidate’s reports, and clearly labeling any reports 
that have been amended. 
 

� Quick Fix: Provide the starting and ending date for each reporting period shown in the index of  a candidate’s  
 reports.
  
� Editor’s Pick: Each candidate’s report index page provides users with the ability to search that candidate’s   
 specifi c contributors, or for all contributions above a certain amount.

State Board of  Elections -- http://www.elections.state.ny.us

New York

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C 30
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A- 14
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B- 12

Grade B
Rank 16



6969  S TAT E - B Y- S TAT E  S U M M A R I E S

North Carolina earned a B- in 2008, up from a C+ in 2007 and a D+ in 2003. The State Board of  
Elections’ web site was redesigned since the 2007 assessment, which helped the state improve from an F 
to a D in the web site usability category. 

North Carolina earned a B and ranked 13th in the disclosure law category again in 2008. Candidates must 
report detailed information about their contributors of  $50 or more, including occupation and employer 
data. Candidates must also disclose the date and recipient of  all expenditures of  $50 or more, including 
subvendor details. Independent expenditures must be reported, though last-minute expenditures are not 
reported until after Election Day. North Carolina earned a D again in the electronic fi ling category in 
2008. Statewide candidates who raise $5,000 or more must fi le their disclosure reports electronically, and 
legislative candidates can do so voluntarily. Funding has been an ongoing issue for the State Board of  
Elections (SBOE), which data-enters paper reports for online disclosure. Extending mandatory electronic 
fi ling to legislative candidates could alleviate data-entry costs.

North Carolina dropped from an A in 2007 to an A- in 2008 and ranked 14th in the accessibility category. 
The reason for the lower grade is that a data-sorting feature found on the site in 2007 is no longer 
available. Electronic fi lings are posted to the disclosure site within a day of  receipt, and paper-fi led 
reports are scanned and posted online as PDFs, usually within one business day. North Carolina’s online, 
searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures are among the most comprehensive in the nation. 
The databases offer a wide range of  search options and contain both electronic reports and paper-fi led 
reports that have been data-entered by agency staff. The database also offers a helpful “sounds like” 
search if  a user is unsure of  the correct spelling of  a search term, and search results can be downloaded 
for offl ine analysis. 

North Carolina improved to a D in 2008 from an F in 2007 in the usability category largely due to an 
improved performance on the usability test. While most testers found the terminology used on the site 
confusing, they were able to complete their tasks more quickly than testers did in 2007. The redesign of  
the SBOE site provides visitors a more direct link to staff  contact information and includes both text 
and graphics for navigation. The site offers a fair amount of  contextual information, such as detailed 
candidate lists and a thorough campaign fi nance manual explaining the state’s disclosure requirements 
and contribution limits. To improve the usability of  the site, the agency could add overviews of  campaign 
fi nancing trends to the site and revise terminology that may be confusing, such as the searchable 
databases link that is labeled as “Campaign Finance Search for Reported Committee Transactions.”

�	 Quick Fix: Provide a simple comparison of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most  
 recent election.

� Editor’s Pick: The searchable database’s “Advanced Search” offers users a wide variety of  search options, as  
 well as clearly visible instructions and optional “sounds like” search features.

State Board of  Elections -- http://www.sboe.state.nc.us

North Carolina

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B 13
Electronic Filing Program D 29
Disclosure Content Accessibility A- 14
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D 37

Grade B-
Rank 23
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North Dakota ranked 47th in 2008, and has earned an F in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure 
assessments conducted since 2003, largely due to the state’s weak disclosure law. 

North Dakota has earned an F and ranked last in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in every 
Grading State Disclosure study. Adding to the usual challenges of  reforming campaign fi nance laws, 
the North Dakota legislature meets just once every two years. North Dakota is the only state that does 
not require campaign expenditures to be disclosed and is one of  just six states that do not require the 
disclosure of  independent expenditures. Contribution reporting is required, and candidates must disclose 
the name and address of  contributors who give over $200, including the aggregate amount donated 
during the reporting period. Donor occupation and employer information is required, but only for those 
giving $5,000 or more. North Dakota does not operate a program for candidates to fi le disclosure reports 
electronically but the Secretary of  State’s offi ce has reported that electronic fi ling is a goal for the future 
if  funding allows.

North Dakota has earned a D+ in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category since 2005 and 
ranked 32nd in 2008. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce data-enters reports fi led on paper by state-level 
candidates, resulting in clean displays of  disclosure reports on the site. The disclosure site also features 
a comprehensive database of  contributions that can be searched by donor name or zip code, but not by 
contribution amount or by a specifi c date. Database search results cannot be sorted online, but they can 
be downloaded for offl ine analysis. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce offers campaign fi nance data on disk 
and provides paper copies of  reports for $.25 per page. 

North Dakota earned a C- again in the web site usability category in 2008 though the state slipped seven 
places in the rankings since 2007 as other states improved. The state performed well on the usability test 
in 2008 as testers rated the site favorably and most expressed confi dence in the data they found. The 
Secretary of  State’s web site provides helpful information about campaign fi nance requirements and 
restrictions, and detailed lists of  candidates. Amended disclosure reports are clearly labeled, but original 
reports are removed once amended. The site could be improved by providing comparisons of  the total 
funds raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most recent election to give the public a better 
overview of  campaign fi nance trends.

� Quick Fix: Add information describing which reports are available online, what data is included, and what time  
 periods are covered to give site visitors a better sense of  the scope of  data available on the disclosure web site.
 
� Editor’s Pick: The simple, clean design of  the Secretary of  State’s disclosure web site.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.nd.gov/sos

North Dakota

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law F 50
Electronic Filing Program F 43
Disclosure Content Accessibility D+ 32
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C- 27

Grade F
Rank 47
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Ohio earned a B again in 2008 though the state slipped out of  the top ten as other states improved. Ohio 
dipped slightly in the web site usability category but improved from an A- to an A+ in the accessibility 
category. 

Ohio’s disclosure law ranks 27th and earned a C+ in 2008. Candidates are required to report detailed 
information about contributors giving more than $100, including occupation and employer data, and 
last-minute contributions must be reported before Election Day. Campaign expenditures over $25 are 
itemized and details include accrued expenditures, but not subvendor data. Independent expenditures 
are reported, but last-minute independent expenditures are not disclosed until after Election Day. Ohio 
requires legislative and statewide candidates who raise $10,000 to fi le disclosure reports electronically, 
earning the state an A+ and top ranking in the Electronic Filing Program category in 2008. 

Ohio earned an A+ and ranked 2nd in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008, up from 
an A- and 12th place in 2007. The improvements came as the Secretary of  State’s offi ce updated Project 
researchers on the process for accessing paper copies of  disclosure reports and added information to the 
site about the capabilities of  the online, searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures. As noted 
in past assessments, Ohio’s online, searchable databases are among the most comprehensive in the nation, 
and contain both electronic reports and paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered by agency staff. 
Site visitors can utilize multiple search fi elds and can both sort and download itemized data. A “Helpful 
Hints” page now instructs visitors that the database allows for “wildcard” searches if  the full name of  a 
candidate or committee is not known. Disclosure reports for all candidates are available online, and the 
public can also purchase paper copies of  reports for just $.03 per page (the lowest rate in the country). 
Such requests are fi lled within two days by the Secretary of  State’s offi ce.
 
Ohio’s grade in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category dropped from a B- to a C+ due 
to a slight decline in usability test performance in 2008, though the test occurred prior to an attractive 
redesign of  the disclosure site in 2008. The site provides excellent information about what data can 
be found online, and also gives site visitors the ability to easily compare fi nances across all campaigns 
from 1996 to the present. One area that could be further improved is the index of  a candidate’s reports; 
amended reports are not clearly labeled and the starting and ending dates for each reporting period are 
not displayed.  

�	 Quick Fix: Add the starting and ending date for each reporting period in the index of  a candidate’s reports.  

� Editor’s Pick: Ohio’s searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures offer a wide range of  search and  
 output options. From the search interface, users can sort, download, and even select a font size for their search  
 results.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.state.oh.us

Ohio

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C+ 27
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A+ 2
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C+ 19

Grade B
Rank 12
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Oklahoma ranked 21st and earned a grade in the B range for the fi rst time in 2008. Oklahoma made 
strong gains in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category, moving from an F in 2007 to a 
C- in 2008. 

Oklahoma earned a C+ again in the Campaign Disclosure Law category and ranked 27th in 2008. 
Oklahoma’s law requires candidates to report detailed information about contributors giving more than 
$50, including occupation and employer data. Large, last-minute contributions are disclosed prior to 
Election Day, as are last-minute independent expenditures. A major defi ciency in Oklahoma’s disclosure 
law is that while campaign expenditures over $50 must be reported by amount, date, and purpose, 
campaign vendors are not reported by name. The state’s mandatory electronic fi ling program, operated 
by the Oklahoma Ethics Commission, earned the state an A again in 2008. Both statewide and legislative 
candidates who reach a threshold of  $20,000 must fi le electronically and benefi t from the Commission’s 
very detailed campaign reporting manual. 

Oklahoma earned a B+ and ranked 17th in the accessibility rankings in 2008, up from a B- and 22nd 
place in 2007. The improvement came as the result of  the Ethics Commission reporting in 2008 that 
paper-fi led reports are made available online more quickly and campaign fi nance data is now available 
to the public on a disk. Oklahoma offers online, searchable databases of  campaign contributions and 
expenditures that contain both electronic reports and paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered 
by agency staff. The contributions database can be searched by a donor’s name, employer, or zip code, 
and search results can be sorted online. As noted in the 2007 assessment, the public can search the 
expenditures database by vendor, but results are not comprehensive as vendor disclosure is not required 
in the law. Site visitors can download large spreadsheet fi les containing the contents of  the database; but 
adding the ability to download database search results would also be helpful. 

After receiving an F in 2007, Oklahoma improved to a C- in 2008 with a nice redesign of  the Ethics 
Commission’s web site and a stronger usability test performance in 2008. Usability testers rated the site 
easier to understand than testers did in 2007, and all testers were confi dent in the data they found on the 
site. The new site is easier to navigate and offers clearer terminology to guide site visitors. The site could 
be further enhanced with a listing of  candidates for the current election cycle (the site now features a 
list of  candidates that covers many years), and by providing comparisons of  totals raised and spent by 
the candidates for each offi ce to complement the broader lists of  the top overall campaigns that cover 
multiple election cycles.

� Quick Fix: Allow site visitors to download database search results. Currently, only larger data fi les can be   
 downloaded for offl ine analysis.  

� Editor’s Pick: The “Statistical Information” page offers top ten lists of  committees receiving the most   
 contributions, making the most expenditures, and maintaining the largest account balances.

Ethics Commission -- http://www.ok.gov/oec

Oklahoma

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C+ 27
Electronic Filing Program A 18
Disclosure Content Accessibility B+ 17
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C- 31

Grade B-
Rank 21



7373  S TAT E - B Y- S TAT E  S U M M A R I E S

Oregon ranked in the top fi ve, earned a B+ again in 2008, and was the third most improved state 
overall since earning a D- in Grading State Disclosure 2003. Oregon improved from a B+ to an A+ in the 
accessibility category, but dropped from a C to a D in the usability category since the 2007 assessment.

Oregon earned an A and ranked second in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. Oregon was 
one of  the most improved states in the law category since 2003 as the result of  major reforms enacted 
in 2005. Candidates must disclose the name, occupation, and employer of  their donors who give $100 or 
more, and last-minute contributions are reported prior to Election Day. Expenditure disclosure is also 
strong, as all expenses over $100 must be reported, including subvendor details and accrued expenditures. 
Independent expenditure disclosure is strong, as are the state’s campaign auditing provisions. Oregon 
earned an A+ and top ranking in the electronic fi ling category again in 2008 as all statewide and legislative 
candidates must fi le their disclosure reports electronically.

Oregon jumped eleven places in the accessibility rankings since 2007 and earned an A+ in this area in 
2008 by expanding the options in the searchable database of  campaign fi nances on the Secretary of  
State’s web site. The public has immediate, online access to all electronic disclosure reports, which are 
fi led continuously throughout the year rather than on scheduled reporting dates. The searchable databases 
were enhanced in 2008 with the addition of  fi elds for searching contributions by a donor’s zip code or 
employer. Now Oregon’s databases are among the most comprehensive in the nation, and users can sort 
data online or download search results for offl ine analysis. Oregon charges $.25 per page for paper copies 
of  disclosure reports and makes campaign data available to the public on a disk for $5. 

Oregon slipped from a C in 2007 to a D in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category as 
the result of  a weaker performance on the 2008 usability test. Testers reported higher levels of  confusion 
with the site and rated their overall experience less favorably than testers did in 2007. The site also lacks 
some important contextual information, including an explanation of  the universe of  data available online 
and comparisons of  the totals raised and spent by candidates in the state’s most recent elections. After 
the close of  the 2008 assessment period, a thorough “Help” section was added to the site and includes a 
section on “Following the Money.”

� Quick Fix: Add information describing the scope of  data available on the Secretary of  State’s web site.

� Editor’s Pick: The searchable database of  campaign contributions and expenditures features numerous search  
 fi elds, and allows users to sort results online or download data for offl ine analysis.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sos.state.or.us

Oregon

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law A 2
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A+ 3
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D 40

Grade B+
Rank 4
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Pennsylvania earned a C+ again and ranked 25th in 2008, up from an F and ranking 34th in 2003. 
Pennsylvania was one of  the most improved states in Grading State Disclosure 2007, and again improved 
slightly in terms of  web site usability in 2008 while also retaining a top ten ranking in the accessibility 
category.

Pennsylvania’s disclosure law earned a B and ranked 18th in the 2008 assessment. Candidates must report 
details about all contributors of  $50 or more, with occupation and employer data disclosed for donors 
of  $250 or more. Last-minute contributions and late independent expenditures must be reported prior 
to Election Day. Expenditure disclosure includes reporting of  accrued expenditures, but subvendor 
reporting is not required. Pennsylvania’s electronic fi ling program is voluntary for statewide and legislative 
candidates, though once a campaign fi les electronically, it must continue to do so in the future. One-third 
of  candidates chose the electronic fi ling option in the last election. 

Pennsylvania ranked 10th and earned an A again in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 
2008. The Department of  State’s web site features HTML displays of  both electronic reports and paper-
fi led reports that have been data-entered by agency staff, and searchable databases of  contributions and 
expenditures contain both types of  fi lings. Pennsylvania’s databases are among the most comprehensive 
in the nation, allowing site visitors to search by multiple fi elds (such as donor name, employer, or zip 
code) and sort their results online. Site visitors can also download itemized data found within specifi c 
campaign reports into a spreadsheet for offl ine analysis. Electronically-fi led reports are available online 
the day of  the fi ling deadline and reports fi led on paper are typically available within 72 hours of  receipt.

Pennsylvania improved from a D+ to a C- in 2008 in the web site usability category as the result of  
easier navigation from the state homepage to the disclosure site than in 2007. While the state slid four 
places in the rankings as other states made larger gains, Pennsylvania performed well again on the 2008 
usability test. The Department of  State’s web site provides detailed explanations of  the data available 
online as well as instructions for using the various search tools. The agency is exploring the possibility 
of  redesigning the disclosure system and could improve on the current features by providing the specifi c 
starting and ending dates of  each reporting period within the index of  a candidate’s reports, and by 
publishing overviews of  campaign fi nancing trends in Pennsylvania. 
 

� Quick Fix: Provide a simple comparison of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most  
 recent election.

� Editor’s Pick: The “Frequently Asked Questions” page provides a thorough description of  the data available  
 online, including which candidates’ fi les are accessible, and the reports and the time period covered by the database. 

Department of  State -- http://www.dos.state.pa.us

Pennsylvania

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B 18
Electronic Filing Program F 31
Disclosure Content Accessibility A 10
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C- 27

Grade C+
Rank 25
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Rhode Island earned a B again in 2008 while also earning the same grade in each of  the four scoring 
categories as in 2007. Rhode Island has earned a grade in the A range in the Disclosure Content 
Accessibility category in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments conducted since 2003. 

Rhode Island’s disclosure law earned a C again, and ranked 33rd in 2008. Candidates must report 
detailed information about contributors giving at least $100, including donors’ employers but not their 
occupations. Expenditures over $100 must be itemized, but reports do not include information on 
subvendor expenses. Independent expenditure disclosure is strong, and last-minute expenditures must be 
reported before elections, unlike last-minute contributions, which are not disclosed until after Election 
Day for candidates who do not use public fi nancing. Rhode Island earned an A+ and top ranking again in 
the electronic fi ling category in 2008. Electronic fi ling is mandatory for all statewide candidates in Rhode 
Island, and for legislative candidates who raise $10,000. With the mandate for legislative candidates fi rst 
fully implemented in 2007, the Board of  Elections has increased the amount of  training available to fi lers, 
offering both online resources and individualized trainings. 
 
Rhode Island earned an A in 2008 and has ranked in the top fi ve in the accessibility category in each 
of  the fi ve assessments. The public has immediate, online access to electronically-fi led reports, and 
paper-fi led reports are scanned and available online within 48 hours, down from the fi ve days reported 
in 2007. The Board of  Elections’ site features comprehensive, searchable databases of  contributions 
and expenditures that contain records from both electronic reports and paper-fi led reports that have 
been data-entered by agency staff. Users can search multiple fi elds and can both sort the data online or 
download it for offl ine analysis. The expenditures database could be enhanced with the addition of  a fi eld 
to search expenditures by purpose. 

Since 2003, Rhode Island has improved from an F to a C+ in the area of  web site usability. In 2008, 
Rhode Island earned the same rating on the usability test as in 2007, with most testers reporting 
confi dence in the data found on the site despite also reporting some confusion with the terminology 
used. The Board of  Elections’ site features an excellent index of  each candidate’s reports that includes 
both original and amended reports, the starting and ending dates for each reporting period, due dates for 
upcoming reporting periods, and fi nancial summaries of  the most recently fi led report. The site could 
be made more user-friendly with overviews of  campaign fi nancing trends that compare totals raised and 
spent by competing candidates, as well as a detailed explanation of  the data available on the site.

� Quick Fix: Add an overview describing which candidates have reports available online, what data is included,  
 and what time periods are covered to give site visitors a better sense of  the scope of  data on the disclosure web site. 

� Editor’s Pick: The index of  a candidate’s reports shows the reporting period, due date, and the actual date that  
 each report was submitted, as well as future reporting dates and a fi nancial summary of  the most recent reporting  
 period.

Board of  Elections -- http://www.elections.state.ri.us

Rhode Island

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C 33
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A 4
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C+ 22

Grade B
Rank 17
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South Carolina earned a C, ranked 33rd in 2008, and was the second most improved state overall since 
2003, when the state earned an F and was ranked 49th. South Carolina also earned its fi rst passing grade 
in the accessibility category in 2008 and improved from a D- to a D in the usability category since the 
2007 assessment.

South Carolina earned a C in the disclosure law category and ranked 35th in this area in 2008. Candidates 
are required to itemize contributions over $100, but occupation and employer data are not required to 
be disclosed. Campaigns must record their donors’ occupation data, but the law does not require this 
information to be disclosed to the public. Disclosure of  loan details is strong, and candidates must 
report campaign expenditures over $100, including subvendor payments and accrued expenditures. 
Independent expenditures are reported, but neither last-minute independent expenditures nor last-minute 
contributions are disclosed prior to Election Day. South Carolina expanded its mandatory electronic fi ling 
program to cover legislative candidates in late 2007 (the mandatory program for statewide candidates 
began in 2006). This move earned the state an A+ and a top ranking in the Electronic Filing Program 
category, up from 27th place and a C in 2007.

South Carolina was the third most improved state in the accessibility category since 2003, and earned a C- 
and ranked 31st in 2008. Since the 2007 assessment, legislative candidates’ disclosure reports were posted 
online for the fi rst time and the Ethics Commission debuted an online, searchable database of  campaign 
expenditures. The public can now search the itemized expenditures of  a single candidate by date, and can 
limit their searches to a minimum amount. This new feature could be improved by allowing the public 
to search across all records by a specifi c name, as can be done through the contributions database. Site 
visitors can download itemized data directly from reports, but cannot download database search results. 
Only the expenditure search results can be sorted online; contribution search results cannot. 

South Carolina improved to a D in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category in 2008, up 
from a D- in 2007. The Ethics Commission site now features both original and clearly-labeled amended 
disclosure reports and brief  instructions for using the site. South Carolina’s usability test performance 
was slightly lower in 2008 as testers reported more confusion with the site than testers did in 2007. The 
disclosure site’s main weakness is the lack of  contextual information available to the public, such as the 
starting and ending dates for each reporting period, overviews of  campaign fi nance trends in South 
Carolina, and a list of  candidates for current elections. 

� Quick Fix: Add an explanation of  which candidates have reports available online, what data is included, and  
 what time periods are covered to give site visitors a better sense of  the scope of  data available online.

� Editor’s Pick: Site design is very clean and campaign data is presented in a clear and easy-to-read format.  

State Ethics Commission -- http://ethics.sc.gov

South Carolina

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C 35
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility C- 31
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D 39

Grade C
Rank 33
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South Dakota has earned an F in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments conducted since 
2003, and ranked 48th again in 2008. South Dakota’s highest grade was a D+ in the Online Contextual 
and Technical Usability category, though the state dropped eleven places in the usability rankings since 
2007. 

While the state strengthened its disclosure law in 2007, South Dakota’s reforms did not go far enough to 
earn a passing law grade in 2008. The state now requires the disclosure of  independent expenditures, and 
candidates face a daily $50 fi ne for missing reporting deadlines. However, the new law did not address 
the state’s weak campaign contribution and expenditure reporting requirements. South Dakota is the only 
state that does not require candidates to report the dates of  campaign contributions and, further, the 
state’s contribution reporting form was revised so that the employers of  campaign contributors are no 
longer disclosed (occupation disclosure is also not required). Expenditure disclosure is minimal: South 
Dakota is one of  just two states that do not require the name of  campaigns’ payees to be disclosed, and 
one of  only three states that do not require the dates of  campaign expenses to be reported. Additionally, 
South Dakota earned an F and the lowest ranking in the Electronic Filing Program category as one of  
eight states that does not operate an electronic fi ling program. 

South Dakota received an F in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category again and ranked 49th in 
2008. The Secretary of  State’s offi ce posts all statewide and legislative candidates’ disclosure reports 
online within 24 hours of  receipt, but access to disclosure data is limited to scanned copies of  paper-fi led 
reports. Site visitors can browse itemized contributions within the reports, but cannot search, sort, or 
download the data, and expenditures are not itemized within reports. Rather, all expenditures are totaled 
and reported by categories such as advertising, consulting, or postage. The public can purchase paper 
copies of  disclosure reports for $1.00 per page, which is the highest fee for copies charged by any state 
(Alabama also charges $1.00).

Despite earning a D+ again in 2008, South Dakota dropped from 24th to 35th in the usability rankings 
as other states improved. While the state earned a slightly higher rating on the 2008 usability test, most 
usability testers continue to report confusion with the site and rated their overall experiences unfavorably. 
Additionally, researchers found accessing campaign fi nance data by searching and navigating from the 
state homepage to be more diffi cult than in 2007. As noted in past assessments, the Secretary of  State’s 
site features a good amount of  contextual information, including summaries of  campaign fi nance activity, 
information about disclosure requirements, detailed candidate lists, and copies of  both original and 
amended disclosure reports. 

� Quick Fix: Add the starting and ending date for each reporting period within the index of  a candidate’s reports.

� Editor’s Pick: The index of  a candidate’s reports clearly labels amended reports, and users can sort the index by  
 clicking on the column headings.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sdsos.gov

South Dakota

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law F 46
Electronic Filing Program F 43
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 49
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D+ 35

Grade F
Rank 48
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Tennessee earned a B, ranked 13th in 2008, and was the most improved state overall since 2003, when 
Tennessee earned an F and ranked 46th. With signifi cant enhancements made to the state’s disclosure 
site, Tennessee also made strong gains in both the accessibility and usability categories since 2007.

A closer examination of  Tennessee’s disclosure law in 2008 resulted in scoring revisions, causing the 
state’s grade to increase to a B from a C in 2007. Major reforms to Tennessee’s disclosure law in 2006 
earned the state the distinction as the most improved state in the law category since 2003. Candidates 
must itemize contributions over $100, including occupation and employer data, and last-minute 
contributions must be disclosed before Election Day. Candidates must also report details of  expenses 
over $100, including subvendor data and accrued expenditures. Independent expenditures are also 
disclosed and reports show the name of  the candidate benefi ting from the expenditure. Tennessee 
earned an A again in 2008 for its electronic fi ling program, which is mandatory for all statewide and 
legislative candidates who raise or spend $1,000. The Tennessee Registry of  Election Finance (TREF) 
helps candidates meet the disclosure requirements through its newly updated fi ling system by offering 
individual and classroom trainings in addition to excellent online fi ler resources.

Tennessee improved to a B+ and 17th in 2008, up from a D and 32nd place in 2007, and was also the 
most improved state in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category since failing in 2003. The TREF’s 
contributions database was improved with new fi elds for searching by the employer and zip code of  
donors, as well as by contribution amount. The TREF also debuted an online, searchable database of  
campaign expenditures that can be searched by vendor name and transaction amount. The databases 
contain both electronically-fi led reports and paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered by TREF 
staff. Along with the additional search options, site visitors can now sort database search results online or 
download the data for offl ine analysis. 

Tennessee’s grade in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability category rose from a D+ in 2007 to a 
C+ this year. The higher usability grade came mostly due to the redesign of  TREF’s web site as the public 
can now view a simple index of  each candidate’s reports that includes clearly-labeled amended reports. 
Tennessee performed slightly better on the 2008 usability test than in 2007, though testers still rated 
their overall experiences on the site as below average. However, since the test was conducted, additional 
improvements have been made: “Search Instructions” and “Search FAQs” have been added and provide 
details about the site’s contents and how to access specifi c data. The TREF provides excellent contextual 
information for site visitors, such as overviews of  campaign fi nance trends, detailed candidate lists, and 
information about the state’s campaign fi nance rules and regulations. 

�	 Quick Fix: Expand the options within the databases to allow searches by expenditure purpose and by a specifi c  
 transaction date.

� Editor’s Pick: Database search results can be sorted, downloaded, and customized to include or exclude details  
 based on the user’s research needs.

Tennessee Registry of  Election Finance -- http://www.state.tn.us/tref

Tennessee

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B 16
Electronic Filing Program A 18
Disclosure Content Accessibility B+ 17
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C+ 19

Grade B
Rank 13
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Texas earned a B and ranked 11th in 2008, up from a B- and 17th in 2007. Texas made strong gains in the 
Online Contextual and Technical Usability category in 2008, improving from an F and ranking 39th in 
2007 to a C and 24th this year. 

Texas earned a B- and ranked 21st in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. Candidates must 
report detailed information about donors giving more than $50, including occupation and employer data 
for those who contribute $500 or more. Expenditures over $50 must be itemized, but reports do not 
include information about subvendor payments or accrued expenditures. Both last-minute contributions 
and last-minute independent expenditures are disclosed before Election Day. The law contains penalties 
for violations of  campaign disclosure requirements, and these provisions were strengthened in 2007. 
Texas maintained a top ranking in the electronic fi ling category in 2008, again earning an A+. Both 
statewide and legislative candidates who reach a threshold of  $20,000 are required to fi le disclosure 
reports electronically and can do so through either the software or web-based programs offered by the 
Texas Ethics Commission.

Texas has earned As in four of  the fi ve assessments in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category 
and ranked in the top fi ve again in 2008. Electronically-fi led disclosure reports are available on the Texas 
Ethics Commission’s web site within two days of  receipt. Summary information from paper-fi led reports 
is accessible online, though itemized transactions are not. Electronic reports can be browsed in a PDF 
format or searched through the site’s database of  contributions and expenditures. The database allows 
site visitors to search across many fi elds, and search results can be easily sorted online or downloaded for 
offl ine analysis. The database could be improved with a fi eld for searching expenditures by purpose since 
this information is included in the search results. The Texas Ethics Commission does an excellent job of  
making paper copies of  reports available to the public, and charges just $.10 per page. 

A much stronger usability test performance pushed Texas up from an F in 2007 to a C in the web site 
usability category in 2008. In the past, navigating from the state homepage to the disclosure site was 
extremely diffi cult (only one usability tester was able to do so in 2007). In 2008, all of  the testers located 
the disclosure site and completed their tasks more quickly than testers did in 2007. Still, half  of  the 
testers reported confusion with the site’s terminology and rated their experience on the site unfavorably. 
The site provides summaries of  fundraising and spending for each reporting period going back to 
1996, with all committees presented in a single, alphabetical listing; this feature could be more useful by 
organizing the list by PACs, candidates, and offi ce sought. 

� Quick Fix: Organize the “Campaign Finance Report Totals” summary pages by offi ce sought rather than   
 alphabetically to allow the public to quickly and easily compare funds between competing candidates.

� Editor’s Pick: Simple and advanced search options, as well as contribution and expenditure search fi elds, are all  
 integrated into one database search screen.

Texas Ethics Commission -- http://www.ethics.state.tx.us

Texas

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B- 21
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A 4
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C 24

Grade B
Rank 11
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Utah earned its fi rst overall passing grade and ranked 40th in 2008. Utah also earned a passing grade 
in the disclosure law category for the fi rst time in 2008, and improved to a D+ in the web site usability 
category after having failed in that area in 2007. 

While the state still ranks in the bottom ten in the Campaign Disclosure Law category, Utah earned its 
fi rst passing law grade in the 2008 assessment. With the passage of  Senate Bill 246 in 2007, offi ceholders 
are now required to fi le campaign fi nance reports annually, rather than every other year. Candidates are 
required to itemize contributions of  $50 or more, though donor occupation and employer data are not 
reported. Last-minute contributions and independent expenditures are not reported until after Election 
Day. Expenditure disclosure is stronger, but candidates do not have to report subvendor information. 
Although Utah does not require candidates to fi le disclosure reports electronically, the state’s voluntary 
program is extremely popular among fi lers: all statewide candidates and 60 percent of  legislative 
candidates took advantage of  the electronic fi ling option in the last statewide election. 

Utah earned a D- in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in each of  the last four assessments 
and ranked 36th in this area in 2008. The State Elections Offi ce posts data from electronically-fi led 
reports online immediately and data-enters records from paper-fi led reports within 48 hours of  receipt. 
Contribution data from both types of  fi lings are contained in an online database that can be searched by 
the name of  an individual donor. Currently, a number of  shortcomings noted in previous reports remain: 
search options are limited; candidates’ complete reports cannot be reviewed online; and users can browse, 
but not search itemized expenditure records. The disclosure web site is being redesigned in 2008 to 
improve public access to records, and is expected to launch by the end of  the year.

Utah improved from an F to a D+ in the usability category in 2008 with a much stronger performance 
on the usability test than in 2007. Utah was one of  seven states to achieve the highest possible rating on 
the 2008 test; all testers found the site very easy to understand and most rated their experience on the site 
as “excellent”. A key to Utah’s improvement was that all of  the testers were able to locate the disclosure 
site from the state homepage in 2008, which was not the case in 2007. Despite the strong usability test 
performance, the site is lacking several key pieces of  contextual information. As the disclosure site is 
redesigned, the agency should consider adding the starting and ending date for each reporting period 
within the index of  a candidate’s report, adding an option for comparing the totals raised and spent by 
candidates for each offi ce, and retaining original data on the site after any amendments are made. 

� Quick Fix: Provide summaries of  totals raised and spent by each candidate for a specifi c offi ce to complement the  
 offi ce-by-offi ce summary data. 

� Editor’s Pick: “Offi ce Totals Summary” provides overviews of  the total campaign fi nance activity (both   
 contributions and expenditures) for each statewide offi ce from 1998 through 2008.

State Elections Offi ce -- http://elections.utah.gov

Utah

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law D- 44
Electronic Filing Program F 31
Disclosure Content Accessibility D- 36
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D+ 35

Grade D-
Rank 40
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Vermont has earned an F in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments conducted since 2003, 
and ranked 43rd in 2008. Despite dropping from 31st to 40th in the usability category rankings since last 
year, Vermont improved from a D- to a D in this area in 2008. 

Vermont earned a C- again in the disclosure law category and ranked 40th in 2008. Candidates are 
required to report the name and address of  contributors giving over $100, but occupation and employer 
data are not disclosed. Each expenditure made by a candidate must be reported by payee, date, and 
amount, though subvendor data is not reported. Vermont requires candidates to report large, last-minute 
contributions within 24 hours and individuals or groups making independent mass media expenditures 
over $500 must also disclose such expenditures before Election Day. Penalties for campaign fi nance 
violations are strong, though the law does not require mandatory reviews or audits of  disclosure reports. 
While Vermont does not currently operate an electronic fi ling program, the Secretary of  State’s offi ce has 
started planning for a program to begin by 2010.

Vermont ranked 42nd and received an F again in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008. 
The Secretary of  State’s offi ce scans and posts all state-level disclosure reports online within four days 
of  receiving them. All reports can be browsed as TIFF fi les, but the data within these reports cannot be 
searched, sorted, or downloaded, and the TIFF format can make the fi les diffi cult to view on a computer 
screen. Data from statewide candidates’ disclosure reports is slightly more accessible as these records are 
also presented as searchable text fi les that can be downloaded for offl ine analysis. The Secretary of  State’s 
offi ce provides excellent access to paper copies of  disclosure reports and charges just $.06 per page for 
copies. 

Vermont improved from a D- in 2007 to a D in the usability category with a stronger performance on 
the 2008 usability test. While the usability testers were able to complete their tasks more quickly this year, 
most testers still reported confusion and rated their experiences on the site unfavorably. The Secretary 
of  State’s site does offer a fair amount of  contextual information to the public, such as detailed listings 
of  candidates, clearly labeled amended reports, explanations of  the state’s campaign fi nance regulations, 
and the ability to view historical data going back to 1916. Unfortunately, in 2005, the legislature removed 
a requirement that the Secretary of  State’s offi ce produce a summary of  the totals raised and spent by 
candidates in each election and so the overviews featured on the site end with the 2004 elections. 

� Quick Fix: Allow users to select more than one candidate at a time through the site’s “Historical Campaign  
 Finance Database”. This step would allow users to more easily compare campaign fi nance activity between   
 candidates.
 
� Editor’s Pick: The “Historical Campaign Finance Database” contains information on candidates for statewide  
 and legislative offi ce going back to 1916.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.sec.state.vt.us

Vermont

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C- 40
Electronic Filing Program F 43
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 42
Online Contextual & Technical Usability D 40

Grade F
Rank 43
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Virginia earned a B+ and a top fi ve ranking in 2008, up from a B and 7th in 2007 and a D+ and 22nd 
in 2003. Virginia improved from a B- in 2007 to a B in the usability category as the result of  a stronger 
usability test performance this year. 

Virginia’s strong disclosure law earned an A- again in 2008 and ranked 4th in this area of  the assessment. 
Candidates must disclose detailed information about donors giving over $100, including occupation 
and employer data and the cumulative amount given by a single contributor. Expenditure disclosure 
is also strong and candidates must report subvendor details and accrued expenditures. Independent 
expenditures must be reported within 24 hours, including those made in the last days of  a campaign. All 
statewide candidates in Virginia are required to fi le disclosure reports electronically; while electronic fi ling 
is voluntary for legislative candidates, an impressive 98 percent chose this option in the last election. The 
program likely enjoys this level of  success thanks to the State Board of  Elections’ innovative “Electronic 
Filing Trendsetter Program”, which establishes an electronic fi ling database for each candidate, provides 
one-on-one support, and awards certifi cates for mastering the electronic fi ling process.

Virginia maintained a B and ranked 20th in the accessibility category in 2008. The State Board of  
Elections’ web site features a searchable database of  contributions and expenditures that contains both 
electronically-fi led reports and paper-fi led reports that have been data-entered by agency staff. Users can 
search for itemized transactions by the name and zip code of  a donor or payee, or by the date or amount 
of  specifi c transactions. As noted in previous studies, database users seeking to conduct extensive 
research may fi nd it diffi cult to access itemized search results because such results are not directly 
displayed; rather, users are provided with links to the individual reports where the search results were 
originally disclosed, which can make the research process cumbersome. 

A stronger performance on the usability test earned Virginia a B in the web site usability category in 
2008, up from a B- in 2007. Virginia was one of  seven states to achieve the highest possible rating on 
the 2008 test and all testers expressed confi dence in the data they found on the site. The State Board 
of  Elections’ site offers a clear description of  the data available, detailed lists of  candidates, and both 
original and clearly-labeled amended reports. The site could be improved by adding overviews of  the 
totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce, and instructions for using the searchable database. 

� Quick Fix: Provide a simple comparison of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most  
 recent election. 

� Editor’s Pick: The State Board of  Elections’ web site uses clear language and graphics that make navigation  
 very easy. 

State Board of  Elections -- http://www.sbe.virginia.gov/cms

Virginia

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law A- 4
Electronic Filing Program C 25
Disclosure Content Accessibility B 20
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B 10

Grade B+
Rank 5
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Washington has earned the top grade and rank in each of  the fi ve Grading State Disclosure assessments 
conducted since 2003, and improved from an A- in 2007 to an A in 2008. Washington improved from a C 
to an A- in the usability category since the last assessment and earned As and top-three rankings in each 
scoring category this year.

Washington earned an A- and ranked 3rd in the disclosure law category in 2008. Candidates must itemize 
contributions over $25, including occupation and employer data for those donating over $100. Last-
minute contributions must be reported prior to Election Day. Disclosure of  campaign expenses is also 
strong, and includes information about subvendors and accrued expenditures. Independent expenditures 
are disclosed, and those made in the 21 days leading up to an election must be reported within 24 hours. 
Washington earned an A+ and a top ranking again for its electronic fi ling program. Both statewide and 
legislative candidates who reach a threshold of  $10,000 must fi le their disclosure reports electronically 
with the Public Disclosure Commission (PDC). 

Washington earned its fi fth straight A+ and number one ranking in the Disclosure Content Accessibility 
category in 2008. Washington’s online, searchable databases of  contributions and expenditures are among 
the most comprehensive in the nation and contain both electronic reports and paper-fi led reports that 
have been data-entered by PDC staff. The database offers multiple search fi elds and results can be sorted 
online or downloaded for offl ine analysis. Electronic reports become available online immediately after 
they are fi led, and paper fi lings are accessible online the same day they are fi led, usually within two hours 
of  receipt. Access to paper copies of  disclosure records is excellent, and the agency also offers campaign 
fi nance data on disk for $2-$10 depending on the volume of  data requested. 

Washington improved from a C in 2007 to an A- in 2008 and jumped 13 places in the usability rankings 
with a much stronger performance on the usability test. Washington was one of  seven states to achieve 
the highest possible rating on the 2008 test as most testers found the site easy to understand and reported 
high levels of  confi dence with the site. A possible reason for the stronger performance is the new 
“Campaign Money Map” that clearly shows the total amount raised by each gubernatorial candidate in the 
2008, 2004, and 2000 elections. Although it debuted after the 2008 web site evaluation period, the PDC 
did unveil an excellent, new search interface in July 2008 that provides easy access to campaign data for all 
users (from novice to advanced) and allows a wide range of  search and sort options for those wanting to 
conduct more advanced research. The new system allows the public to navigate from the state’s web site 
to summary disclosure data within three mouse clicks, a remarkably effi cient process.

� Quick Fix: Provide an overall explanation of  the data available through both the searchable database and   
 browsable reports sections of  the PDC’s site, including which specifi c offi ces, reports, and time periods are covered  
 by the data. Currently, explanations are given throughout the site, but site visitors would benefi t from a single,  
 clear description of  the data available.

� Editor’s Pick: The “Campaign Money Map” offers a quick and easy way to determine which gubernatorial  
 candidate has raised the most money on a statewide or county-by-county level for the 2000, 2004, and 2008   
 elections.

Public Disclosure Commission -- http://www.pdc.wa.gov

Washington

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law A- 3
Electronic Filing Program A+ 1
Disclosure Content Accessibility A+ 1
Online Contextual & Technical Usability A- 3

Grade A
Rank 1
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West Virginia earned a C+, ranked 28th in 2008, and was the fourth most improved state overall since 
2007, when the state earned a D+ and ranked 32nd. Additionally, the state’s accessibility grade jumped 
from an F to a B- since last year, and West Virginia was the most improved state in this area since 2007. 

West Virginia’s disclosure law improved from a C to a C+ due to legislation passed in 2007. Candidates 
are required to report detailed information about all contributors, including occupation and employer 
data for those giving $250 or more during an election cycle. Expenditures must be itemized, and under a 
recently-enacted law (Senate Bill 713 of  2007), candidates must report subvendor details. Lack of  both 
last-minute contribution reporting and auditing provisions are weak points in the state’s disclosure law. 
The state’s electronic fi ling program also improved under the new law: all statewide candidates must now 
fi le electronically and legislative candidates do so on a voluntary basis. In 2008, the Secretary of  State’s 
offi ce launched a new, web-based electronic fi ling system, creating a more user-friendly fi ling option that 
has doubled the number of  voluntary fi lers to 40 percent since 2006. 

The debut of  a new, searchable database of  campaign contributions and expenditures in 2008 earned 
West Virginia the distinction of  being the most improved state in the accessibility category since 2007. 
Visitors to the Secretary of  State’s web site can search electronically-fi led reports by contributor name, 
employer, or zip code, or search expenditure records by vendor name or expenditure purpose. Search 
results can be sorted online and an option for downloading the data is expected to be added in 2008. The 
database could be made more user-friendly with fi elds for searching for transactions by a specifi c date 
or amount. Site visitors can also browse electronically-fi led reports and scanned copies of  paper reports, 
both of  which are posted to the web within 24 hours of  receipt by the Secretary of  State’s offi ce. 

West Virginia dropped from a C+ to a C- in 2008 in the Online Contextual and Technical Usability 
category due to a weaker performance on the usability test than in 2007. Testers rated their overall 
experiences on the site poorly, though the 2008 test was conducted prior to the debut of  the new search 
options noted above. The Secretary of  State’s site features a clear description of  the data available 
online, detailed candidate lists, and both original and clearly-labeled amended reports. The disclosure 
site could be enhanced further with the addition of  simple comparisons of  the funds raised and spent 
by competing candidates in each election and by adding the starting and ending date of  each reporting 
period to the index of  candidates’ reports. 

�	 Quick Fix: Provide a simple comparison of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most  
 recent election. 
 
� Editor’s Pick: The Secretary of  State’s “Campaign Finance Activity & Reporting” web page offers a wealth of   
 information related to the rules and requirements for campaign fi nancing in West Virginia.

Secretary of  State -- http://www.wvsos.com

West Virginia

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law C+ 26
Electronic Filing Program C 25
Disclosure Content Accessibility B- 26
Online Contextual & Technical Usability C- 27

Grade C+
Rank 28
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Wisconsin improved from a C- in 2007 to a C in 2008 due to a stronger performance on the web site 
usability test this year, which also boosted the state from a D- and 34th in 2007 to a B and 11th in the 
Online Contextual and Technical Usability category in 2008. 

Wisconsin’s disclosure law earned a B and ranked 16th in the 2008 assessment. Candidates are required 
to disclose detailed information about contributors giving over $20, including occupation and employer 
data for those giving over $100. Candidates must disclose expenditures over $20, though subvendor 
details are not reported. Wisconsin requires both last-minute contributions and last-minute independent 
expenditures to be reported prior to Election Day. Wisconsin earned an A again in the Electronic Filing 
Program category as both statewide and legislative candidates raising $20,000 or more are required to fi le 
disclosure reports electronically. The Government Accountability Board is working to create an improved 
fi ling and disclosure system that would make fi ling easier for candidates and also improve online access to 
disclosure records. 

Wisconsin has received an F in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in each of  the fi ve Grading 
State Disclosure assessments. The lack of  searchable campaign fi nance databases represents the main 
drawback of  the disclosure site. Itemized data from electronically-fi led disclosure reports is available 
online; however, for paper-fi led reports only summary information is available. Data from electronically-
fi led reports is available online within 48 hours of  receipt and can be downloaded in a spreadsheet 
format; paper-fi led summary information is entered online by agency staff  within 24 hours. If  
Wisconsin’s plan for developing a new disclosure system is successful, voters in the future will have access 
to searchable campaign fi nance databases, which would greatly improve public access to campaign data.

Wisconsin improved signifi cantly (from a D- to a B) in the web site usability category in 2008 due to a 
much stronger usability test performance than in 2007. Testers were able to complete their tasks more 
quickly in 2008 than last year, and reported higher levels of  understanding of  the site while also rating 
their experiences much more favorably than testers did in 2007. The disclosure site features a good 
amount of  contextual information, such as overviews of  the totals raised and spent by candidate in each 
reporting period, descriptions of  the data available online, and detailed lists of  candidates.

� Quick Fix: Add the starting and ending date for each reporting period within the index of  a candidate’s reports.

� Editor’s Pick: Contribution limits for state candidates are clearly described in a chart that is easily located on the  
 disclosure web site.

Government Accountability Board -- http://elections.state.wi.us

Wisconsin

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law B 16
Electronic Filing Program A 18
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 40
Online Contextual & Technical Usability B 11

Grade C
Rank 29
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Wyoming earned an F, ranked 50th in 2008, and is the only state that does not currently post campaign 
disclosure data on the Internet. As the result of  legislation passed in 2008, however, Wyoming will launch 
an electronic fi ling and online disclosure program in 2010. 

Wyoming earned an F and ranked 48th in the Campaign Disclosure Law category in 2008. Wyoming 
requires candidates to disclose the name and address of  contributors giving over $25, but not occupation 
or employer data. Campaign expenditures are not reported until after elections and do not include 
subvendor details. Last-minute contributions are not reported until after Election Day, and independent 
expenditure disclosure is not required. As noted above, Wyoming has no electronic disclosure program, 
but a newly-mandated program (the governor signed House Bill 3 in March 2008) will have a major 
impact on disclosure in Wyoming. The law requires electronic fi ling for all statewide and legislative 
candidates beginning in 2010. The new legislation also requires the Secretary of  State to create an 
online, searchable database of  campaign fi nance information and provides a two-year authorization of  
$2,500,000 for the program’s development and implementation. 

Wyoming earned an F and ranked last again in the Disclosure Content Accessibility category in 2008. The 
public does not currently have access to campaign disclosure data on the Secretary of  State’s web site. 
Access to campaign fi nance records in Wyoming is limited to requesting paper copies of  reports (at $.15 
per page) or traveling to the Secretary of  State’s offi ce to browse the records. The creation of  an online 
disclosure program in 2010 will bring Wyoming in line with the other 49 states and dramatically improve 
public access to campaign disclosure reports.

The Secretary of  State’s web site earned an F and ranked 48th in the Online Contextual and Technical 
Usability category in 2008. While the site does not offer disclosure data, there is a good amount of  
contextual information available, including campaign fi nance regulations and detailed lists of  candidates. 
The site also uses clear terminology, and is relatively easy to navigate. Following the close of  the 
assessment period in 2008, the Secretary of  State’s web site was nicely redesigned and now features easy-
to-follow tabs and drop-down menus to guide site visitors. Adding a basic summary of  totals raised and 
spent in the most recent election would make the site more useful to the public. 

� Quick Fix: Provide a simple comparison of  the totals raised and spent by candidates for each offi ce in the most  
 recent election.
 
� Editor’s Pick: Clean, attractive design of  the Secretary of  State’s web site. 

Secretary of  State  -- http://soswy.state.wy.us

Wyoming

Subcategories Grade Rank
Campaign Disclosure Law F 48
Electronic Filing Program F 43
Disclosure Content Accessibility F 50
Online Contextual & Technical Usability F 48

Grade F
Rank 50
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Appendix A – Grading State Disclosure 2008 Awards

 Five Most Improved States, 2003 - 2008

 2008 Honor Roll 
 States Earning A or B Grades
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Appendix B — Editor’s Picks

The editor’s picks presented in the state summaries were selected to highlight the best practices found 
within each state’s disclosure program. Below are the topics and states featured in the 2008 editor’s picks. 

Campaign Finance Analysis

Alaska
Arizona
Idaho
Iowa

Kansas
New Jersey
Oklahoma

Utah

Database Content & Functionality

Arkansas
Connecticut

Georgia
Maryland
Michigan

New Hampshire
North Carolina

Ohio 
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Tennessee

Texas

Displaying Disclosure Requirements 
& Campaign Finance Restrictions

Delaware
Mississippi

West Virginia
Wisconsin

Index of  Candidate Reports

Florida
Indiana
Missouri

New York
Rhode Island
South Dakota

Unique Contextual Information

California
Colorado 
Louisiana

Maine
Massachusetts

Minnesota 
Vermont 

Washington

Site Design

Alabama
Hawaii
Illinois

Kentucky
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

North Dakota
South Carolina

Virginia 
Wyoming

Sorting Data

New Mexico
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Appendix C – Methodology of  Usability Testing

The usability tests determine if  the disclosure information provided on the web by state disclosure 
agencies is accessible to the average citizen. To do this, an experiment was designed to answer the 
following question: “Can a non-expert fi nd basic, informative data about campaign fi nances on the 
Internet in his or her state without undue diffi culty or investment of  time?”  

Most usability tests compare a handful of  web sites, and are concerned with minor differences between 
them (see Steve Krug’s “Don’t Make Me Think” (2000)). Web site designers might be concerned about 
the location of  a task bar on a web page or the use of  drop down menus. They hire testers to sit in front 
of  computers and do simple tasks, and the web designers watch how they navigate around the site. The 
Grading State Disclosure usability test is different; the goal of  the test is to identify major differences, 
not minor ones. Dozens of  interfaces were compared across 50 states, and the test measured whether 
the overall design of  a state’s web site - from architecture to jargon to database - facilitated access to 
information by the average voter. The two types of  testing do share a common trait, however. In both 
types of  testing the goal is not to determine which design is optimal, but rather to rank the designs from 
best to worst. 
 
Two standard measures of  usability were used. The fi rst was a degree of  diffi culty measure, on the 
assumption that diffi culty and accessibility are inversely related. Subjects were given three tasks to 
perform and the test measured the time and number of  mouseclicks it took to perform each task. 
The three relatively simple tasks were devised, after some experimentation, to represent the minimum 
any citizen should expect from a campaign disclosure site. Subjects were asked to: (1) locate the state’s 
disclosure web site starting from the state’s homepage; (2) ascertain the total contributions received by 
the incumbent governor in his or her last campaign (subjects were given a list of  incumbent governors 
that included the year they were last elected); and (3) provide the name and amount contributed by any 
individual contributor to the incumbent governor’s last campaign. 

The second measure of  usability was a survey. After the third task was completed, each subject was given 
a short questionnaire and asked to evaluate his or her experiences on each state’s web site. Subjects were 
asked whether the web site’s disclosure terminology was understandable, to rate their level of  confi dence 
in their answers, and provide a ranking (one to fi ve) of  their overall experience on the site. Subjects were 
also asked if  any special software or unusual browser plug-ins were required to access the site’s disclosure 
information.  

Subjects were recruited from the undergraduate student population at the University of  California, Los 
Angeles, and the experiments were conducted at the California Social Science Experimental Laboratory 
(CASSEL) at UCLA. The experiment was administered six times to ten different students, and six 
different students tested each state. The states were assigned randomly to students, and each student was 
assigned fi ve states. Limits were imposed on the amount of  time a subject could take with each state 
and each subject was given no fewer than 20 minutes to complete the three tasks for each state. Each 
experiment lasted no longer than 120 minutes, and some subjects were fi nished within 60 minutes.

There were two concerns about the time and mouseclicks data that were collected: fi rst, subjects could 
be expected to learn during the experiment and be more profi cient with the later states than the earlier 
ones; second, there might be subject effects (level of  competency, prior experience with disclosure web 
sites, etc.). To address these issues, a fi xed-effects ordinary least squares model was constructed to control 
for subject differences, and a variable was included to control for the order in which each state was tested 
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by the subject. With these controls in place, each state’s average time and number of  mouseclicks was 
estimated for each of  the three tasks. In a departure from prior years, we estimated the 2008 scores using 
data from both the 2008 and 2007 tests.  This was done to better account for between-year improvements 
within states, and to avoid penalizing states that had adequate systems in 2007 that were unchanged in 
2008.  The effect of  this was to estimate scores for 100 state disclosure websites, 50 in 2007 and 50 in 
2008, as if  they were independent of  each other.  These scores were then combined into two separate 
indices and ranked. The survey data were also combined into a single index and ranked. 

Each state could receive up to a total of  27 points for the usability test score. The distribution of  scores 
in the three separate indices (time, clicks and survey) was examined and scores were assigned based upon 
the apparent thresholds in the distributions, using the 2007 breakdowns as the scoring baseline. The top-
ranked states received six points each, the medium states received three points, and the lowest-ranked 
states received zero points for each of  the time and clicks indices. The remaining 15 points were assigned 
according to the survey responses, with a maximum of  15 and a minimum of  three points assigned to 
each state. These three scores were then added together to create the usability test score for the state.
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 Appendix D – Glossary

Accrued Expenditure – an expenditure that is not paid at the time a service is provided. Accrued 
expenditures are debts owed by the campaign to political consultants or other vendors for goods or 
services such as direct mail or campaign signs.

Amendment – a correction or revision made to a campaign fi nance report. 

Committee – an entity established by a candidate, political party or other organization for the purpose 
of  raising and spending money. Committees are required to fi le campaign statements with detailed 
information about campaign contributions and expenditures.

Desk Audit – a review of  a campaign fi nance disclosure report as it has been fi led by a political 
committee. In a desk audit, documentation other than the actual campaign fi nance disclosure report, such 
as canceled checks, bank statements and vendor receipts, are not reviewed. 

Disclosure – in the context of  campaign fi nancing, disclosure means making information about campaign 
contributions and expenditures known to the public.

Electronic Filing – the process by which political committees and candidates disclose campaign 
contributions and expenditures in an electronic format. Electronically-fi led campaign fi nance information 
can be submitted online, via disk or e-mail. Candidates typically use a standard fi ling format provided by 
the state, a web-based system created by the state, or fi ling software provided by the state or an outside 
vendor.

Field Audit – an in-depth review of  a campaign fi nance disclosure report and other documentation related 
to the campaign fi nance report, including canceled checks, bank statements and vendor receipts, to verify 
the accuracy of  the report. 

Independent Expenditure – an expenditure for a communication which expressly advocates the election or 
defeat of  a clearly identifi ed candidate, but which is made independently of  any candidate’s campaign. 
An example of  an independent expenditure is a campaign advertisement run by an issue organization in 
support of  a specifi c candidate for offi ce. (Source: Federal Election Commission)

Index of  Reports or Report Index – a listing of  reports fi led by each candidate. An online index of  reports on 
a state disclosure site is often linked to browsable versions of  the actual reports and can contain helpful 
information such as the starting and ending dates for each report or whether or not the report has been 
amended since the original fi ling.

Itemized Data – individual records of  contributions received or expenses made by a committee, such as 
listings of  individual contributions with the contributor’s name, address, occupation, and employer. (By 
contrast, an example of  unitemized data would be when a committee reports the total amount of  all 
contributions under $100, but does not provide detailed information about the individual transactions 
that make up that total fi gure.)

Last-minute Contribution or Late Contribution – a contribution (often large) that is received by a committee 
after the closing date for the fi nal statement fi led before the election, but before the election takes place. 
Many states require campaigns to report last-minute contributions received in the fi nal days or weeks 
prior to Election Day.
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Last-minute Independent Expenditure or Late Independent Expenditure – an independent expenditure that is 
made by a committee after the closing date for the fi nal statement fi led before the election, but before the 
election takes place. Many states require campaigns to report last-minute independent expenditures made 
in the fi nal days or weeks prior to Election Day.

Loan Guarantor – a person who guarantees that a loan to a campaign will be repaid. Often fi nancial 
institutions will not lend money to a candidate or campaign unless there are private individuals who 
guarantee that they will repay the loan if  the campaign cannot.

Mandatory Review – the process by which a state’s campaign fi nance agency, often the Secretary of  State, 
is required to examine campaign statements that are fi led with its offi ce, typically either through desk or 
fi eld audits.

Reporting Period – the specifi c time period covered by a particular campaign fi nance statement.

Standard Filing Format – a uniform or standard technical format set forth by a state government which 
committees or candidates can use to fi le campaign fi nance disclosure statements electronically. The 
standard fi ling format ensures that all candidates’ fi lings can be integrated into the state’s internal data 
system and online disclosure system.

Subvendor – a third party, such as a political consultant, who makes an expenditure on behalf  of  a 
campaign. For example, when a political consultant receives funds from a campaign and purchases TV 
time for the campaign, the campaign must report the consultant’s expenditures if  subvendor disclosure 
is required. Credit cards can also fall into the subvendor category because detailed information about 
expenditures can be found in credit card statements. If  the campaign only listed the credit card company 
in its expenditure report, the public will not know the actual expenditures made by the campaign.

Subvendor Information – detailed information, including name and address, about subvendors.

Threshold – a monetary value at or above which a candidate must disclose campaign activity. The threshold 
can apply to the contribution amount that will trigger a campaign to disclose detailed information about 
a contributor. Or, the threshold can apply to the total amount of  money raised or spent that will require a 
campaign to fi le campaign fi nance reports electronically.
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Alabama F 49 F 48 F 41 F 45 F 40

Alaska C 27 C 32 F 39 B- 22 C+ 13

Arizona C- 30 C+ 26 A+ 1 D+ 28 F 42

Arkansas F 38 C 35 F 36 F 43 F 42

California B+ 2 A 1 A- 22 A 4 C 19

Colorado B- 15 A- 5 A- 22 B- 22 D+ 24

Connecticut D 35 C+ 23 D 30 D 33 F 47

Delaware F 41 D 41 F 31 F 45 D- 33

Florida B+ 4 B 13 A+ 1 A 4 C+ 10

Georgia B 8 B+ 7 A+ 1 B+ 14 C- 22

Hawaii B+ 4 A- 5 A+ 1 A+ 2 D 28

Idaho C 26 B- 22 F 41 C 27 A+ 1

Illinois B 9 C 29 A+ 1 B+ 14 B+ 4

Indiana C 25 C- 39 C 24 B+ 14 D+ 24

Iowa D 34 C 29 F 31 F 40 B 6

Kansas D 36 D- 42 F 41 D+ 28 B 5

Kentucky C+ 20 B+ 10 F 31 B- 26 C+ 13

Louisiana C 23 B- 17 C 24 B 19 F 38

Maine B 13 B- 21 A 16 A- 11 C- 20

Maryland C 28 D- 44 A+ 1 A 9 D 28

Massachusetts B 13 C- 37 A+ 1 B 19 A- 2

Michigan B 6 B- 17 A+ 1 A 4 B- 9

Minnesota C+ 19 B+ 10 F 36 D+ 28 A- 2

Mississippi F 46 C- 37 F 41 F 43 F 42

Missouri B- 17 B+ 10 A+ 1 B 19 F 35

Appendix E – 2007 Grade and Ranking Chart 
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility 
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Montana F 47 B+ 9 F 41 F 49 F 50

Nebraska F 41 C+ 23 F 41 F 35 F 48

Nevada F 44 F 46 F 31 F 40 D 30

New Hampshire F 43 B- 19 F 36 F 48 F 49

New Jersey B 10 B+ 7 A 21 B- 25 C 16

New Mexico F 37 D- 43 A 16 F 39 F 45

New York B- 16 C 36 A+ 1 A- 12 C+ 10

North Carolina C+ 21 B 13 D 29 A 4 F 35

North Dakota F 45 F 50 F 41 D+ 28 C- 20

Ohio B 10 C+ 26 A+ 1 A- 12 B- 7

Oklahoma C 23 C+ 26 A 16 B- 22 F 35

Oregon B+ 3 A 2 A+ 1 B+ 14 C 16

Pennsylvania C+ 22 B 16 F 39 A 9 D+ 23

Rhode Island B 12 C 32 A+ 1 A 4 C+ 13

South Carolina D+ 33 C+ 25 C 27 F 36 D- 31

South Dakota F 48 F 49 F 41 F 47 D+ 24

Tennessee C 28 C 29 A 16 D 32 D+ 24

Texas B- 17 B- 19 A+ 1 A 3 F 39

Utah F 39 F 45 F 31 D- 34 F 41

Vermont F 40 C- 40 F 41 F 38 D- 31

Virginia B 7 A- 4 C 24 B 18 B- 8

Washington A- 1 A- 3 A+ 1 A+ 1 C 16

West Virginia D+ 32 C 32 C 27 F 40 C+ 10

Wisconsin C- 30 B 15 A 16 F 37 D- 34

Wyoming F 50 F 47 F 41 F 50 F 45

Appendix E – 2007 Grade and Ranking Chart  (continued)
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Alabama F 47 F 47 F 38 F 41 D 25

Alaska C+ 13 C 28 F 25 B 15 B+ 2

Arizona D+ 28 C+ 25 A+ 1 D+ 25 F 48

Arkansas F 37 C 32 F 38 F 44 D+ 19

California B+ 3 A 1 A 15 A 5 D+ 21

Colorado D+ 26 B- 17 F 35 B- 18 F 44

Connecticut D 31 B- 20 D 24 F 29 F 44

Delaware F 40 D 38 F 25 F 44 F 40

Florida B+ 2 B 10 A+ 1 A 5 B 4

Georgia B 5 B+ 5 A 12 A- 8 D+ 21

Hawaii B 4 A- 4 A+ 1 A 5 D+ 21

Idaho C 20 B- 20 F 38 C- 23 A 1

Illinois B 5 C 27 A+ 1 B+ 12 B+ 2

Indiana C- 23 F 42 C 19 B+ 12 C- 16

Iowa D 31 C 31 F 25 F 38 C+ 7

Kansas F 36 D 37 F 38 F 30 C 10

Kentucky C+ 13 B+ 6 F 25 B- 21 C 10

Louisiana C 16 B- 17 C 19 C+ 22 D 31

Maine C 17 C 34 B 18 A- 8 D- 37

Maryland C 21 F 41 A+ 1 A- 8 D 25

Massachusetts C+ 12 D+ 36 A+ 1 B 17 B 5

Michigan B- 8 C 32 A+ 1 A 2 C 13

Minnesota D+ 25 B+ 6 F 25 F 32 D 25

Mississippi F 37 C- 35 F 38 F 40 D+ 21

Missouri C+ 15 B 10 C 19 B- 19 D 31

Appendix F — 2005 Grade and Ranking Chart 
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility 
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Montana F 46 A- 3 F 38 F 48 F 49

Nebraska F 39 B- 17 F 38 F 30 F 50

Nevada F 40 F 46 F 25 F 41 C 13

New Hampshire F 45 B- 20 F 38 F 47 F 47

New Jersey C 17 B 8 F 25 B- 19 D 31

New Mexico F 40 F 44 A 12 F 41 F 43

New York D+ 29 D 38 A+ 1 C- 23 F 41

North Carolina D+ 27 B 10 D 23 F 35 D 31

North Dakota F 43 F 50 F 38 D+ 25 C 9

Ohio B- 11 C+ 25 A+ 1 A- 8 D+ 19

Oklahoma C 19 B 13 F 35 B 15 D- 37

Oregon C- 24 B 15 A 15 F 35 D 30

Pennsylvania D 30 B 15 F 25 F 33 D- 37

Rhode Island B- 10 C 28 A- 17 A 2 C 13

South Carolina F 49 C+ 24 F 38 F 50 F 46

South Dakota F 48 F 49 F 38 F 46 C 10

Tennessee D- 33 D- 40 F 35 D- 27 C- 17

Texas B- 8 B- 20 A+ 1 A 2 D- 36

Utah F 35 F 43 F 25 D- 27 D 25

Vermont F 44 F 45 F 38 F 35 C- 17

Virginia B 7 B 8 C 19 B 14 C+ 8

Washington A- 1 A- 2 A+ 1 A+ 1 B- 6

West Virginia D- 34 C 28 F 25 F 38 D- 35

Wisconsin C- 22 B 13 A 12 F 34 D 25

Wyoming F 50 F 48 F 38 F 49 F 42

Appendix F — 2005 Grade and Ranking Chart (continued)
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Alabama F 47 F 47 F 39 F 42 C- 16

Alaska C+ 10 C 25 F 22 B 12 B+ 3

Arizona D+ 23 C+ 24 A+ 1 D+ 24 F 42

Arkansas F 40 C 29 F 39 F 41 F 38

California A- 2 A 1 B 14 A 4 B+ 3

Colorado C- 21 B- 17 F 37 B- 15 F 37

Connecticut D 31 B- 20 D 20 D- 28 F 46

Delaware D- 33 D 38 F 22 F 29 D 20

Florida B+ 3 B 10 A 11 A 5 B- 8

Georgia B 4 B+ 5 A 10 A- 7 C 12

Hawaii C+ 12 A- 4 D 20 A- 7 F 39

Idaho C- 19 B- 23 F 39 C- 22 B 7

Illinois B 5 C 29 A+ 1 B+ 10 A- 1

Indiana C- 17 F 42 F 22 B+ 10 B+ 3

Iowa F 38 C- 33 F 22 F 38 F 44

Kansas F 37 D 37 F 39 F 29 D 20

Kentucky C+ 10 B 7 F 22 C+ 20 C+ 11

Louisiana C+ 14 B- 17 C 16 C+ 18 D+ 17

Maine D+ 23 C 32 F 22 B- 17 F 30

Maryland C 16 F 41 A+ 1 A- 6 D 20

Massachusetts C+ 12 D+ 36 A+ 1 B 14 B- 10

Michigan B 6 C 29 A+ 1 A 2 B- 9

Minnesota D 28 B+ 6 F 22 F 46 C 12

Mississippi F 38 C- 33 F 39 F 38 D 25

Missouri C- 17 B 10 C 16 C 21 F 40

Appendix G — 2004 Grade and Ranking Chart 
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility 
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Montana F 43 A- 3 F 39 F 48 F 49

Nebraska F 36 B- 17 F 39 F 36 F 32

Nevada F 41 F 46 F 22 F 42 D 23

New Hampshire F 42 B- 20 F 38 F 47 F 50

New Jersey C 15 B 8 F 36 C+ 18 D 23

New Mexico F 45 F 44 F 22 F 38 F 47

New York D 30 D 38 A+ 1 C- 22 F 41

North Carolina D+ 26 B 10 C 16 F 33 F 31

North Dakota F 44 F 50 F 39 D 25 D 25

Ohio B- 7 C 25 A+ 1 A- 7 C 12

Oklahoma C- 19 B 13 F 22 B 12 F 42

Oregon D 32 B 15 B 14 F 45 F 35

Pennsylvania D 28 B 15 F 22 F 32 D 25

Rhode Island B- 7 C 25 A+ 1 A 2 D+ 18

South Carolina F 49 C- 35 F 39 F 50 F 48

South Dakota F 48 F 49 F 39 F 42 C 12

Tennessee D 27 D- 40 F 35 D- 26 B 6

Texas C+ 9 B- 20 A- 12 B- 15 D+ 18

Utah F 35 F 43 F 22 D- 27 D 25

Vermont F 45 F 45 F 39 F 33 F 35

Virginia D+ 22 B 8 C 16 F 31 D- 29

Washington A 1 A- 2 A+ 1 A+ 1 A- 1

West Virginia F 34 C 25 F 22 F 37 F 32

Wisconsin D+ 25 B 13 A- 12 F 33 F 32

Wyoming F 50 F 48 F 39 F 49 F 45

Appendix G — 2004 Grade and Ranking Chart  (continued)
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State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-Filing 
Grade

E-Filing 
Rank

Accessibility
Grade

Accessibility 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Alabama F 47 F 47 F 37 F 45 F 30

Alaska C- 13 C+ 23 F 31 D 20 B- 3

Arizona C- 16 C+ 22 A+ 1 C- 17 F 36

Arkansas F 41 C 28 F 37 F 39 F 47

California C 9 A 2 B 9 F 28 D- 19

Colorado D+ 19 B- 15 F 35 C+ 12 F 32

Connecticut D+ 23 B 12 F 20 D- 24 F 33

Delaware D- 31 D- 37 F 21 C- 16 F 27

Florida C 7 B- 15 D 17 B+ 8 F 24

Georgia D+ 21 A- 3 D 17 F 27 F 41

Hawaii C 6 B 8 C 10 A- 6 F 36

Idaho D 24 C+ 25 F 37 D- 23 C 5

Illinois B 2 C 28 A+ 1 B+ 8 B+ 1

Indiana D- 32 F 43 F 31 C- 17 D- 19

Iowa F 45 F 46 F 31 F 36 F 47

Kansas F 39 D- 36 F 37 D- 25 F 45

Kentucky C- 13 B+ 5 F 21 C+ 12 F 36

Louisiana C- 17 B- 20 C 14 D- 25 D 15

Maine D- 29 D+ 34 F 28 C 14 F 41

Maryland C 12 F 39 A+ 1 B+ 8 D+ 12

Massachusetts C+ 3 D+ 35 A+ 1 A- 6 B- 4

Michigan C 10 C- 32 F 21 A+ 1 D 16

Minnesota D- 28 B+ 6 F 21 F 40 F 26

Mississippi F 35 C+ 25 F 37 F 36 C- 8

Missouri D 26 B 8 C 10 F 32 F 41

Appendix H — 2003 Grade and Ranking Chart 
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Appendix H — 2003 Grade and Ranking Chart (continued)

State Grade Rank
Law 

Grade
Law 
Rank

E-File 
Grade

E-fi le 
Rank

Accessibility 
Grade

Access 
Rank

Usability 
Grade

Usability 
Rank

Montana F 38 A- 4 F 37 F 47 F 40

Nebraska F 36 B- 15 F 37 F 30 F 33

Nevada D 27 F 44 F 21 D 22 C 7

New Hampshire F 40 B- 18 F 36 F 44 F 49

New Jersey C 8 B 12 F 21 C 14 C- 8

New Mexico F 44 F 44 F 31 F 45 F 33

New York D 25 F 39 A+ 1 D+ 19 F 27

North Carolina D+ 19 B 8 C 10 F 29 D- 22

North Dakota F 48 F 50 F 37 F 43 C 5

Ohio C+ 4 C 27 A+ 1 A+ 3 F 24

Oklahoma D+ 18 B- 18 F 21 B 11 F 45

Oregon D- 30 B+ 6 C- 15 F 40 F 41

Pennsylvania F 34 C 30 F 28 F 33 D- 22

Rhode Island C 11 C 30 C 10 A- 4 F 27

South Carolina F 49 C- 32 F 37 F 50 F 50

South Dakota F 43 F 49 F 37 F 36 B- 2

Tennessee F 46 F 39 F 37 F 48 D 16

Texas C+ 4 B- 20 C- 15 A- 4 D+ 13

Utah D- 33 F 39 F 28 D 20 D- 19

Vermont F 42 D- 38 F 37 F 33 F 30

Virginia D+ 22 B 12 D 17 F 33 D+ 13

Washington A- 1 A 1 A+ 1 A+ 1 C- 8

West Virginia F 37 C+ 23 F 37 F 40 D- 18

Wisconsin C- 15 B 11 A- 8 F 31 C- 11

Wyoming F 50 F 48 F 37 F 48 F 39
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