UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MAINE

NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR
MARRIAGE and
AMERICAN PRINCIPLES IN ACTION,

Plaintiffs
Civil No. 1:09-cv-00538

v,

WALTER F. MCKEE, ET AL.

[N VA N WA e S AT T

Defendants.

NOM Deposition Exhibit 12:
“National Strategy for Winning the Marriage Battle,”
dated December 15, 2009

[THIS DOCUMENT WAS PREVIOUSLY FILED UNDER SEAL AS DOCKET ITEM 132-2]






NOM Deposition Exhibit 12:

“National Strategy for Winning the Marriage Battle,”
dated December 15, 2009



v

National
Strategy for
Winning the
Marriage
Battle

Prepared 'byvthe National Organization for Marriage
: December 15, 2009

National Organization for Marriage
Brian S. Brown, Executive Director
2029 K Street NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20006

Phone: (202) 457-8060 o 'NATIONAL
Email: bbrown@nationformarriage.org C ONFIDENTI AL %%g%‘l}‘\lgg .

www.NationForMarriage.org






Table of Contents
A National Strategy for Winning the Marriage Battle ...o.ooemveresee 4
THE STAKES .voveiiererrneioesissesesseseresisbtbosessvasessssesensessgennsssivsnses 5
€80 W WAR? weeoeeseotes oo ssressisossosessse e et S
Marriage: A Strategy for Victory ressssssss 8
1. Fall 2009: Testing the Model Victories in New York, New Jersey éhd MBEINE cooveeoreerrenes 8
New Yorlg)Ner JEISEY verevereriversessemmmsesieresssisesssssmssesssnns sinssss s tanscnss s ssnass s s s e 8
MBfE o U e e st 9
2. 2010 Priority: Roll Back Gay Marriagé in New Hampshire, Iowa and D.C. ..cccoenvven: .. 10
NEW HAMPSIITE ... cvecereecaniisrsiiaresersensnsssasssesssrssantis st st ssssssssn e sestisssmsassssssstasssess - 11
. District of Columbia. ......... R TR |
TOWE +ooomooooooeooeoeeeeeeevessesssssss e st esenssmes s e rerernesnseneamresrsraaratas 12
3. Going on OFFENSE «ovovvverrrecserreernen et rsretan Hemresterrersaesrersaseassemsressisrensnsersaas 12
The Per;ns'ylvania and Beyond Project e ' ..... 13
NOM Rhode Island ettt 13
Two Mi]lion for Méni%ge et s e oo et R s SRR R R R 15
State Emergency RESEIVE FUNG worereiererririeretsriasesasissersesisesisssesnersssssssemmresesssstasnsasnsasasess 15
Federal Marriage Political ACHON COMMUMEE .ooovvverersosversssmrmmemssrmsecrssmnrsnmammssssrmsssssersss 16
4, The International Organization for MArtiage ... s 16
5. NOM Legal Defense FUNA .......ovuilonrirmsrsissmssnssssmesssemmmsersisnsssssisasnsssssisssssis s sssnss 17 |
6. Cﬁltural STALEZIES «veeeecereeririrrirsrnrnrsssnseseen s inane s et sr e 18
The Latino Project: A Pan-American Strategy......coumimmimmamsessssmissarssnaisss s 19
The Next Generation Leaders PrOJECt et .20
“NOt A CIVIl RIGHE” PROJEC <vvuurevermrseermemsesssssssissssssstsmmsssissssssssasssessesmssssmsssssssssssssssssssine 21
EXPErt WIHESS PIOJEOL w.vveniursisssenrmmssressscinsssosmsisiussamss s g s s ssssnass s sssasss s 22
.......................................................................................................... 23

Catholic Clergy Project

CONFIDENTIAL



Behind Enemy Lines: Document the Victims—Keeping Gay Marriage Controversial in

Massachisetts, Vermont, and Conneetictt  .c.sewssivmmesssssserssssesees rerereerertessassesssessseseess 23
| The Face of the Victims: Rapid Résponse Video Team anid ATCHIVE .iveerereroresemerecnenins e 24
- Gay Rights or Parents’ Rights? An Exploratory Project .......cceennes rerraserret e esssas s reaneas 25
Ach.ieving NOM’S-$20 Million Strategy for VICIOTY ...cweemmmsercerssosseseasuseare \ .26
Budget & Fundraising (July 2009 t0 Dec. 2010) wrvoerermersrnrsnssrmmmssrssmssssrsssesinesors 28
$20 Million for Marriage Fundraising Plan ................................ teeermenenasens O O—— 29
Major DONOLS ..veeeeerirsrssrenserissronisenens Crressesseassiesermsameresreaserntbessetenisninnsesesasaets eeresaeerasbaerensnbens 30
T VO 31
Public PhAse «.......... e e e s s rer et R R R 31
How Can We Possibly Do All This? A Note to U
References . o R eerneseeees < I. , SR . 34

CONFIDENTIAL



A National Strategy for Winning
the Marriage Battle. |
Marriage will be won or lost in the United States in the next two fo three ‘years, and victory in the

United States will dcpeﬁd primarily on adequate resources. From a political angle, this strategy

will require €lécting a pro-marriage president in 2012.

The National Organization for Marriage (NOM) has emerged as the national party of marriage, the
only single-issﬁe national organization making substantial investments in marriage fights in every
state. Since its formation in July of 2007, NOM has helped win key victories in California, Maine,
New York and New Jersey. NOM emerged as the largest single investor in Prop 8 in California,

" putting in key qarly‘ money that helped get Prop 8 to the voters. In Maine, NOM provided more |

than half the budget needed to ovérturn gay marriage.

Since January 1, 2009, NOM‘s small donor base has nearly Quadﬁxpled, from 8,000 to 30,000 and
its activist constituency has increased, tenfold from 50,000 to over 500,000 (The goal is 50,000
donors and 2,000,000 activists by the end of 2010.) . '

Inthe United States, we've demonstrated a key fact: with adequate resources, we ean win the battle
for hearts and minds on the marriage issue. We can use what we’ve learned about winning this

battlé to proteét martiage internationally as well,

To win the fight for marriage, NOM planned to( raise over $20 million between July 1, 2009 and
the November 2010 elections. Since launching the $20 million victory fund in July of 2009, NOM
has raised (received or pledged) $7.5 million of that $20 million as of December 1, 2009.

th
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The Stakes

Marriage is a cornerstone of every known civilization, High rates of family fragmentation
drive enormous public costs.! An antifamily culture affects economic performance, expands the
regulatory and taxing powers of government, and threatens the family businesses that generate

economic giowth and prospérity.

Gay marriage is the tip of the spear, the weapon that will be and is being used to marginalize and
repress Christianity and ‘the Church ? What does.the gay marriage idea mean once government’
adopts it? It means falth communities that promote traditional families should be treated in law
and culture like racists. It means that the authority of parents to transmit moral values to children

will be eroded.

Can We Win?

The current state of despafr over the future of marriage is anufactured, a weapon in our opponents’
hand. Our U.S, experience is that victory is possible, even likely, provided we have the resources
to fight this battle. (This is why gay marriage advocates have focused relentlessly on harassing
and intimidating Jocal donors, trying to cut off the debate by limiting resources® and why one key

advantage we.now have is the capacity to protect the identity of our donors.)

The National Organization for Marriage (NOM) and our allies have won key victories both in

courts of law and at the bal,lot. box. ¢

Gay marriage has lost 3 1 out of 31 times when puit to voters—not only in culturally and politically
conservative states like Louxsxana (78 to 22 percent) and Alabama (81 to 19 percent), but also in
progressive, liberal states like Wisconsin (59 to 41 percent) and Oregon (57 to 43 percent).

In November of 2008 in California, one of the most liberal states in the U.S,, the majority again
rejected gay marriage, as did voters in Florida (62 percent to 38 percent) and Arizona (56 to 44
percent). Just this November in another liberal state, the state of Maine, voters once again rejected

_ gay marriage, this time by a margin of 53 percent to 47 percent.
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~ The latest Gallup poll shows that, more than six years after gay marriage first became a national
issue, most Americans centinue to oppese gay marriage (57 percent to 40 percent). By amargin of
four to ohe, Americans are more likely to believe gay marriage will hut our society (48 percent)

than make society better off (13 percent).®

Despite several recent h1gh~proﬁ1e court wctones the majority of U.S. courts have rejected the
idea that gay marriage is a constitutional right, including the high courts of New York (2006),
Washington State (2006), New Jersey (2006) and Maryland (2007). We contributed by organizing
highly respected scholars to sign onito amicus briefs supporting marriage in each of these cases, and

we w1l] continue to perform that role in the crucial same-sex marriage litigation. movmg forward ¢

We have léamed much about how fo win the marriage battle. What we need now is to find the
resources to prosecute and expand this strategy to win mairiage in the U.S., and to expand it into

a glebal movement,
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| Marriage: A Strate for Vlctory

Qur goal is to usé a victory in the U.S. to launch a global movement to reverse the tide on cultural

~ and legal respect for core family values like marriage. '
Our strategy for-victory includes:

1.  Fall 2009; Testing the Model
' Victories in New York, New Jersey and Maine

New York / New Jersey
Gay marriage lost at the ballot box and in key state leglslatures in the fall of*2009. NOM invested
more than $1.2 million in voter outreach in New York and New Jersey, contacting voters and
asking them to call their legislators. The result was an unprecedented flood of phone ¢alls urging
legislators to vote dgainst gay marriage. For gxample, Sen. Joseph Addabbo, a Democrat from
Queens, told the New York Times that three-quarters of phone calls from his New York City
district were from -voters opposmc gay marriage.” Along with-NOM’s media campaign, and our
. strategic mvestment in a special election in New York’s 23rd congtessional district (where half the
. voters who réjected pro-gay marriage chubhcan Dede Scozzafava for a third-party candidate said
her vote for gay mamage was a significant factor), NOM’s sophisticated voter outreach produced '
a surprising, unexpectedly large, lopsided reJectlon of gay mamage in the New York Senate (38

no to 24 yes).®

In New Jersey, gay marriage advocates had publicly promised they would pass gay marriage in
" the lame duck session this fall. Yet once again, NOM helped engineer a surprisingly powerful
ohtpouriﬁc of publié objections from ordinarsl voters: gay marxiage supporters were forced pull the
bill in the Senate.? Gay marriage advocates are currently seeking a way to pass the bill through the

Assembly, but their prospects look dim, as of this writing.

| -In both states, NOM worked closely with local leaders, including the Catholic Conference and

evangelical family groups who also deserve credit for the victory.

CONFIDENTIAL



Here’s the ‘bottom line: NOMs model for influencing not only referendums but leglslatures by
. addmg sophisticated messaging and polltlcal know-how to the efforts of local groups has beentested

and found to be -an effective use of resources. Against every predlctl_on and all the conventional

wisdom, marriage is w_inning.

In 2010, NOM will follow up on these vmtones by demonstratmg the capac1ty to educate voters in

" New York and New J ersey in the run up to the November elections.

NOM 2009-2010 Budget New York/Nevi Jersey-:501(c)(4) wniss $2;000;000
- 2016 Need... RSP PSS .. $8016;000

Maine , .
In November the people of Maine declslvely rejected a gay marriage bill passed by: their own
legislature, by a margin of 53 percent to 47 percent. Pundits were shocked, because gay marriage
advocates went into this battle with extensive advantages: Maine is a relatively secular, socially
liberal state with a history of successful pro-gay referenida; they had a three-year head start, investing
millions in building a polmcal machine that could both pass gay marriage and defend it at the ballot
box. They had the advantaoc of learning the so-called lessons of California, running a strategically
moré competent messaging campaign. They raised substantially mere money, ou’cspendmer the
traditionalists two to oné. Maine has very'few African-Americans, and the Mormon Church was
riot involved in any major way. And yet gay marriage advocates woke up on the Wednesday after

. the election to find gay marriage had lost by an even bigger margin than in California.

NOM was intimately involved in Maine from the beginning, helping creafe and manage the
StandforMarriageMaine.com referendum committee, collecting twice as many signatures as
necessary to get gay marriage on the ballot, and ultimately funding almost two-thirds of the
campaign ($1.8 million of the approximately $3 million raised). The Maine victory proved critical
to stopping the momentum, of same-sex marriage in the Northeast. NOM had originally budgeted
$1 million for this campaign, but when fundraising from other sources failed and the campaign
was faced with having to severely cut back its media buys, NOM stepped in from general revenues

to prov1de an unbudgeted additional $800,000. No other national organization provided anything
like the financial support NOM did. "

~
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r Winning the Marriage Batil

Marriage is not only NOM’s‘hi'ghe‘st priority, it'is our only priority, Because we have 1o competing

funding priorities, we can funnel resources as needed to win marriage fights.

A

The great victory in Maine punched a hole in the cultural narrative of defeatism that even too
many Christians had begun to accept. It helped pave the way for a victory in New York and New
Jersey, and also helps in the ongoing litigation which will'end up in the Supreme Court by making

ongoing public opposition to gay marriage crystal clear.

NOWM 2009-2010 Budget Mame--501(c)(4)... ;$1 800,000
2010 Need... e e $O

. ZOIO.P‘r'ior'ity: Roll Back Gay Marriage
in New Hampshire, fowa and D.C. -

Beginning in 2009 and through 2012, NOM’s goal is fo roll back same-sex marriage where it has
‘been imposéd by courts- or enacted by legislatures (Massachusetts, Connecticut, Vermont, New

Hampshire, District of Columbia and Towa).

New Hampshire and Iowa are the two states that have direct implications for the 2012 presidentiai

elections, and they also happen to be the states with the greatest possibility for victory. The District

of Columbia has an initiative and referendum process (similar to California and Maine) that allows

for the possibility of taking the issue directly to a vote of the people (although court battles will be

necessary to achieve this e‘n‘di—sec; more below). Therefore NOM’s top priorities for rolling back

gay marriage in 2010 will be New Hampshire, lowa, and the District of Columbia.

A note on the strategic significance of New Hampshire and lowa: Marriage needs to be a national
(and ultimately international) effort, not just a local or regional issue. If marriage is going to be
_ preserved as between a man and a woman in the United States, the next president musf be a man
or woman who 'express'ly articulates a pro-matriage culture, and appoints sympathetic Supreme

Court justices.

11
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New Hampshire

Passage of sane-sex marriage in New Hampshite has brought Democrauc Governor John Lynch’s
election numbers down to the lowest point in his entire tema. We are working with Republican
Party chaiiman and former Goverrior J'ohfl Sununu to implement a plan to_defeat Govetrior
Lynch and flip both houses of the legislature. Through a state political action committee, we have
already helped defeat one pro-same-sex marriage candidate in a special election. We are targeting
100 House districts and 10 Senate districts. The overall budget for our part of this effort is $2
million—$ 1 million to defeat Lynch and $1 million to flip the legislature.

In New Hampshire, if we can elect a new legislature and govembr We can reverse gay 'm‘arriage
quickly, either directly or by a quick referral to a vdte by the people in 2011.

NOM 2009-2010 Budget“ New Hampshfre—-Ei?’l(' ‘)(4) ....... enrins $2,000,000
2010 Need... e etseeeescopeneseimieessesgingigeierieseynrnnnnnens 31,600,000

D1stnct of Columbia

The D.C. City Councxl has just passed a gay mamagc bill, over the objectlons of ArchbxshoP
‘Wuerl and a coalition of black pastors led by Bishop Harry Jackson. In 2009, NOM helped create
and manage Stand for Marriage D.C. and brought Schubert Flint Public Affairs iri to help lay the
groundwork for an initiative and referendum campaign. In 2010, getting marriage to the people
of D.C. will involve litigation as the first step (since the D.C. Board of Elections claims that
the measure would violate the Human Righfs Act, which cannot be amended by a vote of the
people). The legal outcome is never certain, but our legal counsel believes our core argument (ﬂ.lC.
legislature cannot by its vote overtumn a right guaranteed by the original charter) is likely to prevail
at the appeals level in federal court, in which case a vote to repeal gay marriage in D.C. is likely in
2010. D.C. is not a state but a city: the battle for the white vote (about 45 percent of the District)
will be tougher than in Maine or California. But we will be helped by an emerging new et of
genuine black leaders who are upset their voices and values have been ignored by the culturally

liberal white elites.

Schubert Flint's preliminary campaign budget suggests Stand for Marriage D.C. will need to raise
around $6 million for victory. NOM will pledge to raise one-third of that budget (32 million).
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- NOM 2009:2010 Budget Dlstrlct of Columbla——501(c)(4) ineeeeener $2,000,000
20410 Need ....... PP ST e TPe $1, 000 ,000

Towa , _

We are in the process of hiring a full-time political orggnizer fo identify key races in Jowa, begin
candidate rec'ruit;nent, and to manage our overall qﬁfbr_ts in lowa.- We knov;r that there are key
opportunities in Jowa, and have been working closely with Congressman Steve King to lay out a
plan to flip the Jowa legislature. This money will be used to hire a full-time employee, set-up and
administer an 6.ffi.ce, and to deal with the legal obligations in creating and administering a state

political action committee.

Because gay marriage was imposed via a state supreme court decision, reversing gay marriage in
Towa will not be a quick or easy process. It will require electing a new legislature and then votes in

two successive years to refer a martiage amendment to a vote of the people: -

In the- process however, by keeping the marriage issue front and center in Iowa politics, we will
influence the 2012 presndenual campaign indirectly, and emerge with important pohtlcal assets

that will serve candidates who art1culate a strong marriage message

Now 20’@9-*26‘10 Buislget'r l&feWnHam pshit ”f-SB"l(c)(lIa) cocimisamieniss 91,000,000
2010 Need... e betabae e e esefee s oot aretinsinivers STOD, DBO

‘3. Going on Offense |

One of the strategic challenges NOM has faced is that we are playing on our opponents’ home turf,
fighting back efforts to impose gay matriage and striving to proteot religious liberty in blue states.

We have managed to expand our donor and activist base rapidly in spite of the fact that our core
activities have been in liberal states. But a strategic goal of NOM is to break out of this cycle,
building the organization, expanding our donor base, and energizing our grassroots by pushing
for marriage amendments in red and purple states, including Pernsylvania, North Céro]ina, West

Virginia and Indiana.
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Tbe Pennisylvania and Beyond Project -

Local pro—mamage groups in states like Pennsylvania have relied on n diffuse prhc opinion rather

than soph1st1 cated pohncal organizing to push marriage amendments in these states. To add political
‘muscle to our movement, NOM works with local groups while using sophisticated technology to
reach out to voters; supplemented by persuasive radio, TV, and interriet advertising to (a) identify
the marriage voters for future electoral purposes, (b) generate phone calls to leglslators from
. constituerits, and () fundraise. In North Carolma we will use a marriage amendment to identify
our voters throughout the state, not only to push a marriage amendment, but to permit us to turn
outour voters for the judicial elections there in 2010. Opportunities to push marrlagc amendments
may also atise in states like West Virginia and Indiana, where polmmans have been blocking

mairiage amendments from geiting to the ballot.

NOM 2009-2010 Budget P‘ennsylvaﬁxa &Beyend--sm (c)é4>) . $1,500, OOB
2010 Need... e e et v e S ..+'$1,000,000

NOM Rhode Island

NOM has a unique investment in Rhodc Island. Tharks to strong support from an xmpresswe-
network of local leaders, NOM has formed ifs first truly functioning state chapter. (In most states,
NOM acts from and out of the national office, serving as a liaison with independent local groups).

Under the capable leadership of NOM Rhéde Island’s executive director Chris Plante (and with an
impressive advisory board that includes Dr. David Carlin, a professor at CCRI-Newport and the
former senate majority leader in Rhode Island, Providence Bishop Thomas Tobin, noted prolife
- “super lawyer” Joseph Cavanaugh, pedlamcmn Michelle Cretella, former.president of the Rhode
Island Psychiatric Soclety Daniel Harrop, and Brown University Professor Ralph Miech), NOM
Rhode Island achievements include stopping four bills that would have either dxrectly legalized
homosexual marriage in the state or paved the way for its introduction through Judmlal dccrecs

In 2009, NOM Rhode Island has succeeded in building effective coalitions and paﬂnerships In
August, NOM Rhode Island hosted the First Annual “Celebrate Marriage and Family Day” which
was attended by over 800 people. NOM Rhode Island has strengthcned its relatlonshlp with the
Diocese of Providence on many levels, including pattnering with the Human Life Guild to bring

marriage education to the Diocesan High Schools around Rhode Island.

14
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Through its Advisory Board, NOM Rhode Island has also made significant progress in mobilizing
Evangelical congregations in Rhode Island and Southeastetn Massachusetts. Finally, the fourth
quarter of 2009 witnessed the development of a working partnership between NOM Rhode Island
and national organizations including the Family Research Council'and the Alliance Defense Fund.

" With the legislative success from the 2009 legislative session and these strong and effective
partnerships, as well as with the national momentum to protect marriage, NOM Rhode Island is

well positioned for the 2010 legislative session and election cycle.

Gay marriage advocates are waiting until 2011, after the retirement of Gov. Don Carcieri, before
pushing a gay marriage bill in Rhode Island. NOM Rhode Island plans to organize an effective
doner/activist base, using the successful New Jersey/New York model, to be in a strong position

to fight gay marriage.

In addition to opposing legislative attacks on xﬁarriage and family during 2010, NOM Rhode
" Island exf)ects to be positive and proactive in at least two ways. First,- we will introduce and
support legislation to authorize a Constitutional Amendment to define marrlage as between one
man and one woman. Second, NOM Rhode Island hopes to introduce dlvorce reform leglslatlon in
an effort to strengthen Rhode Island’s marriages and families. '
The 2010 election cycle will be crucial in defending marriage in the long-term in Rhode Island.
Through its Political Action Committee and (c)(4) arms; NOM Rhode Island plans to take at ‘
least three seats in the RI House of 'chrésentatives from homosexual-marriage supporters, while
_protecting mamaga ’s champions. At the same time; early rumors indicate that up to ten seats in
the House will be vacant in Noveinber 2010. This provides supporters of marriage and family an -

unprecedented opportunity to protect these institutions for the foreseeable future. \
NOM 2009-2010 Budget: NOM Rhode lsfand--SB”l(c)@) vesiermianinnn, $225,000
2010 Need.....cooveeircricrrvrci e erreieernrene rereneiennes $225,000

15
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Two Million for Marriage

The goal of the Two Mi]lion for Marriage effort is to use the Obama administration’s priority of
the repeal ‘of DOMA to rally a nationwide donor and activist base, recruiting two million activists
and 50,000 donors by the election of 2010. We have already launched a $1 million e-mail, direct
mail, and autorriated call campaign and have gamed over 500,000 actw1sts and roughly 20 ,000.
new donors in our first few months of this effort. Senator Rick Santorum has served as the face of
this effort through e-mail and direct mail. Senator Santorum has recently agreed to use his voice in '
. nationwidé automated call effort to solicit activists and donations. An addlthnal $2 million will
allow us to reach our goal of two million activists and an additional 20,000 donors by March of
201 Pwell before oir own timetable of the election of 2010. . '

NOW 2009-2010. Budgeft TwWo. Whmon for Ma"mage--’.iﬁﬂc)(il) . $3,000,000
2010 Need... hasiear v asars ke SV e g oI ar g s Eneare s $2 006,000

State Emergency Reserve Fund.

We have to be ready fora decisive, rapid and eﬁectwe response in whatever states gay marriage
advocates decide to act to push gay marriage. Such-a state emergency fund wilf also act as a
discouragement to politicians tempted by theirbase to push this divisive issue on their constituents.

Given the threa;cs of intimidation to donors who support marriage in California and nationwide,

we face a serious hurdle in getting state ballot initiatives and candidate campaigns funded because
donors must be disclosed. However, 1f NOM makes a contribution from its own resources that are
not specifically designated for oneé of these efforts donor identities are NOT disclosed. It is critical
that we have a reserve fund to give to these efforts to ensure victory and protect donor identity. Our

~ goal is to raise $2 million for this reserve fund before the 2010 elections.

NOWM 2009-2010 Budget: State Emergency Fund—501(~c)(4) .« $2,000,000
2010 Need............. Cetreereetessiseaserrbrsareasiaes snatasnese e aieraaeriraneres $1,500,000.
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Federa] Marriage Po[ztzcal ACUOH Committee

As we build assets in specific states (identifying marrlage yoters, actmsts and small donors) we
want to direct these assets to electing pro-matriage legislators in Congress A Federal Marriage
Political Action Commitiee (PAC) will hélp us block the repeal of the Defense of Marriage Act,
influence Supreme Court nommatlons, and promote a federal mamage amendmerit. We will be

launching a federal PAC in the spring of 2010,

‘Buﬂdin'g' a network of regional political directors will help us identify and recruit candidates.
 Politically significant states (besides New Hampshire and lowa) in Senate and presidential politics
include: South Carolina, Florida, Ohio, Minnesota, Indiana, Pennsylvania, Nevada, Corxnec_ficut,

" New Mexico, Nevada, Colorédo, and Michigan.

- Because of NOM’s unique structure, we, can spend unlimited funds through our 501(c)(4) toward
promoting the PAC to our current (30,000) financial suppqrters.

NOm 2‘009-2010'Budget Federal Marrlage PA“C-—5ﬂ’l(c7( 45... 3$1 ,600,0 |
D00 NGO et i oeramstrnsssnees s st eoptzoenis issonnens: $100 000

4. The International. Organization for Marriage
The rhoveme;ﬁt for gay mérriage is global. The counterrevolution protecting mafriage needs to
have a similar international reach. We need to take what we have learned about winning marriage

battles in the U.S. and assist groups fighting marriage battles in other nations.

NOM has been approached by leaders in Mexico, Argentina, and Ireland (for example). for
assistance iri fighting gay marriagé battles. We are investing resourcés now in exploring the legal
and technological infrastructures needed to export- NOM’s successful model to other countries.
Expenditures in other countries will have to come from international donors. NOM’s money from
U.S. donors will remain fully committed to NOM’é national battles.

_ 17
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The goal is to inexpensively leverage the hard-fought k_now_ledge, techniques, experts, messaging, '

and other resources learned in U.S. victories to build a truly global counterrevolution on marriage.

A very small budget item (forproper legal advice) will create new global possibilities. As interested

donors are identified in relevant countries, this budget could expand.

Interiational 2009-2010 Budget 501(6§¢¢) ..... reerepesegeemrsenmseaaseines S 25,000
R T R et e e $15,000
Travel ....oeeeveninirnenns rereererrentreere s neinespaenseesseranesiseminens 99,000
Translat{on of Key Documents ...................... $5 000

5. ' NOM Legal Defense Fund

NOMs successful efforts make ballot box and legislative victories more and more remote for
“gay marriage” advocates. Once agam they are turning to courts to impose their will. NOM has
“been asked to help fundraise for the costs of legally protecting the political victories we have
helped win with these constitutional marriage amendments Before s rlght now-is the expensive
litigation over Prop 8 itself (Perry v Schwarzenegger) The leadership of the Propos1t10n 8 Legal
Défense Fund and the California Catholic Conference has asked us to help. This may be the
’ foundathnal case for proteetmg traditional marriage at the U.S. Supreme Court. NOM is also .
a client in federal litigation to protect the righfs of donors in Prop 8 (ProtectMarriage.com v,

Bowen), as well as Maine (National Organization for Marriage v. McKee) and elsewhere.

NOM’s goal in 2010 is to raise $3 million for the NOM Ligal Defense Fund. These funds wiﬂ

be turned directly over to the key legal fights for marriage and donor privacy in California and

: e]sewhere

2010 Budget: Legal Defense Fund........ eerenesanismeun e swmsassnrsivensrens $8;000,000
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6. Cultural Strategies

Grasswots activism which can generate real poh’uca] meact is an important “missing ingredient”
among social conservatives generally and on the marriage issue partlcularly Building such a

capacity is a key part of NOM’s strategy for vxctory

But to win the mérriage debate will require more: innovative cultural strategies to hold and expand

our base of committed marriage supporters—especially among influential elites and the next

generation.

NOM?s cultural strategy has a special focus on the next generation. We understand that the
transmission of basic moral values across generations involves more than rational argument,
especially in an age where the market, académia, media and Hollywood conspire to present

intellectually shallow but efnbtionally appealing arguments and images for gay marriage.

Valueé and character are transmitted thrdugh the related processes of emotional engagement and
identity formation, as well as rational argument. People ask-not only, “What do 1 cognitively
believe, about right and wrong?” but also “Whom do asplre to be like?” “What and ‘who makes
me feel good about the Good?” '

Reason influences emotional commitments, but emotional commitments giverise to rationalizations
as well. People avoid adopting views that strike them as pamful and are attracted to ad0ptmg

reasons for views that provide emotional satisfaction.

. 'We also recognize that reason influences people not only directly (though the power of ai‘gument),
but indirectly, through the social prcsti.ge. attached to intelligence and to intellectual elites. The
good and the true and the beautiful each have their power, and that power is greatest and most

persuasive when they are made mutually reinforcing.

NOM'’s ambitious cultural strategies project aims at influencing, sustaining, reinforcing and
expanding these basic processes implicated in character formation, with special attention to identity
and emotional impact. We are looking for a new set of messengers and a new, more emotionally

powerful set of messages on the marriage issue: Whom will T burt if I abandon marriage? For

whom am [ standing in standing for marriage?
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Here's the bottom line: Hollywood with its cultural biases is far bigger than we can hope to be. We
: reéogﬂize this. But we also recognize the opportunity———thé disproportionate potentidl impact of
proactlvely seekmg to gather and connect a community of artists, athletes, writers, beauty queens
and oflier glamorous nencognitive elites across national boundanes When people are isolated they
are silent and ineffectual; in community they gather courage.and also give courage (by being visible
to others). Precisely because Hollywood is curreritly so massively biased, there is an opportunity

for a small countercultural community to have a disproportionate cultural impact.

The Latino Project: A Pan-American Strategy

The Latino vote in America i8 a key swing vote, and will be even more so in the future because of
demographic growth. Will the process of assumlatlon t6 the dominant Anglo culture lead Hispanics
to abandon traditional famxly values? We can interrupt this pxoCess of assimilation by making

support for marriage a key badge of Latino identity.

We aim to identify young Latino and Latina Jeaders, especially artists, actors, musicians, athletes,
writers, and other celebrities wi lling to stand for matriage, regardless of national boundaries. (For
example Eduardo Vcrastegux, the young actor-who starred i in Bella, has come to us offering to be
a major-spokesperson. on marriage; we have also met thh a former Miss Mexico in preliminary
work on this project.) Here’s our insight: The number of “glamorous” people willing to buck
the powerful forces to speak for marriage may be small in any one country. But by searching for
these leaders across national boundanes we will assemble a community of next generation Latmo
Jeaders that Hispanics and other next generation elites in this country can aspire to be like. (As
“ethmc rebels” such spokespeople will also have an appeal across racial lines, especially to young

urbans in America).

With the help of Schubert Flint Public Affairs, we will develop Spanish language radio and TV ads,
as well as pamphlets, YouTube videos, and church handouts and popular songs. Our ultimate goal
is to make opposition.to gay marriage an identity marker, a badge of youth rebellion to conformist

assimilation to the bad side of “Anglo” culture.
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Lafine Project 2010 Budget: $1 million

| Hispanic Outreach coordinator [$75k plus benefits]......cccoce urtunrs.... $90,000
TRVl DUAGEE O COOTAINAIOT. crrers e scrersosierse s scerceris $35,000
Radié and TV ad de}-velop:meﬁt (Schubert Flint) ..oooovvviire s $40,000 .
Radio and ™ Produgtion ............. ........... $50 000
Spanish radio and TV ads . §500,000
YouTube prodUctions{vtra‘l maitketing -outreach emsrinesennr-nr, $50,000

PR Outreach to Hlspamc TV, radlo pnnt Aand online, pubhcaﬂons
[3—4 mo.nths @ STOKIMIDNEN ...pivivs e sreisapms coenamssepevienisonin gratais $35 000

Hispanic outrézich for Ruth lnstatute a, d.ove., an Fidh
generation leaders conferences (Scho it

by confererice organizers: o migetxith’ Ieade:rs) $‘50 OOO
| Phehe outreach ﬁr‘ac:.aﬁin:g;)s t_a Lating zip c"oﬂes. R $75 0on
D‘Irébf thaiil and ernail outreach ‘ N $75 000 |
37 R — e o $1,000,000

The Next Generation Leaders Project _

- By conducting student conferences, speakers and debates, we aim to find, tram, and equip young
leaders on the marriage issue at Ivy League and equivalent universities. NOM has launched the
Ruth Institute for this purpose and is working with the Love and Fidelity Network to replicate the
suécess of the Anscombe Model on the Princeton Campus at other Ivy League schools.

The Ruth Institute, an arm of NOM headed by Dr. Jennifer Roback Morse, will sponsor two to
three next generatioh leaders training sessions on marriage each year. (The first such prototype

conference was held August 6 in San Diego.)
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Love and Fidelity Network, centered at Princeton, is building a network of chastity-supportive
organizations at Ivy League ¢olleges. The centerpiece of LFN’s networks is an annual student
conference that draws 200 to 300 leaders from Ivy League and equivalent universities. NOM will

“niggyback™ on these existing conferences (and search for other similar venues) to identify, train, .

and equip next generation leaders on marriage, ineluding media training.

But in keeping with the aims of the Cultural Strategies Project we will not.confine our mission to
attract and cultivate a community of cognitive elites alone. Through the Love and Fidelity Film
Festival and YouTube and Song contest, we will seek to identify a next generation of elites capable
of creating pro-iiarriage culture more broadly construed. ;

,,,,,

Next Generation 2010-Budget: $300,000 million

Two student conferences wifh Ruth lnsiltute

[$3D_k eaCh Cenference] ! reesde vy ;--.‘f:.y-s‘.— ..-._..'3‘...-..e..".q;.g.:—"--,' -..kb-,;'-.;?uf-r. $6@, QGG
Maitiage and riedia tralnlng at Love: and Fldehty Neh/verk
. COﬂferenceS e nsmie ..-..-.'-.:.-", .,-,rai'-..;-.-.'.“'.u,....,...'......-.".;.,-_aw;g_\-.....;wa.,'.‘...-..;.94.; ...-’..‘s..'.e-‘..:'. $25,VB@0
. Love and Fldeilty ad contest (YeuTube and poster) | .. $20,000 -

Love and Fidelity YoutLibe, Film and Sﬁng Festival gand Contest .'$100,000
Website maintenance, emaif ou-tre’ao’h to :Cdl]ég‘e .:'stud'en.ts $’5{),,-.0'0‘0
NOM youth coordinator [$35K plUs DENETHS] -.....ecerrrerrererrereneeee .. $45,000

SUBTOTAL e...'....a..~.-....'.u.:..,.-.-._-..'.--...'-.....-.v...-...'.wu,.n.'. .......... naxvuuruRanE T N ) $300,0f10

“Not A Civil Right” Project

The majority 'of African-Americans, like the majority of Americans, oppose gay marriage, but
Democratic power bosses are increasingly inclined to privilege the concems of gay rights groups
over the values of African-Americans. A strategic goal of this project is to amplify the voice and

the power of black Americans within the Democratic Party.
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We aim to find, equip, enefgize and connect African-American spokespeople for marriage; to.
develop a media campaign around their objections to gay marriage as a civil right. No politician .

waénts to take up and push an issue that splits the base of the party. '

“NotA Civil Right” 2010 Budget: $1 million

Radio and TV ad pro-duction...................'.; ...... e aiersttenssonerssnne: $100,000

Media buys / direct outreach L

(targeted radio/TV ads and robocalling in blagk neighborhoods A .
in N, NY, Notth Carolina, and other key bat_tlfagrounds) ..... eeneenes $760,000

African-Ametican outreach to next-generation i'.e.a;d@rs sonferences
(scholarships to confererice, travel by ¢onference organizers 1o
et WIth 1880ETS) ...ovvenr e cmsenirs e nes e seenesgesin e es 900,000

Black bloggers preJect George Soros.Jed: ihi¢ 'way in usmg «small
~ amounts of money tg shape the disceurse: ohtheinternet..... $60 000

NOM Afncan—Amerlcan gutreach coordmat@ﬂspokesperson
[$75k plus PEABTILS]...os csunarseee v eseerirtvievesineremmonimgincocessregmans . $906,000

. SU‘BTOTAL T UL T T T ] ui.“‘;- EwsErRann e in.,-'. -_,}q_u-q;h- waknm azg:‘-'-'t.;.‘-'-z-i! e \_-'- . g!.‘r'('.j! $1 ,000 ,BOB ’

Expert Witness Project ,

Identify and nurture a worldwide community of highly &rédentiale,d intellectuals and profeésional

scholars, physicians, psychiatrists, social workers, and writers to credential our concerns and to
- interrupt the silencing that takes place in the academy around gay miarriage and related family

issues. Marriage as the union of husband and wife has deep grounding in human nature, and is

supported by serious social-science.

Expert Witness Project 2010 Budget: $50,000
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Catholic Clergy Project

All clergy are key influencers on gay marriage, but Catholics are a key swing vote and Catholic
clergy are notoriously difficult to personally reach. The Catholic Clergy Project alms to use. NOM'’s
close relationships with Catholic bishops to equip, energize arid moralize Catholic priests on the
marriage issue. NOM has provi&éd this service to bishops in New York, New Jersey, Rhode Island,

Towa, and Kansas to date.

Catholic Clergy Project 2010 Budget: §50; 068
10 clergy semlnars in 2010 [10 seminars @ $5,000 each] ..o .. $50,000

SUBTOTAL ...... '.._..‘,...;-.1---'--..&...-'--»---;-,..-;.-..--n"..--.-.-.@-;.\..un...-vx womasEurivErRonna $SD 000

Behind Enemy Lines: Document the Victims—Keeping Gay Marriage .

Controversial in Massachusetts, Vermont, and Connecticut

Document the consequences of gay marriage and develop an effective culture of resistance. Polling
data in Massachusetts indicate that six years after couits imposed gay matriage, publi¢ opposition
to gay marriage remains surprisingly strong. Itis also, however, very quiet, in part because people
fear retaliation and harassment if they speak up for tradltxonal mamage ideas. (In a recent poll 36 -
percent of people who oppose gay marriage agreed that “if you speak out against gay marriage in
Massachusetts you really have to watch your back because some people may try to hurt you.”?)

Fund 2 low-cost media campaign (primarily bi]lboards) to 'support the idea that children need
mothers and fathers and to highlight threats and promise support to any citizens attacked for their
pro-marriage views; commission polling and other studies to document conseéquences of gay
“marriage; and gather a rapid-response team of yidepg;raphefs and reporters to collect and record
stories of those who have been harassed, threatened or intimidated asa result of their support for

traditional views on marriage and sexuality across the country and also in Europe and abroad.
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Behirid Enemy Lines 2010 Budget: $300,000

Pelling for intimidation effect in gay marnage/cnvul union reglmes

‘ [$10k each poll x 6 polls] ... $60,000
Study of whiat schools are tedching in gay marnage/mvul unien regimes
[$25k each X 4 states/regions]........ccooearmimemise . $100,000
PR to maximize p.oﬂin‘g/stu'dies impact
[6 months x $15k/month]......cocvviive i fwvmrereriveevinsion -$90,000
Billboards and radio media campaigh [$50k/year] $50,00’0

SUBTOTAL O S —. . . X

The Face of the Victims: Rapid Response Video Team and Archive
Who is hurt by gay marriage? The rapid response video project would aim to put an emotionally

compelling face on the answer to this question.

When the government punishes some Methodists because they doni’t allow gay union ceremonies
on their own property, we need to capture not only the facts, but the stories—the faces, the names,

the emotions of the people threatened with litigétioh. -

When a young Michigan grad students gets kicked out of her school program a'few'w weeks.before'
graduation (as happened this past spring) because she won’t personally counsel a gay couple on
how they can keep their relationship together, we need more than her story—we need her face, her

voice, her outrage and her suffering on camera.

When a2 young Hispanic mother discovers in New Jersey what her first grader is being taught

about gay marriage, how does the school counselor respond to her concerns? We need to get her

on camera, telling the story of what gay marriage really means.

NOM’s rapid response team takes the “document the victims” project national, giving us the
capacity to capture the oppression of people’s rights, the disregard of their feelings and interests,

on video, as it happens, in real time.
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NOM will contract with a fitm (most likely.Syndicate Pictures out of Philadelphia) to have a team
on retainer ready to fly out at short notice when news stories like these (most of which never hit

the national inedia) oceur.

The Face of the Vicims Project 2010 Budget: $150,000

10 wdeos [$5000 each] TR $50,000

Viral marketing of these V{deos for fundralsmg, actlwst and

youth MesSaging PUIPOSES......o. e ri it it it .. $55, 000

Professional PR for print/media outreath _ : | |

[3 anthS :@ $‘15k/m01']th) ._....,...;,,_.-.,, R S e I L LR ST PR T $45,00—O
SUBTOTAL u,.....i.:;...,.w..-~-i.<--.,‘.-‘-,.- -.---i-i-.q--.-’iiiihq'--‘iii‘_-}.'u-----:g--.-_--i-,;"o. ..... wavgrawiy $1 50,060

Gay R:gbts or Parenas ’ Rights? An Exploratory Pro;ect
Buﬂdmg on-our “bchmd enemy lines” and “face of the Victim” pro;ects NOM will inaugurate a

special effort to focus on the consequences of gay marriage for parental rights.

 Gay Rights or-Patents’ Rights Pém.iéc’i 2040 Hudyet: $150000

Study what schools are teachmg on gay marrlage in MA, VT:And CT

[covered above — Behind Enemy. Lmes projeci] et engennscesees DO
Voices.of parents with public:sshool chlldren

[covered above — Face of the Victims pro;e‘ct] ....... ererrserbasrrgenirsnmea e e aae $0
Polling on parerits concerns [1 national poll ahd 4 state polls]......... $80,000

. Children of same-sex couples and their concerns—outreach coordinator
to identify children of gay parents willing to speak on camera '

[$50K plus DENEfItS].....coereceeimieercrsee s e s $60,000 .
. Professional PR for print/media outreach -
[2 months @ $15K/MONtN).cciiiivmii errrmreeens $30,000
SUBTOTAL coovresistemsscrssmmsssssesssas s anssssssssmssmssssssrss s sssssssssss SR e $150,000

26
CONFIDENTIAL



Achieving NOM’s $20 Million Strategy for Victory

In the little over two years since NOM was founded, it has grown to over 30,000 members with
an annual operating budget of approximately $10 million dollars in 2009, We have leveraged our
limited resources to wifi major victories—most visibly in California and Maine—but also in New -
York, New Jersey, Arizona and Florida. Yet in the legislative and cultural battles that confront us
we are being heavily outspent—and without greater resources we risk iosing marriage on these

key battlefronts.

The disparity of resources is overwhelming and clear. The Human Rights Campaign alone, our
leading national opposition group, has an annual budget of over $40 million. The Gill Foundation,
a 501(c)(3) organization, has an annual budget approaching $20 million, and the Gill Action Fund

adds $10-$15 million more each year in (c)(4) money.

In addition, supporters of same-sex marriage have a multiplicity of smaller organizations funding
their efforts on the political level, whereas NOM is the only promarriage organization creating and
sustaining political action committees at the state level. We will be launching a federal political

action committee in the spring of 2010.

Yet, the nearly $40 million donated to the Propositi?n 8 effort last year clearly shows that our

donors can be motivated to raise large sums of money if the proper }ilan is put in place. -
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Budget & Fundraising (July 2009 to Dec. 2010)

Overall 2009 2010 Funds Remaining

Project . -
) Budgdet Expenditures Allocated 2010 Needs

New York / New Jersey — 501(c)(4) $2,000,000 - - $1,260,000 . $0 " $800,000

Maine~501()#) T OTA00000L  dEeggo0 v 0 .0

‘New Hampshire — 501(c)(4) © 2,000,000 200,000 200,000 1,600,000

" 1,006,000

Distic of Golumbi 50U} SA00H00

Towa~ 501(c)@) ‘ ' - 1,000,000 700,000

.I?éxjiisyl'vaﬁi‘a & ?éyondf— 501(6)(4) . - 1,5 I

NOM Rhode Island — 501(s)(4) 225,000 225,000

P Millic for Macape -S0TAY . 55,000,000 Y "y Z0aRge0

State Emergency Fund — 501(c)(4) 2,000,000 1,500,000

LA Ay B

International Organization for Marriage

L]

Culturd] Strategies 3,000,000

CTomAL S RIRSES0000 84200000 - S350
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$20 Million for Marriage Fundraising Plan

We have hired Steve Linder, the Finance Director for the Proposition 8 effort, to help manage the

fundraising for our $20 million campaign.

Luis Tellez, Brian Brown,-Maggie Gallagher; and Steve Linder will sefvc on the fundraising

committiee.

NOM?’s growth over just ’che'pas't two years can be seen below:

NOWM Donor Growth (2607-2009)

30000
25000
20000
15000
10000
5000
0
2007 2008 2009
(July - Dec) |
Totsl | 658 3,25‘.!
Donors
(cumulative)
30 B
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Major Donors _ ,
NOM currently has 66 major donors contributing more than $5,000, including 30 donors at the
$25,000 level, 11 donors at the $100;000 level, and 3 donors at the $1 million level.

$5,000+

_STEON0

$100,000+

$1,000,000

Donoxs.

NOM Major -

6

oL

3

For the carripaian we have a three-stage plan to reach our goal of $20 million by the end of 2010.
We have already cleared the initial phase Our goal was to raise at least $5 million from a small
group of our largest donors. That accomplished, we planned to-use that momentum to motivate and

move our donors to increase their past giving to help raise an addmonal $5 million.

As with a traditional capital campalgn, we have initially focused on our {argest supporters to get us

the seed money necessary to encourage ouf other major dorors to step.up to the plate.

We have now raised a total of $7.5 million from our Iargeét supporters, su’rpassing‘ our $5 million-
goal, and putting us in.an excellent position as we begm Phase 2 of the fundraising plan. Having
crossed the $5 million threshold we now turn our focus to supporters whose past giving indicates

that they can make a $100,000 plus gift.

We have identified 36 such individuals or foundations. Some of these individuals may do
significantly more or less than this goal, but conservatively, we believe we can raise at least $3

~ million by March 31 from these Jarger donors.

We will also focus oﬁ the 65 donors we have identified as possibly giving $50,000 or larger gift.
We believe we can raise an additional $2 million from this group by the end of March.

Oﬁce we hit the $10 million mark we will go public with the fundraising for the effort at the end of
March 2010. We will then focus our efforts on a major donor direct mail effort that ANNOUNICES US
clearing the $10 million hurdle and asks for larger gifts from our $500-$5,000 donors.
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Private Phases
Phase 1 Goal: $5,000,000—Completion Date: January 1, 2010

Phase 2 Goal: $10,000,000—Campletion Date: April 1, 2010

Public Phase
Phase 3 Goal: To $20,000,000—Completion Date: December 31, 2010

How Can We Possibly Do Al This? A Note to Donors

At NOM, we quickly learned that we cannot in the course of just a few years match the network
of organizations the gay rights movement has built up over 30 years brick for brick, employee for.
employee, or dollar for dollar. The top ten gay rights organizations have $200 million in annual

revenues—plus inestimable advantages in media and entertainment and academia.

To expand rapidly to meet the urgent néed, NOM has adopted two complementary strategies: First,
NOM:is partnering with “sister organizations” with whom we have strong personal and mission
relationships to extend the impact of what NOM. can do directly. (Love and Fidelity Network and

Ruth Institute are examples.)

Second, NOM has adopted an outsourcing model that allows us to use high-level talent from
around the country as needed, rather than build a Iat;ge, expensive, difficuli-to-manage, “taok” in-
house. We have developed ongoing refationships with some of the best conitractors in the country
who are committed to NOM’s mission to do many of the projects outlined, working under our
leadership, mission focus, and accumulating messaging expertise. This allows us to expand rapidly
. to meet mission objectives while “outsouréing” certain management headaches'(like hiring junior

staffers).

For example: Our PR needs are sérved by Creative Response Concepts, considered the prémier

conservative PR firm in the country. Their services can be expanded or. shrunk on short notice to.
cope with mission needs.
32
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Our television and radio ads are developed by the team of Schubert Flint Public A ffairs, campaign
managers for Prop 8. They also handle ad placement, and offer strategic and political insight and.
serve as our naﬁonal'campa’jgn manégcrs. We can use this team for direct political advocacy, for
501(c)(4) lobbying ads, and for 501(¢)(3) public education media messaging.

Franik Cannon and Jeff Bell of Capltal City Partners in Washmoton D.C. help us coordinate our

national strategy.

Gabe Joseph's firm, ccAdvertising, handles robocalling and also the live caller solicitation. He ~ .

expands and manages staffto deliver for us on relatively shortnotice in different states, depending

on the volume of calls we need placed.

. At NOM, we have worked hard to find innovative ways to expand capacity while capitalizing on
gur core strategic asset: a brilliant, creative, in-house team of extremely mission-focused experts
who can spot opportunity, develop innovative strategles o advancc the mission, and create a

“feedback” information loop that allows us to learn from failure as well as expand on our successes.

‘Contributions or gifts to the National Organization for Marriage, a 501(c)(4) organization
with ONC status, are not tax~deductible. The National Organization for Marriage does not
accept contributions from business corporations, lubor unions, foreign nationals, or federal
contractors; however, it may accept contribitions from federally regwtered political action
comyitittees. Donations may be ‘used for political purposes such as supporting or opposing
candidates. No funds will be earmarked or reserved for any political purpose.
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authorizing same-sex marriages in New Jersey has statled.in Trenton and is unlikely to pass. The vote by a Senate
comniittee last ‘week to release the bill for 4 floor vote may be as far as it can go. Its chances in the full chamber
were 50 dim that two days later ‘the chief sponsors of the bill withdrew it, before a scheduled vote

could take place.”).

102009 NOM Massachusetts Marriage Survey, Five Years After Goodridge: Gay Marriage Divides Massachusetts
Voters, May 17, 2009, available at www.nationformarriage.org. .
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Maine Marrlage Referendum Campa!gn Budget
November, 2009 Election

Draft6 ~ August 1, 2009

Recommended Media Levels

BASE BUDGET May Juhe July August September jOctober November [Total

R e T s e e e Cr R G s G T
1[Signature Gathering $50,000 5135 600 s1oo,ooo 3285.000

e o R L e oy O R L "."“”".»

Offi celAdmnisu‘ahon B Shea s A Bl e 3 o el ,}
2{PhonefFax ’ ) 250 2.000] . 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 1,000 11 250
3{Shipping/Frinting/Copies 250 1,500 1,500 1,500 . 1,500 1,500 1,000 8,750
4[Travel » Consultants 3,000 3,000 3,000 3.000 3,000 - 3,000 1,500 19,500
5| Travel - in State 2,500 2,600 2,600 2,500 2,500 1,500 14,000,
6]Campaign Office 3,500 1,750, 1,750, 4780] 7 1,750 1,000 11,500
7|Campaign Chair {Marc Mutty) , 2,500] - 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500, 15,000

_ 8}Deputy Diractor {Mary Conroy) 5485 . 5455] 5455 5455 5455 2,725 30,000
8]Evangelical Pastor Reimb. (Emrich) 2,500, 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 16,000
10JAdmin Staff (Chris) 1,200] 1,200 4,200 1,200 600 6,600

Subiota! Ofﬂce $22,405 322.405 522,405 522 405 $14,325]  $131,600

Voter Resoarch : i _‘3&@'_‘@.’% .4 s af' e éﬁg m ‘:',;_., S5
11]Segmentation Study  * 55,670 . - 55,670
12}interactive Audience Response Tests (2) 38,350 38,350] .
13}Strategy Refinement Survey 286,500 26,500
14| Tracking Surveys N 13,500 58,500 4,500 76,500
15|Gary Lawrence Consulting 6,000, 6,000 6,000 6,000 24,000

Sublotal, Research $0 SO 561 670 $44,350 $46,000) 554..'3 ) $4,500 $221,020
16{issue Consulting §0 $D $0] $5.000 $5,000, $0! $0, $10,000]

Grassroofs Rl Sl P BRI ‘ 5 ;
17Webslte . ’ 12,500 12,5000 12,500 12,500] 5, 5,000 60,000
18 Collateral 0 0] 75,0001 50,000 50,000 175,000
i8lGrassroots Director (Ryan Hamdan) 0 i} 3.000 3,000, 3,000 3,000 1,000, 13,000
20|Field Coordinators {2} 5,000] - 5,000] 5,000 2,000 17,000,

Sublotal, Grassroots - $0i $12,500] $90,500] $70,500 $70,500 $13,000] $8,000, $265,000

; "“1.. ot ;_% ST W}W‘@ﬁ TR Z §{§°‘-‘ SR PR o r A ’. & Bg 5

Earned Mﬂ’_‘f_ . - i 53 1 TS h = 2 ¢ i 3%
21|Conferences/Events ‘ . 1,500 0 1,500 100,000 103,040
22|Communications Dn'ector {Scoft Fish) - ¢ 6,000 6,000, 6,000] - 8,000 1,000 25,000

Subtotal, Eamed Media 50 $0}] $7,500] $6,000 $7,500] $106,000/ $1.000] $128,000]

m%,‘si;., 7 TR s : ; S e

Campalan Management ] W R pas ARy B s
23ISFPA - 10, 000 20,000} 20,000] 30,000 30,000 30,000 415,000 155,000

Subtotal, Campaign Management $10,000] $20,000 | $20,000 ] $30,000 .$30,000 $30,000 $15,000 $145,000
24 Legal $0 $3,500 | $3,500 | $3,500 $3,500 $3,500 $3,500 $21,000)

o T PO RIS b e e Ay e e
- 25 Accounﬁng $0 $5,000 | $5,000 ] $7.500 $7,500 £7,500 $10,000 £42,500
SR Pp I e = ] S e e -

Fundraising . ?%gd%@ Relaan SRRl SRR P e
26{Sterfing Corporation I 0 10,000f 10,0001 10,000 10,000, 10,000 10, 60,000

Subtotal, Fundralsing . . $0 $10,000] $10,000] $10,000 $10,000 $10,000, $10,000] . $60,000,

: S e e S R RERNS : e Lok N e S
27| Misc.lconﬁn enc $1 000 310,000 S10,WD 310,000 $20,000 $20,000, $20,000) $81,000]

Total Operahons Budget 564 500 5220 155 $330 575} $209, 255 $222,405 $276,905) $86,325] $1,400,120

s o ma?&m@a@,a@w KSR = % ggxa = 0 VT = ? =

Pald Medla Budget : 5 i 4 K] i -

lDlI’Bd Mﬂ" It i %‘E S & 3 2 e
28] Direc Mait 150,000, 150,000 300,000,
Subtotal Mafl $0/ $0 $0 $450,000 $150,000 $0, $300,000
T E S e e e = o TIR =

Eampalgn Media (recommended) = R S B e -
29fTelevision (4120 TRPs) . 240,785, 361,177] 601,962
30}Cable.(2060 TRPS) 123,303 184,855 308,258

31|Radlo (2425.TRPs) 210,000 315,000 525,000
32{Oniine Adverbslng 1 25,000] 50,000 100,000 175,000
3alProduciion . . . * 130,000 130,000] 260,000
- |Sublotal, Cam, aignMed' ia $0) . $0f $25,000] $754,088 81.091,132 $0] $1,870,220

e P ] o e O] Eo S o [ QO oo 5 HEs SR

Subtotal, Paid Media so| $0] $25,000] 3904,088 51 241 132 $0| $2,170,220

T R e e o e B T s DRy

Tofal Budget . ;54.5001 $220,155| $330,575 5234,255 $1,126,493 51.518,037 $86,325] $3,570,340 37

CONFIDENTIAL



National Organization for Mairlage New Jersey Budget
2009 Election and Lame Duck Sesslon
Draft 2 - August 1, 2009

. Sub!otal Campalgn Medla

38

—_— Budget
Phase One | Phase Two
BASE BUDGEI' tember [Octob ]November
z ‘5%%@5"5‘&? SER v&?f’! @}Ei 3
> PSR o
ofﬁceIAdmms(ratlon ,,s.ﬁ,r,n‘;_s;é,_;- ;;i,ﬁl 3
Phane/Fax/Misc. 500 500
Shipping/Printing/Coples 500 ' 500
Travel 3,000 3,000 |
Subitofal, Office $4,000] *$4,000 $4,000 $12,000
T L v (e B [ SR I
Voter Research . SR @%L_ E 3 it k]
Baseline Survey 25,000 25,000
Subtotal, Research - $25,000 $0 $0]  $25,000
o S e A e PO o SOt L 5 e
Grassroots- e e i
Robo, Calls 40,000 30,000 30,000 100,000
Voter File Match/Enhancement 25,000 25,000
{Website 20,000, 20,000
Subtotal, Grassrools $85,000 $30,000 $30,000, $145,000
Earned Media HErm e Sy i
Conferences/Ed Boards } 0
|Subtotal, Earned Media 50 $0 0 $D
A e e [ e s DR R e e D A
Legal $2,500 52 500 $2,500, $7,500
SRR ST T s R : 2
Accounﬂn $2,500 $5.000 $5,000 $12,500
& 7 b SR :
[Fundraising £ 2 Sk o ‘
Consultant 0
Subtotal, Fundralsing $0 $0] $0 €0,
MistContingenc $1 ooo $10,000| $16,000| $21,000}.
A ey S 2 F i aan b :
Total, Operatlons Budget $120,000]  $51,500, $51,500]  $223,000
PAC Conmbntionsllndepv Expend B ek o 4 ]
Legisfative races . 50,000 [} [i) 50,000
Governor's race 150,000 1 0| 150,000
Sublotal, PAC Contributions $200,000 $0 $ $200,004
R e T N : I PR o
Pald M_e_dia Budget 2
Direct Mail e Il e e e B e
Direct MaiL 150,000 50,000 50,000 250,000
Subtotal Maill $0 $50,000 $50,000| 5100,000
e e L Ror g e S St
Campaign Media . §:&@ Jiﬁs i%ﬁwﬁ%ﬂ oy &%1 e -
Television [} 0 0
Cable 325,000] 325,000 650,000
Radio 100,000 100,000} 200,000
Phone Banking - 40,000 40,000 80,000
Online Advertising/Recruitment 35,000 35,000 35,000 105,000].
{Production - 25,000 25,000 50.000]
3525 000
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