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26April 2017 

 

 

The Honorable Benjamin Kallos 

NYC Council Member, 5th District 

244 East 93rd St. 

New York, NY 10128 

 

 

RE: 1130-A of 2016 – Increasing cap on public campaign funds – SUPPORT 

 

 

Dear Councilmember Kallos,  

 

I am writing on behalf of Friends of the Earth U.S. to voice our support for the proposed change to the 

administrative code of the city of New York via 1130-A, in relation to increasing the cap on public funds 

available to candidates. Thank you for your leadership on this matter, which would strengthen our cities 

democracy by closing the existing gap in our cities public campaign funding program. 

 

Specifically, 1130-A would increases the public matching grant from an arbitrary partial match of 55% to a full 

match. This would mean that the first $175 of every amount raised from city residents would be matched by a 

ratio of 6 to 1.  

 

The majority of Americans today agree that outside money has too much influence over our political system. 

Strengthening New York City’s strong and popular public campaign finance program empowers the best 

candidates to run for office, and not just those with easy access to wealthy mega-donors to fund campaigns. This 

helps make New York’s elected officials more diverse and accountable to everyday voters while also abating the 

influence of deep-pocketed anti-environment special interests.  

 

In the decades since public campaign finance was introduced, New York City has seen public finance programs 

realign candidates’ focus back to ordinary citizen voters and away from concentrated powerful private interests. 

An important element to this success is the city’s 6 to 1 small donor matching program that de-incentivizes 

candidates from seeking outside money. Yet our current programs leaves a “big dollar gap” of more than one-

third of a candidate’s campaign spending limit that is not covered by this program. 1130-A would close this gap 

and create a fully funded public matching grant. 

 

We urge the City Council to move forward and pass this important measure. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Jon Fox 

Senior Democracy Campaigner 

Friends of the Earth - United States 
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MEMORANDUM OF SUPPORT 

Campaign Finance Reform  

Increasing the Cap on Public Matching Funds  

Int. 1130-A (Kallos) 
 
The New York Democratic Lawyers Council (www.NYDLC.org) strongly supports 
the enactment of New York City Council Int. 1130-A. This legislation raises the 
current 55% cap on the maximum public matching funds available for candidates who 
participate in the public financing program in New York City elections to a full match with 
the expenditure limit.1 
 
This bill would amend section 3-706(3)(a)(iii) of the of the Administrative Code of the City 
of New York to eliminate the arbitrary “fifty-five percent” cap on matching public funds 
available to participating candidates. Instead, such candidate’s principal committees 
would be able to raise funds eligible for matching up to the expenditure limitation for the 
office for which such candidate seeks nomination for election or election.2  
 
The NYC Campaign Finance Board (CFB) explains that “New York City's landmark 
small-dollar public matching funds program helps candidates rely on New York City 
residents—not special interests—to fund their campaigns.”3 The program encourages 
candidates to prioritize small contributions (up to $175) from NYC residents, by matching 
their contribution at a 6-to-1 rate (up to $1,050 per eligible contributor).4 The Program is 
designed to empower City residents by amplifying the value of their contributions six-
fold, incentivizing candidates to engage constituents and be responsive to the concerns 
and priorities of average New Yorkers. CFB reports that the program encourages 
residents to tune in to municipal elections, such that in 2013, 44,500 New Yorkers made 
a first-time contribution to a city candidate (three-quarters of those were $175 or less).5  
 
The purpose of this legislation is to eliminate the “big-dollar gap” that remains once a 
candidate who pursues public financing has maxed out their participation under the 
current matching regime. The gap today leaves over one-third of permissible spending 
unfunded, which candidates pursue to remain competitive. For Mayor, the current gap is 
$2.5 million. Without this legislation, even candidates who participate are incentivized to 
prioritize large-dollar prospective donors to fill the gap quickly and efficiently. Instead, full 
matching allows candidates to compete “without the cloud of corruption” from 
dependence on large outside funding and allows candidates with strong community ties 
to run competitive races, without personal wealth or access to major donors.6 
 
For the foregoing reasons, NYDLC strongly supports the enactment of Int. 1130-A. 
                                                
1 Summary of Int. No. 1130-A, 2/6/17, http://on.nyc.gov/2p7lrDa. 
2 Int 1130-2016 (Kallos), A Local Law to Amend the Administrative Code of the City of New York, in 
Relation to Increasing the Cap on Public Funds Available, http://on.nyc.gov/2p7lrDa. 
3 NYC Campaign Finance Board, Matching Funds Program, www.nyccfb.info/program (visited Apr. 27, 
2017). 
4 Id. 
5 Id. 
6 Common Cause CA, Public Financing of Campaigns, http://bit.ly/2pCWDUZ. 
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Good	
  Afternoon.	
  My	
  name	
  is	
  Daniel	
  Altschuler,	
  and	
  I	
  am	
  the	
  Director	
  of	
  Civic	
  Engagement	
  

and	
  Research	
  at	
  Make	
  the	
  Road	
  New	
  York.	
  	
  Thank	
  you	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  Council,	
  Committee	
  Chair	
  Kallos	
  
and	
  the	
  Committee	
  on	
  Government	
  Operations	
  for	
  creating	
  this	
  opportunity	
  for	
  testimony	
  on	
  the	
  
benefits	
  of	
  Introduction	
  1130-­‐A	
  for	
  New	
  York	
  City’s	
  immigrant	
  communities	
  and	
  working-­‐class	
  
communities	
  of	
  color.	
  	
  	
  
	
   	
   Make	
  the	
  Road	
  New	
  York	
  is	
  the	
  largest	
  grassroots	
  immigrant	
  organization	
  in	
  New	
  York	
  City	
  
working	
  to	
  build	
  the	
  power	
  of	
  Latino	
  and	
  working	
  class	
  communities	
  to	
  achieve	
  dignity	
  and	
  justice	
  
through	
  organizing,	
  policy	
  innovation,	
  transformative	
  education,	
  and	
  survival	
  services.	
  With	
  a	
  
membership	
  of	
  over	
  20,000	
  low-­‐income	
  individuals	
  and	
  almost	
  20	
  years	
  of	
  history	
  in	
  the	
  outer	
  
boroughs,	
  we	
  tackle	
  the	
  critical	
  issues	
  facing	
  our	
  community,	
  including	
  workers’	
  rights,	
  tenants’	
  
rights,	
  language	
  access,	
  LGBTQ	
  justice,	
  heath	
  care	
  access,	
  youth	
  development	
  and	
  immigrant	
  civil	
  
rights.	
  Our	
  vibrant	
  community	
  reaches	
  from	
  Jackson	
  Heights,	
  Queens	
  to	
  Bushwick,	
  Brooklyn,	
  to	
  
Port	
  Richmond,	
  Staten	
  Island	
  and	
  our	
  community	
  centers	
  draw	
  upwards	
  of	
  15,000	
  people	
  annually	
  
for	
  adult	
  literacy	
  classes,	
  legal	
  and	
  support	
  services,	
  and	
  thousands	
  more	
  for	
  community	
  education	
  
meetings	
  and	
  campaign	
  planning.	
  	
  
	
   As	
  we	
  are	
  all	
  aware,	
  too	
  often	
  immigrant	
  communities	
  and	
  working-­‐class	
  people,	
  especially	
  
those	
  of	
  color,	
  are	
  shut	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  political	
  process.	
  The	
  results	
  of	
  the	
  last	
  presidential	
  clear	
  make	
  
this	
  all	
  too	
  apparent.	
  
	
   There	
  exists	
  a	
  critical	
  need	
  in	
  our	
  communities	
  for	
  genuine	
  democracy	
  where	
  people’s	
  voices	
  
can	
  be	
  heard.	
  For	
  too	
  long,	
  big	
  money	
  has	
  dominated	
  our	
  politics	
  at	
  every	
  level	
  of	
  government,	
  
drowning	
  out	
  the	
  voices	
  of	
  ordinary	
  people	
  and	
  often	
  breeding	
  disillusionment.	
  In	
  New	
  York	
  City,	
  
we	
  have	
  taken	
  significant	
  strides	
  by	
  passing	
  and	
  implementing	
  a	
  small-­‐donor	
  matching	
  system,	
  
which	
  has	
  substantially	
  reduced	
  the	
  barriers	
  to	
  running	
  for	
  office	
  and	
  opened	
  up	
  our	
  local	
  
democracy	
  in	
  critical	
  ways.	
  	
  
	
   But	
  now	
  we	
  have	
  an	
  opportunity	
  to	
  go	
  further.	
  Even	
  under	
  the	
  current	
  system,	
  there	
  remains	
  
a	
  “big-­‐dollar”	
  gap,	
  which	
  for	
  Mayor	
  reaches	
  $2.5	
  million.	
  This	
  gap	
  is	
  completely	
  out	
  of	
  reach	
  for	
  City	
  
residents	
  like	
  our	
  members,	
  who	
  typically	
  cannot	
  contemplate	
  raising	
  such	
  a	
  sum	
  given	
  the	
  lower	
  
socio-­‐economic	
  level	
  of	
  people	
  in	
  their	
  personal	
  and	
  professional	
  networks.	
  
	
   We	
  have	
  members	
  who	
  are	
  interested	
  in	
  assuming	
  positions	
  of	
  public	
  leadership,	
  including	
  
elected	
  office.	
  By	
  expanding	
  to	
  a	
  full	
  matching	
  system,	
  Intro	
  1130-­‐A	
  would	
  reduce	
  the	
  influence	
  of	
  
big	
  money	
  in	
  our	
  City’s	
  politics	
  and	
  make	
  it	
  easier	
  for	
  our	
  members	
  and	
  people	
  like	
  them	
  across	
  
New	
  York	
  to	
  seriously	
  consider	
  running	
  for	
  office	
  and	
  representing	
  their	
  communities.	
  We	
  
therefore	
  support	
  this	
  legislation.	
  	
  
	
   Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  leadership	
  and	
  continued	
  dedication	
  to	
  these	
  issues.	
  
	
  
 



 
 

CITIZENS UNION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
 

Testimony to the New York City Council Government Operations Committee  
On Proposed Changes to the Campaign Finance Law  

Intro 1130-A 

April 27, 2017 
 

Good afternoon Chair Kallos and members of the City Council.  My name is Rachel Bloom and I 
am the Director of Public Policy and Programs at Citizens Union.  Citizens Union brings New 
Yorkers together to strengthen our democracy and improve our City.  
 
Nonpartisan and independent, we seek to build a political system that is fair and open to all, 
values each voice, and engages every voter.  Citizens Union is an independent and nonpartisan 
democratic reform organization that organizes New Yorkers to strengthen our democracy and 
improve our city.  We thank you for the opportunity to speak today about Intro 1130-A.  
 
Over the last three decades, New York City’s campaign finance program has positioned itself at 
the forefront of efforts to empower the electorate in the face of the ever increasing influence 
of big money in political campaigning. It is acclaimed throughout the country as a 
groundbreaking example of how a municipal campaign finance system can transform elections. 
It holds this position as a national model for two reasons: the principles of independence and 
populism, and by extension anti-corruption, that inform its mission; and the deliberative steps 
by which it has developed through Council action and within the Campaign Finance Board.  
 
Intro 1130-A certainly embodies the first of these principles: By lifting the 55 percent public 
funds cap, it arguably creates a more level playing field for candidates who may have varying 
access to donors when fundraising and have the capacity to go beyond the cap, but many 
candidates already struggle to even meet the 55% threshold.  It also brings us to a system of 
near full public financing, a goal that CU neither supports or opposes, involving the use of more 
taxpayer funds.  CU currently supports and values the partial system as it has allowed many 
more candidates to run and has produced a more diverse and representative City Council.  
Changing the funding source mix may result in a more diverse range of candidates, but New 
York’s experience in 2013 showed a very diverse field of candidates for Council.  Changing the 
financing of the program is a significant matter that deserves more public analysis and scrutiny.  
We are not sure what specific data supported problem this legislation is seeking to solve.   
 
Despite its intent, the introduction of the bill at this late stage in the municipal election cycle is 
a deviation of the carefully measured process by which the program is updated and revised. 
Traditionally, the Campaign Finance Board makes recommendations to the City Council in its 
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quadrennial report at the end of the first year following a municipal election, based on their 
evaluation of the program’s recent performance and impact and the Council then conducts its 
own hearing to evaluate the program and consider the CFB’s recommendations.   Our program 
has succeeded in New York City because the Council and the CFB work together to improve the 
program every four years.   Because Intro 1130-A would not go into effect until after the 
upcoming municipal elections, we see no reason why the Council should stray from its 
customarily deliberative approach and take up this reform outside the context of what will be 
the most recent election. For this reason, Citizens Union neither supports, nor opposes Intro 
1130-A. Rather we are here today to express our concerns over the timing and potential impact 
of the proposed legislation, with the goal of preserving the integrity and mission of New York 
City’s Campaign Finance Board and it’s lauded matching funds program.  
 
On an implementation level, Citizens Union has deep concerns about the financial constraints 
and documentation requirements that candidates will be subject to if matching funds rise from 
55% to 85%, constituting a full match.    
 

 Qualified Expenditures. Matching funds from the Campaign Finance Board can only be 
used for qualified expenditures as dictated by law. For instance, matching funds cannot 
be used in advance of the calendar year of an election, to pay family members or for 
ballot litigation. If a candidate relies entirely on matching funds, they will be left with 
only 15% of their budget for these costs and can potentially find themselves severely 
hamstrung.  For a City Council race where the total cap is $182,000, that would leave 
only $26,000 to cover unqualified expenditures.  
 

 Documentation Requirements. A candidate relying upon the CFB for matching funds is 
required to keep detailed receipts of all qualified expenditures that matching funds are 
used for and to submit them for review. Candidates must maintain and may be required 
to produce originals and copies of checks, bills, or other documentation to verify 
contributions, expenditures, or other transactions reported in their disclosure 
statements. Citizens Union has concerns that if the amount of matching fund rises, so 
will the justifiably heavy burden of submitting all required paperwork to the CFB. It will 
be a considerably heavier lift for candidates to maintain all of these needed records in 
smaller and smaller matchable amounts. 
 

There are serious issues being raised by this bill that need greater time to evaluate. We would 
be better off looking at the issue to right after our 2017 city elections.  
 
In an era of ever increasing money in politics, we believe that New York City’s campaign finance 
program is more important than ever, and is a program all New Yorker should be proud of.  
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There	
  are	
  eight	
  million	
  people	
  in	
  New	
  York	
  City	
  represented	
  by	
  51	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  
City	
  Council	
  and	
  three	
  citywide	
  offices.	
  To	
  serve	
  on	
  the	
  New	
  York	
  City	
  Council	
  or	
  in	
  
citywide	
  office	
  is	
  a	
  rare	
  privilege	
  enjoyed	
  by	
  a	
  few,	
  but	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  try,	
  the	
  
opportunity	
  to	
  run	
  for	
  office,	
  should	
  be	
  available	
  to	
  all	
  of	
  us.	
  For	
  a	
  healthy	
  
democracy,	
  the	
  barriers	
  to	
  running	
  for	
  office	
  must	
  be	
  removed	
  so	
  that	
  anyone	
  with	
  
grit	
  and	
  good	
  ideas	
  has	
  an	
  equal	
  shot.	
  It	
  is	
  the	
  function	
  of	
  the	
  New	
  York	
  City	
  
Campaign	
  Finance	
  Board	
  to	
  level	
  the	
  playing	
  field	
  through	
  public	
  funding.	
  Raising	
  
funds	
  is	
  the	
  biggest	
  barrier	
  to	
  entry	
  for	
  women	
  in	
  electoral	
  politics.	
  Increasing	
  the	
  
cap	
  on	
  public	
  funds	
  available	
  to	
  candidates	
  would	
  reduce	
  the	
  barriers	
  facing	
  New	
  
York	
  women	
  when	
  they	
  decide	
  to	
  get	
  off	
  the	
  sidelines	
  and	
  run	
  for	
  office.	
  
	
  
And	
  we	
  need	
  New	
  York	
  women	
  to	
  run	
  and	
  to	
  have	
  an	
  equal	
  shot	
  at	
  winning.	
  There	
  
are	
  four	
  million	
  women	
  in	
  New	
  York	
  City.	
  But	
  women	
  currently	
  hold	
  just	
  13	
  of	
  the	
  
51	
  seats	
  on	
  the	
  City	
  Council,	
  and	
  just	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  three	
  citywide	
  offices.	
  This	
  is	
  not	
  
good	
  enough,	
  not	
  for	
  women,	
  not	
  for	
  our	
  city,	
  and	
  not	
  for	
  our	
  democracy.	
  
	
  
Of	
  all	
  the	
  components	
  of	
  a	
  campaign	
  plan,	
  the	
  premium	
  put	
  on	
  fundraising	
  persists	
  
in	
  dissuading	
  women	
  from	
  pursuing	
  public	
  office.	
  It	
  is	
  not	
  simply	
  that	
  women	
  don’t	
  
like	
  to	
  ask	
  for	
  contributions	
  in	
  comparison	
  to	
  their	
  male	
  opponents.	
  It	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  
network	
  of	
  wealth	
  women	
  have	
  to	
  draw	
  upon	
  is	
  smaller	
  than	
  their	
  male	
  opponents.	
  
Wage	
  equality	
  does	
  not	
  mean	
  that	
  a	
  women	
  has	
  less	
  take	
  home	
  pay	
  than	
  her	
  male	
  
colleagues,	
  it	
  means	
  that	
  all	
  women	
  take	
  home	
  less	
  pay.	
  Women	
  are	
  small	
  donors.	
  
Women	
  candidates	
  are	
  likely	
  to	
  rely	
  on	
  a	
  network	
  of	
  small	
  donors.	
  Empowering	
  
small	
  donors	
  empowers	
  women	
  candidates	
  and	
  elevates	
  women	
  candidates	
  to	
  a	
  
level	
  playing	
  field	
  with	
  their	
  male	
  opponents.	
  
	
  
Therefore,	
  I	
  urge	
  the	
  committee	
  to	
  support	
  passage	
  of	
  INTRO	
  1130-­‐A	
  and	
  in	
  so	
  
doing	
  to	
  increase	
  equality	
  of	
  opportunity	
  for	
  all	
  New	
  Yorkers.	
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My name is Gene Russianoff and I am a senior attorney at the New York Public Interest Research Group,
NYPIRG. NYPIRG is a non-partisan, not-for-profit, research and advocacy organization. Consumer protection,
environmental preservation, health care, higher education, and governmental reforms are key areas of
concern. We appreciate the chance to testify.

The genius of the New York City' campaign finance law Is that it has grown and changed as the city has grown
and changed.

As the Campaign Finance Board said in its report on the program and the 2013 elections: “Since its inception
in 1988, the Campaign Finance Program has set the conditions for City Council representation that reflects the
demographic diversity of the city." The 2013 elections ushered in some new milestones with the election of the
first African-American woman to citywide office and the first Mexican-American elected to the City Council.”

NYPIRG believes that Intro 1130 would build on that tradition. Here's the background on Intro 1130:



Under NYC's widely well-regarded campaign finance law, candidates for city office are permitted to match the
first $175 donated by a NYC resident to such a campaign on a six-to-one basis. That means a $175
contribution could yield up to $1050 ($175 times 6 = $1050.) As in the past, the current law seeks to maximize
the incentive for city candidates to rely on small contributions from city residents of modest means.

But it also permits citywide candidates, for example, to accept up to $4,950 for an election cycle. In adding a
55% cap on public funds, the provision’s authors were seeking to prevent criticism of program by those felt it
was an overly generous at the time.

But in NYPIRG’s view, of even greater concern, is the unintended enhancement of the influence of larger
campaign contributions. Candidates can and do collect significant amounts of funding from maximum

contributions allowed under the law. . Candidates can and do collect significant amounts from
higher big dollar contributions of $4,950. These accounted for nearly half of the money in
the 2013 race for Mayor.

Costs may have been an issue back in the 2001 elections, but given the program’s nearly unanimous approval
from the public, NYPIRG does not see it is a major issue going forward. Indeed, many New Yorkers see it as a
relatively small price to pay for competitive elections in the city.

Finally, NYPIRG notes that they are other ideas to create incentives for candidates to receive smaller
contributions City residents. Among the ideas worth considering are:

- less forbidding thresholds than exist now; and

- differing matches of smaller/larger contributions.



    
 

 

Hello, my name is Sean Basinski, and I am the director of the Street Vendor Project of the Urban 

Justice Center. We have more than 2,000 members, overwhelmingly immigrants and people of 

color, who sell food and merchandise on the streets and sidewalks of our city. 

 

There are few if any issues related to street vendors that are decided in Albany or in Washington, 

DC.  The livelihoods of our city’s vendors depend greatly on who is elected to the New York 

City Council and who is elected to be Mayor. How many vendors are given permits, where they 

are allowed to vend, which rules they must follow, how those rules are enforced – these are all 

dictated by City Council and the various agencies under the Mayor. Our community therefore 

has a great interest in the rules and procedures that govern local elections.  

 

We are very supportive of Intro 1303-A because we believe it will enable our elected officials to 

be more accountable to regular New Yorkers, including street vendors and the millions of people 

who serve as their customers each day. Removing the cap on public matching funds will 

empower candidates to run who can depend on small donors, without the requirement to turn to 

donors to fund their campaign.  

 

Many people ask us, “who doesn’t support street vendors?” The answer is very simple – the real 

estate industry in New York City does not support street vendors. Yet the real estate industry has 

great power over what happens at City Hall, not because of the merit of their positions, but 

because of their ability to make large campaign contributions. The current cap on matching funds 

makes many candidates beholden to real estate developers and the large donations they have the 

ability to make.  

 

We believe that Intro 1303-A will reduce the influence of the real estate industry in city affairs, 

to the benefit of everyone else. Every real estate developer should have their voice heard as 

much as anyone else. But they do not own our public streets and sidewalks and they should not 

get to determine who gets to use them, no matter how much money they have.  

 

Thank you again for the chance to testify today.   
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April 26, 2017,

Re: Testimony in support of Introduction 1130-A of 2016 and the full funding of New York

City’s public financing system.

Esteemed Council Committee,

I would like to voice my adamant support for Int 1130-A 2016. In the late 1980’s, New York

City pioneered the exciting, and much-needed, small-donor matching fund system. Empowering

candidates to run for elected office by decreasing their reliance on big donations was, and still is,

a noble and worthwhile endeavor. Nationwide, cities look to New York City’s small-donor

matching fund program as a blueprint to institute their own, so they can prioritize people over

profits.

But for this system to work as intended, it must be fully funded. Pushing back against the

moneyed interests that whittle away at our most basic democratic processes -- our elections --

has always been an uphill battle. New York City’s small-donor matching fund is a tangible,

proven tool used to diminish private influence in public matters and encourage ordinary citizens

to engage in the political process. Supporting it half-heartedly is not enough.

Reports from the Brennan Center show that due to the current small-donor matching system that

in up to 24 times the amount of small-donors participate in City Council races in neighborhoods

that are a majority People of Color than those of State Assemblies in similar areas. Legislators

who operate within a small-donor financing system decrease their fundraising time by two-thirds

so they can spend more time leading and less time asking for money. Further, the small-donor

system encouraged candidates to spend more time engaging with their constituents and less time

chasing after large contributions. Even in the poorest neighborhoods, voters recognize the

importance of their participation when public financing is involved, and participate accordingly.

A more aggressive grant from the city stands to help New York City realize a more egalitarian

and efficacious democracy.

The effects of small-donor financing on the increased presence of new candidates in electoral

contests can also be enhanced. When a public financing system was instituted in New York City,

far more elections went contested, and the racial and gender diversity of these challengers

increased, as well. Not only are voters’ voices elevated (and we stand to elevate them further)

under public financing, but having more average citizens run for office means that the voice of

that all New Yorkers have a greater chance of having their voice heard.



Taking power away from a wealthy few and empowering the ordinary majority is a cause that

requires full commitment. There are no shortcuts. As is, a mayoral candidate using the small-

donor matching system leaves $2.5 million dollars on the table as a result of a program operating

at only 55 percent of its capacity. Reducing the “big dollar gap” is in the best interest of

everyday New Yorkers. When 95 percent of the money raised in the 2013 mayoral race

comes from big money interests, it’s clear that the city’s arbitrary 55 percent public

matching grant is insufficient.

I invite anybody to find a New York City teacher who would say 55 percent is an

acceptable score on an exam. New York’s City’s public financing system must be fully

funded.

In addition to fully funding the program, Int 1130-A 2016 proposes to increase the number of

small-donors needed for a candidate to be eligible for public matching grants by a minimum of

50 percent. Any measure that incentivises candidates to engage with more of their constituents

strengthens the democratic legitimacy of our elections. Once again, this has Public Citizen’s full

support.

Our nation’s Founding Fathers spoke to the importance of a person’s political influence being the

same, regardless of economic bracket. To quote James Madison in the Federalist Papers:

“Who are to be the electors of the federal representatives? Not the rich, more than the poor; not

the learned, more than the ignorant; not the haughty heirs of distinguished names, more than the

humble sons of obscure and unpropitious fortune. The electors are to be the great body of the

people of the United States.”

For a majority of this city’s residents, the prospect of needing to raise upwards of $20,000 from

their communities is an immediate disqualifier for their own political participation, and by

extension that of their neighbors and constituents. However, it’s things like New York City’s

public financing structure that work to uphold Madison’s vision. And it’s legislation like

Introduction 1130-A 2016 that ensures these democratic tools function to their fullest

capacity.

Thank You,

Jonah Minkoff-Zern

Director, Public Citizen’s Democracy Is For People Campaign
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Chairperson Kallos and Members of the Committee:  
 
Thank you for asking me to testify on the proposal to amend the public matching fund program. 
Unfortunately, I shall be out of the country the day of your hearing. As a result, I am submitting 
this written statement and would be pleased to respond to any questions.  
 
I am a Professor of Political Science at the University at Albany (SUNY).  I am also co‐founder and 
Executive Director of the Campaign Finance Institute (CFI) in Washington DC. CFI is a specialized 
and  nonpartisan  think  tank  committed  to  the  idea  that  durable  policy  should  be  based  on 
objective,  fact‐based  research. For nearly  fifteen years, CFI’s  federal,  state, and  local  research 
has  played  a  leading  role  in  the  effort  to  understand  and  enhance  small‐donor  citizen 
empowerment. Several CFI publications have been about New York. One peer‐reviewed article 
in 2012 was entitled “Small Donors, Big Democracy: New York City’s Matching Funds as a Model 
for  the  Nation  and  States”.    Another,  also  peer  reviewed  and  scheduled  for  publication  this 
summer,  is  called “It’s all  in  the Details: Comparing Small Donor Matching Funds  in New York 
City and Los Angeles.” My statement will draw on the forthcoming article and other CFI reports.  
 
Proposed  Int.  No.  1130‐A  would  leave  the  existing  matching  funds  system  substantially 
unchanged, while increasing the cap on the maximum amount of public funds that a candidate 
many receive. The current cap is 55% of each candidate’s spending limit. The proposal would let 
eligible contributions be matched until the full spending limit.  
 
Our  research  suggests  that  this  proposal  meaningfully  addresses  a  real  problem,  but  that  it 
would need to be coupled with additional changes to achieve the goals that sponsors say they 
want  for citywide and borough‐wide elections. Specifically, we would recommend coupling an 
increase  in  the  public  funding  cap  with  (1)  reducing  the  contribution  limit  for  citywide 
candidates to the same level as council candidates, and (2) requiring citywide candidates to raise 
qualifying contributions in twenty of the city’s fifty‐one council districts. 
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CFI’s 2012 journal article was an effort to determine the effectiveness of the city’s then‐unique multiple‐
matching  fund  system  to  heighten  the  importance  of  small  donors.  With  multiple‐matching  first 
introduced in 2001, the article compared elections in the 1990s (under a one‐for‐one match) with those 
of  2001‐2005  (four‐for‐one‐match)  and 2009  (six‐for‐one match).  It  concluded  that multiple‐matching 
was  a  highly  successful  incentive  for  candidates  to  raise  money  from  small  donors,  resulting  in  a 
substantial increase in the number, proportional importance, and neighborhood diversity of such donors 
in city elections.  
 
While we  felt  relatively  comfortable with  these  conclusions,  there were  two  sources of  unease.  First, 
New York then was alone with a small‐donor multiple‐matching fund system. What if the results were 
only  specific  to  New  York?  Second,  the  article  looked  mostly  at  City  Council  candidates.  Mayor 
Bloomberg’s  self‐financing made  it  too  difficult  to  analyze mayoral  elections.  The  new  journal  article 
corrects both of these problems. First, with Los Angeles adopting a multiple‐matching system in 2013, it 
was possible to look at more than one city. Second, having two cities and a longer time frame has made 
it easier to compare offices.   
 
The next three sections of this statement summarize our findings, explanations, and recommendations. 
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FINDINGS 
 
The following tables show some of the key results. 
 
First, adding another election confirmed the basic conclusion that multiple matching funds resulted  in 
an increase in the number and proportional role of small donors for New York City Council elections. City 
Council members raise proportionally more of their private money from small donors than do the state 
legislative candidates in all but a handful of states. When matching money is allocated to the responsible 
donors,  small  donors  were  responsible  for  63%  of  all  of  the  money  in  City  Council  elections  –  a 
percentage higher than any of the states, except for those with full public funding.  
 

Table 1: New York City Council Before and After Matching Fund Changes 
 

Candidate 
Type 

Avg. # of small donors per 
100k constituents 

Avg.% of funds from small 
donors (private only) 

Avg. % of funds from small 
donors (private + public) 

1997 
1:1 

match 

2001‐
2005 
4:1 

match 

2009‐
2013 
6:1 

match 

1997 
1:1 

match 

2001‐ 
2005  

4:1 match 

2009‐
2013 
6:1 

match 

1997 
1:1 

match 

2001‐
2005    
4:1 

match 

2009‐
2013      
6:1   

match 

  
Incumbent  155  173  215**  31%  31%  34%  42%  49%*  55%*** 
Non‐
Incumbent  200  215  222     38%  50%***  45%**  47%  67%***  68%*** 

Total   176  197  218***  35%  42%***  41%***  45%  59%***  63%*** 
 
Note 1: Includes candidates with half as many votes as the winner in either a primary or general election. 

Note 2: Independent samples two tailed t‐tests calculated comparing candidates in 2001‐2005 and 2009‐2013, 
respectively to 1997.                            *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 



Michael J. Malbin – page 4 

However, we learned in our newer study that merely having a matching fund system does not produce 
the results by itself. The Los Angeles program did not show the same effect after the city adopted a less 
generous multiple‐matching  system  in  2013.    Note  that  the  following  table  combines  the  results  for 
pairs of elections before and after multiple matching because Los Angeles elects half of its city council 
every two years. 
 

Table 2: Los Angeles City Council Results for Incumbents, Non‐Incumbents, and all 
Participating Candidates, Before and After Matching Fund Changes 

Candidate Type 
Avg. # of small 
donors per 100k 
constituents 

Avg. % of funds 
from small 

donors (private 
only) 

Avg. % of funds 
from small 

donors (private + 
public) 

Number of 
Candidates 

   2009‐11  2013‐15  2009‐11  2013‐15  2009‐11  2013‐15  2009‐11  2013‐15 

Participants                         

Incumbent  141  76**  16%  6%**  20%  11%*  6  4 

Non‐Incumbent  191  175  23%  19%  28%  28%  12  25 

All Participants   174  161  21%  17%  25%  26%  18  29 

Non‐participants                         

Incumbents  119  28  11%  2%*  11%  2%*  7  2 

Non‐incumbent  78  no data  12%  no data  12%  no data  2  no data 

Note 1: Includes candidates with half as many votes as the winner in a primary or general election. 

Note 2: The number of small donors includes an estimate for those who gave less than $100. It assumes an 
average of $33 per donor, which was the actual average in New York City. 

Note 3: Independent samples two tailed t‐tests calculated to compare post‐reform elections to pre‐reform 
elections by candidate type.                           *p<0.1;  **p<0.05;  ***p<0.01 

 
As Table 2 shows, the switch to multiple‐matching had no effect at all on non‐incumbent candidates. It 
also coincided with a counter‐intuitive decline in the role of small donors for incumbents. The program 
did not cause the unexpected decline, but neither did it do anything to reverse it. 
 
At first, we were inclined to chalk up the results to underlying differences between the two cities. But 
that  fails  to  account  for  the  fact  that  the  program  in  New  York  does  not  have  the  same  impact  on 
citywide  and  borough‐wide  races  as  it  does  for  City  Council.  As  a  first  step  toward  understanding, 
therefore, we analyzed the differences between offices in both cities. 
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Table  3  shows  that mayoral  candidates  in  the  two  cities  raised  comparable  portions  of  their  private 
funds from small donors – only 9% in New York City and 12% in Los Angeles. In both cities, the mayoral 
candidates were  less dependent on small donors than candidates  for city council, but New York’s City 
Council candidates raised much more from small donors than their counterparts in Los Angeles. The full 
article  suggests  that  the  results  stem  partly  from  differences  between  the  two  cities’  larger  politics, 
partly  from  differences  between  the  two  matching  fund  systems,  and  partly  from  the  differences 
between council members and mayors.  I return to this point in the conclusion after finishing the main 
findings. 
 
Finally, we wondered whether more  small  donors  simply meant  smaller  amounts  of money  from  the 
same kinds of donors, or whether it pointed toward more participation in the system by a broader range 
of the city’s inhabitants. For this analysis, we geo‐coded the addresses of every one of the donors and 
placed them within their respective census block groups. A census block group (CBG) is a relatively small 
geographical  space with an average population of about 1,500. We then tested how the demographic 
characteristics of the donors’ CBGs compared to those for the city as a whole.  
 
The  next  table  expresses  the  comparisons  as  percentages.    The  comparable  table  in  the  full  article 
includes  both  sets  of  city  council  candidates, mayoral  candidates  and  state  legislative  candidates  for 
districts that represented the two cities. In this statement we only include the New York City Council and 
Mayoral elections of 2013. 

# Small Donors per 
100K constituents

% of contribution 
receipts from small 

donors (Private $ only)

% of $ from small
donors (Private + 

allocated match)

LA Mayor, 2013 95 12% 17%

NYC Mayor, 2013 61 9% 25%

LA City Council, 2013‐15 161 17% 27%

NYC Council, 2013 207 41% 64%

Table 3: Los Angeles and New York: City Council and Mayor 

Note: Includes all participating candidates with half as many votes as the winner in either a 

primary or general election. Because only a handful of candidates run for Mayor, these data

also include the third and fourth place finishers in Los Angeles in 2013, who earned 49% and 48% 

of the winner’s vote total. As with previous tables, the number of $100‐or‐less donors in Los 

Angeles was estimated by dividing the unitemized dollar total by an assumed $33 per donor.
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Table 4: Small Donor Diversity: NYC Census Block Groups (CBGs) with 
Small Donors in the 2013 Elections for City Council and Mayor 

  City Council  Mayor 
% of entire city’s CBGs with small donors     90%     71% 
Average small donor aggregate contrib. amount  $76  $119 
Median household income in small donor CBGs 
as % citywide median 

  99%         110%*** 

% poverty rate in small donor CBGs as % of 
citywide rate 

 100%         83%*** 

% nonwhite in small donor CBGs as % of 
citywide rate 

 98%        88%*** 

Note:   Measures whether values for small donor CBGs are statistically different from values in each city as 
a whole.             *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 
 
One  conclusion  that  leaps out  from  the  table  is  how  representative  are  the CBG’s of  small  donors  to 
New York City Council candidates. Ninety percent of the approximately 5,700 CBGs in the city have small 
donors living in them. This is remarkable. The districts are fully representative of the city’s diversity, with 
median  poverty  rates,  incomes  and  nonwhite  populations  virtually  identical  to  those  of  the  city  as  a 
whole. This is not normal in the campaign finance world.  
 
The mayoral small donors come from neighborhoods that are not as diverse. We also saw in Table 1 that 
less than 10% of the mayoral candidates’ private funds in 2013 came from small donors. The incumbent 
mayor may increase the percentage this year, but the pattern is too well established to be ignored.  
 
And the large donors to mayoral candidates emphatically did not come from all over the city. The top 
four  candidates  in  2013  raised  58%‐68%  of  their  money  from  individual  contributions  from  city 
residents. Digging  into those within‐city contributions, about 65% of Bill de Blasio’s money came from 
only six city council districts, 80% of Christine Quinn’s from four districts, 66% of Bill Thompson’s from 
six  districts,  and  70% of  Joseph  Lhota’s  from  four  districts.  These  candidates’  financial  constituencies 
were not nearly  as diverse  as  the  financial  constituencies of  city  council members.  The questions  are 
why, and what might be done about it. 
 

EXPLANATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
What explains these sharp differences between mayoral and council candidate fundraising?  There are a 
number  of  plausible  explanations  and  it  is  not  possible  to  weigh  their  relative  importance  with  the 
information available. Since we expect that several factors contribute, the forthcoming article will simply 
list three. 

 

 The office: Mayors are more powerful  and more  visible  than  individual  city  council members. 
Their decisions are more consequential for potential large donors, who therefore feel more of a 
stake in the election results and are more willing to give.  
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 Geographic  qualification  requirement:  Neither  city  requires  mayoral  candidates  to  raise 
qualifying  contributions  from  geographically  dispersed  neighborhoods.  This  frees  mayoral 
candidates to focus their fundraising on wealthy neighborhoods or downtown business sectors. 
New York City Council candidates have to raise a minimum number of qualifying contributions 
within their districts to qualify for public matching funds. Los Angeles had no such requirement 
for  city  council  candidates  in  2013  but  did  have  one  in  2015.  We  believe  the  imposition  of 
residential requirements helps explain the fact that small donors played a more important role 
in Los Angeles in 2015 than 2013. 

 Interplay between contribution limit and funding cap: While the maximum public funds for New 
York’s mayoral  candidates  is  the  same  55%  of  the  spending  limit  as  it  is  for  New  York’s  city 
council candidates, the sheer amount of money that mayoral candidates have to raise is much 
greater.  With  the  contribution  limit  for  mayoral  candidates  set  at  double  the  limit  for  city 
council  candidates,  it  is easier  for  the mayoral  candidates  to  raise what  they need  from  large 
donors.  

 

Recommendations: 
 
The bill being considered by the Council would make it more feasible for candidates to rely on small 
donors if they want to do so. Raising the public funding cap would be useful. However, I expect that the 
bill will not be enough to change the incentive structure for most mayoral candidates. To accomplish 
that goal, I would recommend that the Council couple this provision with one or both of the following:  

 Introduce geographic requirements for qualifying contributions for all offices. This works in New 
York  and  it  appears  to  have  worked  in  Los  Angeles.  In  thinking  about  how  broad  such  a 
requirement might be, one might take a cue from the presidential matching fund system. That 
system requires qualifying candidates to raise a threshold amount of money from twenty states 
(40%  of  all  states).  A  proportionally  equivalent  requirement  would  be  to  require  mayoral 
candidates to raise qualifying contributions from twenty of the city’s 51 council districts.  

 By setting higher contribution limits for mayor than city council, and matching the first dollars of 
every  large  contribution,  the  system  gives mayoral  candidates  a  strong  incentive  to  look  for 
donors who can max out. If the contribution limit were lowered to the same level as it is for city 
council candidates, there would be less distance between the maxing out donor and the $1,225 
that a candidate can get from a $175 donor.  

Any  of  these  three  proposals  would  have  an  effect  in  line  with  the  bill  sponsors’  goals.  However,  I 
predict  that putting  them all  together would have a multiplying effect,  creating  incentives  that would 
support the same goals more powerfully. 
 
Thank you for asking me to participate. I would be happy to respond to your questions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Thank you Chairman Kallos and members of the New York City Council’s Committee on 

Governmental Operations for this opportunity to submit testimony in support of Intro. 1130-A on 

behalf of the Working Group on Good Government of the Women’s City Club of New York. 

 

The Women’s City Club is a non-profit, non-partisan, multi-issue activist organization. For more 

than a century, our organization has been dedicated to improving economic, racial, and gender 

opportunities through education, issues analysis, advocacy, and civic participation. To this day, 

we remain committed to improving the quality of life for all New Yorkers.  

 

LEGISLATION 
 
Since our founding days, the Women’s City Club has supported campaign finance reforms, and 

measures that promote good government and increase transparency, and we believe that Intro. 

1130-A represents an essential step toward those goals. 

 
For nearly three decades, New York City’s landmark campaign finance system has served as a 

model of transparency and accountability in the United States. At the heart of this system is the 

core belief that an engaged, enlightened voting public is crucial to achieving a healthy 

democracy. 
 

The City’s campaign finance program –which drew participation from 92 percent of candidates 

on the primary ballot in 2013 - encourages more New York City residents involved in city 

elections through small-dollar contributions. 2013 saw the largest number of contributors, ever, 

to candidates in any of our city’s elections; more than two-thirds of all city resident contributors 

to candidates gave $175 or less that period, according a post-election report by the New York 

City Campaign Finance Board.  

 

This multiple match on small donations led to more competition, more small donors, more 

impact from small contributions, more grass roots campaigning, and more citizen participation in 

campaigns, according to the Brennan Center for Justice.  

 



This bill will allow more people, from different backgrounds and many for the first time, to run for 

office, and that will inevitably bring even greater diversity to our City Council. 

 

Throughout our history, the Women’s City Club of New York has advocated for greater civic 

engagement by women and people of color so that the composition of our elected bodies 

reflects the demographics of our city. Yet, disappointingly, our City Council only includes 13 

women (a drop from 18 in 2009), and four of those members are term limited out of office at the 

end of this year. 

 

By increasing the public matching grant, we believe this proposal would enable greater numbers 

of candidates, specifically women and minorities, to secure more funds through small-dollar 

donations while participating in the City’s campaign finance system.  

 

It also will diminish the influence of large, independent contributions, whose influence increased 

due to the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Citizens United vs. Federal Elections Commission in 

2010. As a consequence of Citizens United, raising funds sufficient to match such independent 

spending can force candidates to spend substantial time away from campaigning, and make it 

difficult to communicate their messages when confronted with unlimited spending by outside 

groups. 

 

Measures such as Intro. 1130-A help us address the realities of a Citizens United world. Our 

City – and, our State and other jurisdictions across our country – must respond by implementing 

measures that will attract more grassroots civic engagement through a transparent, accountable 

system.  

 

While we support Intro 1130-A, we do caution: as with any other bill, there needs to be clarity 

about what this measure will cost the public, and where they money will come from. We urge 

that a thorough analysis be conducted to better inform all New Yorkers about the expected 

costs.  

 

CONCLUSION 
 

New York City prides itself on its diversity. That diversity must cross all sectors – in the 

workplace, in education, and in the highest echelons of government. In a truly democratic world, 



those who serve us best represent our needs and our vision for a stronger, safer city. And as a 

result, our city, state and nation benefit. 

 

We urge the New York City Council to support Intro. 1130-A. The people of our city deserve a 

government, and an electoral process, that they can trust. 

	


























