TESTIMONY
NEW YORK PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP
BEFORE THE NEW YORK CITY COUNCIL
COMMITTEE ON RULES, PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
HEARINGS ON
COMPENSATION FOR CITY ELECTED OFFICIALS
CITY HALL
FEBRUARY 3, 2016
I am Gene Russianoff, senior attorney of 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 the principal areas of concern of NYPIRG and its affiliate, the
Straphangers Campaign. We appreciate the opportunity to testify on the proposed compensation
plan for New York City public officials.
As a multi-issue organization, NYPIRG has worked very closely with dozens of Council
Members since our founding in 1973. We witnessed their determined organizing, coalition
building and public awareness campaigns to give voice to the voiceless in their communities, and
their healthy disregard for authority as independently elected officials.
We have come to value greatly the openness of the Council as an institution, especially
compared to the often secretive, rigid and bureaucratic nature of the executive branch. In
contrast, the Council has been an incubator for new ideas and a serious check and balance,
despite being dramatically out-resourced by city agencies, with big budgets and staffing.
Over the years, NYPIRG has supported initiatives to empowering the Council as a check and
balance in New York City government. These include the 1989 New York City Charter revisions
which put the Council at the center of City government; the Council’s (unsuccessful) lawsuit on
its budget powers; and more of the Council’s resources for fiscal monitoring and oversight.
All of which is to say we do not approach the setting of salaries as an exercise in bashing
the Council or other elected officials.
The starting point is the final report of the New York City Quadrennial Advisory Commission. A
new Quadrennial Commission has been appointed five times since 1986. The 2015 Commission
has produced a thoughtful, well-researched document. It makes a strong case for its
recommendations and NYPIRG has endorsed its proposal.
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The Commission was tasked with weighing a variety of concerns. They took into account such
factors as fairness, competitiveness, attractiveness of salary package, salary compression for noncosts of living in New York, and job responsibilities. As they had since 1986, civic groups also
pressed the Commission to consider compensation-related reforms for the Council. The
Commission agreed and its final recommendations had two basic elements.
First, an increase in the overall Council Member salary, from $112,500 to $138,315. This
would represent the second highest legislative base salary among the nation’s largest 25 cities
(see page O-8 of the Commission report). This includes: a 12% increase in base pay for all City
electeds; another 3% to reflect added Council responsibilities since 2006 each in base pay of
Council Members; and $9000 in lieu of existing lulus, eliminating leadership’s ability to reward
or to punish.
Second, two compensation-related Council reforms, such as: 1) restrictions on outside
earned income Council Member; and 2) elimination of legislative stipends (lulu’s).
Late last Wednesday night, the City Council leadership introduced legislation and rules
changes largely adopting the Commission’s recommendations. However, there were two notable
additions:
First, they called for web access to financial disclosure forms of elected officials. They also
proposed to raise Members’ salaries by another $10,000 – to $148,500. They cited the new ban
on outside income. It should be noted that very few current members of earn substantial income.
NYPIRG cannot support “making up” a loss of non-existent income. What is the justification for
the additional $10,000? For this reason, it is not possible for NYPIRG to support a $10,000 pay
raise.
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Introduction
Good morning, my name is Julia Davis. I am the Director of Annual Disclosure and Special
Counsel for the New York City Conflicts of Interest Board. Accompanying me is the Board’s
Acting Executive Director, Wayne Hawley, Deputy Director of Annual Disclosure Joanne GiuraElse, and Alex Kipp, the Board’s Director of Training, whose duties involve maintenance of our
website.
We are here to offer testimony on Preconsidered Introduction T2016-4071, which would require
the Board to post the annual disclosure reports of the City’s elected officials on the Board’s
website.
As you know, the City’s Annual Disclosure Law requires the Board to provide the public
portions of a public servant’s annual disclosure report to any member of the public upon request.
As way of background, I would like to briefly outline how the Board currently provides reports
to the public. After the annual filing period, Board staff schedules the release of reports on three
separate days for three groups of filers: the top 4 elected officials, all other elected officials, and,
finally, all appointed officials. Once we publish that schedule, requests for reports are submitted
by members of the public, generally the press. If any filer has requested that information that
would otherwise be disclosed to the public be withheld from inspection, the Board determines
any such request, which we refer to as a privacy request. All privacy determinations are made
prior to the release of any report that contains such a request, and the law prohibits the Board
from releasing a report for which privacy has been requested until at least 10 days after the
Board’s mailing of its determination of the privacy request.
In addition to requiring that the Board rule on a privacy request before releasing a filer’s report,
the Annual Disclosure Law also requires the Board to provide notice to the filer of the identity of
the person who has viewed the report. This notice requirement has effectively barred the posting
of annual disclosure reports on the Board’s website. Introduction T2016-4071 would eliminate
the notice requirement for the elected officials who are required to file annual disclosure reports
and would require the Board to post the annual disclosure reports of those elected officials on its
website. The Board supports this change and can implement it.

The proposed legislation also adds a requirement that reflects the Board’s current procedure for
releasing reports: the language added in section 2 would prohibit reports from being made
available for public inspection during the time the Board evaluates a so-called privacy request.
As I previously mentioned, that is the Board’s current practice for reports before they are
released for public inspection. So, as to the proposed change, if the added sentence in section 2
is intended to apply only to those reports not required to be posted on line, then the Board
unequivocally supports the addition of that sentence as reflecting the current practice of the
Board.
If, however, the added sentence requires that reports posted on line be removed from the Board’s
website until a subsequently made privacy request is determined by the Board, the Board would
offer the following observations:
First, removing from the Board’s website previously released public information is contrary to
the Board’s presumption of openness.
Second, more practically, once a report is posted on line, the notion that its temporary removal
from one website will in fact remove it from public inspection may not accurately reflect how
information moves once it is posted on line, for example, from one website to another.
Third, requiring the removal of a previously released report upon the filing of a privacy request
allows an elected official to remove his or her report from the website by making a privacy
request after the report is posted. That is, it could invite gaming the system by a filer intent on
removing a report from the website by submitting a series of privacy requests.
Finally, as written, the added sentence arguably precludes the Board from posting an elected
official’s report for an extended period of time should its privacy determination be challenged in
court.
Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons, the Board does not support the inclusion of the proposed
new sentence to paragraph 2 of subdivision e of section 12-110 of the Administrative Code,
unless it is clear that this language does not apply to the reports of elected officials posted on line
but is limited only to reports that are not posted on line.
Conclusion
In conclusion, with the reservation I have stated, this bill will provide the public with greater
access to the annual disclosure reports of elected officials – a move toward greater transparency
that the Board indeed supports.
Thank you.
We would be happy to answer any questions.
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Good afternoon Chairman Lander and Members of the Committee on
Rules, Privileges, and Elections. I am Dominic Mauro, Staff Attorney
at Reinvent Albany, a good government watchdog which co-chairs the
New York City Transparency Working Group.
My organization urges the Council and the Mayor to amend the New
York City Administrative Code and T2016-4071 (Vacca/Kallos) to require that all financial disclosure forms for elected officials and candidates for city office be published online, and be downloadable in a
machine readable format. This would not create any burden for the
Conflicts of Interest Board, because these disclosure statements are
filed digitally with the Board.
Currently, disclosure forms are currently only available upon request,
and must be inspected in person or picked up in hard copy form—
with a cost of 25 cents a page—at the Conflicts of Interest Board
(COIB) office. This practice is badly outdated.
In the year 2016, with apps, smart phones, and social media, the universal expectation for government transparency is that important
public integrity data should be online and downloadable in a machine
readable format. For New York City to do less than this would be a
step back from public accountability and transparency.

Hi, I testified in both Quadrennial Advisory Commission hearings in November
2015. (Brooklyn and LIC)
The turnout was low and I believe it is because the public believes the elected
officials will ignore the public and act on its best interest as it has done in the past.
In 2006, the city council voted themselves a retroactive 25% pay raise ($112,500
from 90,000) and they disregarded the commission recommendation to eliminate
stipends (lulus) and restrict outside income. They took the money and ignored the
reforms.
Now today the city council is ignoring the commission’s recommendation and
jacking its own pay up to 32% to $148,500. That’s more than $10,185 than the
commission recommended. ($138,315 a 23 percent raise) This is why elected
officials should not vote for their raises because the human nature of greed clouds
their judgment.
This narrative that you have not received a raise in 10 years is just nonsense.
Shame on the media for repeating this false narrative. As per spreadsheet, ONLY 8
city council members have been in office since 2006, which is 10 years, 15 have
been in office since 2010 which is 6 years and 22 of you have been in office since
2014, which is only 2 years. And 3 of you will be in office less than 4 months yet
received a 32% raise. This is why this raise should be prospectively for Jan 1st 2018.
Also when you ran for office in 2013, you all knew what the salary was for this
position. If you didn’t like the salary then you didn’t have to run for office. You
could have sought other opportunities that would pay you such a salary of $148,500.
The argument that you are entitled to more money because you are forgoing outside
income is nonsense as well. As per 2015 financial disclosure forms, 40 out of the 51
city council members have zero income. The other 7 city council members have less
than $5,000 in outside income. And the remaining 3 city council members (Deutsch,
Koo, and Greenfield) do have outside income (between 100K-250K, 70K-195K and
60k respectively)
The argument that the public has to pay more to our public servants to reform a
system for the betterment of the public and form good government is a shame.
These reforms should have been done years ago as per your campaign promise to
serve the people and keep our government corrupt free.
In regards to T2016-4072, how can city council member be exempt from rules
prohibiting outside income till Jan 1st, 2018 yet still receive 32% raise retroactively?
Therefore there will still be city council members with second jobs (therefore not a
full time job) and outside income till Jan 1st 2018. Why make this reform
prospectively yet the raise retroactively?

Also, I disagree with Citizen Union on a cap on outside income. It is not about dollar
amount but the time. Either the city council is a full time job or not. A cap is not half
right but half wrong. Ban outside income as the commission recommended and per
the reason stated at the hearing today.

In regards to T2016-4071, financials disclosure forms available online can facilitate
transparency and public participation. Open data in government is always a good
thing but I wouldn’t call this bill a reform piece. Dollars amounts instead of ranges
on these forms should be mandated. Also a public servant should not have a privacy
opt out. It took me less than 48 hours to have access to these forms. And again the
exact amounts should be disclosed instead of these dollars ranges that don’t offer
much information.
In conclusion, I ask the city council to adhere to the commission recommendation
and not raise their salary above the commission recommendation of $138,315. Is
the $10,185 really worth damaging the little trust and expectation the public still
has left in government and our democratic system. Why convene a commission and
waste their time if you won’t adhere to their recommendation. Also make the raises
prospectively because no one should vote to raise his/her own salary. It is a conflict
of interest and
Roxanne Delgado
Bronx NY 10461

