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Executive Summary

During his State of the City address on February 13, 2018, Mayor Bill de
Blasio announced his intent to appoint a Charter Revision Commission. On
April 12, the Mayor appointed Cesar A. Perales as Chair and 14 other
distinguished and diverse Commissioners, whose professional biographies are
provided in the Introduction.

The Charter Revision Commission is charged with reviewing the entire
New York City Charter, soliciting public input, and issuing a report outlining
findings and recommendations to amend or revise the Charter. Consistent with
this charge, the Commission sought to provide New Yorkers from diverse
communities across the five boroughs a range of opportunities to meaningfully
participate in the public outreach and engagement process. New Yorkers did
not disappoint: they provided a wide variety of comments and ideas for the
Commission to consider.

The Commission held its first public meeting on April 19, and
subsequently hosted an initial round of public hearings that included one in
each of the five boroughs. The Commission also began receiving—and
continued to receive throughout the process—many comments, including in
multiple languages, by email, paper mail, telephone, social media channels,
and its website. Commission staff met with representatives of various
organizations, advocacy and good government groups, City agencies, elected
officials, and Commissioners and staff members of prior commissions.

The majority of comments fell within five broad policy areas: municipal
elections, campaign finance, civic engagement, community boards, and the
districting process. Consequently, at its May 31 meeting, the Commission
passed a resolution directing the staff to plan issue forums to hear from experts
and practitioners on specific topics. Issue forums were held on June 12 on
voting and elections, June 14 on campaign finance, June 19 on community
boards and land use, and June 21 on civic engagement and districting.

Commissioners and staff also hosted events to reach New Yorkers in
their communities. The Commission heard from students at Bay Ridge’s P.S.
264, community members at Queens Library in Jackson Heights, nearly a
hundred veterans at an event hosted by the NYC Veterans Alliance and FDNY
American Legion Post 930, and members of the public at GrowNYC’s Grand
Army Plaza Greenmarket.

Following this initial cycle of hearings, forums, and events, staff released
the 2018 Preliminary Staff Report on July 17. The report focused on the issue



areas investigated by the Commission—campaign finance, municipal elections,
civic engagement, community boards, the districting process, and themes and
proposals from City agencies—as well as other topics that were raised by the
public but that staff recommended should be reserved for future consideration.
A series of five more public hearings, one in each of the five boroughs, was then
held to solicit public comment regarding the report. Commissioners and staff
also heard from the public at a tele-town hall joined by over 4,000 listeners, a
Twitter town hall, a table at the St. George Greenmarket in Staten Island, and
a roundtable discussion with students from New York City’s Summer Youth
Employment Program.

At its August 14 meeting, the Commission passed a resolution directing
the staff to prepare a final report, ballot questions, and abstracts reflecting
proposals focused on campaign finance, civic engagement, community boards,
and language access, and to recommend that a future Charter Revision
Commission or legislative body consider additional proposals.

After careful review and consideration of the record, the Commission’s
proposed Charter amendments to be presented to the voters at the November
2018 general election are as follows. Further detail on the proposed
amendments can be found in the abstracts that will accompany the ballot
questions, and in this final report.

Campaign Finance

The Commission proposes to amend the City’s campaign finance system
in order to address persistent perceptions of corruption associated with large
campaign contributions, boost incentives for campaigns to reach out to small
donors, and create more opportunities for candidates to run diverse types of
campaigns without the need to rely on large donors.

If adopted by the voters, these amendments would:

Significantly lower contribution limits for City elected offices.
The maximum total amount a participating candidate (i.e., a candidate who
chooses to participate in the City’s public financing program) may accept from
a contributor per election cycle would be reduced from $5,100 to $2,000, for
candidates for Mayor, Public Advocate, or Comptroller; from $3,950 to $1,500,
for candidates for Borough President; and from $2,850 to $1,000, for candidates
for the City Council. The maximum total contribution to a non-participating
candidate (that is, a candidate who does not participate in the City’s public
financing program) would be reduced from $5,100 to $3,500, for candidates for
Mayor, Public Advocate, or Comptroller; from $3,950 to $2,500, for candidates



for Borough President; and from $2,850 to $1,500, for candidates for the City
Council.

Strengthen small dollar public matching for candidates who
participate in the City’s public financing program. Currently,
participating candidates, who meet certain qualifying thresholds, are eligible
to receive public matching funds at a rate of $6 in public funds for every $1 in
matchable contributions, up to the first $175 per contributor. The proposed
Charter amendment would increase the match to $8 in public funds for every
$1 in matchable private contributions, up to the first $250 per contributor to
candidates for Citywide office and up to the first $175 per contributor to
candidates for Borough President or City Council. The amendment would also
ease a requirement that candidates for Mayor, Comptroller, or Public Advocate
must meet to qualify for matching funds.

Increase the total amount of public matching funds available to
such candidates. The proposed amendment would increase the cap on the
total amount of public matching funds that a participating candidate may
receive, per election, from 55% to 75% of the expenditure limit for the office
being sought.

Allow such candidates to access public matching funds earlier in
the election year. Under current law, participating candidates who meet the
qualifying thresholds for receipt of public funds (“qualifying candidates”) are
eligible for an initial small disbursement of public funds in June of the election
year. The vast majority of public funds are not disbursed until two weeks after
petitions for the primary ballot are filed, which is typically in early August of
the election year, about five to six weeks before the primary. The proposed
amendment would allow qualifying candidates to receive public matching
funds in February and April of the election year, in addition to June, August,
and beyond, and would remove monetary limits on the pre-August distribution
of funds. However, in order to receive any disbursement of public funds prior
to August of the election year, qualifying candidates would have to attest to
the need for the funds and demonstrate that they have a viable opponent, or
that they are running against an identified opponent in an open election.

All of these amendments would apply to participating candidates who
choose to have the amendments apply to their campaigns, beginning with the
2021 primary election. The amendments would then apply to all candidates
beginning in 2022.



Civic Engagement

The Commission proposes establishing the Civic Engagement
Commission, a new Charter entity dedicated to enhancing civic participation
and strengthening democracy in New York City. The Civic Engagement
Commission would consist of 15 members: eight appointed by the Mayor,
including at least one member from the largest political party and at least one
member from the second largest political party; two appointed by the Speaker
of the City Council; and one appointed by each Borough President. The Mayor
would designate a Chair from among his or her appointees, who would also
serve as the Executive Director and be charged with the organization and
staffing of the office.

The Civic Engagement Commission would be authorized and directed to
implement a Citywide participatory budgeting program established by the
Mayor, no later than the City Fiscal Year beginning July 1, 2020; establish a
program for providing language interpreters at poll sites in New York City, to
be implemented for the general election in 2020; support and partner with
community-based organizations, institutions, and civic leaders in the public
and private sectors in their civic engagement efforts; consider the language
access needs of limited-English-proficient New Yorkers in developing and
implementing its programs and services; and partner with City agencies to
increase awareness of and access to City services, assist them in promoting
civic engagement initiatives, and develop strategies to centralize public
information about opportunities for civic engagement.

The Mayor would be authorized to transfer to the Commission, by
executive order, any directly related powers and duties currently being
performed by the Mayor’s Office or any department whose head is appointed
by the Mayor.

Finally, the Civic Engagement Commission would be required to
annually report on participatory budgeting, poll site language assistance, and
any other information it deems relevant.

These amendments would take effect on April 1, 2019.

Community Boards

The Commission proposes the following amendments to the Charter, in
order to help make community boards more reflective of the communities they
represent and more effective in that representation:



Term limits. The Commission proposes term limits for community
board members, who currently serve for two-year terms without limit, to create
opportunities for new voices and leaders on all community boards. Members
appointed or reappointed on or after April 1, 2019, would be limited to serving
four consecutive two-year terms. However, members appointed or reappointed
for a term commencing on April 1, 2020, could be reappointed for up to five
consecutive two-year terms, in order to prevent a heavy turnover of community
board membership in 2027 and 2028. Appointments made for terms
commencing after April 1, 2020, would be subject to four consecutive two-year
term limits. These term limits would be prospective only; terms served before
April 1, 2019, or April 1, 2020, would not count toward the term limits that
start on those dates. Members who have served for the maximum number of
consecutive terms would not be barred from re-appointment after one full term
out of office.

Appointment process. The Commission proposes several changes
intended to bring more uniformity and transparency to the process of
appointing members to community boards and to encourage diversity in
appointments. The proposed amendments would require Borough Presidents
to seek out persons of diverse backgrounds for appointment to community
boards and make applications available on their websites. The proposal would
also add new application and reporting requirements related to these
appointments, including an annual report disclosing information about
membership and the recruitment and selection process.

More resources. The Commission proposes requiring the Civic
Engagement Commission, if the voters approve creating such an entity, to
provide additional resources to community boards, including access to urban
planning professionals and language access resources, in order to enable the
boards to more effectively meet their Charter responsibilities.

The amendments relating to term limits and the appointment process
would take effect on January 1, 2019. The amendments related to resources
provided by the Civic Engagement Commission would take effect on April 1,
2019, but only if the ballot questions relating to community boards and the
Civic Engagement Commission are both adopted by the voters.

Issues for Future Consideration
The Districting Process

The Commission also received a considerable volume of public comments
about the districting process. After every decennial census, the Mayor and the
City Council must appoint a 15-member Districting Commission to draw City
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Council district lines to accommodate changes in population. The next
districting plan will take effect in 2023, and the Commission heard a variety
of proposals relating to the process by which district lines are drawn. These
proposals can be sorted into four themes: 1) promoting political independence
and diversity in the Districting Commission’s appointment process;
11) ensuring transparency and public participation; 1ii1) protecting the City’s
minority communities after the loss of the Voting Rights Act’s pre-clearance
mechanism; and 1v) counteracting a potential undercount in the 2020 U.S.
Census.

The Commission heard compelling testimony that this is an issue in need
of urgent attention. However, after careful consideration of the above public
proposals, the Commission has determined that further research, outreach,
and analysis is needed before recommending any of these proposals be
submitted to the voters. Given the testimony received in this process, the
Commission urges future Commissions to take up the analysis of this issue in
order to present to the voters an amendment designed to effectuate a fair and
independent districting process for all New Yorkers.

Ranked Choice Voting

The Commission also received a considerable volume of public comment
about ranked choice voting. Members of the public and various City elected
officials urged the Commission to consider proposing a Charter amendment
implementing ranked choice voting (otherwise known as “instant runoff
voting”), which permits voters to rank multiple candidates on their ballots in
order of preference.

After careful consideration of these proposals, the Commission believes
that further research, outreach, and analysis is appropriate before presenting
any such proposal to the voters. The Commission recommends that a future
Charter Revision Commission or other legislative body study the important
and complex questions these proposals raise about representation in our local
democracy and consider presenting future ballot proposals or passing
legislation to address them.

Election Modernization

Based on input from experts, advocates, and members of the public, the
Commission has determined that a significant way to increase voter turnout
in the City is to reform regressive State election laws that impose significant
barriers to participation. The Commission strongly supports State legislation
in the areas of electronic poll books, no-excuse absentee voting, same-day



registration, pre-registration of 16- and 17-year-olds, and the streamlining of
the functions of the New York City Board of Elections.

Structure of Government and Community Concerns

In furtherance of its mandate to review the entire Charter, the
Commission scrutinized the functions and processes of City government and
the balance of power between the City’s elected officials. The Commission also
reviewed the health and structure of City government, viewed from the
perspective of the communities and groups who submitted comments to the
Commission. Although this Commission is not submitting ballot proposals
relating to these topics, the final section of this report discusses many of these
themes, which served as valuable guides in this Commission’s review of the
Charter.



Part I: Introduction

About the Commission

During his State of the City Address on February 13, 2018, Mayor Bill
de Blasio announced his intent to appoint a Charter Revision Commission. On
April 12, 2018, the Mayor appointed Cesar A. Perales as Chair, and 14 other
distinguished and diverse leaders from civic, academic, and professional
communities to the Commission. The Commission has reviewed the entire New
York City Charter to identify areas for potential revision.

The Commissioners

Cesar Perales, Chair. Chair Perales’s appointment follows a 50-year
career In public service and advocacy. Most recently, he served as New York
State’s Secretary of State, where he was directly involved in the State’s
economic development, government efficiency, local government services, and
anti-poverty efforts. He is also the co-founder of the Puerto Rican Legal
Defense Fund (PRLDEF). In 1981, as President and General Counsel of
PRLDEF, he initiated successful litigation against the City Council districting
that was found to be in violation of the Voting Rights Act. Previously, Perales
successfully sued to require New York City to provide language assistance at
the ballot box—a requirement that was subsequently made an amendment to
the national Voting Rights Act. He was also a Deputy Mayor under Mayor
David Dinkins and previously served in President Carter’s administration as
Assistant Secretary for the United States Department of Health and Human
Services.

Rachel Godsil, Vice Chair. Vice-Chair Godsil is a Professor of Law and
Chancellor’s Scholar at Rutgers Law School and is the co-founder and director
of research for the Perception Institute, a national consortium of social
scientists, law professors, and advocates focusing on the role of the mind
sciences in law, policy, and institutional practices. She collaborates with social
scientists on empirical research to identify the efficacy of interventions to
address implicit bias and racial anxiety. Godsil is also a former Chair of the
Rent Guidelines Board, and worked previously as an Assistant United States
Attorney for the Southern District of New York and as an Associate Counsel at

the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund.

Carlo A. Scissura, Secretary. Secretary Scissura is a lifelong New
Yorker and President and CEO of the New York Building Congress. Before his
time at the Building Congress, Scissura spent years as a public servant in
Brooklyn—working as the President and CEO of the Brooklyn Chamber of
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Commerce and as Chief of Staff and General Counsel to Brooklyn Borough
President Marty Markowitz.

Larian Angelo. Larian Angelo is a Senior Fellow at the CUNY Institute
for State and Local Governance (ISLG). Prior to joining the ISLG, she served
in City government for 27 years as First Deputy Director at the NYC Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), Vice-President for Administration at
Guttman Community College, Deputy Director for Education and
Intergovernmental Relations at OMB, and Finance Director at the New York
City Council. Angelo holds a Ph.D in economics.

Deborah N. Archer. Deborah N. Archer is an Associate Professor of
Clinical Law at the NYU School of Law. She was previously an Assistant
Counsel at the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund where she
litigated at the trial and appellate levels in cases involving affirmative action
in higher education, employment discrimination, school desegregation, and
voting rights. Archer additionally served as a Marvin H. Karpatkin Fellow
with the American Civil Liberties Union, where she was involved in federal
and state litigation on issues of race and poverty. Archer previously served as
a mayoral appointee to the New York City Civilian Complaint Review Board.

Kyle Bragg. Kyle Bragg is 32BJ SEIU’s Secretary-Treasurer. A member
of the 165,000-member 32BJ for more than 30 years, Kyle serves as trustee of
several 32BdJ funds and as chair of the union’s social and economic justice
committee. He is a member of the executive board of the two million-member
national SEIU and of the National African-American Caucus of SEIU, and
serves on the international union’s first Racial Justice Task Force. Bragg also
serves as a member of Community Board 13 in Queens.

Marco A. Carriéon. Marco A. Carrién is the Commissioner of the
Mayor’s Community Affairs Unit, working to connect City Hall to communities
across the City, especially in the outer boroughs. Before serving as
Commissioner, Carriéon was the Political and Legislative Director for the New
York City Central Labor Council, Chief of Staff to New York State Senator
Gustavo Rivera, and Director of New York City Intergovernmental Affairs to
Governor David Paterson, and worked for the AFL-CIO in Washington, D.C.

Una Clarke. Una Clarke serves as President of Una Clarke Associates,
a consulting firm specializing primarily in education management, political
consulting, and small business services. Previously, Clarke served as a New
York City Council Member, representing Brooklyn’s 40th Council District for
10 years starting in 1991. Clarke sponsored more than 300 pieces of legislation
on issues including child welfare, education, health and mental health,
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economic development, public safety, and transportation. Clarke is currently a
CUNY Trustee.

Angela Fernandez. Angela Fernandez is the Executive Director and
Supervising Attorney of Northern Manhattan Coalition for Immigrant Rights,
a community-based legal services and advocacy organization for low-income
immigrants. She also serves on the New York City Civilian Complaint Review
Board. She has 20 years of experience in law, media, non-profit management,
government, policy development, and advocacy. Her prior government
experience includes working as District Chief of Staff to U.S. Representative
José Serrano and as a staff aide to U.S. Senator Bill Bradley.

Sharon Greenberger. Sharon Greenberger is the 10th President and
CEO of the YMCA of Greater New York, a New York City non-profit
organization serving over 500,000 children, adults, and seniors annually
through programs and services focused on empowering youth, improving
health, and strengthening community. Prior to joining the YMCA in July 2015,
Greenberger served as the Senior Vice President, Facilities and Real Estate,
at New York-Presbyterian Hospital and the Chief Operating Officer for the
New York City Department of Education.

Dale Ho. Dale Ho is the Director of the American Civil Liberties Union’s
Voting Rights Project where he supervises the ACLU’s voting rights litigation
and advocacy work nationwide. Ho has active cases in over a dozen states
throughout the country. He has litigated cases under the federal Voting Rights
Act and the National Voter Registration Act. Ho is also an adjunct professor of
law at the NYU School of Law.

Mendy Mirocznik. Mendy Mirocznik is the president of C.0.J.O. of
Staten Island, a borough-wide civic organization dedicated to providing
services to those less fortunate, including housing and a food pantry which
provides hundreds of hot meals to fixed-income seniors. Mirocznik is also a
member of Community Board 2.

Annetta Seecharran. Annetta Seecharran is the Executive Director of
Chhaya Community Development Corporation, which works with New
Yorkers of South Asian origin to advocate for and build economically stable,
sustainable, and thriving communities. She has worked for 25 years to improve
conditions for marginalized communities, including previously leading South
Asian Youth Action and serving as Director of Policy for United Neighborhood
Houses.

John Siegal. John Siegal is a partner at BakerHostetler where he
handles litigations, arbitrations, and appeals for clients in the financial
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services, media, and real estate industries. He also serves on the New York
City Civilian Complaint Review Board. Siegal’s public service experience also
includes working as an Assistant to Mayor David N. Dinkins and as a Capitol
Hill staff aide to Senator (then Congressman) Charles E. Schumer.

Wendy Weiser. Wendy Weiser directs the Democracy Program at the
Brennan Center for Justice at the NYU School of Law. Her program focuses on
voting rights and elections, money in politics and ethics, redistricting and
representation, government dysfunction, rule of law, and fair courts. She
founded and directed the program’s Voting Rights and Elections Project,
directing litigation, research, and advocacy efforts to enhance political
participation and prevent voter disenfranchisement across the country.

The Commission Staff

Matt Gewolb, Executive Director. Matt Gewolb is the Commaission’s
Executive Director and Counsel. Gewolb is the Assistant Dean and General
Counsel of New York Law School, where he advises the Dean and President,
members of the Board, and the senior administration on significant policy,
management, and legal issues. He was previously the Legislative Director of
the New York City Council. He is the former Director of Government Programs
and Lecturer-in-Law at Columbia Law School and an adjunct professor at
Fordham Law School, where he teaches Law of the City of New York.

Christine Billy, General Counsel and Deputy Executive Director
for Legal Affairs. Christine Billy is the Commission’s General Counsel and
Deputy Executive Director for Legal Affairs. She comes to the Commission
from the Bureau of Legal Affairs at the New York City Department of
Sanitation. She previously served as Senior Counsel in the New York City Law
Department’s Legal Counsel Division. Billy holds a J.D. from Harvard Law
School, an M.Phil from the University of Dublin, Trinity College, and a B.A.
from Yale University. After clerking for the Honorable John T. Noonan on the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, she joined the law firm of Arnold
& Porter, LLP. Billy is the co-author of the award-winning book, Mariners at
War: An Oral History of World War II (2008). She is an adjunct professor at
the NYU School of Law.

Candice Cho, Chief of Staff and Special Counsel. Candice Cho is
Chief of Staff and Special Counsel of the Commission. She is also the Deputy
Chief of Staff of the New York City Law Department. She previously served as
an Assistant Corporation Counsel in the Legal Counsel Division and the Law
Department’s first Corporation Counsel Clerk (now Fellow). She has degrees
from Columbia Law School and Harvard University.
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Joshua Sidis, Deputy Executive Director for Operations. Joshua
Sidis is Deputy Executive Director for Operations for the Commission. He
comes to the Commission from the Mayor’s Office of Operations, where he is a
Senior Advisor and manages Intergovernmental Affairs, External Affairs, and
Communications. Prior to his time at Operations, Sidis worked as an organizer
and Operations administrator for the Public Advocate’s Office. Prior to joining
government, Sidis owned a small business in Brooklyn.

Jorge Montalvo, Deputy Executive Director for Policy and
Commissioner Affairs. Jorge Montalvo is Deputy Executive Director for
Policy and Commission Affairs. Prior to joining the Commission staff,
Montalvo spent more than a decade in senior managerial and policy making
positions in state government, including as Deputy Secretary of State for
Economic Opportunity, Associate Commissioner at the State Office for
Temporary and Disability Assistance, and Director of Policy for the State
Consumer Protection Board. Montalvo was the Founder and Inaugural
Director of the New York State Office for New Americans—the first state-level
Immigrant integration office created by statute in the country. Montalvo also
led the Empire State Poverty Reduction Initiative, a first-of-its-kind
community effort to fight poverty in 16 localities throughout the State. Before
his state government service, Montalvo managed corporate relations and
volunteerism efforts for New York City’s 2012 Olympic Bid and served in
Mayor Bloomberg’s economic development agency. Montalvo graduated from
Dartmouth College with a degree in chemistry and spends his weekends
teaching free GED and SAT prep classes to youth in the South Bronx.

Aaron Bloom, Deputy General Counsel. Deputy General Counsel
Aaron Bloom comes to the Commission from the New York City Law
Department, where he is a Senior Counsel in the Appeals Division, handling
appeals in state and federal court on a diverse range of issues. Before joining
the Appeals Division, Bloom was a Senior Counsel in the Law Department's
Affirmative Litigation Division, and prior to that served as an attorney for the
Natural Resources Defense Council and the law firm Debevoise & Plimpton.
Bloom is a graduate of Harvard Law School, and clerked in federal district
court in Brooklyn for then-Chief Judge Edward R. Korman.

Ingrid Gustafson, Senior Counsel and Assistant General Counsel.
Assistant General Counsel Ingrid Gustafson also comes to the Commission
from the New York City Law Department’s Appeals Division, where she is a
Senior Counsel. Gustafson is a past recipient of the New York City Bar’s
Municipal Affairs Award (as are several of her colleagues on the Commission
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staff) and is a graduate of Harvard College and Harvard Law School, where
she was an Editor of the Harvard Law Review.

Additional Commission Staff. The Commission also relies on
additional core staff, including: Kwame Akosah, Senior Counsel; Laurie
Davidson, Senior Director of Outreach and Engagement; Torrey Fishman,
Senior Policy Advisor; Sabrina Fong, Associate Director for Operations;
Essence Franklin, Associate Advisor for Outreach and Engagement; John
Jurenko, Senior Director of Intergovernmental Affairs; Steven Newmark,
Senior Policy Advisor; Michael Smilowitz, Senior Counsel; Emily Sweet, Senior
Counsel; Bruce Thomas, Executive Assistant and Policy Advisor; Mary Van
Noy, Senior Policy Advisor; and Hannah Wikforss-Green, Student Intern.

The New York City Law Department. The New York City Law
Department, under the leadership of Corporation Counsel Zachary W. Carter,
has served as counsel to the Commission. The Commission staff would like to
thank Stephen Louis, Spencer Fisher, Martha Alfaro, Andrea Fastenberg,
Noah Kazis, Eric Phillips, Marta Ross, Steve Goulden, Steve Ackerman,
Rebecca Lipman, Richard Dearing, Jane Gordon, Jonathan Pines, Shruti Raju,
and Zac Smith for their many historical and legal insights. The Commission
would also like to thank Muriel Goode-Trufant, Stuart Smith, Mal Higgins,
Dawn Besthoff, Sam Moriber, Loris Smith, Lucia Magalhaes, Jonathan Pinn,
Motte Araf, Ken Majerus, Amrita Barth, Isabel Galis-Menendez, Nicholas
Jarcho, Max Colmers, and many others for the important assistance they
provided throughout this process.

Introduction to the New York City Charter
and the Charter Revision Commission

The New York City Charter sets out the structure, powers, and
responsibilities of New York City’s government. The current Charter is
intended to be a “short-form” document that sets forth the governing structure
of the City’s powers and processes. Most of the legal provisions setting forth
agency programs, regulations imposed on persons and businesses, and other
details of City government are not in the Charter, but are contained in the
Administrative Code, or in rules promulgated by City agencies.

A Charter Revision Commission is charged with reviewing the entire
Charter, holding hearings to solicit public input, and issuing a report outlining
findings and recommendations to amend or revise the Charter. Proposed
Charter amendments drafted by the Commission are presented to the voters
and, if adopted, become law.
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Overview of the Charter Revision Process

First adopted in 1897 and in effect in 1898, the New York City Charter
defines the organization, functions, and essential procedures and policies of
City government. It sets forth the institutions and processes of the City’s
political system and broadly defines the authority and responsibilities of City
agencies and elected officials.

In the United States, the legal authority of city governments is derived
from the states in which they are located. In New York, municipalities have
broad authority to structure how they operate by virtue of the Home Rule
provisions of the State Constitution and the Municipal Home Rule Law
(MHRL). The Charter, along with the State Constitution, the MHRL, and other
state statutes, provides the legal framework within which the City may
conduct its affairs.

Unlike the United States Constitution, which is rarely amended, the
City’s Charter is a fluid document that has regularly been amended. There are
four ways to amend the Charter:

1. Local law (either with or without a referendum);
2. State law;

3. Petition (with referendum); and

4. Charter Revision Commission (with referendum).

As a result, the Charter contains both provisions of state law and provisions of
local law.

A Charter Revision Commission can be established in several ways,
including by the Mayor. Section 36(4) of the MHRL permits the Mayor to
establish a Charter Revision Commission in New York City consisting of
between 9 and 15 members. The Mayor selects the chair, vice-chair, and
secretary of the commission. All commissioners must be residents of New York
City and may hold other public offices or employment.

Pursuant to MHRL § 36, a Charter Revision Commission shall review
the entire Charter and put any proposals for its amendment before the voters.
A Charter Revision Commission may propose changes that could be adopted
through regular local law as well as changes that, if enacted by the City
Council, would require approval in a mandatory voter referendum, such as
Charter amendments that would: (1) affect elective officers in various ways; (2)
transfer powers from mayoral agencies to non-mayoral agencies (or vice versa);
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(3) change the method of nominating, electing, or removing an elective officer;
(4) change the term of an elective office; (5) affect the public bidding and letting
process; or (6) remove restrictions on disposition of City property.

A Charter Revision Commission may propose a broad set of amendments
that essentially “overhauls” the entire Charter, or may narrowly focus its
proposals on certain areas. The proposed amendments must be within the
City’s local legislative powers as set forth in the State Constitution and the
MHRL. They may be submitted to voters as one question, a series of questions,
or alternatives.!

Charter Revision Commissions are temporary and are limited by MHRL
§ 36(6)(e). A commission expires on the day of the election at which
amendments prepared by such commission are presented to the voters.
However, if a commission fails to submit any amendments to the voters, the
commission expires on the day of the second general election following the
commission’s creation. The last Charter Revision Commission was appointed
by Mayor Michael Bloomberg in 2010.

Public Outreach and Engagement

An important principle guiding the work of this Commission is the need
for meaningful participation by diverse communities throughout the five
boroughs. The Commission staff has used an array of approaches to connect
with, and engage, members of the public, and to ensure that the Commission’s
process is open and accessible, including:

e Livestreaming every Commission meeting, hearing, and issue forum and
posting video immediately after the event to the Commission’s website
and YouTube channel. Video has also been rebroadcast on NYCTV’s
channel 74.

e Publishing public notices in the City Record, as well as advertising in
community and ethnic papers, and utilizing an extensive e-mail list of
good government groups, community-based organizations, every
community board, as well as City, State, and federal elected officials. All
notices were translated into multiple languages, including all covered
Voting Rights Act languages: Arabic, Bengali, Simplified Chinese,
French, Haitian Creole, Korean, Polish, Russian, Spanish, and Urdu.

e Producing digital flyers and draft emails for organizations with large
distribution lists for the purpose of redistribution.
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e Sending media advisories to a list of over 3,000 people at least twice per
public event.

e Providing ASL interpreters and L.O.O.P. devices at every meeting,
hearing, and issue forum, and holding all events in accessible spaces.

e Providing Spanish language assistance at every meeting, hearing, and
issue forum, and making listening devices available in additional
languages upon request.

e Using social media accounts on Twitter (@nyccharter) and Facebook
(facebook.com/nyccharter).

e Providing multiple channels for the public to submit comments and
testimony, including a web portal on our website, www.nyc.gov/charter;
an email address, comments@charter.nyc.gov; a hotline, 212-386-5350;
and a mailing address, Charter Revision Commaission, 1 Centre St., New
York, NY, 10007.

e EKEngaging in direct outreach to New Yorkers by holding multiple
community forums and tabling events, including targeted efforts to
engage youth, immigrant New Yorkers, and veterans.

Meetings, Hearings, and Additional Engagement

The Commission held its first public meeting on April 19, 2018. Chair
Perales introduced the Commissioners and stressed the Commission’s goal of
ensuring extensive public opportunities to participate in the Charter revision
process. The agenda also included a presentation on the history of the Charter
and a description of its contents.

The Commission subsequently hosted an initial round of public hearings,
one in each of the five boroughs, to solicit suggestions from New Yorkers. The
first was held at McKee High School in Staten Island on April 25; the next
hearing was at Bronx Community College on April 30, followed by a hearing
at the Flushing branch of the Queens Public Library on May 3. The
Commission held a fourth hearing at the Brooklyn Botanic Garden on May 7.
The initial round of hearings finished on May 9 at the New York Public
Library, Stephen A. Schwarzman Building, in Manhattan.

The Commission received many additional comments and
recommendations through its web portal, email, paper mail, phone calls, and
social media engagement. The Commission staff also met with organizations,
advocacy and good government groups, practitioners, representatives of
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businesses, City agencies, elected officials, as well as Commissioners and staff
members from prior Commissions.

New Yorkers provided a wide variety of proposals for consideration by
the Commission. However, the majority of the comments fell within five broad
policy areas: municipal elections in New York City, campaign finance, civic
engagement, community boards, and the districting process. The Commission
met on May 31 at the Pratt Institute in Manhattan, where members discussed
and passed a resolution directing the staff to plan issue forums to hear from
experts and practitioners on specific topics.

The first of four issue forums was held on June 12 at 125 Worth St.,
where Commissioners—and the public—heard expert testimony on election
administration, voter participation, and voting access. At the second issue
forum, held on June 14 at NYU Law School’s D’Agostino Hall, the Commission
heard testimony on campaign finance. The third issue forum, held on June 19
at the Pratt Institute’s Manhattan campus, focused on community boards and
land use. The fourth issue forum, held on June 21, again at D’Agostino Hall,
focused on civic engagement and districting.

Along with the expert issue forums, Commissioners and staff engaged in
community-based events to reach New Yorkers in their communities.
Commissioner Dr. Una Clarke and Commission staff had a lively conversation
with after-school program students at Bay Ridge’s P.S. 264 about revisions to
the City Charter and the importance of civic engagement. Meanwhile,
Commissioner Annetta Seecharran and Commission staff held an event at the
Queens Library, Jackson Heights. Community members from all over the
borough provided input to the Commission on a range of topics including
community boards, the importance of civic engagement, and the land use
process.

In addition, three Commissioners—Dr. Una Clarke, Kyle Bragg, and
Marco Carrion—joined an event hosted by the NYC Veterans Alliance and
FDNY American Legion Post 930, which was attended by nearly a hundred
New York City veterans as well as the New York City Department of Veterans
Services. The Commissioners heard directly from veterans about the special
role they play in the City as well as the challenges they face. Staff also
participated in GrowNYC’s Grand Army Plaza Greenmarket in Brooklyn. Staff
spoke with dozens of New Yorkers, answered questions about the Charter
revision process, took comments on the Charter, and publicized upcoming
public hearing dates.

17



Following the completion of this initial cycle of hearings, forums, and
events, the Chair requested that the staff prepare a preliminary report and
recommendations on the several issue areas that were discussed by the public
and examined by the experts invited to testify before the Commission. This
report was intended to serve as the basis for further discussion and action by
the Commission. On July 17, the staff released the 2018 Preliminary Staff
Report.

The Preliminary Staff Report was divided into several parts that
corresponded with the issue areas investigated by the Commission, namely,
campaign finance, municipal elections, civic engagement, community boards,
the districting process, and themes and proposals from City agencies. Each
part included recommendations from the staff regarding next steps for the
Commission’s consideration, including areas for further study or specific
proposals to focus on. Also included were other topics that had been raised by
the public and experts alike, but that staff felt should be reserved for future
consideration.

After the release of the 2018 Preliminary Staff Report, a series of five
more public hearings, one in each borough, was held to solicit public comment
regarding the report. Hearings were held on July 23 at NYU’s Vanderbilt Hall
in Manhattan; on July 24 at Hostos Community College in the Bronx; on July
25 at St. Francis College in downtown Brooklyn; on July 26 at Queens Borough
Hall; and on July 31 at McKee High School in Staten Island.

Additionally, on August 9, Dr. Una Clarke and Vice Chair Rachel Godsil
hosted a tele-town hall, taking questions and comments from members of the
public for an hour by telephone. More than 4,000 people listened to the
broadcast, and interpretation of the proceedings was provided to several dozen
speakers of Bengali, Mandarin, Cantonese, Spanish, and Korean. The
following day, Commissioners Annetta Seecharran and Kyle Bragg, along with
Commission staff, held a Twitter town hall. Other outreach events included an
event at the St. George Greenmarket in Staten Island and a round table
discussion with students from the City’s Summer Youth Employment
Program, which was facilitated by Commissioner Deborah Archer and focused
on how young people can have a voice in government.

Throughout this process, in addition to oral and written testimony
received at the public hearings, the Commission continued to receive
comments through its web portal, email, paper mail, phone calls, and social
media. Public comments received by the Commission are available on the
Commission’s website at www.nyc.gov/charter.
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On August 14, the Commission met and passed a resolution directing the
staff to prepare a final report, ballot questions, and abstracts reflecting
proposals focused on campaign finance, civic engagement, community boards,
and language access, and to recommend that a future Charter Revision
Commission or legislative body consider additional proposals.

1 N.Y. MUN. HOME RULE LAW § 36(5)(b).
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Part II: Proposed Amendments
to the Charter

A. Campaign Finance

Thirty years after its creation as a bold response to a wave of public
corruption scandals, New York City’s campaign finance system is widely
regarded as a success. Consisting of contribution limits, disclosure
requirements, and public matching funds on the “small dollar” portion of
donations to candidates who agree to spending limits, the system has survived
legal challenges and boasts a long track record of high participation rates,
including among election winners.

As the City has grown and changed, so too has the campaign finance
system. Over time, reforms have eliminated many of the types of campaign
contributions that historically helped create opportunities for and the
appearance of corruption, including corporate contributions, large “doing
business” and lobbyist contributions, and the gargantuan individual
contributions that were possible—and for many elections still are possible—
under state law. And, by multiplying the value of small contributions through
public matching, the system has increased the participation of small donors
and made them an integral part of the financing of campaigns while at the
same time enabling candidates to run competitive campaigns that focus on a
diverse range of donors, not only those who can afford the maximum
contributions.

These goals, which have always animated the City’s campaign finance
system and have guided its continual evolution, now prompt this Commission
to propose what it hopes is the system’s next major step forward. The
Commission proposes Charter amendments that would (a) significantly lower
contribution limits, (b) strengthen small dollar public matching for candidates
who choose to participate in the City’s public financing program, (c) increase
the total amount of public matching funds available to such candidates, and
(d) allow such candidates to access public matching funds earlier in the election
year. The proposed reforms take direct aim at persistent perceptions of
corruption associated with large campaign contributions, while simultaneously
boosting incentives for campaigns to reach out to small donors and creating
more opportunities for candidates to run diverse types of campaigns without
the need to rely on large donors.
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Summary of Proposed Charter Amendments
Significantly Reducing Contribution Limits

As became evident during the Commission’s public hearings, many
members of the public, representatives of good government groups, and elected
officials believe that the current limits on campaign contributions are set at
too high a level and give rise to opportunities for, and the perception of,
corruption. Currently, the maximum total amount a donor may give to a
candidate per election cycle (that is, including both the primary and general
elections) is (a) $5,100 to candidates for the offices of Mayor, Public Advocate,
and Comptroller (“Citywide offices”); (b) $3,950 to candidates for Borough
President; and (c) $2,850 to candidates for the City Council.! These limits apply
both to candidates who participate in the City’s voluntary public financing
program (“participating candidates”) and those who do not (“non-participating
candidates”).

The Commission now proposes the following new, substantially reduced
contribution limits. The maximum total amount a donor may give to a
participating candidate per election cycle would be $2,000 to candidates for
Citywide offices (Mayor, Public Advocate, or Comptroller); $1,500 to candidates
for Borough President; and $1,000 to candidates for the City Council. The
maximum total contribution to a non-participating candidate would be $3,500
to Citywide candidates; $2,500 to Borough President candidates; and $1,500 to
City Council candidates. The proposed amendments would not alter existing
prohibitions and limits based on the identity of the contributor, including the
prohibition on contributions from corporations, LLCs, and partnerships, and
the existing limits on contributions from lobbyists and those doing business
with the City.2 Additionally, all contribution limits would continue to be
indexed to inflation.

The table below sets forth the current and proposed new limits:

Provosed Limit Proposed Limit
Office Current Limit p .. (Non-
(Participants) ..
participants)
Citywide offices $5,100 $2,000 $3,500
Borough President | $3,950 $1,500 $2,500
City Council $2,850 $1,000 $1,500

The impetus for these reductions is to address the persistent perception
of corruption associated with large campaign contributions—a perception that
can lead to public cynicism and disengagement at a time when restoring faith
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In government institutions and fostering civic engagement are so vital to our
City, State, and nation. As discussed in Section II.A of the Preliminary Staff
Report, media reports, public polling, and testimony before the Commaission all
illustrate that there remains a perception among City residents that
government officials grant improper favors to donors who can give the large
campaign contributions still permissible under our campaign finance system.
The Commission heard additional testimony to this effect in the second round
of borough hearings held after the Preliminary Staff Report was issued.?
Meanwhile, the local and national media continues to be saturated with
coverage describing public corruption trials and convictions.

As described in the Preliminary Staff Report, the Commission received
various thoughtful and creative proposals to reduce contribution limits. The
Commission considered these proposals as well as other variants. In doing so,
the Commission received assistance from the New York City Campaign
Finance Board (CFB), the City’s independent expert agency in this area. The
Commission also retained nationally recognized campaign finance expert
Michael J. Malbin, a Professor of Political Science at SUNY Albany and co-
founder and Executive Director of the Campaign Finance Institute (now part
of the National Institute on Money in State Politics), along with Brendan
Glavin, a data analyst with the Campaign Finance Institute. Both CFB and
Professor Malbin provided valuable, data-driven analysis of various campaign
finance proposals, including the proposed Charter amendments.

The Commission’s aim has been to set contribution limits at levels that
will severely reduce any appearance of, or opportunity for, corruption
associated with legal campaign donations. At the same time, the Commission
has been mindful that the limits must be high enough to enable candidates to
raise the funds they need to communicate effectively with voters and run
competitive campaigns, whether or not they participate in the voluntary public
financing program.

The Commission believes that the proposed contribution limits meet
these objectives. The contribution limits for both participating and non-
participating candidates eliminate the largest contributions currently allowed
under the campaign finance system, directly addressing a primary source of
the appearance of corruption. At the same time, the limits enable both
participants and non-participants to run competitive campaigns and
communicate effectively with voters.

Analysis of campaign finance data from past elections shows that
participants will be able to run competitive campaigns and effectively
communicate their message to voters under the proposed limits. Although the
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proposed limits for participants are lower than for non-participants—thus
going further towards the amendment’s anti-corruption goals—participants,
unlike non-participants, are eligible for significant public matching funds.

In addition, available information shows that the proposed limits will
not inhibit non-participants from running competitive campaigns and
communicating effectively with voters. For example, an analysis of
contributions made to competitive candidates in the 2013 and 2017 elections
shows that only a small percentage of donors made contributions above the
proposed limits. For City Council, only 3.4% of donors gave above the proposed
limits; for Borough President, only 5.9%; for Comptroller and Public Advocate,
only 5.5%; and for Mayor, only 7.7%.4 Further, the proposed contribution limits
for non-participants fall comfortably within the range of contribution limits
established by other large cities. Los Angeles’s limits are currently $800 per
election for City Council candidates and $1,500 per election for Mayoral
candidates; San Antonio’s limits are $500 per election cycle for City Council
candidates and $1,000 for Mayoral candidates; San Francisco’s limits are $500
per candidate per election; Philadelphia’s limits are $3,000 per candidate per
calendar year; Chicago’s limits, which are set by state law, are $5,600 per
candidate per election cycle; and Houston’s limits are $5,000 per candidate per
election cycle.?

By contrast, the limits for candidates participating in the public
financing program are closer to the lower end of limits set by other large cities.
These additional reductions further the goal of restricting the large donations
most likely to be associated with quid pro quo corruption or its appearance.

Strengthening Small Dollar Matching

Strong small dollar public matching is a key component of the existing
campaign finance system, and the public matching ratio has been repeatedly
amended and refined over time. Indeed, since the adoption of the campaign
finance system, the matching ratio has been steadily increased, from its
original dollar for dollar match, to a 4-to-1 match, to the present 6-to-1 match.
Currently, participating candidates, who agree to expenditure limits and must
meet certain qualifying thresholds, are eligible to receive public matching
funds at a rate of $6 in public funds for every $1 in matchable contributions,
up to the first $175 per contributor.¢ Thus, a $100 contribution is currently
matched with $600 in public funds, generating a total of $700 for the candidate,
and a $250 contribution is matched with $1,050 in public funds (6:1 for the first
$175) for a total of $1,300.
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The proposed Charter amendments would increase the public match to
$8 in public funds for every $1 in matchable private contributions, up to the
first $250 per contributor to candidates for Citywide offices, and up to the first
$175 per contributor to candidates for Borough President or City Council.
Thus, a $100 contribution to any candidate would be matched with $800 in
public funds, generating a total of $900 for the candidate. A $250 contribution,
by contrast, would be matched somewhat differently depending on the office
sought: a $250 donation to a candidate for City Council or Borough President
would be matched with $1,400 in public funds (8:1 on the first $175) for a total
of $1,650, and a $250 donation to a Mayoral candidate would be matched with
$2,000 in public funds (8:1 on the first $250) for a total of $2,250. The
availability of a public match on a larger amount of funds ($250 instead of
$175) for participating candidates for Citywide offices reflects the fact that
competitive campaigns for these offices are more expensive, and thus generally
require greater expenditures, than for Borough President and City Council.
The proposed amendments would not alter existing laws that render certain
contributions “un-matchable” (that is, ineligible for public matching), such as
contributions from lobbyists and those doing business with the City.”

The table below sets forth the current and proposed matching formulas:

Office

Current Match

Proposed Match

Citywide offices

6:1 on first $175

8:1 on first $250

Borough President

6:1 on first $175

8:1 on first $175

City Council

6:1 on first $175

8:1 on first $175

The proposed stronger public match helps to achieve several key goals of
the campaign finance system related to reducing opportunities for corruption
or its appearance. When a $250 donation to a participating Citywide candidate
1s worth $2,250 and a maximum $2,000 donation is worth $4,000, there would
be little reason for the public to perceive that the larger donation will buy the
donor special treatment. Two $250 contributions would be worth more than
the maximum donation. The same would be true at the Borough President and
City Council levels under this proposal.

In addition, strengthening the match further enables participating
candidates to campaign without needing to rely on the largest donations, which
encourages the strongest candidates to run, regardless of their financial
connections, thus potentially expanding voter choice. Relatedly, the enhanced
match gives candidates strong incentives to fundraise from a more diverse
economic range of their constituents. Indeed, as described in Section II.A of the
Preliminary Staff Report, the Commission heard compelling testimony from
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Council Member Carlos Menchaca that the 6:1 match helped him pursue a
fundraising strategy in which very small donors—including those who could
give only $10—played an integral role. Menchaca reported that the strong
match energized small donors and made them feel empowered to join the
campaign. The Commission anticipates that further strengthening the match
as proposed in these Charter amendments will amplify that effect.

Finally, strengthening the matching formula helps to maintain
incentives for candidate participation in the public financing program. The
matching formula preserves a reasonable, yet appealing, balance between the
benefits of participation in the public financing program and its burdens,
including expenditure limits, strict disclosure and documentation
requirements, and, under the present proposal, lower contribution limits for
participants than non-participants.

The proposed amendments would also modify an aspect of how
candidates for Citywide office qualify for public matching funds. To qualify for
public funds, candidates currently must raise matchable contributions totaling
at least certain threshold dollar amounts (differing by office), counting only the
first $175 per donor. Thus, to qualify for public funding as a candidate for
Mayor, a candidate currently must raise $250,000 in matchable contributions,
counting only the first $175 per donor. Similarly, to qualify for public funding
as a candidate for Public Advocate or Comptroller, a candidate currently must
raise $125,000 in matchable contributions, counting only the first $175 per
donor.

The proposed amendments would not alter the monetary thresholds, but
would permit candidates for Citywide offices to count the first $250 per donor,
tracking the change in the matching formula for those offices. This adjustment
prevents the unnecessary administrative complexity that would result from
relying on different contribution amounts in each context. It also would make
it somewhat easier for candidates for Citywide offices to qualify for public
funds. No change to the qualifying thresholds for City Council or Borough
President candidates is needed because the matchable portion of a contribution
will remain $175 for those candidates.

Raising the Cap on Public Funds

Under current law, the total amount of public matching funds that a
participating candidate may receive, per election, is capped at 55% of the
expenditure limit applicable to participating candidates for the office being
sought.® As a result of the current 55% “public funds cap,” candidates must
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raise a significant proportion of their funds from private donations alone to
reach the spending limit.

The proposed amendments would increase the public funds cap from 55%
to 756% of the expenditure limit. Thus, based on the current expenditure limits,
which are indexed to inflation and which these amendments would not alter,
the maximum amount of public matching funds available to candidates would
Increase as shown in the table below:?

Expenditure Current Public Proposed Public
Office Lixrgit Funds Cap (55% of | Funds Cap (75% of
Expenditure Limit) | Expenditure Limit)

Mayor $7,286,000 $4,007,300 $5,464,500
Comptroller or
Public Advocate $4,555,000 $2,505,250 $3,416,250
B h

orous $1,640,000 | $902,000 $1,230,000
President
City Council $190,000 $104,500 $142,500

As summarized in Section II.A of the Preliminary Report, experts and
public commenters have consistently expressed concern that the current 55%
public funds cap disadvantages candidates who choose to rely on small donors
as compared with well-funded non-participating candidates or participating
candidates who rely less heavily on small donors. These candidates may hit
the public funds cap well before they raise sufficient funds to reach the
spending limit, leaving them without any public matching funds to complete
their fundraising. Indeed, a candidate for Mayor needs to raise over $3,000,000
in private funds under a 55% cap to reach the spending limit.

The Commission’s proposal to raise the public funds cap to 75% of the
expenditure limit for the office being sought aims to eliminate—or, at the very
least, significantly reduce—this disincentive to small dollar fundraising. A
public funds cap set at 75% of the expenditure limit will make it much less
likely that participating candidates—even those who rely heavily on small
donors—will see their public funds end prematurely.

The Commission has not proposed to raise the public funds cap higher
than 75% of the expenditure limit for practical reasons. As an initial matter, it
1s in the nature of a public matching system that public matching funds are
tied to private contributions and thus, candidates will always need to raise a
certain percentage of private funds. Moreover, a 75% cap will ensure that
campaigns reserve sufficient non-public funds for legitimate expenditures for
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which public funds may not be used—a concern raised by the Campaign
Finance Board and Citizens Union in cautioning against setting the public
funds cap too high.10

Making Public Funds Available Earlier

Under current law, participating candidates are eligible to receive an
initial disbursement of public matching funds in mid-June of the election year
if they meet the qualifying thresholds for receipt of public funds and certify
that they intend to meet all requirements to have their names on the ballot for
the primary or general election.!! However, that disbursement is limited to
$250,000 for candidates for Mayor, $125,000 for candidates for Comptroller
and Public Advocate, $50,000 for Borough President candidates, and $10,000
for City Council candidates.!2 This small disbursement represents less than
5% of the total public funds a Mayoral candidate could potentially receive, for
example (under the new public funds cap proposed by this Commission). The
remaining public funds are not disbursed until two weeks after petitions for
the primary ballot are filed, which is typically in early August of the election
year, just five to six weeks before the primary.!3

As noted in Section II.A of the Preliminary Staff Report, the late timing
of the distribution of the vast majority of public funds may pose significant
challenges to candidates who participate in the public financing program—
especially those who choose to rely heavily on small donors and public
matching funds to finance their campaigns, and who thus may not have
significant stores of private contributions to spend before public funds are
disbursed. The proposed campaign finance amendments discussed above aim
to enable candidates to run competitive campaigns even if they choose to focus
exclusively on small donors. But the lack of significant disbursement of public
funds earlier in the election cycle could impede progress toward that goal, as
candidates may still feel the need to rely on larger donors to finance their
campaigns before substantial amounts of public funds are disbursed. As
Reinvent Albany testified in urging the Commission to make more public funds
available earlier, “campaigns begin at least several months before Election
Day, not six weeks.”14

Accordingly, the proposed Charter amendments would make public
matching funds available to qualifying candidates earlier in the election cycle.
In addition to the existing payment dates in June and August, candidates
would be eligible for public fund payments in February and April of the election
year. The amendments also would remove the limit on the amount of public
funds candidates could receive prior to August.
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While it is unlikely that a candidate who qualifies for public funds will
fail to get on the ballot,15 in order to guard against the unlikely potential
payment of public funds to candidates who do not seriously pursue a campaign,
the proposed amendments would leave in place the existing requirement that
candidates who receive a public funds payment before the ballot is set must
repay any funds received if they fail to submit petitions to get on the ballot, or
if they otherwise fail to actively campaign.l® Other existing repayment
provisions would also remain in effect.1?

Additionally, to protect against the possible payment of funds to
unopposed candidates, the proposed amendments would preclude qualifying
candidates from receiving any disbursement of public funds prior to August of
the election year unless they submit a certified statement, with supporting
documentation, attesting to their need for the funds and demonstrating that
they meet provisions in the current law that require candidates seeking more
than a certain amount of public funds to show that they have a viable opponent
or that they are running against an identified opponent in an open election.!8

Other Considerations
Cost

Some level of increased public cost is inherent in the campaign finance
reforms set forth in the proposed Charter amendments. By reducing maximum
contributions, strengthening the public match, and increasing the public funds
cap, the proposed amendments would likely make candidates more reliant on
public matching funds. Analysis of campaign contribution data from 2013 and
2017 suggests that the proposed amendments may increase the total amount
of public funds disbursed to all candidates by about 47% per election cycle.1?

Since the total public funding cost varies widely by election cycle, the
dollar amount of a 47% increase could also vary. In 2013—a particularly heavy
year for public funding—roughly $38 million in public funds was disbursed.2°
A 47% increase would have meant an additional roughly $18 million in public
funds for that four-year cycle. By contrast, in 2017, roughly $18 million in
public funds was disbursed.?! For that four-year cycle, then, a 47% increase
would have meant an additional roughly $8.5 million in public funds. Thus, it
1s reasonable to estimate that the proposed amendments would increase public
costs by roughly $8.5 to $18 million per four-year election cycle. This represents
approximately $1 to $2 per City resident per year, and roughly 0.01% to 0.02%
of the City’s annual operating budget. These figures do not include special
elections or the extra City Council-only elections that occur once every 20
years.
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It bears emphasizing, however, that this increase in cost is directly
linked to the goals of the campaign finance system: to reduce opportunities for,
and the appearance of, corruption associated with large campaign
contributions and, through matching funds, to incentivize small donor
outreach and make it possible for candidates to run competitive campaigns
without the need to rely on the largest donors. The Commission strongly
believes that the increased costs associated with the proposed amendments are
an important and worthwhile investment in the public’s faith in the integrity
of our political process.

Implementation

The proposed campaign finance Charter amendments would apply to
participating candidates who choose to have the amendments apply to their
campaigns beginning with the 2021 primary election. The amendments would
then apply to all candidates beginning in 2022.

Specifically, the proposed Charter amendments would be applicable to
campaigns of participating candidates beginning with the 2021 primary
elections, and would apply to contributions received on or after January 12,
2019. However, because some candidates seeking office in the 2021 election
cycle have already begun fundraising under the current system, participating
candidates campaigning in that election cycle would be allowed to choose
whether to raise funds under the current or new (post-amendment)
contribution limit, matching formula, qualifying threshold, public funds cap,
and disbursement schedule.

The choice would have to be made when the candidate submits a
certification electing to participate in the public financing program.
Candidates who submitted a certification prior to January 12, 2019 would be
required to file an amended certification indicating their choice by January 15,
2021. Candidates who intend to participate in the public financing program
would also be required to file a non-binding statement indicating to the
Campaign Finance Board their expected choice at the time of filing of their
first disclosure report, which may occur before they file their certification.
Candidates who have already filed their first disclosure report prior to January
12, 2019 would be required to file this non-binding statement no later than
July 15, 2019. Requiring candidates to declare their expected choice to the
Campaign Finance Board prior to officially entering the public financing
program will allow the Board to more accurately track early contributions and
provide guidance to candidates based on their expected choice.
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Those candidates who choose to operate under the new system would be
allowed to retain any campaign contributions received prior to January 12,
2019, to the extent such contributions comply with the law as it currently
stands, and such contributions would be eligible for public matching under the
old matching formula. Non-participating candidates would be subject to the
pre-amendment contribution limits through the 2021 election cycle.

The new system would apply to all candidates, and all contributions,
beginning in 2022.

Severability

The proposed Charter amendments include a provision explaining how
the Commission intends them to be enforced if certain portions are declared
legally invalid or unenforceable. The provision states the Commission’s
intention that if the new contribution limits or matching formula for any office
1s invalid or unenforceable, all contribution limits, matching formulas,
qualifying thresholds, and the disbursement schedule, should revert to the
current, pre-amendment system, but the new public funds cap should remain
in effect.

Conclusion

The Commission is confident that, taken together, the provisions of the
proposed Charter amendments would have a substantial and important effect
on the financing of elections in the City. These proposed amendments would
eliminate the large contributions that create opportunities for quid pro quo
corruption or its appearance. They would also strengthen the City’s public
financing program by increasing public funding and thus enabling candidates
to run diverse types of campaigns, including campaigns that rely primarily on
small dollar donations. As a result, instead of campaigns, especially at the
Mayoral level, being financed primarily by the largest donors (and thereby
feeding a perception of corruption), the sources of campaign funding will likely
be more balanced, with smaller donors and the public funds attributable to
them playing a larger role.

From its inception, the City’s campaign finance system has performed a
critical role in preventing corruption and the appearance of corruption, and
has thus played an essential part in the functioning of the City’s democracy.
The Commission strongly believes that these proposed Charter amendments
would enhance the campaign finance system’s ability to carry out that role
going forward.
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Proposed Charter Amendment Text

Section 1. Subdivision a of section 1052 of the New York city charter is
amended by adding seven new paragraphs 16 through 22 to read as follows:

16. Statement of purpose. Because the city’s campaign finance program

performs a critical role in preventing corruption and the appearance of corruption, it

is essential to the functioning of the city’'s democracy as codified in this charter.

Therefore, it is appropriate for key components of the program to be established in

the charter, which codifies the core elements of the city’s governmental structure,

while other details of the program remain in the administrative code. Paragraphs 17

through 22 of this subdivision fulfill this purpose

17. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the maximum

contributions set forth in subparagraph (b) of this paragraph shall replace the

maximum contributions set forth in subparagraphs (1), (11) and (i11) of paragraph (f) of

subdivision 1 of section 3-703 of the administrative code and shall be applied to the

same extent and in the same manner and subject to the same restrictions as described

in this section and chapter 7 of title 3 of the administrative code.

(b) A. For participating candidates, the maximum contributions shall be as

follows:

1. For the office of mavyor, public advocate or comptroller, $2.000:

i1. For borough president, $1.500; and

111. For member of the city council, $1,000.

B. For non-participating candidates, the maximum contributions shall be as

follows:
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1. For the office of mayor, public advocate or comptroller, $3.500:

i1. For borough president. $2.500; and

111. For member of the city council, $1,500.

(¢) The maximum contributions described in subparagraph (b) of this

paragraph shall be adjusted by the campaign finance board on March 1, 2022 and

every four vears thereafter, in accordance with the process described in subdivision 7

of section 3-703 of the administrative code, except that any reference to calendar vear

2015 in subdivision 7 of section 3-703 of such code shall be read as a reference to

calendar year 2019.

(d) Any reference in this charter, the administrative code or any other local law

to the contribution limits set forth in subparagraphs (1), (11) and (1i1) of paragraph ()

of subdivision 1 of section 3-703 of the administrative code shall be deemed a

reference to subparagraph (b) of this paragraph.

18. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the threshold for eligibility for

public funding for participating candidates in a primary or general election, or special

election to fill a vacancy, shall be in the case of: (1) mayor, not less than $250.000 in

matchable contributions comprised of sums up to $250 per contributor including at

least 1,000 matchable contributions of $10 or more; and (i1) public advocate and

comptroller, not less than $125.000 in matchable contributions comprised of sums of

up to $250 per contributor including at least 500 matchable contributions of $10 or

more. The thresholds for eligibility for public funding for participating candidates for

the offices of mayor, public advocate or comptroller described in this paragraph shall
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replace the thresholds for eligibility for public funding for participating candidates

for the offices of mayvor, public advocate or comptroller set forth in subparagraphs (1)

and (11) of paragraph (a) of subdivision 2 of section 3-703 of the administrative code

and shall be applied to the same extent and in the same manner and subject to the

same restrictions as described in this section and chapter 7 of title 3 of the

administrative code. Any reference in this charter, the administrative code or any

other local law to the thresholds for eligibility for public funding for participating

candidates for the offices of mayor, public advocate or comptroller set forth in

subparagraphs (1) and (i1) of paragraph (a) of subdivision 2 of section 3-703 of the

administrative code shall be deemed a reference to this subdivision.

19. Notwithstanding any other provision of law. if the threshold for eligibility

is met, the participating candidate's principal committee shall receive payment for

qualified campaign expenditures of: (1) $8 for each $1 of matchable contributions, up

to $2.000 in public funds per contributor, obtained and reported to the campaign

finance board in accordance with the provisions of this section and chapter 7 of title

3 of the administrative code, with respect to any participating candidate for

nomination for election or election to the office of mavor, public advocate or

comptroller; and (11) $8 for each $1 of matchable contributions, up to $1,400 in public

funds per contributor, obtained and reported to the campaign finance board in

accordance with the provisions of this section and chapter 7 of title 3 of the

administrative code, with respect to any participating candidate for nomination for

election or election to the office of borough president or member of the city council.
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The formula for determining public matching funds for matchable contributions

described in this paragraph shall replace the formula for determining public

matching funds for matchable contributions set forth in paragraph (a) of subdivision

2 of section 3-705 of the administrative code and shall be applied to the same extent

and in the same manner and subject to the same restrictions as described in this

section and chapter 7 of title 3 of the administrative code. Any reference in this

charter, the administrative code or any other local law to the formula for determining

public matching funds for matchable contributions set forth in paragraph (a) of

subdivision 2 of section 3-705 of the administrative code shall be deemed a reference

to this paragraph.

20. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in no case shall the

principal committee of a participating candidate receive public funds pursuant to

paragraph 19 of this subdivision in excess of an amount equal to 75 percent of the

expenditure limitation provided in subdivision 1 of section 3-706 of the

administrative code for the office for which such candidate seeks nomination for

election or election, as adjusted by the campaign finance board pursuant to paragraph

(e) of subdivision 1 of section 3-706 of the administrative code. The percentage of the

expenditure limitation at which public funds are capped pursuant to this

subparagraph shall be applied to the same extent and in the same manner and

subject to the same restrictions as described in this section and chapter 7 of title 3 of

the administrative code. Any reference in this charter, the administrative code or any

other local law to the percentage of the expenditure limitation at which public funds
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are capped set forth in the first sentence of paragraph (b) of subdivision 2 of section

3-705 of the administrative code shall be deemed a reference to this subparagraph.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, to be eligible for the

disbursement of optional public financing occurring prior to two weeks after the last

day to file designating petitions for a primary election, in addition to satisfying the

requirements of section 3-703 of the administrative code and all other applicable

requirements of this section and chapter 7 of title 3 of the administrative code, the

participating candidate shall demonstrate that at least one of the conditions set forth

in paragraph (b) or (c) of subdivision 7 of section 3-705 of the administrative code is

satisfied, as determined by the campaign finance board. The participating candidate

seeking such monies shall submit a certified signed statement attesting to the need

for such public funds and identifying the condition or conditions set forth in

paragraph (b) or (c) of subdivision 7 of section 3-705 of the administrative code that

apply and supporting such statement with relevant documentation. The board shall

be authorized to verify the truthfulness of any certified statement submitted

pursuant to this subparagraph and of any supporting documentation and shall post

such certified statements and supporting documentation on its website.

(c) This paragraph shall supersede paragraph (b) of subdivision 2 of section 3-

705 of the administrative code in its entirety and paragraph (b) of subdivision 2 of

section 3-705 of the administrative code shall hereinafter have no force and effect.

21. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no monies shall be paid to

participating candidates in a primary or general election any earlier than February
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15 in the vear such election is scheduled to be held. Any reference in this charter, the

administrative code or any other local law to the earliest date by which monies shall

be paid to participating candidates in a primary or general election set forth in

subdivision 5 of section 3-709 of the administrative code shall be deemed a reference

to this paragraph. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, for the disbursement

of optional public financing occurring prior to two weeks after the last day to file

designating petitions for a primary election the campaign finance board shall

schedule a minimum of three payments on February 15, April 15 and June 15 in the

yvear such election is scheduled to be held, or as soon after each such date as is

practicable.

22. The provisions of paragraphs 16 through 21 of this subdivision shall take

effect in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (1) of subdivision 1 of section

1152
§ 2. Section 1152 of the New York city charter is amended by adding a new
subdivision I, paragraph (1) to read as follows:

1. (1) (a) Except as otherwise provided in this paragraph, the amendments to

the charter adding paragraphs 16 through 22 of subdivision a of section 1052,

approved by the electors on November 6, 2018. shall take effect on January 12, 2019,

and thereafter shall control as provided with respect to all the powers, functions and

duties of officers, agencies and employees, except as further specifically provided in

other sections of this charter.
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(b) Officers and employees of the city shall take any actions as are necessary

and appropriate to prepare for the implementation of such amendments prior to

January 12, 2019.

(c) With respect to candidates seeking office in any covered election held prior

to the primary election held in the vear 2021, such amendments shall not apply and

the law as in effect prior to January 12, 2019 shall govern.

(d) (1) Candidates seeking office in covered primary, run-off primary, and

general elections held in the vear 2021 who intend to participate in the voluntary

system of campaign finance reform described in this section and chapter 7 of title 3

of the administrative code shall file with the campaign finance board a non-

binding written statement declaring whether they intend to select the terms,

conditions, and requirements for contribution limits and for the provision of public

matching funds, including those pertaining to the matching formula, qualifying

threshold, public funds cap, and distribution schedule, under Option A or Option B

provided in clause (i11) of this subparagraph. Such statement shall be made on the

date of the filing of the first disclosure report required pursuant to section 3-703 of

the administrative code, provided that candidates who intend to participate in such

system who filed such first disclosure report prior to January 12, 2019 shall file such

non-binding written statement with the campaign finance board no later than July

15, 2019, and provided further that such non-binding written statement shall not be

required if a candidate has already complied with clause (i1) of this subparagraph as

of the date of the filing of the first disclosure report. Failure to file the statement
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required pursuant to this clause (1) shall not be deemed to preclude a candidate from

choosing to participate in the voluntary system of campaign finance reform described

in this section and chapter 7 of title 3 of the administrative code pursuant to

paragraph (c) of subdivision 1 of section 3-703.

(11) Participating candidates seeking office in covered primary, run-off primary,

and general elections held in the year 2021, shall state in the written certification

filed pursuant to paragraph (c) of subdivision 1 of section 3-703 of the administrative

code, whether they agree to the terms, conditions, and requirements for contribution

limits and for the provision of public matching funds, including those pertaining to

the matching formula, qualifyving threshold, public funds cap, and distribution

schedule, under Option A or Option B provided in clause (i11) of this subparagraph,

provided that participating candidates who filed such certification prior to January

12, 2019 shall file an amended certification with such information with the campaign

finance board no later than January 15, 2021.

(111) Option A. The contribution limitations and public matching funds

provisions, including those pertaining to the matching formula, gualifying threshold,

public funds cap, and distribution schedule, as in effect on and after January 12, 2019.

Option B. The contribution limitations and public matching funds provisions,

including those pertaining to the matching formula, gualifying threshold, public

funds cap, and distribution schedule, as in effect prior to January 12, 2019.

(e) For participating candidates and their principal committees seeking office

in covered primary, run-off primary, and general elections held in 2021, the campaign
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finance board shall administer and enforce the contribution limitations and public

matching funds provisions, including those pertaining to the matching formula,

gualifying threshold, public funds cap, and distribution schedule in accordance with

whether the participating candidate has chosen Option A or Option B pursuant to

subparagraph (d) of this paragraph.

() For nonparticipating candidates and their authorized committees seeking

office in the general election held in 2021 or any covered election held prior thereto,

the contribution limitations as in effect prior to January 12, 2019 shall remain

applicable.

(g) With respect to candidates seeking office in any covered election held after

the general election in 2021, the contribution limitations and public matching funds

provisions, including those pertaining to the matching formula, gqualifying threshold,

public funds cap, and distribution schedule, shall apply as in effect on and after

January 12, 2019.

(h) The campaign finance board shall promulgate rules necessary to implement

the provisions of this paragraph, which shall include provisions addressing

contributions made prior to January 12. 2019. provided that: (1) candidates who

received eligible contributions prior to January 12, 2019 shall not be required to

refund such eligible contributions or any portion thereof solely by reason of electing

Option A as set forth in subparagraph (d) of this paragraph: and (1) eligible

contributions received prior to January 12, 2019 shall be subject to the matching
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formula in effect prior to such date, regardless of whether the participating candidate

choses Option A or Option B.

(1) If any provision of paragraph 17 or 19 of subdivision a of section 1052 shall

be finally adjudged by any court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or otherwise

cannot be implemented, all provisions of paragraphs 16 through 22 of subdivision a

of section 1052, except for subparagraph (a) of paragraph 20 of subdivision a of section

1052, together with provisions of this section authorizing or mandating the

application of such provisions to candidates in any election, shall be without any

further force and effect and, at such time, section 1052 and chapter 7 of title 3 of the

administrative code, as such provisions existed immediately prior to January 12,

2019 shall be reinstated, except to the extent such provisions are modified, altered or

superseded by subparagraph (a) of paragraph 20 of subdivision a of section 1052, and

in that event such subparagraph shall apply to all participating candidates.
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Ballot Proposal
Question # 1: Campaign Finance

This proposal would amend the City Charter to lower the amount a
candidate for City elected office may accept from a contributor. It would also
increase the public funding used to match a portion of the contributions
received by a candidate who participates in the City’s public financing
program.

In addition, the proposal would make public matching funds available
earlier in the election year to participating candidates who can demonstrate
need for the funds. It would also ease a requirement that candidates for Mayor,
Comptroller, or Public Advocate must meet to qualify for matching funds.

The amendments would apply to participating candidates who choose to
have the amendments apply to their campaigns beginning with the 2021
primary election, and would then apply to all candidates beginning in 2022.

Shall this proposal be adopted?
Abstract

This proposal would amend the City Charter to lower the amount that a
candidate for City elected office may accept from a contributor. It would also
increase the public funding used to match a portion of the contributions
received by a candidate who participates in the City’s public financing
program. In addition, the proposal would make public matching funds
available earlier in the election year to participating candidates who can
demonstrate need for the funds. It would also ease a requirement that
candidates for Mayor, Comptroller, or Public Advocate must meet to qualify for
matching funds.

Contribution Limits. Currently, the maximum total amount a
candidate may accept from a contributor per election cycle (including both the
primary and general elections) is (a) $5,100 for candidates for Mayor, Public
Advocate, or Comptroller (“Citywide offices”); (b) $3,950 for candidates for
Borough President; and (c) $2,850 for candidates for the City Council. These
limits apply both to candidates who choose to participate in the public
financing program (“participating candidates”) and to those who do not (“non-
participating candidates”) and are indexed to inflation.

Under the proposed Charter amendments, these contribution limits
would be reduced. The maximum total amount a participating candidate may
accept from a contributor per election cycle would be $2,000 for candidates for
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Mayor, Public Advocate, or Comptroller; $1,500 for candidates for Borough
President; and $1,000 for candidates for the City Council. The maximum total
amount a non-participating candidate may accept from a contributor per
election cycle would be $3,500 for candidates for Mayor, Public Advocate, or
Comptroller; $2,500 for candidates for Borough President; and $1,500 for
candidates for the City Council. The proposed contribution limits for
participating candidates are lower than those for non-participating candidates
because only participating candidates are eligible to receive public matching
funds. The proposed amendment would not alter existing prohibitions and
limits based on the identity of the contributor, including the prohibition on
contributions from corporations, LLCs, and partnerships, and the limits on
contributions from lobbyists and those doing business with the City.
Additionally, all contribution limits would continue to be indexed to inflation.

Proposed Limit Proposed Limit
Office Current Limit p . (Non-
(Participants) . .
participants)
Citywide offices $5,100 $2,000 $3,500
Borough President | $3,950 $1,500 $2,500
City Council $2,850 $1,000 $1,500

Public Funds Matching Formula. Currently, participating
candidates, who meet certain qualifying thresholds, are eligible to receive
public matching funds at a rate of $6 in public funds for every $1 in matchable
contributions, up to the first $175 per contributor. Thus, a $500 contribution
1s currently matched with $1,050 in public funds (6 x $175), generating a total
of $1,550 for the candidate.

Under the proposed Charter amendments, the public match would be
increased to $8 in public funds for every $1 in matchable private contributions,
up to the first $250 per contributor to candidates for Citywide office and up to
the first $175 per contributor to candidates for Borough President or City
Council. Thus, a $500 contribution to a candidate for Citywide office would be
matched with $2,000 in public funds (8 x $250), generating a total of $2,500 for
the candidate, and a $500 contribution to a candidate for Borough President or
City Council would be matched with $1,400 (8 x $175) for a total of $1,900. The
proposed amendment would not alter existing laws that render certain
contributions ineligible for public matching, such as contributions from
lobbyists and those doing business with the City.

Office Current Match Proposed Match
Citywide offices 6:1 on first $175 8:1 on first $250
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6:1 on first $175
6:1 on first $175

8:1 on first $175
8:1 on first $175

Borough President

City Council

Maximum Amount of Public Funds (“Public Funds Cap”). Under
current law, the total amount of public matching funds that a participating
candidate may receive, per election, is capped at 55% of the expenditure limit
applicable to participating candidates for the office being sought. Under the
proposed amendments, the cap on the total amount of public matching funds
that a participating candidate may receive, per election, would be increased
from 55% to 75% of the expenditure limit for the office being sought. Thus,
based on the current expenditure limits, which are indexed to inflation and
which these amendments do not alter, the maximum amount of public
matching funds available to candidates would increase as shown in the table
below:

Current Public

Proposed Public

Office Funds Cap (55% of Funds Cap (75% of
Expenditure Limit) Expenditure Limit)

Mayor $4,007,300 $5,464,500

pomptroller ot $2,505,250 $3,416,250

Borough President $902,000 $1,230,000

City Council $104,500 $142,500

Qualifying Thresholds. To qualify for public funds, participating
candidates currently must raise matchable contributions totaling at least
certain threshold dollar amounts (differing by office), counting only the first
$175 per donor. The proposed amendments would not alter the monetary
thresholds, but would permit candidates for Citywide offices to count the first
$250 per donor, tracking the change in the matching formula for those offices.
This would make it somewhat easier for candidates for Citywide offices to
qualify for matching funds.

Timing of Disbursement of Public Funds. Under current law,
participating candidates who meet the qualifying thresholds for receipt of
public funds (“qualifying candidates”) are eligible for an initial disbursement
of public funds in June of the election year. That disbursement is limited to
$250,000 for candidates for Mayor, $125,000 for candidates for Comptroller
and Public Advocate, $50,000 for candidates for Borough President, and
$10,000 for candidates for City Council. The remaining public funds are not
disbursed until two weeks after petitions for the primary ballot are filed, which
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1s typically in early August of the election year, about five to six weeks before
the primary.

The proposed amendments would allow qualifying candidates to receive
public matching funds in February and April of the election year, in addition
to June, August, and beyond, and would remove the monetary limits on the
pre-August distribution of funds. However, qualifying candidates would not be
eligible to receive any disbursement of public funds prior to August of the
election year unless they submit a certified statement attesting to the need for
the funds and demonstrating that they meet provisions in the current law that
require candidates seeking more than a certain amount of public funds to show
that they have a viable opponent or that they are running against an identified
opponent in an open election.

Implementation. The proposed Charter amendments regarding
campaign finance would apply to participating candidates who choose to have
the amendments apply to their campaigns beginning with the 2021 primary
election. The amendments would then apply to all candidates beginning in
2022. Those candidates who choose to operate under the post-amendment
system for the 2021 primary and general elections will be allowed to retain any
campaign contributions received prior to January 12, 2019, to the extent such
contributions complied with the pre-amendment law, and such contributions
would be eligible for public matching under the pre-amendment law.
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B. Civic Engagement

In the face of declining levels of public trust, confidence, and
participation in civic institutions and activities, New Yorkers contribute to
civic life in ways that demonstrate a deep connection to each other and their
communities. They run for office, donate to candidates, serve on community
boards, engage in participatory budgeting, volunteer in significant numbers for
local religious organizations, march for issues they care deeply about, and
speak at public hearings, including before this Commission.

The City’s efforts to harness this energy and promote the civic
engagement of its residents are many and varied. The Board of Elections of the
City of New York (BOE), the Campaign Finance Board (CFB), the Voter
Assistance Advisory Committee (VAAC), and multiple City agencies work to
promote meaningful participation in elections held in the City. Beyond the
ballot box, the Mayor’s Office, City agencies, the City Council, community
boards, and others in City government seek to engage residents, whether
through volunteerism, service, participatory budgeting, or other means,
including through the Mayor’s recently announced DemocracyNYC initiative.
These efforts are described in greater detail in Sections II.B and II.C of the
Preliminary Staff Report.

The Charter does not explicitly address civic engagement beyond voting,
whether through establishment of a dedicated structure or otherwise. The lack
of a centralized, considered approach stands in contrast to testimony received
by the Commission on the importance of understanding civic engagement as a
continuum of opportunities for participating in the civic life of the City, one in
which opportunities interact with and reinforce each other. A decentralized
approach has also led to gaps and overlaps in the City’s efforts, and missed
opportunities to “meet New Yorkers where they are.”! The City can and should
do more to strengthen the connection between New Yorkers and their local
government, and to sustain and improve our local democracy.

Summary of Proposed Charter Amendments
Establishment of a Civic Engagement Commission

The Commission proposes establishing a new Civic Engagement
Commission to enhance the civic participation of all New Yorkers, in order to
promote civic trust and strengthen local democracy. If approved by the voters,
this amendment, and the others described in this section, would take effect on
April 1, 2019.
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The Civic Engagement Commission would consist of 15 members. The
Mayor would appoint eight members, including at least one member from the
largest political party and at least one member from the second largest political
party, as determined by the highest and next highest total numb