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INTRODUCTORY BILL:
By: Council Members Perkins, Yassky, Barron, Brewer, Clarke, de Blasio, Dilan, Jackson, Martinez, Quinn, Reyna, Seabrook and Serrano
TITLE:
   


     A local law to amend the New York City Administrative Code, in relation to creating a Referenda Finance Program within the current Campaign Finance Program.
RES. NO. 552-A:





By: Council Members Yassky, Brewer, de Blasio, Barron, Davis, Gerson, Jackson, Koppell, Lopez, Martinez, Sanders and Vann; also Council Members Seabrook and Quinn.

TITLE:





Resolution supporting the Clean Money, Clean Elections Act (A.3453A / S.3440A), a bill that would drastically improve the campaign finance system in New York State by lowering contribution limits, improving reporting requirements and enforcement, and most importantly, instituting a voluntary system of public financing of elections.
RES. NO. 1030:





By:
Council Members Perkins, Addabbo, Barron, Clarke, Comrie, Foster, Gennaro, Jackson, Liu, Quinn, Reed, Rivera, Seabrook, Sears, Weprin and Yassky.
TITLE:





Resolution urging the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 5473-A (A.5473-A), a bill that would amend the current election law to require all polling places be accessible to voters with physical disabilities.
RES. NO. 1031:





By: Council Members Perkins, Barron, Comrie, Foster, Jackson, Liu, Quinn, Reed, Rivera, Sanders and Yassky.
TITLE:





Resolution urging the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8841 (A.8841), a bill that would implement certain mandates of the Help America Vote Act of 2002 and drastically improve the electoral process in New York State by, among other things, establishing a uniform administrative complaint procedure for any person who believes there is a violation of Title III of the Help America Vote Act of 2002.

RES. NO. 1032:





By:  Council Members Perkins, Barron, Comrie, Foster, Jackson, Quinn, Reed, Rivera, Sanders, Seabrook and Yassky.
TITLE:





Resolution urging the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8834 (A.8834), a bill that would amend the current election law to prevent undervoting by requiring the use of the sensor latch mechanism on Shoup voting machines.

RES. NO. 1033:





By:  Council Members Perkins, Barron, Comrie, Foster, Jackson, Quinn, Rivera, Sanders and Yassky.

TITLE:





Resolution urging the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8842 (A.8842), a bill that would implement certain mandates of the Help America Vote Act of 2002 and drastically improve the electoral process in New York State by, among other things, establishing a detailed list of voter identification forms for new registrants and providing for a statewide computerized voter registration list.

RES. NO. 1034:





By:  Council Members Perkins, Barron, Comrie, Foster, Jackson, Quinn, Rivera, Sanders and Yassky.
TITLE:





Resolution urging the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8831 (A.8831), a bill that would amend the current paper ballot instructions to explicitly clarify the importance of avoiding casting overvotes and notify voters of their right to a replacement ballot.

RES. NO. 1035:





By:  Council Members Perkins, Comrie, Jackson, Liu, Quinn, Rivera, Sanders and Yassky.
TITLE:





Resolution supporting newly amended Chapter 263 of the Laws of New York, 2003, regarding the posting of information relevant to the electoral process, in conformance with the Help America Vote Act of 2002, and urging the adoption of an explicit Voter's Bill of Rights that fully informs the electorate of their fundamental right to cast their vote

RES. NO. 1036:





By:  Council Members Perkins, Comrie, Foster, Jackson, Quinn, Reed, Rivera, Sanders and Yassky.

TITLE:





Resolution urging the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8833 (A.8833), a bill that would implement certain mandates of the Help America Vote Act of 2002 and drastically improve the electoral process in New York State by, among other things, providing for county boards of elections to assume control of voting machines and other functions relating to the election administration process.

RES. NO. 1037:





By: Council Members Perkins, Comrie, Foster, Jackson, Quinn, Reed, Rivera, Sanders, Seabrook and Yassky.

TITLE:





Resolution urging the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign the Voting Systems Standards Act of 2003 (A.8847), a bill that would implement certain mandates of the Help America Vote Act of 2002 and drastically improve the electoral process in New York State by, among other things, establishing new standards for voting machines, ensuring access to the ballot by voters with disabilities, adopting a single state-wide voting machine through a competitive bidding process and requiring a voter verifiable audit trail.

Introduction


Today, the Committee on Governmental Operations (“Committee”), chaired by Council Member Bill Perkins, will conduct a hearing on several pieces of legislation concerning New York City’s ballot initiative and voter election processes. To that end, the Committee will examine and accept testimony on a Preconsidered Introductory Bill. The Committees will also review and accept testimony on nine resolutions that call upon the State to enact a series of laws meant to enhance current election law. The Committee has invited the Administration, the City’s Campaign Finance Board, civil- and voting-rights organizations and community advocacy groups to provide testimony on these issues.

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW


The New York City Charter is a 334-page document that serves as the City’s constitution. However, there has been, in recent years, significant controversy surrounding the ability of a Mayor to single-handedly bring about and ultimately affect the outcome of proposed Charter amendments through the use of Charter Revision Commissions. 


Approximately eight months after assuming office, the current Administration publicly announced the creation of a thirteen-member Charter Revision Commission in July of 2002 (“2002 Commission”).
 The 2002 Commission’s plan was to evaluate the prospects for two amendments to the City’s Charter. Specifically, the 2002 Commission was to examine both the City’s mayoral succession policy and the abolition of the City’s use of primary elections. However, as was the case with Charter Revision Commissions empanelled under previous administrations, both the 2002 Commission and the Administration were subjected to a wide array of criticism. 


Much of the public disapproval with the 2002 Commission centered around the relatively compressed time frame with which the Commission was to analyze and determine the proposed Charter amendments.
 The 2002 Commission, which was formed in July, was expected to settle on proposals for Charter amendments in early September for inclusion on a ballot in November. Prior Administrations, although criticized for similar perceived deficiencies in the planning of their Commissions, still tended to offer their respective Commissions more time for thoughtful analysis and discussion.
 For instance, two separate Charter Revision Commissions empanelled by former Mayor Rudolph W. Giuliani were reported to have had more than eighty-five working days each to evaluate Charter reform proposals.
 It was anticipated that the 2002 Commission, in contrast, would have forty-four working days to complete its assigned task.


Other critics objected to the makeup of the 2002 Commission. The public record indicated some debate about the background of Commission members,
 and the inherent conflict of interest between the appointments and the Administration,
 as the Mayor is the sole arbiter of appointments to the panel. For example, one of the Mayor’s appointments to the 2002 Commission was an attorney who was reported to have helped “build the Independence Party.”
 The Mayor received 59,000 votes on the Independence Party Line in his successful election bid in November 2001, where he won the mayoralty by less than 10,000 votes.


Nevertheless, the 2002 Commission was also the focus of a relatively new variable in New York City ballot proposals: the presence of a Mayor who, in addition to arranging and charging a Charter Revision Commission, had the unquestioned ability to underwrite a media strategy devoted to enhancing the success of the ballot questions in the voting booth.
  Indeed, the New York Times reported: “Bloomberg hinted…that he would spend some of his own considerable fortune to educate voters about why he wants the charter changed.”
 

In the end, the 2002 Commission voted to defer study of the City’s primary elections and voted against a change in the City’s mayoral secession policy. Media accounts commented that the 2002 Commission’s was a “political loss”
 for the Mayor, and that it was “highly uncommon for a charter revision committee appointed by a mayor to decline outright to bring his proposals to ballot.”
 The Administration, however, stated that the decision by the 2002 Commission was a demonstration of Commission’s independence,
 an argument that directly refuted concerns that the Mayor would, directly or indirectly, influence Commission appointees that he selected.

Additional controversy erupted this year, however, after the creation of a 2003 Charter Revision Commission. Good government groups and voting-rights advocates objected to a public report that the Chair of the 2003 Commission decided the outcome before all the Commission’s appointees were chosen.
 It was also reported that “billionaire Mayor Michael Bloomberg may fund a ‘vote yes’ campaign himself,”
 thereby creating the appearance, at least in the minds of the aforementioned advocates and the editorial pages of several of the City’s major newspapers, of a predetermined process that could be considerably influenced by the Mayor’s substantial personal wealth.

PRECONSIDERED INTRODUCTORY BILL


As a consequence of the controversy revolving around the Administration’s use of the Charter Revision Commission in recent years, a Preconsidered Introductory Bill, sponsored by Council Members Bill Perkins and David Yassky, was created. The Preconsidered Introductory Bill has been patterned after the City’s Campaign Finance Program, which has proven itself a model for the nation and a first-rate example of successful campaign finance reform.  The objective of the Preconsidered Introductory Bill is to increase participation in the ballot proposal election process regardless of access to wealth by creating a “Referenda Finance Program” similar to the City’s Campaign Finance Program. The intended effect of the Preconsidered Introductory Bill is to establish a “level playing field” in the area of ballot questions such as those created by Charter Revision Commissions. If enacted, the Bill would provide public financing for organizations that may ordinarily have their collective voices muted by the absence of funding. 


Specifically, the Preconsidered Introductory Bill would allow for the organization of a “ballot proposal committee” which would advance its support of or opposition to a ballot proposal. The Campaign Finance Board would certify the ballot proposal committee just as they would a candidate for public office who was eligible for, and actively seeking, public financing.
 In an effort to prevent collusion between ballot proposal committees and other entities, the Preconsidered Introductory Bill would also include a non-coordination provision, which would prohibit expenditures made in cooperation or consultation with any political committee or candidate.
 


As is the case with the public financing of eligible candidates for City office, the Preconsidered Introductory Bill would establish clear contribution
 and expenditure limits for ballot proposal committees,
 as well as threshold requirements that such committees must meet in order to qualify for financing. For instance, Int. No. 488-A would require ballot proposal committees to raise $250,000 in eligible contributions.
 That sum must include at least one thousand contributions of at least ten dollars.
 These threshold requirements would help to ensure that only organized, credible committees with a defined constituency would have access to public financing. 


Finally, the Preconsidered Introductory Bill would ensure that eligible ballot proposal committees would receive four public dollars for every dollar the committee receives in eligible contributions.
 However, only the first two hundred and fifty dollars of the total contributions of any one contributor would be matched.

Res. No. 552-A


Res. No. 552-A supports the Clean Money, Clean Elections Act (A.3453A / S.3440A).  The Clean Money, Clean Elections Act was re-introduced by New York State Senator David Paterson and New York Assembly Member Felix Ortiz in 2003.  Both these bills, if enacted, would institute a voluntary system of public financing of statewide and legislative elections, whereby candidates who demonstrate broad public support and agree not to accept private campaign contributions would each receive a certain amount of public funds. In short, these bills would establish a campaign finance system for candidates for State offices similar to the one that currently exists for City candidates. Res. No. 552-A highlights the enormous financial disparity – which is on average a ratio of 2:1 – between the campaign spending of incumbents and their challengers.

RES. NOS. 1030 THROUGH 1037

All of the following resolutions except Res. No. 1035 call upon the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign various State bills which address the voting election process in New York State. 

Res. No. 1030, which calls upon the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 5473-A, would require all polling places be accessible to voters with physical disabilities in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

Res. No. 1031 urges the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8841 (A.8841), a bill that would implement certain mandates of the Help America Vote Act of 2002. Specifically, this bill would establish a uniform administrative complaint procedure for any person who believes there is a violation of Title III of the Help America Vote Act of 2002. Res. Nos. 1032 through 1037, which follow, emphasize the importance of enacting their respective State bills to enhance voter election procedures in New York City, where “three of its five counties” are required to meet strict preclearance requirements under the Voting Rights Act due to “historical discrimination.”

Res. No. 1032 urges the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8834 (A.8834), a bill that would prevent undervoting by requiring the use of the sensor latch mechanism on Shoup voting machines. 

Res. No. 1033 urges the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8842 (A.8842), which would establish a detailed list of voter identification forms for new registrants and provide for a statewide computerized voter registration list. 

Res. No. 1034 urges the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8831 (A.8831), a bill that would amend the current paper ballot instructions to explicitly clarify the importance of avoiding casting overvotes and notify voters of their right to a replacement ballot.

Res. No. 1035 supports newly amended Chapter 263 of the Laws of New York, 2003, regarding the posting of information relevant to the electoral process, in conformance with the Help America Vote Act of 2002, and urges the adoption of an explicit Voter's Bill of Rights that fully informs the electorate of their fundamental right to cast their vote. 

Res. No. 1036 urges the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign State Assembly Bill 8833 (A.8833), a bill that would provide for county boards of election to assume control of voting machines and other functions relating to the election administration process. 

Finally, Res. No. 1037 urges the Senate to pass and the Governor to sign the Voting Systems Standards Act of 2003 (A.8847), which establish as new standards for voting machines, ensuring access to the ballot by voters with disabilities, adopting a single state-wide voting machine through a competitive bidding process and requiring a voter verifiable audit trail.

Today’s hearing will serve as a forum for witnesses and the public to offer testimony regarding the various pieces of legislation addressed in this report.
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