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Introduction

On April 27, 2017, the Committee on Governmental Operations, chaired by Council Member Benjamin Kallos, will hold a first hearing on Int. No. 1130-A, sponsored by Council Member Kallos, a Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to increasing the cap on public funds available. 
Background
Campaign Finance Reform in New York City: Origins and Rationale
In response to a series of corruption scandals, Local Law 8 of 1988 established publicly financed campaigns in New York City.
 The Campaign Finance Board (CFB), also created in 1988, administers this system.
 When initially enacted, the City provided a dollar-for-dollar match for the first $1,000 of each contribution.  The program has since been amended multiple times. Prior to the 2009 election it was amended to increase the accessibility of public money to candidates by providing a six-to one match for the first $175 of eligible donations.
 In practice, this means that a matchable contribution of $175 has an overall value of $1,225, as a $175 individual contribution triggers $1,050 in matching public funds.
 
In the 2013 election cycle, more than two-thirds of contributions by New York City residents were for $175 or less.
 And, in the past three election cycles, contributions of amounts less than $175 have been even more prevalent among first-time contributors:
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Source: Campaign Finance Board 2013 Post Election Report, p. 41
Yet, despite these large numbers, in 2013 small contributions accounted for only 10.5% of the total amount contributed to participating candidates. The amplification of small contributions through the matching funds program gives them a significantly more powerful impact than they would otherwise have. However, once a participant has reached the cap on public funding, which is currently 55% of the expenditure limit,
 then small contributions to such candidates are no longer matched and are weighted only at their nominal value. 
While many City Council candidates reached, or came close to reaching, the public funding cap in 2013, only one Mayoral candidate, Christine Quinn,
 no Comptroller candidate,
 and no Public Advocate candidate (although one came very close),
 were able to do so.  Among Borough President races only Manhattan and Queens are relevant for comparison and in Manhattan almost every candidate reached or came close to reaching the cap, while in Queens none of the candidates came closer than about 84% of the cap.
 
Those who favor publicly financed campaigns argue that providing candidates with public money improves the democratic process by broadening the pool of potential candidates, limiting the potential impact of special-interest money, establishing greater engagement between voters and elected officials, and amplifying the value of small contributions.
 Additionally, public financing of campaigns has been credited for contributing to increased diversity in representation of elected officials.
 Donors of small contributions in particular have been found to come from more diverse neighborhoods than donors of large contributions.
 However, opponents of these measures have suggested that publicly financed campaigns infringe upon First Amendment rights, funnel taxpayer dollars to radical groups, and complicate the process of seeking office.

Publicly-financed elections in other jurisdictions
In addition to New York City, at least sixteen states, as well as the city of Los Angeles, offer public funds to political candidates.
 Two models predominate, although these models are not mutually exclusive. The first is “candidate-specific,” and the second is “contributor-specific.” In the former model, candidates agree to certain campaign restrictions in exchange for public funding, while, in the latter, governments provide matching funds based on small-dollar contributions.
 
New York City’s system incorporates elements of both. For example, participating candidates for City Council must collect a minimum of $5,000 in increments no greater than $175 from 75 in-district contributors in order to qualify for matching funds.
  From that point on, additional contributions of $175 are matched, as described above, until the public funds cap is reached. 

Neighboring Connecticut has a campaign-finance system that consists of a qualifying threshold and a grant.
 Once candidates raise a threshold amount of money in small-dollar donations (between $5 and $100), they become eligible for grants for both the primary and general elections.
 Candidates for State Senate, for example, must raise a total of $15,000 (including 300 contributions from residents of municipalities included, in whole or in part, in their district), in order to receive primary grant amounts of $39,410 and general election grants of $94,690.
 If candidates collect contributions above the threshold amounts they are called “buffer contributions” and must be paid to the State’s election fund as part of the grant application.
 Such participating candidates are thus provided with “full public financing.”
 

Connecticut’s program has support from both elected officials and the general public; in 2012, 77 percent of winning candidates were publicly financed.
 In 2014, 80 percent of state legislators (including the governor, the lieutenant governor, the secretary of state, the treasurer, the comptroller, and the attorney general) campaigned on public funding provided by the CEP.
 Additionally, 80 percent of Connecticut residents favor the Clean Elections Program.
 
Similar programs have proved popular in other jurisdictions as well. Both Maine and Vermont also require that candidates meet small-dollar donation thresholds in order to receive grant money for primary and general election campaigns, although Vermont’s law only applies for candidates for governor and lieutenant governor
  In 2015, 55 percent of Mainers voted to increase the Maine Clean Elections Fund by 50 percent, from $2 million to $3 million.

While a grant program has distinct features from New York City’s campaign finance program, the benefits or drawbacks of permitting full public financing can be compared across systems.
Summary of Intro. 1130-A 

Intro. 1130-A would amend the New York City Campaign Finance Act to remove the current cap on matching funds available to candidates participating in the public financing program.  Currently, a candidate can receive matching funds equal to fifty-five percent of the expenditure limit established for the elected office sought.  This bill would remove that cap and allow a candidate to receive matching funds equal to the full expenditure limit for that office, minus the amount of matching contributions raised.  The law would take effect on January 1, 2018.
Proposed Int. No. 1130-A
 
By Council Members Kallos, Lander, Cabrera, Rose, Chin and Menchaca
 
A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to increasing the cap on public funds available
 
Be it enacted by the Council as follows:
 
Section 1. Paragraph (b) of subdivision 2 of section 3-705 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended by local law 67 for the year 2007, is amended to read as follows:
(b) Except as otherwise provided in subdivision three of section 3-706, in no case shall the principal committee of a participating candidate receive public funds pursuant to paragraph (a) above in excess of an amount equal to [fifty-five percent of] the expenditure limitation provided in subdivision one of section 3-706 for the office for which such candidate seeks nomination for election or election, less the amount of matchable contributions received.
§ 2. Subparagraph iii of paragraph a of subdivision 3 of section 3-706 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended by local law 67 for the year 2007, is amended to read as follows:
(iii) for elections occurring after January first, two thousand eight, the campaign finance board shall promulgate rules to provide that the principal committees of such participating candidates shall receive payment for qualified campaign expenditures that will provide the highest allowable matchable contribution to be matched by an amount up to one thousand two hundred fifty dollars in public funds per contributor (or up to six hundred twenty five dollars in public funds per contributor in the case of special election); provided, however, that (A) participating candidates in a run-off election shall receive public funds for such election pursuant to subdivision five of section 3-705 and shall not receive any additional public funds pursuant to this section, and (B) in no case shall a principal committee receive in public funds an amount exceeding [two-thirds of] the expenditure limitation provided for such office in subdivision one of this section, less the amount of matchable contributions received.
§ 3. This local law takes effect on January 1, 2018, provided, however, that the campaign finance board shall take any actions necessary prior to such effective date for the implementation of this local law including, but not limited to, the adoption of any necessary rules. 
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