











Figure 23
Latinos Running for City Council, Primary Election
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Figure 24
Latinos Running for Citywide Offices and Borough President, Primary Election
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Note: There were no municipal elections in 1987 or 1995. No Latino ran for City Council in 1999 or 2007.
See Sources and Methodology for more information.

Although the number of Latinos elected officials has been on a plateau the past 16 years, the number

of Latino candidates has increased dramatically since 2001. In the 1980s only a handful of Latinos—
usually less than 10—ran for office, and this number roughly doubled after the imposition of the

City’s public campaign finance program. A dramatic upward shift occurred in 2001, after 49 of the 51
Councilmembers left office as a result of term limits (Figure 23). However, there has been little change
in the number of viable Latino candidates for citywide and borough president offices (Figure 24).

In 1988, the New York City Council passed the Campaign Finance Act, which imposed sweeping
reforms on the City’s campaign financing process, including establishment of a matching funds
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program. A voter referendum the same year approved incorporation of the Campaign Finance Board

into the City’s Charter to oversee the program and matters relating to campaign finance in the city, and
by the 1989 Citywide elections, the program was in effect (New York City Campaign Finance Board,
2007).

While many changes have occurred in the program since its start, its basic workings are the same as in
1989. Candidates can qualify for the program if they face competition in an election, meet a threshold
amount in contributions, and agree to set spending limits. Once enrolled, they can receive matching
funds from the city for the eligible contributions they receive, with additional benefits if they face
high-spending opponents. The program is available for candidates for mayor, comptroller, public
advocate, borough president, and City Councilmember, though not judge (Appendices 1 and 2).

LATINO PARTICIPANTS IN THE MATCHING FUNDS PROGRAM

Participation has been consistently high among Latino candidates, except in 1989 —the inaugural
year—when only six Latino candidates total ran for office (Figure 25). However, it is of note that
participation was slightly less common for candidates overall in its early years (Levin, 2000).

Figure 25

Share of City Council Candidates Participating in Matching Fund Program, Primary and
General Elections
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See Sources and Methodology for more information.

Unlike Latino incumbent candidates in Los Angeles, those in New York have shown no dramatic drop

in participation. Among all Latino candidates, 60 percent or more have participated since 1997 (Figure
26). (In 1989 and 1993, no non-incumbent Latino candidates were elected.
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Figure 26
Share of Successful Latino Candidates for City Council Participating in Program
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Note: There were no municipal elections in 1987 or 1995. No Latino ran for City Council in 1999 or 2007.

See Sources and Methodology for more information.

Figure 27 shows the non-incumbent Latino participants as a percentage of all Latino participants.
Non-incumbents have made up more than half of all participants in every election year since inception,
with a low of 57 percent in 1989 and high of 91 percent in 2001, when term limits forced almost all
sitting Councilmembers from office. Otherwise, the figure reveals similar levels of participation over
time.

Figure 27
Non-Incumbent Share of Latino Candidates for City Council
Participating in Program, Primary and General Elections
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Note: There were no municipal elections in 1987 or 1995. No Latino ran for City Council in 1999 or 2007.

See Sources and Methodology for more information.
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SUCCESS RATE OF LATINO PARTICIPANTS

Except in 1989, when only one Latino candidate took part and prevailed, less than half of participating
Latino candidates have won election. Figure 28 shows the successful Latino participants as a
percentage of all Latino participants.

Figure 28
Share of Latino Participating Candidates Elected to City Council
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Note: There were no municipal elections in 1987 or 1995. No Latino ran for City Council in 1999 or 2007.

See Sources and Methodology for more information.

These numbers do not take into consideration incumbency, which could affect the success rate of
participants. Figure 29 shows that successful Latino incumbents outnumbered successful Latino
non-incumbents in every year but 1991 and 2001. In 1991, voters elected the same number of
participating non-incumbents —three —as non-participating non-incumbents. Only in 2001 did the
participating non-incumbents exceed all other categories. This fact in and of itself does not indicate
that the matching program is ineffective at helping elect Latinos. For instance, an incumbent Latino
elected official might theoretically face a very competitive and well-funded non-Latino opponent
and survive the challenge because of matching funds. However, it may suggest that the available
data is insufficient to determine that the program has met the goal of electing more qualified minority
candidates.
Figure 29
City Council Districts Won by Latino Candidate
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Note: There were no municipal elections in 1987 or 1995. No Latino ran for City Council in 1999 or 2007.

See Sources and Methodology for more information.
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So few Latino candidates have run for citywide and borough president offices that it is impossible to
gauge the impact of the matching fund program. Today, there is one Latino borough president (for the
Bronx), the same number as before the program. Figure 30 shows the serious Latino candidates for
these offices since the program began.

Figure 30
Number of Latino Candidates or Borough and Citywide Offices,
Primary and General Election

Borough Public Advocate Comptroller Mayor
President
1989 2 1 0 0
1993 1 1 1 0
1997 3 0 0 0
2001 2 1 0 1
2005 3 0 0 1

See Sources and Methodology for more information.

While these figures may reveal little, some milestones have occurred. In 2001 and 2005, former Bronx
Borough President Fernando Ferrer mounted competitive bids for mayor. In 2001 he narrowly lost to
then-Public Advocate Mark Green in the Democratic primary, and in 2005 he lost to incumbent Mayor
Michael Bloomberg, who dramatically outspent him.

MATCHING FUNDS AND THE MONEY FLOW

New York is a very expensive city for political campaigns. Those running for citywide office must
reach out to millions of potential voters—more than the entire populations of some states. Council
candidates must also mobilize broad-based efforts. The average Councilmember represents a district of
143,580 people—Iless than in Los Angeles, but still the size of a major U.S. city such as Syracuse. New
York is also the costliest media market in the country, and the composite cost of living in Manhattan is
more than double that of the national average (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008).

Since 1997, the price of a successful City Council race in New York City has soared. While in 1993
successful Latino candidates generally spent less than $50,000, in the last three City Council elections
the average has exceeded $140,000. Successful Latino candidates have also raised record average
amounts in recent elections, surpassing $140,000 in 2005 (based on primary and general elections)
(Figure 31). Nonetheless, this sum is less than a third of a $450,000 that the average successful Latino
Council candidate in Los Angeles raised that year (Figure 19).

Though races are far more expensive in Los Angeles, recent successful Latino candidates in both

cities have received similar amounts in matching funds: roughly between $50,000 and $100,000

(In full-funding Arizona, by contrast, successful Latino legislative candidates received an average of
about $24,000 in the last four election cycles). Thus, matching funds are a much more important share
of the campaign budget for candidates in New York than Los Angeles.
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Figure 31
Successful Latino Candidates for City Council, General Election
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Note: Since Average Matched applies only to participants, it can exceed half of the total Average Raised. No Latino participants who received
matching funds were successful in 1991 and 1993. No municipal elections took place in 1987 or 1995, and no Latinos ran for City Council in
1999 or 2007.

See Sources and Methodology for more information.

Although program participation has varied little over the years, there have been only three years when
voters elected at least one Latino candidate who accepted matching funds and at least one who did not
(1991, 1993, and 2005). Figure 32 shows the average amounts that successful Latino participants and
non-participants both raised and spent in these three election cycles. There is very little difference
between participants and non-participants in 2005. In 1991 and 1993 participants and non-participants
raised similar amounts of cash, but in 2005 non-participants exceeded participants by about 80 percent.
In 1991 and 1993, participants heavily outspent their “traditional” counterparts. This trend reversed in
2005, with successful non-participants moderately outspending successful participants.

Figure 32
Successful Latino Candidates for New York City Council
1991 1993 2005
Raised Participating $44,580 $49,281 $102,991
Non-Participating $44,976 $47232 $183,817
Spent Participating $68,229 $58,182 $138,466
Non-Participating $40,337 $41,390 $148,015

See Sources and Methodology for more information.

Although few Latino candidates have run for mayor of New York since the start of the program (and no
major Latino candidate did prior to 2001), the role of money and the matching program is important in
those races. Figure 33 shows the average total raised, matched, and spent by major mayoral candidates.
Since Michael Bloomberg so heavily outspent his opponents in both of his successful elections, his
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figures are excluded from the non-Latino candidate averages, but do appear under “Winner.” Most
striking is the 2005 election, in which former Bronx Borough President Fernando Ferrer squared

off against incumbent Michael Bloomberg. The billionaire mayor declined to take matching funds
and spent a record $84,587,319 in the general election, primarily from his own personal wealth. In
comparison, Ferrer spent $9,165,301, less than one-ninth that sum. Whether the dramatic outspending
led to Ferrer’s loss is debatable, but the size of the gap suggests the problem deep-pocket candidates
can pose for publicly financed elections.

Also of note, in 2001, Latino former Congressman Herman Badillo faced off against Michael
Bloomberg for the Republican nomination, while former Borough President Ferrer battled
well-financed, competitive opponents in former Public Advocate Mark Green and Comptroller

Alan Hevesi. Both Latinos lost their bids. In 2005, Ferrer was the only Latino in the race for mayor,
succeeding in the primary but ultimately losing in the general election.

Figure 33
Major Candidates for Mayor of New York City, Average Raised, Matched and Spent,
Primary and General Elections

2001 2005
Average Latino Candidates $3,384,285 $6,239,291
Raised Non-Latino Candidates* $6,996,342 $3,253,343
Winner $73,149,689 $84,155,868
Average Latino Candidates $1,614,328 $3,897336
Matched Non-Latino Candidates* $2,186,947 $1,877654
Winner n/a n/a
Average Latino Candidates $4,810,441 $10,556,247
Spent Non-Latino Candidates* $7990,713 $4,710,097
Winner $73,109,226 $84,587319

*Does not include Michael Bloomberg

See Sources and Methodology for more information.

As in all jurisdictions, independent expenditures in New York’s municipal campaigns are unlimited
and can have tremendous impact. Unfortunately, it is impossible to measure their direct effect on
candidates in New York due to the city’s extremely modest reporting and disclosure requirements.
Moreover, its matching program contains no provisions to mitigate spending by independent political
committees against a candidate, as the Arizona and Los Angeles programs do. Whether this fact has
played a decisive role in an election is unclear, but the potential clearly exists.

THE INSIDE STORY

New York City’s matching program started 20 years ago and none of today’s elected officials first
ran before its enactment. However, the city’s elected leadership has enough experience —and
there are enough ongoing changes to the program—to give rise to a wide array of estimations of its
effectiveness. Latino elected officials interviewed for this report expressed several opinions on the
program’s benefits and many on its shortcomings.

The heavy reporting requirements drew the greatest complaints. In essence, the interviewees believed
the requirements result in the program giving with one hand and taking with the other. Councilmember
Hiram Monserrate, the first Latino elected to public office in Queens, is now serving his second term,
and he made this concern very clear:
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“I think the reporting is an undue burden, an unnecessary expense on the campaign
to sustain. You have to raise money just to be compliant with the Campaign Finance
Board [CFB]. In my case, I don’t know how many thousands of dollars I’ve spent on
compliance —probably 15 to 20 at least.”

A fundraising novice when he first ran for the New York City Council, Councilmember Monserrate
noted that “the [program’s] matching dollars are good—they are very helpful —and the program helps
to put your position out in the literature that they mail for free to voters.” However, he immediately
added, “That’s about it.” In terms of the program’s effect on encouraging more minority and Latino
candidates to run, he noted:

“The program does and doesn’t level the playing field. Theoretically it does, as it’s a matching
program, and then it doesn’t, because I think poorer candidates —and quite frankly, minority
candidates—for some reason have always had much more difficulty complying with the CFB
rules, and would also wind up getting fined more.”

Reporting requirements to ensure compliance and public disclosure are stringent, as they are in
any jurisdiction with a sophisticated campaign finance code, whether it has public financing or
not. However, in New York City, participating candidates have to file with three different entities:
the New York State Board of Elections, the New York City Board of Elections, and the New York
City Campaign Finance Board. Councilmember Monserrate was quick to point out that this added
complexity can affect minority candidates disproportionately:

“The reality is that if you are representing a lower-income neighborhood, and there’s lower
levels of income and education that you are dealing with, volunteers and so forth are therefore
the same. So if you’re looking for volunteers to keep files in order and so forth, to get that
type of quality work you’re going to have to pay, which takes away from the other parts of the
campaign. So instead of promoting the candidate, we’re spending a significant amount of the
budget to comply.”

How effective is the program for new or underfunded candidates —particularly Latinos? As
Councilmember Monserrate observed, “If you can’t pay someone to do your compliance, you’d be very
hard pressed to be in line with the compliance process.” This bureaucratic expense makes it hard for
those with limited funds to launch campaigns. Second-term Bronx Borough President Adolfo Carridn,
a former City Councilmember and candidate for comptroller, expressed this sentiment pointedly:

“I think for me there is a concern that you handicap the minority candidates in general (although there
are lots of exceptions) because people from poorer districts, by virtue of the fact that it’s that much
more difficult to raise money when you’re starting out.” Councilmember Rosie Mendez of Manhattan
shared these concerns:

“If there’s something wrong, [the] Campaign Finance [Board] is just going to have
you. The reporting requirements are expensive, and probably I’d even say burdensome.
Some people end up having issues with the filings, months, maybe even years later.”

She based this observation on personal experience. After opening a committee account in January 2004
and winning office in November 2005, a final audit of her account came in 2007. “The final audit was,
to my mind, unjustifiable,” she said. “It would take a year if everything was done properly and any
money was owed. In our case, they determined we had to pay $200.”
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Moreover, the City Council passed further restrictions and conditions in 2007, which she says will
“have the effect of almost making it mandatory that any but the most marginal campaigns have paid
professional staff to manage [them].” Overall, she says, “the amount of recordkeeping has just gone
through the roof.”

While Borough President Carrion feels the program “opened the door to different people, to new
players” but is fraught with other problems, Councilmember Mendez still believes it “absolutely helps
level the playing field.” She credits the program with enabling her to run, and says it “allows many
individuals who would not be able to run for funding reasons to actually launch a campaign and be
competitive. What you see is 10 to 12 people running for each seat now, whereas before there would
only be two, three people. Four was a lot of people years ago. Now you see a standard of eight people
in a given race.”

The effectiveness of Mayor Michael Bloomberg’s campaign—almost entirely self-financed in both
2001 and 2005 —came up several times. Although Councilmember Mendez did not directly address
the impact of a wealthy candidate in pool of publicly-funded candidates that may include Latinos,
Councilmember Monserrate and Borough President Carrién did. Councilmember Monserrate observed
that “the reality is, you can’t compete with that kind of money,” despite the benefit of matching dollars.
Referring to his own first bid for office, he noted, “Had there been a candidate in the race who had
personal wealth or greater fundraising skill, that would have put us [candidates] at a disadvantage.”

The Bronx borough president believes that since campaign finance programs like New York’s place
greater limitations on participants, their effect may the opposite of the one intended —instead of
increasing the diversity of the candidate pool, they may slow the emergence of candidates with slender
means:

“[By placing limits on fundraising] we’re dangerously opening the door for only people
who can—due to the luxury of wealth—play politics. One, because they can opt out of
public financing, because they don’t have to worry about being competitive financially.

And two, they can take the time. It is essentially a part-time gig for them.”

Despite the benefits of public financing, he says, “Wealthy candidates like Bloomberg
have redefined the conversation. I think that wealth trumps just about everything in the
United States, and I think it plays an important role in politics.”

Interviewees also expressed concerns about the impact of socio-economic variables on a candidate’s
viability —a problem public financing is supposed to mitigate. Councilmember Monserrate suggests
that it is unclear “how much [the] Campaign Finance [Board] really takes into account poorer
neighborhoods and what we’re dealing with.” In addition to difficulties finding skilled volunteers to
manage the advanced bookkeeping requirements, candidates must raise campaign funds from their
constituencies under partial-public financing programs like New York City’s. Bronx Borough President
Carridn points out,

“What ends up happening, I think, is that a lot of the candidates go to the people who
have personal wealth, or have the ability to write relatively large personal checks. For
example, if you’re running for citywide office here, you can get people to give you
$4,950. How many people —average people in a local district—can afford to write you
a check for $4,950? Not that many people. If people who come from areas of wealth
are able to get contributions much larger than people who don’t come from an area of
wealth, it creates a whole lopsided playing field.”
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However, Councilmember Mendez sees the issue slightly differently:

“For individuals in my district, who don’t have a lot of money, sometimes they struggle
to give me $5, $10. So to them, while it may be difficult to take $10 out of their budget
to contribute to a campaign, they think of it as being ‘Wow, my $10 will become $50,’
and they feel proud of the fact they are able to make a financial contribution to my
campaign.”

Does the matching program really open the door for Latino candidates? “It really depends on the
district,” she says. “You have some districts where the demographics are such that Latinos are the
dominant ethnic group, and you’ll see more individuals running.” However, she adds, “Obviously the
other feature is the term limits issue. It allows for the demographic changes of a neighborhood that
much quicker.”

Overall, opinions on the program varied widely. There was consensus that it may have helped open
the door for more Latino candidates, yet interviewees differed about the extent it has helped, and more
as to whether it has helped those Latino candidates get elected to office. However, all believed the
system needs subtle changes. Councilmember Mendez suggests that the Campaign Finance Board
could use additional staffing to make the process quicker, easier, and less burdensome to candidates.
Councilmember Monserrate feels the system should not be at odds with itself:

“This is supposed to be a process—should be a process—where candidates get the
benefit, and there’s a level field for those who want to run for office who are not career
politicians, who are grassroots candidates. It shouldn’t be that they are entering an
archaic system that’s like a maze, and if you take a wrong turn the CFB hits you with
egregious fines. That’s not what it should be about. The system is supposed to about
facilitating people who want to run for office, not [about being] a disciplinarian per

se. I understand they have to have some rules, and they have to make sure people are
complying and doing what they say they are doing with their money, but there has to be
a better system. The system right now is not working effectively.”

Bronx Borough President Carrion sees the program as “a good thing in principle, given what the
apparent goals of that reform were,” but he believes that the program has had unanticipated effects

as it has grown and changed, and some of them contradict its intended goals. He advocated cautious
attempts of reform in the future: “We move slowly towards reform, but the reforms are more
significant. That’s very frustrating for people on the margins, obviously. That’s why the marginalized
are constantly railing against entrenched interests. But do you correct it by going to the other extreme?
I’m not sure.”
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When New York City enacted its Campaign Finance Act in 1988 and established its public finance
program —the first of the three jurisdictions in this report to do so—one of its prime objectives was to
encourage more candidates overall to run for office. And though in all three jurisdictions the number
of Latino candidates has indeed increased since public funding commenced, the role of the programs in
this growth is unclear.

In all three jurisdictions first-year participation was modest. In Arizona and New York, participation
rose dramatically in the second election cycle in which the program was in effect, and in Los Angeles
in the fourth. Reasons for the initial hesitation are unclear, although it is likely that candidates needed
time to familiarize themselves with the process and possibilities.

Of all three programs, New York City’s highlights the potential hazard of burdensome reporting
requirements. Though candidates unquestionably must account for their finances, in New York many
complained that red tape significantly undermined the effect of matching funds by necessitating the
hiring of professional staff to handle the accounting work. In Los Angeles—and to a lesser extent,
Arizona—interviewees also mentioned this issue, though not as pointedly. For participating candidates
lacking personal resources or fundraising networks, the burden of unimportant reporting requirements
may lessen the program’s effectiveness.

How much does public financing improve the number of viable Latino candidates running for elected
office? The answer so far is tentative. It seemed to help most clearly in Arizona, where the program
covers almost all campaign costs with a lump sum and matching funds. Arizona interviewees all
agreed that full public financing had likely encouraged many minority and Latino candidates to run.
The verdict was mixed in Los Angeles and New York, though, and only a few interviewees felt their
matching funds program increased the number of Latino candidates.

However, even in Arizona, confounding variables muddy the assessment. For instance, the largest
jump in number of Latino candidates for the Arizona House came in 2000 —the first year of the

clean elections program—when 20 ran, compared to 12 in 1998. Yet only six of those 20 actually

took part in the program, and it is scarcely likely that public funding spurred the remaining 14 Latino
non-participants into the race. The catalyst may have been term limits. The state’s term limits law had
its first impact in 2000, preventing 22 candidates from running in that year and 16 in 2002. Since 2000,
the number of Latino candidates has remained in the low 20s.

Similarly, New York City also saw a dramatic upsurge in Latino candidates for municipal office, though
in the second election in which the program was available. Eighteen Latinos ran for City Council in
1991, compared to seven in 1989 —a 164 percent increase. However, this time the key motivator was
the availability of seats. In 1991 the City Council augmented its number of districts from 35 to 51.

The appearance of new political units and the 46 percent increase in open seats on a then

63



term-limit-free City Council almost certainly encouraged many more Latinos to run. Another jump
occurred in 2001, with the first impact of term limits. Overall, while public financing may have played
a significant role in some Latinos’ decisions to run, it is difficult to determine how many it affected and
to what extent. In citywide races, there have been no gains in the number of strong Latino candidates
since the program started, with the exception of Fernando Ferrer’s unsuccessful mayoral bids in 2001
and 2005.

In Los Angeles, the number of Latino candidates has also risen, but this increase does not correlate with
the availability of public financing. The number of Latino candidates for City Council did not jump
dramatically until 1999, the fourth election cycle in which matching funds were available. Here, the
key factor was probably term limits, which voters passed in 1995. Indeed, not only did the number of
Latino candidates rise from seven to 13, but all were non-incumbents. At the same time, all also took
part in the program.

Has public financing increased the number of Latinos elected to office? More Latinos do serve today
in all three jurisdictions. However, their success does not directly correlate with public funding, as

the same variables that may have influenced the number of Latinos running for office may also have
affected their likelihood of election. In New York City, the creation of 16 new districts in 1991 was
almost certainly the main factor in boosting the number of Latinos elected —especially since that
number has remained stable since. In Los Angeles and Arizona, term limits and decennial redistricting
appear to have played considerable roles.

All interviewees echoed these concerns, and expressed uncertainty or skepticism about whether public
financing had increased the number of Latinos elected. Almost all also suggested that, even if public
financing had helped elect some candidates, term limits and redistricting were also likely to have
contributed to their success. Non-Latino incumbents may long have represented districts with growing
Latino populations, and as such, term limits seem to increase the number of Latino candidates most
when incumbents are forced from office. After newly elected Latinos join a city council or legislature,
they become incumbents themselves in the next election cycle and their presence can depress the
number of Latino candidates. Similarly, through redistricting, districts can be drawn to maximize
Latino voter “strength” (such as for Voting Rights Act compliance) and thus encourage more Latinos
to run for office and increase their likelihood of election. Few examples exist in the three jurisdictions
covered in this report of a Latino candidate winning a seat not traditionally held by a Latino, and the
disparity in share of population versus elected leadership is clear.

Interviewees universally noted the advantage wealthy candidates enjoy (as have public finance
advocates). Candidates expressed this concern most clearly in New York City, but also in Los Angeles,
as a result of both cities’ experiences with extremely wealthy mayors: Michael Bloomberg and

Richard Riordan. Although all three programs have provisions that take effect when a wealthy
candidate pours cash into her campaign, these provisions only go so far, and even the best fundraiser
can hardly compete with a war chest in the tens of millions. Such cases are rare, but they nonetheless
belie any assertion that public financing always “levels the playing field.”

The Arizona interviewees all expressed positive feelings about the program and its benefits. The state’s
clean-elections approach was the only full public financing program in this study, and simply requires
candidates to raise a certain number of $5 contributions to receive a lump sum from the state. Since
Los Angeles and New York use partial public financing, all candidates in these cities must also conduct
“traditional” fundraising, soliciting large private contributions. One question is whether the relatively
warm feelings toward “clean elections” in Arizona will last as the program ages, and whether it will
make a difference in the number of Latinos elected prior to the next redistricting.
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Many other questions remain unanswered. Even in jurisdictions like New York City, where the
program is approaching its 20th anniversary, the many changes to district boundaries, term limits, the
program itself, and other variables are intertwined and not mutually exclusive or discrete. Only more
election cycles will yield the additional data to make the analysis clearer (or even possible with a young
program such as Arizona’s). Among the questions are:

* How have jurisdictions with public financing fared compared to those without? An
apparent lack of change in the number of Latino elected officials may suggest success
if the ever-growing need for campaign funds has caused negative change elsewhere.

e How vital is the role of fundraising in a Latino candidate’s decision to run?

e [s full public financing more effective than partial funding?

* How exactly has incumbency interacted with public financing?

e Is it possible to separate the effects of term limits and redistricting from public
financing? Further research should better isolate such variables, and determine where
public financing has enabled the election of Latino candidates in non-Latino districts.

* Do Latinos and non-Latino candidates overall differ in familiarity with public finance
programs?

*  What roles have voter registration, voter engagement, and naturalization promotion
efforts played?

¢ Will independent expenditures help or hinder Latinos, and the equity of elections
generally? If they hinder, how can they legally be controlled?

Untangling the impact of public financing from the plethora of variables is no easy task, and plainly
many additional issues lie outside this skein. Scholarly research to answer these questions is currently
scarce, but much needed to determine as precisely as possible how such programs affect the emergence
and election rates of Latino candidates.

65






_oAPPENDICESo_






Appendix 1
Qualifications, Contribution, and Expenditure Limits for Participating Candidates!

Jurisdiction Year Firstin Offices Covered Program Qualification Individual Personal Other Primary General
Enacted Effect Qualifications | Contribution | Contribution | Contribution | Contribution Election Election
Limits Limits? Limits Limits® Spending Spending
Limits Limits
Arizona 1998 2000 Governor 4,410 S5 $130/$5 $1,230 $49,180 $638,222 $957,333
Secretary of State 2,755 $5 $130/ $5 $1,230 $25,840 $165,378 $248,067
Attorney General 2,755 S5 $130/$5 $1,230 $25,840 $165,378 $248,067
Supt. of Public Instruction 1,650 S5 $130/$5 $1,230 $12,920 $82,680 $124,020
Treasurer 1,650 $5 $130/ $5 $1,230 $12,920 $82,680 $124,020
Corporate Commissioner 1,650 S5 $130/$5 $1,230 $12,920 $82,680 $124,020
Mine Inspector 550 S5 $130/ $5 $1,230 $6,460 $41,349 $62,024
State Legislature 220 $5 $130/ $5 $610 $3,230 $12,921 $19,382
Los Angeles 1990 1991 Mayor $150,000 $500 $1,000 $100,000 $900,000 $2,251,000 $1,800,000
City Attorney $75,000 $500 $1,000 $100,000 $400,000 $1,013,000 $788,000
City Controller $75,000 $500 $1,000 $100,000 $400,000 $900,000 $676,000
City Council $25,000 $250 $500 $25,000 $150,000 $330,000 $275,000
New York 1988 1989 Mayor $250,000 $175 $4,950 $14,850 $400 $6,158,000 $6,158,000
Public Advocate $125,000 $175 $4,950 $14,850 $400 $3,850,000 $3,850,000
City Comptroller $125,000 $175 $4,950 $14,850 $400 $3,850,000 $3,850,000
Borough Presidents Varies* $175 $3,850 $11,550 $320 $1,386,000 $1,386,000
City Council $5,000 $175 $2,750 $8,250 $250 $161,000 $161,000

" All figures are the most current available for each jurisdiction’s public financing program, unless otherwise noted.

2 In Arizona, early contributions from individuals (in the exploratory or qualifying phases of a campaign) are limited to $130 for participating

candidates. However, the contributions for the campaign period are limited to individual contributions of $5 for participating candidates. These

contribution limits do not apply to non-participating candidates

3 These are additional contribution limitations for program participants unique to each jurisdiction. For Arizona, this applies to aggregate individual

“early” contributions. In Los Angeles, this applies to aggregated contributions from political action committees (PACS). In New York City, this applies

to contributions from entities “doing business” with the city.

4 Qualification threshold is based upon the population of each borough, according to the most recent decennial census. This is currently equal to

$26,653 for the Bronx, $49,307 for Brooklyn, $30,744 for Manhattan, $44,588 for Queens, and $10,000 for Staten Island.

Sources:

Arizona Secretary of State

Citizens Clean Elections Commission (Arizona)

Los Angeles City Ethics Commission

New York City Campaign Finance Board
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Appendix 2
Public Funding Schedules for Elections, Independent Expenditures,
and Well-Financed Candidates

Arizona
Primary Election For qualified party primary participants, a lump sum equal to the primary spending limit at
Allocation the beginning of the primary election period (January of even-numbered years):

+ $12,921 for state legislative candidates

+ $19,382 for state legislative candidates taking Reallocation Optiont

+ $41,349 for state mine inspector candidates

- $82,680 for corporate commissioner candidates

+ $82,680 for treasurer candidates

+ $82,680 for superintendent of public instruction candidates

+ $165,378 for attorney general candidates

+ $165,378 for secretary of state candidates

+ $638,222 for gubernatorial candidates
For independent candidates, 70% of the sum of the primary and general spending limits.
For candidates unopposed in their party’s primary election, their $5 qualifying
contributions.

If a non-participating candidates’ expenses exceed the program’s primary election
spending limit for that office, participating candidates are matched $1 to $1 for the
additional spending, minus:

+ The participating candidates’ early contribution total

+ 6% of total (an estimate of non-traditional candidates’ fundraising fees)

“Reallocation Option” State Legislative candidates belonging to the dominant party in a district (10% or greater
advantage in partisan registration) have the option of reallocating a portion of their
general election funds for their primary election:

+ $19,382 for the primary election

+ $12,291 for the general election

Maximum Primary Matching funds cannot exceed double the primary election spending limit:
Election Allocation + $25,842 for state legislative candidates

+ $38,764 for state legislative candidates taking Reallocation Optiont

+ $82,698 for state mine inspector candidates

- $165,360 for corporate commissioner candidates

+ $165,360 for treasurer candidates

+ $165,360 for superintendent of public instruction candidates

+ $330,756 for attorney general candidates

+ $330,756 for secretary of state candidates

+ 51,276,444 for gubernatorial candidates
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General Election
Allocation

For successful primary election participants, a lump sum equal to the general election
spending limit, granted the day after the primary election:

- 519,382 for state legislative candidates

+ $12,291 for state legislative candidates taking Reallocation Optiont

+ 562,024 for state mine inspector candidates

+ $124,020 for corporate commissioner candidates

+ $124,020 for treasurer candidates

+ $124,020 for superintendent of public instruction candidates

+ $ 248,067 for attorney general candidates

+ $ 248,067 for secretary of state candidates

+ $ 957333 for gubernatorial candidates
For candidates unopposed in the general election, their $5 qualifying contributions.

If a non-participating candidate’s contributions exceed the program’s general election
spending limit for that office, participating candidates are matched $1 to $1 for the
additional spending, minus:

+ The non-participating candidate’s expenses from the primary election

+ 6% of total (an estimate of non-traditional candidates’ fundraising fees)

Maximum General
Election Allocation

Matching funds cannot exceed double the general election spending limit:
- 538,764 for state legislative candidates
+ $25,842 for state legislative candidates taking Reallocation Optiont'
+ $124,048 for state mine inspector candidates
+ $248,040 for corporate commissioner candidates
« $248,040 for treasurer candidates
+ $248,040 for superintendent of public instruction candidates
+ $496,134 for attorney general candidates
+ $496,134 for secretary of state candidates
+ 51,914,666 for gubernatorial candidates

Independent Expenditures

Independent expenditures are matched $1 to $1, but are treated the same way as
non-participating candidate expenses or contributions, and are included to the
maximum allowable matching funds for each election.

Well-Financed Candidates
(e.g., self-financed)

Matching, as with all high spending candidates or independent expenditures.

! State Legislative candidates belonging to the dominant party in a district (10% or greater advantage in partisan registration) have the option of

substituting their general election funds for their primary election funds to increase their competitiveness in the party primary election, known as the

Reallocation Option.

Sources: Arizona Secretary of State, Citizens Clean Elections Commission (Arizona)
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Los Angeles

Primary Election Allocation

$1to $1 matching on qualifying individual contributions, in amounts up to
+ $250 for City Council candidates
+ $500 for mayoral and citywide candidates

Maximum Primary
Election Allocation

+ $100,000 for City Council candidates

+ $267000 for city controller candidates
+ $300,000 for city attorney candidates
- 5667000 for mayoral candidates

General Election Allocation

$1to $1 matching of qualifying individual contributions (see Primary Election
Allocation), in addition to a lump sum of:

+ $25,000 for City Council candidates

+ $60,000 for city controller candidates

+ $70,000 for city attorney candidates

+ $160,000 for mayoral candidates

Maximum General
Election Allocation

+ $125,000 for City Council candidates

+ $300,000 for city controller candidates
+ $350,000 for city attorney candidates
+ $800,000 for mayoral candidates

To match non-participating candidate personal contributions, or to match
non-candidate spending (independent expenditures), an additional amount is
available:

+ $150,000 for City Council candidates

+ $360,000 for city controller candidates

+ $420,000 for city attorney candidates

+ $1,000,000 for mayoral candidates

Independent Expenditures

Applicable spending ceiling is lifted for all candidates running for a given office if
an independent expenditure committee or committees in supportof orin
opposition to a candidate, spend more than:

+ $50,000 inthe case of a City Council race

- $100,000 in the case of an election for city attorney or controller

+ $200,000 in the case of an election for mayor

Additional matching funds are available (see maximum general election
allocation)

Well-Financed Candidates
(e.g., self-financed)

If a candidate who declines to accept matching funds makes qualified campaign
expenditures in excess of the expenditure ceiling, the applicable expenditure
ceiling shall no longer be binding on any candidate running for the same office.

Additional matching funds are available (see maximum general election
allocation)

Source: Los Angeles City Ethics Commission
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New York

Primary Election Allocation

For every $1 in qualifying contributions (up to $175) from a New York City resident,
the program matches $6, for a total of $1,050 per contributor.

Maximum Primary Election
Allocation

+ $88,550 for City Council candidates

+ $762,300 for borough president candidates
+ $2,117500 for comptroller candidates

+ $2,117500 for public advocate candidates

+ $3,386,900 for mayoral candidates

If a non-participating opponent spends 50% over the spending limit for partici-
pants, the maximum available in matching funds is:

+ $107333 for City Council candidates

+ $924,000 for borough president candidates

+ 52,566,667 for comptroller candidates

+ $2,566,667 for public advocate candidates

+ 54,105,333 for mayoral candidates

If a non-participating opponent spends 300% over the spending limit for partici-
pants, the maximum available in matching funds is:

+ $201,250 for City Council candidates

+ $1,732,500 for borough president candidates

-+ 54,812,500 for comptroller candidates

+ 54,812,500 for public advocate candidates

+ $7697500 for mayoral candidates

General Election Allocation

Same as primary election allocations

Maximum General Election
Allocation

Same allocation allowances apply for both primary and general
elections.

Independent Expenditures

None

Well-Financed Candidates
(e.g., selffinanced)

When a non-participating candidates’ expenditures exceed 50% of the spending
limit for participating candidates, said spending limits are lifted.

Source: New York City Campaign Finance Board
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Appendix 3

Demographic Profiles

Jurisdiction Total Latino Latino Share of Total CVAP! Latino CVAP! [ Latino Share of
Population Population Total CVAP!
Population
Arizona 6,166,318 1,803,377 29% 3,973,912 677525 17%
Los Angeles 3,773,846 1,846,535 49% 1,969,107 580,480 29%
New York 8,214,426 2,267827 28% 4,915,136 1,075,857 22%
'CVAR, or U.S. citizen, voting age population.
Government Profiles
Jurisdiction | Average Dis- Total Latino Percentage of the Districts Term Limits Year
trict Popula- Districts Population, by Districts Represented by Enacted
tion (2000) a Latino
25-49% | 50to | Greater
4% than
75%
Arizona 205,544 30 4 0 1 Four 1992
30 Senators 6 Senators consecutive
60 Represent- 11 Represent- | two-year terms
atives atives in each house
Los Angeles 246,321 15 5 6 5 Three fouryear 1992
terms
New York 143,580 51 6 1 9 Two fouryear 1993
terms
Sources:

Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Demographic Research Unit

New York City Department of City Planning

U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census

U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 American Community Survey
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Appendix 4
Sources and Methodology

Elected Officials and Candidates

Counts of the Latino elected officials serving each year come from the NALEO Educational Fund
National Directories of Latino Elected Officials.

Primary election ballot rosters (and for those unopposed in the primary election, general election ballot
rosters) were used from each jurisdiction to determine the number of Latino and non-Latino candidates
running for relevant offices each year. For Arizona, these came from the Arizona Secretary of State;
for Los Angeles, the Los Angeles City Ethics Commission; and for New York City, the New York City
Campaign Finance Board, and for elections prior to 1989, the New York City Board of Elections.

To help identify Latino candidates, listings were compiled in a spreadsheet (where possible), and
compared to a Hispanic surname dictionary to identify potentially Latino candidates. As a second
check, the ballot listings were reviewed by eye to ensure no potentially Latino candidates were
overlooked. Although the surname dictionary is extensive and highly effective, and the manual check
allows for finding those Latino elected officials or candidates with non-Spanish surnames, no method
can guarantee inclusion of all Latinos, or prevent exclusion of some non-Latinos with Spanish names.

Unless otherwise noted, Latinos listed on election ballots were counted as candidates when their
campaign contributions and expenses were greater than $0, and where possible, met the minimum for
qualification for the jurisdiction’s public financing program. Latino “write-in” candidates were not
included.

Campaign Finance Data

Unless otherwise noted, all figures (raised, spent, matched) represent the average for that candidate
for both the general and primary election (or in the case of Los Angeles, primary and run-off). For
consistency, candidates were considered as “participating” regardless of whether they received funding
or not, as long as they filed to participate, reached the qualifying threshold, and faced an opponent.

In Arizona, campaign finance data was obtained from the Arizona Secretary of State and the Arizona
Citizens’ Clean Elections Commission; in Los Angeles, all campaign finance data was obtained from
the Los Angeles City Ethics Commission; and in New York City, all campaign finance data was
obtained from the New York City Ethics Commission.

Where “n/a” is displayed, the data referenced is “not applicable” (for example, no participating Latino
candidates received matching funds).

Interviews with Latino Elected Officials and Experts

To ensure opinions expressed in the interviews were as uninfluenced and natural as possible, a
discussion guide was used rather than a set list of questions to answer. This allowed the interviewees to
provide uninfluenced opinions on the issues relating to public financing they felt most strongly about,
while ensuring that certain issues were discussed should the interviewee move off topic. Individual
guides were prepared for each interviewee, taking into consideration their experiences with public
financing, but at a minimum included the following for all interviewees:
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* In your personal experience, do you think the public financing program in your
jurisdiction has helped level the playing field?

* Do you think it has helped get minorities and Latinos to run for office? To be elected
to office?

¢ What do you think some of the pros and cons may be for Latino candidates?

*  What do you think are the greatest benefits of participating in the program? Greatest
downsides to participating in the program?

* Are there any changes to the program you think will improve it?

*  What do you think the expenditure and contribution limits?

* Do you think such a program could work for higher levels of office?

Elected official interviewees were also asked:

*  When running for office, what weighed in your considerations regarding public funds?

¢ Do you think matching funds benefited your opponents in the primary election?

* Do you think your political experience/lack of political experience before your first
run for office played a role in your decision to participate/not participate in the public
financing program?
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—NALEO EDUCATIONAL FUND<o_

The NALEO Educational Fund is the leading organization that facilitates full Latino participation in the American
political process, from citizenship to public service.
The NALEO Educational Fund is a non-profit, non-partisan organization whose constituency includes the more
than 6,000 Latino elected and appointed officials nationwide.



