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FILE NO. 190660 ORDINANCE 0. 

1 [Campaign ani:I Governmental Conduct Code - Public Campaign Financing] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to increase the 

4 matchingratio for campaign contributfons·raised by candidates participating in the 

5 City's public financing program and the amount of public funds available for those 

6 candidates. 
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NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font 
Additions to Codes are in single:-underline italics Times New Roman font. · 
D.eletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times }lew Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Aria[ font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. · 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Chapter 1. of the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code is hereby 
. . . 

amended by revising Sections 1.104, 1.140, 1.143, 1.1441 and1.152, to read as follows: 

SEC. 1.104. DEFINITIONS . . 

Whenever in this Chapter 1 the following words or phrases are used, they shall mean: 

* * * * 

"Matching contribution" shall mean a contribution up to $M).{) $150, made by an 

individual, other than the candidate, who is a resident of San Francisco. Matching 

contributions shall not include loans, contributions received more than 18 months before the 

date of the election, qualifying contributions or contributions made by the candidate's spouse, 

registered domestic partner or dependent child. Matching contributions must also comply with 

·all requirements of this Chapter. Matching contributions under $100 that are not made by 

written instrument must be accompanied by written documentation sufficient to establish the 
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contributor's name and address. The Ethics Commission shall set forth, bY regulation, the 

types of docu.rhents sufficient to establish a contributor's name and address for the purpose of 

this subsection. 

* * * * 

SEC. 1.140. ELIGIBILITY TO RECEIVE PUBLIC FINANCING. 

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR CANDIDATES FOR THE BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS. To be eligible to receive public financing of campaign expenses under this 

r.hRptP.r, 8 candidate for the Board of Supervisors must: 

(1) Be seeking election to the Board of Supervisors and be eligible to hold the · 

office sought; 

(2) Have a candidate committee that has received at least $10,000 in qualifying · . . I 
contributions from at least 100 contributors~ Qy_ the 7oth day before the election; or, if the 

candidate is an incumbent member of the Board of Supervisors, have a candidate committee 

that has received at least $15,000 in qualifying contributions from at least 150 contributors · 

before f2:l. the 7oth day before the election; 

(3) Be opposed by another candidate who has either established eligibility to 

·receive public financing, or whose candidate committee has received contributions or made 

expenditures which in the aggregate equal or exceed $10,000; and 

(4) Agree that his or her candidate committee will not make qualified campaign 

expenditures that total more than the candidate's Individual Expenditure Ceiling of $250,000 

$350, 000, or as adjusted under Section 1.143 of this Chapter. 

(c) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR CANDIDATES FOR MAYOR. To be eligible 

to receive public financing of campaign expenses under this Chapter, a candidate for Mayor 

must: 

Supervisors Mar; Safa!, Fewer 
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(1) Be seeking election to the office of Mayor and be eligible to hold the office 

sought; 

(2) Have a candidate committee that has received at least $50,000.in qualifying 

contributions from at least 500 contributors by .the 70th day before the election; or, if the 

candidate is the incumbent Mayor, have a candidate committee that has received at least 

$75,000 in qualifying contributions from at least 750 contributors by the 70th day before the 

election; 

(3) Be opposed by another candidate who has either established eligibility to 

receive public financing, or whos13 candidate committee has received contributions or made 
. . 

· expenditures that in the aggregate equal or exceed $50,000; and 

(4) Agree that his or her candidate committee will not make qualified campaign 

expenditures t.hat total more than the candidate's. Individual Expenditur.e' Ceiling of $1, 475, 000 

$1, 700, 000, or as adjusted under Section 1.143 ofthis Chapter. 

* * * * 

SEC. 1.143. ADJUSTING INDIVIDUAL EXPENDITURE CEILINGS. 

This Section 1.143 shall apply only if the Ethics Commission has certified that.at least 

one candidate for Mayor or the Board of Supervisors is eligible to receive public funds under 

this Chapter·1. 

(a) The Executive Director shall adjust the Individual Expenditure Ceiling of a 

candidate for Mayor by $250,000 when the sum of the Total Opposition Spending against that 

candidate and the highest level of the Total Supportive Funds of any other candidate for· 

Mayor is greater than $1, 475,000 $1, 700,000 by any <;lmount. Thereafter, the Executive Director 

shall further adjust a candidate's Individual Expenditure Ceiling in increments of $250,000, 

whenever the sum of the Total Opposition Spending against that candidate and the highest 
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level of the Total Supportive Funds of any other candidate for Mayor is greater than the 

candidate's current Individual Expenditure Ceiling by any amount.. 

(b) The Executive Director shall adjust the Individual Expenditure Ceiling of a 

candidate for the Board of Supervisors by $50,000 when the sum of the Total Opposition 

Spending against that candidate and the highest level of the Total Supportive Funds of any. 

other candidate for the same office on the Board of Supervisors is greater than $250, 000 

$350, 000 by any amount. Thereafter, the Executive Director shall further adjust a cand.idate's 

Individual Expenditure Ceiling in increments of $50,000, whenever the sum of the Total 

Opposition Spending 8gRinst that candidate and the highest level of the Total Supportive 

Funds of any other candidate for the same office is greater than the candidate's current 

Individual Expenditure Ceiling by any amount. 

* * * * 

SEC. 1.144. DISBURSEMENT OF PUBLIC FUNDS. 

(a) PAYMENT BY CONTROLLER. Upon certifying that a candidate is eligible to 

receive public financing under this Chapter, the Executive Director shall forward the 

certification to the Controller, and the Controller shall disburse payments to the candidate from 

the Election Campaign Fund in accordance with the certification and this Section. 

(b) TIME OF PAYMENTS. The Controller shall not make any payments under this 

Chapter to any candidate more than 142 days before the date of the election. Payments from 

the Controller shall be disbursed to eligible candidates within two business days of the 

Controller receiving notification from the Ethics Commission regarding the amount of the 

disbursement, except that within fifteen calendar days before the election, such payments 

shall be made within one business day. 

(c) PAYMENTS FOR ELECTION EXPENSES TO CANDIDATES FOR MAYOR 

Candidates for Mayor certified as eligible to receive public financing for their election 
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campaigns will have access to funds from the Election Campaign Fund on a first-come, first­

served basis according to the following formula:· 

(1) Upon qualification the candidate shall receive a one-time payment of 

$100,000 $300,000 from the Election Campaign Fund. 

(2) After the initial payment under S~ubsection {d(1 ), for the first $425, 000 

$150,000 in matching contributions raised by the candidate, the candidate shall receive tw& six 

dollars from the Election Campaign Fund for each dollar raised. Jfthe candidate is the 

incumbent Mayor, after the initial payment under subsection (c)(l ), for the first $147,500 in matching 

contributions raised by the candidate, the candidate shall receive six dollars ftom the Election 

Campaign Fund for each dollar raised 

(3) After the payments under Subsection (2), fer the next $25, 000 in matching 
. . 

contributions raised by the· candidate, the candidate shall receh·e one dol!arfrom the Election 

Campaign Fund.for each, dollar raised. If the candidate is th.e incwnbent i\1ayor, afar the payments 

under Subsection (2), for the next $12, 500 in matching contribittions raised by the candtdate, the I . 
candidate shall receh•e one dollarfrom the Election Campaign Fundjor each dollar raised. j 

f4j Ql The maximum amount of public funds a non-incumbent mayoral 

candidate may receive is $975, 000 $1,200, 000. The maximum amount of public funds an 

incumbent mayoral candidate may receive is $962,500 $1,185,000. 

(d) PAYMENTS FOR Eu::cTION EXPENSES TO CANDIDATES FOR THE BOARD 

OF SUPERVISORS. Candidates for the Board of Supervisors certified as eligible to receive 

public financing for their election campaigns will have access to funds from the Election 

Campaign Fund on a first-corne, first-served basis according to the following formula: 

(1) Upon qualification the candidate shall receive a one-time payment of $20,000 

$60, 000 from the Election Campaign Fund. 
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(2) After the initial payment under S~ubsection @_(1 ), for the first $50, 000 $32,500 

ih matching contributions raised by the candidate, the candidate shall .receive fW-& six dollars 

from the Election Campaign Fund for each dollar raised. Jfthe candidate is an incumbent 

member o[the Board ofSupervisors after the initial payment under subsection (d){l), for the first 

$32, 000 in matching contributions raised by the candidate, the candidate shall receive six dollars "from 

the Election Campaign Fund for each dollar raised. 

(3) After the payments underSubsection (2), for the next $35, 000 in matching 

contributions raised by the candidate, the candidate shall recefye on dollarfrom the Election 

Supervisors, after the payments under Subsection (2), for the next $32, 500 in matching contributions 

raised by the candidate, the candidate shall receive one dollarfrom the Election Carnpaign Fund.for 

. each dollar raised. 

-(4) fil The maximum amount of public funds a non-incumbent candidate for the 

Board of Supervisors may receive is $155,000 $255,000. The maximum amount of public funds 

an incumbent candidate for the Board of Supervisors may receive in $152,500 $252,000. 

* * * * 

SEC. 1.152. SUPPLEMENTAL REPORTING IN.ELECTIONS FOR BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS AND MAYOR. 

(a) ELECTIONS FOR THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. 

(1) In addition to the ca,mpaign disclosure requirements imposed by the 

California Political Reform Act and other provisions of this Chapter, each candidate committee 

supporting a candidate for the Board of Supervisors shall file a statement with the Ethics 

Commission indicating when the committee has received contributions to be deposited into its 

Campaign Contribution Trust Account or made expenditures that equal or exceed $5, 000 
. . 

$10, 000 within 24 hours of reaching or exceeding that amount. 

Supervisors Mar; Safai, Fewer 
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(2) In addition to the supplemental report in S~ubsection (a)(1) of this Section, 

each candidate committee supporting a candidate for the Board of Supervisors shall file a 

statement with the Ethics Commission disclosing when the committee has received 

contributions to be deposited into its Campaign Contribution Trust Account or made 

expenditures that in the aggregate-equal or exceed $100,000. The candidate committee shall 

file this report within 24 hours of reaching or exceeding the threshold. Thereafter, the 

candidate committee shall file an additional supplemental report within 24 hours of every time 

the candidate committee receives additional contributions to be deposited into its Campaign 

Contribution Trust Account or makes additional expenditures that in the aggregate equal or 

exceed $10,000. 

(3) The Executive Director shall post the.information disclosed on statements 

required by this subsection on the website of the Ethics Commission within two business days 

of the statement'$ filing. 

**** 

16 Section 2. Effective and Operative Dates. 

17 (a)· Effective Date. This ordinance.shall become effective 30 days after enactment.· 

18 Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance 

19 unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of . 

20 Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. ~ 

21 (b) Operative Date. This ordinance shall become operative on January 1, 2020. 

22 

23 Section 3. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

24 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

25 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Supervisors Mar; Safaf, Fewer 
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Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions .in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

the official title of the ordinance. 

Section 4. Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or word 

of this ordinance, or any application thereof to any person or circumstance, is held to be 

invalid or unconstitutional by a decision of a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision 

shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions or applications of the ordinance. The 

Board of Supervisors hereby decia.res that it wouid have passed this ordinance and each and 

every section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and word not declared invalid or 

unconstitutional without regard to whether any other portion of this ordinance or application 

thereof would be subsequently declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

Section 5. Amendments to Campaign Finance Reform Ordinance. Under Campaign 

and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.103, the City may enact this ordinance without 

voter approval only if (a) the ordinance furthers the purp·oses of Campaign and Governmental 

Conduct Code Article I, Chapter 1; (b) the Ethics Commission approves the ordinance in 

advance by at least a four-fifths vote of all its members; (c) the ordinance has been available 

for public review at least 30 days before the ordinance is considered by the Board of 

Supervisors or any committee of the Board of Supervisors; and ( d) the Board of Supervisors 

approves the proposed amendment by at least a two-thirds vote of all its members. 

APPROVED ASTO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERR'.~~{ City Attorney 

// ( 

By: / I L,,./l/~ 
ANDREW SHEN, Deputy City Attorney 

n:\legana\as2019\ 1900238\01362655.docx 
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FILE NO. 190660 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code - Public Campaign Financing] 

Ordinance amending the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to increase the 
matching ratio for campaign contributions raised by candidates participating in the 
City's public financing program and the amount of public funds available for those 
candidates. 

Existing Law 

1. Matching contributions and ratios; maximum amount of public funds 

After qualifying, candidates participating in the City's public financing program receive an 
initial grant offunds - $20,000 for supervisorial candidates and $100,000 for mayoral 
candidates, S.F. Campaign & Gov'tal Conduct Code§§ 1.144(c)(1), (d)(1). Thereafter, 
campaign contributions raised by candidates would be matched with public funds in pre­
determined ratios. Candidates can match up to $500 of each contribution with public funds, 
id. § 1.104, in the.following ratios. · 

For supervisorial candidates, for the first $50,000 that they raise in private campaign 
contributions, each dollar would be matched with two dollars in public funds. Thereafter, 
additional contributions received by supervisorial candidates 'would be matched on a one-to­
one basis. id§ 1.144(d). For mayoral candidates, for the first $425,000 that they raise in 
private campaign contributions, each dollar would be matched with two dollars in public fUnds. 
Thereafter, additional contributions received by mayoral candidates would be matched on a 
one-to-one basis. Id. § 1.144(c). 

For the one-to-one tiers. of matching public funds, non-incumbent and incumbent candidates 
would have slightly different amounts of public funds available to them. Incumbent 
supervisorial candidates could match up $32,500 in private contributions, while non­
incumbent supervisorial candidates could receive up to $35,000. Id. § 1.144(d)(3). 
Incumbent mayoral candidates could match up to $12,500 in private contributions, and non-
incumbent mayoral candidates could receive up to $25,000. Id. § 1.144(c)(3). · 

A non-incum.bent supervisorial candidate may receive up to a total of $155,000 in public 
funds; an incumbent supervisorial candidate niay receive up to $152,500. Id.§ 1.144(d)(4). A 
non..,incumbent mayoral candidate may receive up to $975,000 in public funds; an incumbent 
mayoral candidate may receive up to $962,500. Id.§ 1.144(c)(4). 
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FILE NO. 190660 

2. Individual expenditure ceilings 

Candidates who participate in the City's public financing program are subject to an adjustable 
spending cap, referred to as an individual expenditure ceiling. As the election progresses, 
individual expenditure ceilings for publicly financed candidates increase based on the amount 
of funds spent by competing candidates and third-parties who oppose their candidacies. Id. · 
§ 1.143. 

For supervisorial candidates, the initial individual expenditure ceiling is $250,000. Id. 
§ 1.143(b). The initial individual expenditure ceiling for mayoral candidates is $1,475,000. Id. 
§ 1.143(a). 

Amendments to Current Law 

1. Matchina contribution8 ;=md ratios; maxim!Jr.n amount of public funds 

The proposed amendments would decrease the amount of a "matching contribution" - that is, 
the amount of each contribution that can be matched with public funds ,-from $500 to $1,50. 

But the proposal would increase the amount matching ratios that apply to such contributions. 
For both supervisorial and mayoral candidates, the matching ratio be six-to-one - instead of 
the current two-to-one or one-to-one ratios. The proposal would also increase the initial grant 
of public funds for qualified candidates -to $60,000 for supervisorial candidates and 
$300,000 for mayoral candidates. 

The maximum amount of public funds a candidate could receive would also increase. A non­
incumbent supervisorial candidate may receive up to a total of $255,000 in public funds; an 
incumbent supervisorial candidate may receive up to $252,500. A non-incumbent mayoral 
candidate may receive up to $1,200,000 in public funds; an incumbent mayoral candidate may 
receive up to $1, 185,000. 

2. Individual expenditure ceilings 

The proposed amendments would also increase the initial individual expenditure ceiling for 
participating candidates. For supervisorial candidates, the initial individual expenditure ceiling 
would increase to $350,000. For mayoral candidates, the initial individual expenditure ceiling 
would increase to $1,700,000. · 

3. Operative date 

. ' . 

These changes to the City's public financing program would become operative on January 1, 
2020. 
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Background Information 

Urider Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.103, the City may enact this 
ordinance without voter approval only if: · 

(a) the ordinance furthers the purposes of Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code 
Article I, Chapter 1; 
(b) the Ethics Commission approves the ordinance in advar:ice by at least a four-fifths 
vote of all its members; 
(c) the ordinance has been available for public review at least 30 days before the 
ordinance is considered by the Board of Supervisors or any committee of the Board of 
Supervisors; and 
(d) the Board of Supervisors approves the proposed amendment by at least a two-
thirds vote of all its members. · · 

On May 29, 2019, the Ethics Commission approved this ordinance by a 4-0 vote. 

n:\legana\as2019\1900238\01365407.docx 
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GOVERNMENT AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MEETING SEPTEMBER 5, 2019 

Department: 
Ethics Commission (Commission) 

Legislative Objectives 

• The proposed ordinance amends the City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to 
increase the amount of public financing available to candidates for the Board of 
Supervisors and Mayor. 

Key Points 

• The City gives matching public finance grants to candidates for Board of supervisors and 
Mayor who meet fundraising thresholds defined in the Campaign and Governmental 
Conduct Code. The proposed legislation increases the amount of the initial grant to 
candidates, and increases the a_mount of the dollar-to-dollar match for candidates who 
raise funds above the initial fundraising threshold. 

• Under the proposed ordinance, the maximum public finance grant to non-incumbent 
candidates for Board of Supervisors increases from $155,000 to $255,000, and to 
incumbent candidates for Board of Supervisors increases from $152,500 to $252,500. The 
maximum public finance grant to non-incumbent candidates for Mayor increases from 
$975,000 to $1,200,000, and to.incumbent candidates for Mayor increases from $962,500 
to $1,185,000. 

Fiscal Impact 

• The Election Campaign Fund balance as of January 1, 2018 was $7,034,525, which is the 
maximum fund amount authorized in the City's Campaign Finance Reform Ordinance. The 
Election Campaign Fund allocated $1,513,467 in public finance grants to 11 candidates for 
Board of Supervisors in the June 2018 and November 2018 elections. If the provisions of 
the proposed ordinance had been in effect in 2018; grants to the 11 candidates for the 
Board of Supervisors would have increased to $2,802,000. 

• The FY 2019-20 allocation to the Election Campaign Fund, previously appropriated by the 
Board of Supervisors, is $6,803, 704. 

Recommendation 

• Approval of the proposed resolution is a policy decision for the Board of Supervisors. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
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GOVERNMENT AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT COMMITIEE MEETING SEPTEMBER 5, 2019 

According to Charter Section 2.105, the Board of Supervisors shall act only by written 
ordinance or resolution. 

San Francisco currently operates a voluntary public financing program for candidates for the 
office of Board of supervisors and for Mayor. In order to participate in the public financing 
candidates must first raise a required amount of funds from a specific number of private· 
donors. The proposed ordinance would amend the City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct 
Code to increase the matching ratio for campaign contributioris raised by candidates 
participating in the City's public financing program and increase the amount of public funds 
available to those candidates. 

Under current corlP provisions, candidates for the Board of Supervisors must raise $10,000 
from 100 people or more who are residents of San Francisco before the 70th day before .the 
election, while. candidates for Mayor must raise at least $50,000 from at least 500 San Francisco 
residents by the 70th day before the election.1 Upon qualifying, candidates for the Board of 
Supervisors· receive a public finance grant of $20,000, while candidates for Mayor receive a 
public finance grant of $100,000 . 

. Candidates are eligible for additional matching funds after the initial public finance grant of 
$20,000 to candidates for the Board of Supervisors, and $100,000 to candidates for Mayor. 
Candidates for the Board of Supervisors shall receive $2 in matching contributions for each $1 
raised by the candidate up to $50,000, and $1 in matching contributions for each $1 raised by 
the candidate exceeding $50,000 and up to $85,000. Candidates for mayor shall receive $2 in 
matching contributions for each $1 raised by the candidate up to $425,000, and $1 in matching 
contributions for each $1 raised by the candidate exceeding $425,000 and up to $450,000. The 
maximum publicly-financed matching contribution for candidates for Board of Supervisors is 
$155,000, and for Mayor is $9751000. 

The City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code allows for an individual candidate1s 
expenditure celling (the total amount a candidate can spend to finance their campaign) of 
$250,000 for candidates for Board of Supervisors, and $1,475,000 for candidates for Mayor. 
Eligibility for public financing is also dependent upon there being an opposition candidate who 
is also eligible for public financing, or a candidate who has spent $10,000 on their campaign for 
Board of Supervisors or $50,000 on their camp;:iign for Mayor. 

1 Incumbents face higher thresholds for qualification for public financing and different ratios for matching. For 
information on the how codes apply to incumbents see Tables 1 and 2. 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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GOVERNMENT AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MEETING . SEPTEMBER 5, 2019 

- - " " " - i ! - " " -:: ~ 

DETAILS OF PROPOSED l.EGISLATION . ' ' - ' ' ' •" ,:· 
"' ' ~ • ~ " v ~ ,., -t 

The proposed ordinance amends the City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to 
increase the amount of public financing available to candidates for the Board of Supervisors 

· and Mayor. Proposed changes for candidates·for Mayor are described below in Table 1 and 
proposed changes for candidates for the Board of Supervisors are described below in Table 2. 

Table 1: Proposed Amendment to San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code 
for Public Financing of Campaigns for Mayor 

/'. ,• ............... ·..-:·, ... ::;:\;\·::.: .. ... : .. :::·.:: ~ufr~·nt code Proilisfofi :·. .. .. :>·::::':-: ProposedAmehdment ·::;:;/. · .. :;:. : .... . .--:.'.:.::::! ~:\, 

$50,000 from 500 people or more 
$50,000 from 500 people or more who 

who are residents of San Francisco by 
the 70th day before election (non-

a·re residents of San Francisco by the 

Amount needed to incumbent) 
70th day before election (noh-

qualify for publfc 
incumbent) 

financing $75,000 from 750 people or more 
$75,000 from 750 people or.more who 

who are residents of Sa'n Francisco by 
the 7oth day before election 

are residents of San Francisco by the 

(incumbent) 
70th day before election (incumbent 

Initial grant to 
candidate upon 

$100,000 $300,000 
qualification for public 
campaign financing 
Maximum amount of 
each contribution 
raised by candidate Up to $500 Up to $150 
eligible for pub.licly-
financed match 

$2 for each $1 raised for the next · $6 for each $1 raised for the next 
$425,000 after the initial amount $150,000 after the initial amount (non-

Matching ratios 
incumbent); 

$1 for each $1 raised for additional 
contributions betwe.en $425,000 and $6 for each $1 raised up to $147,500 
$450,000 after the initial amount (incumbent); 

Maximum amount of 
$975,000 (non-incumbent). $1,200,000 (non-incumbent) 

public financing 
$962,500 (incumbent) $1,185,000 (incumbent) 

Individual expenditure 
$1,475,000 $1,700,000 

ceilings 

Source: Propo.sed Ordinance 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

7 

264 



GOVERNMENT AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MEETING SEPTEMBER 51 2019 

Table 2: Proposed Amendment to San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code 
for Public Financing of Campaigns for San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

:.:·.::-.:-· .. :·:··· .. . · ... ... ··.:·: -c:·:;:. current system . · > . .:·:·:·:>·::,_: ..... Change< .. :> ... ·:·· .. ··· -·:·.:·.<·-::.-: . .-._ ....... : . 

$10,000 from 100 people or more $10,000 from 100 people or more who 
who are residents of San Francisco are residents of San Francisco by the 
before the 70th day before the 70th day before the election (non-

Amount needed to election (non-incumbent) incumbent) 
qualify for public 
financing $15,000 from 150 people or more $15,000from 150 people or more who 

who are residents of San Francisco are residents of San Francisco by the 
before the 70th day before the 7oth day before the election 

election (incumbent) (incumbent) 

Initial grant to 
candidate upon 

$20,000 $60,000 
qualifitation for public 
camptiign fina.ncing 

Maximum amount of 
each contribution 
raised by candidate Up to $500 Up to $150 
eligible for publicly-
financed match 

$2 for each $1 raised for the next 
$50,000 after the initial amount 
raised 

$6 for each $1 raised for the $32,500 
Matching ratios 

$1 for each $1 raised for additional 
raised after the initial amount 

contributions between $50,000 and 
$85,000 

Maximum amount of 
$155,000 (non-incumbent) $255,000 (non-incumbent) 

public financing 
$1S2,500 (incumbent) $252,500 (incumbent) 

Individual expenditure 
$250,000 $350,000 

ceilings 

Source: Proposed Ordinance 

The proposed ordinance was considered at the May 29, 2019 Ethics Commission meeting. The 
Commission approved a motion to approve provisions in the pr{)posed ordinance shown in 
Tables 1 and 2 above, intluding (a) reducing the maximum amount of each contribution raised 
by the candidate that is eligible for a publicly-financed match; (b) increasing the init.ial grants to 
qualified supervisorial and mayoral candidates; (c) increasing the maximum amount of public 
financing per candidate, and (d) increasing the individual expenditure ceilings. 
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The source of public funds used for campaigns is the City's Election Campaign Fund, 
administered by the Ethics Commission. The Fund is allocated $2.75 per San Francisco 
resident each year whether there is an election or n.ot. Additional funding is provided for 
special elections for Mayor. 

The Election Campaign Fund balance as of January 1, 2018 was $7,034,525, which is the 
maximum fund amount authorized in the City's Campaign Finance Reform Ordinance. The 
Election Campaign Fund allocated $1,513,467 in public finance grants to 11 candidates for 
Board .of Supervisors iti the June 2018 and November 2018 elections. If the provisions of the 
proposed ordinance had been iri effect in 2018 for candidates for the Board of Supervisors, 
the grants to the 11 canqidates have increased to. $2,802,000. 2 

In addition to the $1,513,467 in publicly-financed grants to candidates for the Board of 

Supervisors, the Election Campaign Fund granted $2,660,762 to candidates for Mayor in the 

June 2018 election. 

The FY 2019-20 allocation to the Election Campaign Fund, previously appropriated by the · 

Board of Supervisors is $6,803,704. 
' - b ~ ,,. - ~ _,, 

RECOMMENDATION . . . · 
- " ~ 0 ,, 

Approval of the proposed resolution is a policy decision for the Board of Supervisors. 

2 This does not account for the provision in the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code that appr~ximately 15 
percent of the Fund can be used for Ethics Commission administrative activities. 
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PUBLIC CAMPAIGN FINANCING 
Policy Analysis Report .to Supervisor Gordon Mar 

Presentation to: 

. GOVERNMENT AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

September 5, 2019 
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Public Financing of Campaigns in San Francisco 

11 Proposition 0 adopted iri 2000: funds matched in proportion to private . 
fundraising by candidate. 

• Initially covered Board of Supervisors elections only 

11 Mayoral elections added 2006. 

1111 Funding structure changed over the years. 

· 111 Public funds disbursed ranges from $281,989 (2002) to $4.7 million (2011L 
and from 12.2% to 42.3% of all candidate spending (average= 29%). 

. . 

111 Participation has ranged from 9 to 23 candidates and 12% to 67% of all 
candidates on ballot (average= 41%). · 

111 Programs in place in other cities: New York City, Los Angeles, Berkeley, 
Portland, with $6-to-$1 match rates; Denver, Baltimore match rates of up to 
$9-to-$1. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Current strlJcture: Board of SupE:~rvisors 

Tier 1: qualifying 
·requirement 
{100/150 minimum 
number of donors} 

Tier 3: next 
fundraising 

~~l~ 
·!!;~ 

$100 

$500 

$2:$1 
& 

$1.33: 
$1 

$10,000 

· $1:$1 I $3s,ooo 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 

$20,000 
(2:1) 

$351,000 

$15,000 
$20,000 
(1.33:1) 
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Current structure: Mayor 

Tier 1 increment: 
qualifying requirement 
(500/750 minimum number of 
donors} , 

$100 

$2:$1 
& 

$1.33: 
$1. 

$50,000 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 

$100,000 
(2:1) 

$75,000 . $100,000 
{1.33:1) 

4 



Proposed changes & policy objectives 

Proposed legislative change 
Reduce maximum private contribution 

amount that qualifies for public matching 

funds. 

Policy objectivf.?S 

Enhance the impact of smaller sized donations. 

Encourage candidates to enter City races 

· regardless of whether their supporters and 
Increase public funds match rate range donors are not able to contribute relatively 
from $1-to-$1 to $2-to-$1 to: . larger sums. 

~ $6-to-$1: non-incumbents 
...... 

$4-to-$1 to $6-to-$1: incumbents. 

Increase initial total spending limit for• Amplify resources available to participating 

publicly financed campaigns and provide candidates for more effective, sufficiently 

a greater amount of public funds to resourced campaigns. 

candidates. 
Provide participating candidates with more 

available resources to better make themselves• 

· · and their policy views known to voters; reduce 

·time spent fundraising. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Proposed changes & policy objectives (cont'd) 

Proposed legislative change Policy objectives 
After qualifying for public finandng Reduce the importance of raising larger sums · 

reduce funds that candidates must of money to access public funds. 

· privately raise to qualify for all remaining 

public funds. 

Reduce the number of tiers of private 

fundraising required to access public 

funds from three to two. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Key Proposed Changes for Board of Supervisors Candidates: Match Rate to 6:1 

I · Non-incumbent I Incumbent 
I Current Proposed -Change . I Current Proposed Change 

individual Expenditure 
$250,000 $350,000 +$100,000 $250,000 $350,000 +$100,000 

cemng 
I 

Private Funds to Quaiify I $10,000 $10,000 $0 ·I $.15,000 $15,000 $0 

Maximum Public $ I $155 000 $255,000 +$100,000 I $152,500 $252,000 +$99,500 
N Available per Candidate ' 
-J 
c..:> 

Amount to be privately 
raised to release 1 $95,ooo $42,500 -$52,500 I ~)97,500 $47,000 -$50,500 
maximum public funds 

Matching contribution, I $500 $150 -$350 I $500 $150 -$350 
Tuer 2 

Total amount to be 
privately raised! to allow 
candidate to expend I $95,ooo $95,000 $0 I '.$97,soo $98,000 +$500 
individual Expenditure 
Ceiling maximum 

I 
Budget and Legislative Analyst 



l<ey Proposed Changes for Mayoral Candidates: Match Rate to 6:1 

I Non-incumbent I Incumbent 
I Current Proposed Change I Current Proposed Change 

Individual I . j 
d

. c ·1· $1,475,000 $1,700,000 +$225,000 $1,475,000 $1,700,000 +$225,000 
Expen 1ture e1 mg 

Private Funds to I $50 000. $50 000 $0 I $75 000 $75 000 $0 
Qualify I I I I 

Maximum Public $ 
Available per I $975,000 $1,200,000 +$225,000 I $962,500 $1,185,000 +$222,500 

N Candidate 
-.J 

..i::- Amount to be 

privately rai~ed to I $500 000 $200,000 -$300,000 I $512 500 $222 500 · . $290,000 
release maximum ' ' / 

public funds 

Matc~ing_ . I $500 $150 -$350 I $500 $150 . -$350 
contribution, Tier 2 · · 

Total amount to be 
privately raised for 

can.di.date to expend I $500 000 $500 000 $0 I $522 500 $515 000 -7 500 
lnd1v1dual ' ' ' ' ' 
Expenditure Ceiling 
maximum 



Impact of Combination of Proposed Increase in Match Rate and Reduced 
Matching Contribution Maximum 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Public Funds Generated: $150 and $500 Donations 

Public Funds 

Provided Under: 
;:-· ~:1:;:._:·:'' 

.Cbrre:r1tProgia.10?•••. · 

Proposed Changes 

$150 

Donation 

{@ $2-to-$1) 

$900 

$500 Donation 

{@ $6-to-$1) 
($150 matching 

contribution max.) 

$900 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 

. Difference 
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Election Campaign Fund Impact based on ::Z018 Participation 

Actual 2018 

Under Proposed 

Changes 
. . .. . . . 

Sitartifag!JJal~n:ce~.:.Z(ltm·s·<: .. ·$ .. > . ··• ::z,:cJ~'~jS·2]S .•.... ·· .. · .. ·: :~;':~;:~#1525 .. ··· 

Expenditures $ 4, 171,224 $ 6,402,000 

·.· :·d.,8;o:S·,~di1 . ::6.a2;']:s,2(~.:,; . .. 
. . ' . 

: . ·;:- . . .. 

. :ealanc.e 
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Maximum Funding Needed to Cover Varying Number or Candidates Participating in the Public 
Financing Program under Proposed Increases in Public Funding. 

# PARTICIPATING 

"" CANDIDATES 
-....J 
co 

MAXIMUM 

$NEEDED 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MAYOR 

. (@ $255,000/CANDIDATE) (@ $1,200,000 PER CANDIDATE) 

11 15 - 27 5 7 . 9 

$2,805,ooo $3,825,ooo $6,885,ooo I $6,000,000 $8,400,000 · $10,soo,ooo 

12 
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Funding Issues 

5 provisions in Campaign and Government Conduct Code: 

11 $2.75 per resident per year= $2,3651000 (@ 860,000 residents) 

111 $ 7 million cap on Election Campaign Fund 

1111 Mayoral baseline allows for funding over the cap 

~ 11 15% administrative costs allowed for Mayoral and BOS baselines; but no 
allowance for administrative costs in other 3 provis[ons 

n Board of Supervisors election baseline allows for only $1,290,000. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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Policy Options for Board of Supervisors 
1. Consider adoption of the proposed legislation to support its policy goals: reducing the 

importance of larger donations and sums of money to access public funds, encouraging 
candidates to enter City races regardless of whether their supporters are able to make relatively 
larger contributions, increasing total public spending on Mayoral and Board of Supervisors · 
campaigns, and reducing the amount of time to be spent fundraising by candidates participating 
in the public financing program. 

2. Consider amending the City's Campaign and Government Conduct Code to raise $7 million cap, 
consistent with baseline provision for Mayoral elections funding. 

3. Consider amending the Code to clarify if all funding provisions allow for administrative costs of 
15 percent. 

4. Consider increasing the baseline level of funding for Board of Supervisors elections now set at 
$1.50 per resident to a higher amount. Baseline funding of $4.50 per resident would ensure that 
up to 15 Board of Supervisors candidates could participate in the public financing program and 
receive maximum public funds available per non-incumbent candidate of $255,000 each. An 
appropriation for this funding would only be necessary if the Election Campaign Fund does not have sufficient funding to cover 
the election from rolled over funds and/or the Ethics Commission's regular annual appropriation, as has the been the case in 
most years of the program to date. 

. 14 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Thank you. 

Carroll, John (BOS) 
Wednesday, September 4, 2019 5:03 PM 
Loeza, Gabriela; Mar, Gordon (BOS); 'Brown, Vallie (vallie.brown@sfgov.org)'; Peskin, 
Aaron (BOS); Wright, Edward (BOS); Cancino, Juan Carlos (BOS); Yan, Calvin (BOS) 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Laxamana, Junko (BOS); Lew, Lisa (BOS); 
Major, Erica (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS); 
Young, Victor (BOS); Campbell, Severin (BUD); Brousseau, Fred (BUD); Rose, Harvey 
(BUD); Guma, Amanda (BUD) 
FW: September 4, 2019 - Public Financing of Campaigns 
BLA.PublicFinance.Campaigns.090419.pdf 

190660, 2019.09.05 - GAO 

With the concurrence of the Office of Chair Mar-as the requestor of the report-I have added this BLA policy analysis 
to File No. 190660, which will be considered by the GAO committee tomorrow as agenda Item number 2. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 190660 

John Carroll 

Assistant Clerk 

Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
{415) 554-4445 

ID 
df!'.J Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Persqnal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the· 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made ovailable to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
.member of the public elects to submit to.the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: Loeza, Gabriela (BUD) <gabriela.loeza@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 4:37 PM 
To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Carroll, John (BOS) <john.carrol(@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, 

(BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Laxamana, Junko (BOS) <junko.laxamana@sfgov.org>; Lew, Lisa (BOS) 
<lisa.lew@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.rnajor@sfgov.org>; Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) 

<eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Wong, Linda (BOS) 

<linda.wong@sfgov.org>; Young, Victor (BOS) <victor.youn~@sfgov.org> 
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Cc: Campbell, Severin (BUD) <severin.campbell@sfgov.org>; Brousseau, Fred (BUD) <fred.brousseau@sfgov.org>; Rose, 

Harvey (BUD) <harvey.rose@sfgov.org>; Guma, Amanda (BUD) <amanda.guma@sfgov.org> · 

bject: September 4, 2019 - Public Financing of Campaigns 

Attached please find a copy of the Budget and Legislative Analyst's report, Public Financing of Campaigns, 
prepared for Supervisor Mar. For further information about this report, please contact Fred Brousseau at the 
Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office: 553-4627 or fred.brousseau@sfgov.org. 

Gabriela Loeza 
Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office 
1390 Market Street, Suite 1150 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
{415} 552-9292 
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To: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 

1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 552-9292 FAX.(415) 252-0461 

Policy Analysis· Report 

Supervisor Gordon Mar 
From: Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 

Public Financing of Campaigns 
September 4, 2019 

Re: 
Date: 

Summary of Requested Action 

You requested that our office analyze potential reforms to the City's public financing program 

for Board of Supervisors and Mayoral elections, including proposed legislation that addresses: 

• Increasing the ratio for matching contributions or match rate 

• Decreasing the amount of individual contributions that is matched 

• Increasing the amount of public funds available to candidates 

• Increasing the Individual Expenditure Ceiling, or total amountthat candidates. 

participating in the public financing program can expend on their campaigns. 

For further information about this report, contact Fred Brousseau, Director of Policy Analysis, at the Budget and 
Legislative Analyst's Office. 

Project Staff: Fred Brousseau, Amanda Guma 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• Like many cities in the U.S., the City and County of San Francisco (the City) has a 

voluntary public financing program in which candidates for the offices· of Board of 

Supervisors and Mayor can participate. 

• Participation in San Francisco's program is subject to candidates first raising a required 

amount of funds from private donors at which point they receive an initial grant of 

public funds. After that, participating candidates can receive additional public fonds 

from the program, up to a set maximum, in proportion to additional privately raised 

funds. 

• Public funds are granted to candidates participating .in the public financing program at 

different rates. The initial grant matches the required qualifying raised funds at a $2-to­

$1 rate for non-incumbent candidates and $1.33-to-$1 for incumbents. Once qualified 

for the program, both incumbent and non-incumbent candidates are eligible to receive 

a second tier of public funds, granted in proportion to privately raised funds at a $2-to­

. $1 matching rate, up to a set maximum amount. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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• After the second tier maximum amount is fully granted, candidates can receive a third 

and final tier of public funds, again awarded in proportion to privately raised funds, this 

time at a $1-to-$1 matching rate, up to a set maximum amount. 

" The City's public financing program sets limits on participating candidates' expenditures, 

referred to in the City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code as Individual 

Expenditure Ceilings (IECs). IECs are composed of the maximum amount of public funds 

made available per candidate with the. balance privately raised funds. 

Ii IECs can be increased if a candidate's opponents report fundraising above the set IEC 

level. !EC increases are approved by the Ethics Commission based on reported 

fundraising by opposing candidates and independent expenditures by individuals or 

organizations that operate independent of candidates but advocate on behalf of a 

particular candidate or measure. 

Details of the current program are presented in the body of this report. A glossary of terms is 

presented as an Appendix to this report. 

Proposed Changes in Public Financing of Campaigns 

We have analyzed the proposed legislation that would make changes to the City's public 

financing program. Specifically, the proposed legislation includes the following changes: 

Reduce the maximum private· 

contribution amount that qualifies for 

public matching funds and increase the 

public funds match rate from . the 

current range of $1-to-$1 to $2-to-$1 to 

$6-to-$1 for all matches for non­

incumbents and a range of $4-to-$1 to 

$6-to-$1 for incumbents. 

Increase the initial total spending limit 

for publicly financed campaigns and 

provide a greater amount of public 

funds to candidates. · 

2 

Enhance the impact of smaller sized 

j donations .. 

Encourage candidates to enter City races 

regardless of whether their supporters 

' and donors are not able to contribute 

relatively larger sums. 

Amplify the level cif resources made 

available to participating candidates to 

enable them to run effective, sufficiently 

resourced campaigns. 

Participating candidates will have more 

resources available to better make 

themselves and their policy views 

known to voters while reducing the 

amount of time they need to spend 

Budget and legislative Analyst 
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I ~ising. I 

. , After qualifying-for public fi~nci~;~~-~- /
1

-Redu~e ·t~e impo~an~~-:f rai:~~ 
I first tier of private fund raising, reduce I sums of money to access public funds. · 

1 

/ the amount of funds that candidates 1 

J must privately raise to qualify for all i 
I remaining public funds for which they 

I may qualify. 

I Reduce the number cif tiers of private 
! I fundraising required to access public 

I l funds from ~~-e tot~~------
-------------·---------·.\ 

The specific proposed legislative changes and their impacts for Board of Supervisors candidates 
participating in the City's public financing program are summarized in Exhibit B below. · 

Exhibit B: Proposed changes in public financing for Board of Supervisors candidates 

Non-incumbent Incumbent 

Current Proposed Change Cur.rent Proposed Change 

Individual 
$250,000 $350,000 +$100,000 $250,000 $350,000 +$100,000 

Expenditure Ceiling 
Maximum Public$ 
Available per $155,000 . $255,000 +$100,000 $152,500 $252,000 +$99,500 
Candidate 

Total amount to be 
privately raised to 

$95,000 $42;500 -$52,500 $97,500 $47,000 -$50,500 
release total available 
public funds 
Total amount to be 
privately raised to 
allow candidate to 

$95,000 $95,000 $0 $97,500 $98,000 +$500 
expend Individual 
Expenditure Ceiling 
maximum 
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Exhibit C presents the impacts of the proposed legislative changes for mayoral races. 

Exhibit C: Proposed changes in public financing for Mayoral candidates 

Non-incumbent Incumbent 

Current Proposed Change Current Proposed Change 

Individual 
$1,475,000 $1,700,000 +$225,000 $1,475,000 $1,700,000' +$225,000 

Expenditure Ceiling 

Maximum Public$ 
Available per $975,000 $1,200,000 +$225,000 $962,500 $1,185,000 +$222,500 
Candidate 

Amount needed to 
be privately raised to 

$500,000 $200,000 -$300,000 $512,500 $222,500 -$290,000 
release maximum 
pubiic funds I 
Total amount to be 
privately raised to 
allow candidate to 

$500,000 $500,000 $0 $522,500 $515,000 
expend Individual 
Expenditure Ceiling 
maximum 

• As can be seen by comparing Exhibits B and C, the nature of the proposed changes for 

mayoral candidates is similar to those for the Board of Supervisors. 

Fiscal Impact of Proposed Changes 

" The source -of public funds used for campaigns is the City's Election Campaign Fund, 

administered by the Ethics Commis~ion. The fund is allocated $2.75 per resident each 

year whether there is an election or not. Additional funding can be appropriated to the. 

Ethics Commission for special elections for Mayor and the Board of Supervisors, 

according to the Campaign and Government Conduct Code to ensure baseline amounts 

of funding for regular Mayoral and Board of Supervisors elections. 

" Except for the Board of Supervisors election in 2004, the Fund has been sufficient to 

cover the public funds awarded to all candidates participating in the public financing 

program every year since 2002. This is because: 

1) participation in the program has never ·exceeded 50 percent of qualifying 

candidates (except for the special District 3 election in 2015 when two of three 

candidates participated), 

-7,500 
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2) matching public funds awarded have been less than the maximum amount that 

the candidates could have been awarded because not all candidates raise the 

minimum amount of private funds needed to receive the maximum amount of 

matching public funds available, and 
. . 

3) fewer mayoral candidates, for whom public fund grants are much greater than 

those for Board of Supervisor candidates, have participated in the program over the 

year's. Jn fact, Mayoral candidates have only participated in the public financing 
program in 2011 and 2018. · 

• Assuming that the proposed new higher levels of public funding were in place in 2018, 

that the Fund started the year with the approximately $7 million balance as it actually 

had that year, and that the same level of candidate participation in the program 

occurred· (14 participating candidates), the Fund would have been sufficient to cover the 

increased costs and there would have been a $632,525 surplus at year end. This 

assumes that all fourteen participating candidates received the maximum amount of 

public funds possible. 

Exhibit C: Election Campaign Fund Impact with Proposed New Public Funding Levels 

Based on 2018 Actual Experience 

• 

Under 
Proposed 

Actual 2018 Changes 
Starting Balance, 
2018 $ 7,034,525 $ 7,034,525 

Expenditures $' 4,171,224 $ 6,402,000 

Balance $ 2,863,301 $ 632,525 

Though the Election Campaign Fund appears to be adequately funded at this time to 

accommodate the.proposed new funding levels based on historical participation levels 

and public funds actually granted to candidates, a reduction in rolled over funds from 

previous years, which have been available most years of the program, and/or increased 

levels of program participation could result in the Fund being inadequate for future 

elections. This would also be true with current pub)ic funding levels, though it would 

take more participating candidates and higher levels of private fundraising to deplete 

the Fund. 

" Besides a baseline annual appropriation equal to $2. 75 per City resident and funds 

rolled over from prior years, the Campaign and Government Conduct Code also allows 

for baseline funding levels to be appropriated to the Ethics Commission if needed to 

. achieve a minimum level of funding. In the event that there were no rollover funds from 

prior years, these baseline amounts would be the sole source of funding for the public 

financing program. 
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11 For Mayoral elections, the baseline amount specified in. the Code is equal to $7.50 per 

resident, or $6,450,000 based on a population of 860,000. For Board of Supervisors 

elections, the amount is $1.50 per resident, or $1,290,000. Based on past participation 

levels for Mayoral elections, the existing baseline funding seems sufficient, but for 

Board of Supervisors elections, t_he baseline amount would only provide a level of 

funding to cover five non-incumbent cand,idates if each received maximum public funds 

awards of $255,000 each, the amount proposed in the legislation being considered. The 

annual appropriation to. the Ethics Commission of $2.75 per resident, on the other hand, 

would be better, generating $2,365,000 with a population of 860,000 and would cover 

nine candidates at $255,000 each in public funds awards. 

" Program participation by candidates for the Board of Supervisors since 2012 has been as 

high as 12 in a number of elections so a higher baseline level of funding for Board of 

Supervisors elections than provided by the current baseline or annual appropriation 

amount to the Ethics Commission appears reasonable. A funding level of $4.50 per 

resident, for example, would allow for baseline funding of$3,870,000 and would cover 

15 candidates at $255,000 each. An appropriation to meet this baseline would oniy be 

necessary if the combination of the annual appropriation to the Ethics Commission and 

any rolled over funds are lower than the baseline amount specified for Board of 

Supervisors elections. 

" There are a number of inconsistent funding provisions for the public financing program 

in the City's Campaign and Government Conduct Code. Some amendments to th.ese 

provisions should be considered by the Board of Supervisors in the short term and some 

could be considered in conjunction with monitoring l<::vels of participation in the 

program and actual public funds disbursement over the next two election cycles to 

determine if higher levels of funding will be needed. 

Policy Options: 

1. The Board of Supervisors should consider adoption of the proposed legislation 

if it chooses to support the policy goals of reducing the importance of larger 

donations and sums of money to access public funds, encouraging candidates to 

enter· City races regardless of whether thei.r supporters are able to make 

relatively larger contributions, increasing total public spending on Mayoral and 

Board of Supervisors campaigns, and reducing the amount of time to be spent 

fund raising by candidates participating in the public financing program. 

The Election Campaign Fund appears to be sufficient to cover the increases in public 

funding in the proposed legislation based on historical participation levels and because 

the Fund has generally been higher than the baseline appropriation allowed by the 

Campaign and Government Conduce Code due to rolled over funds from prior years. 

However, if_ rolled over funds are not· available in the future, the current funding 
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formulae could prove insufficient to cover program costs, whether the proposed 

legislation is adopted or not. Therefore, the Board ofSupervisors could: 

2. Consider amendingthe City's Campaign and Government Conduct Code to allow 

the·Elect_ion Campaign Fund to be funded at levels over $7 million, by amending 

Section 1.138 (b){1) since funding over the cap is now allowed under Section 

1.154 by allowing for an appropriation of $7.50 per resident plus 15% for 

administrative costs fo.r Mayoral elections. 

3. Consider amending the City's Campaign and Government Conduct Code to 

clarify which funding provisions allow for administrative costs of 15 percent. 

4. Consider increasing the baseline level of fonding for Board of Supervisors 

elections now set at $1.50 per resident in Campaign and Government Conduct 

Code section 1.154(2) to a higher amount such as $4.50 that the Ethics 

Commission could request in the event the Election Campaign Fund balance is 

lower than this amount. Baseline funding of $4.50 per resident would ensure 

that up to 15 Board of Supervisors candidates could participate in the public 

financing prog~am and receive maximum public funds available per non­

incumbent candidate of $255,000 each. An appropriation authorized by the 

Board of Supervisors for this baseline funding would only be necessary if the 

Election Campaign Fund had insufficient funding to cover the election from 

rolled over funds and/or the Ethics Commission's regular annual appropriation, 

both of which have provided adequate funding levels in recent years of the 

program. 
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Public Financing of Campaigns in San Francisco 

In November 2000, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition 0, a ballot 

measure that established voluntary public financing for candidates for the Board 

of Supervisors. Codified in the City's Campaign and Government Conduct Code as 

the Campaign Finance Reform Ordinance, Mayoral candidates also became 

eligible to receive public funding through amendments to the ordinance in 2006. 

A number of other cities in the U.S. have also established public financing 

programs for their municipal elections. Among these jurisdictions are New York 

City, Los· Angeles, Seattle, and Berkeley. Other cities such as Denver, Portland, 

Oregon, and Baltimore have initiated or enhancedexisting programs in the recent 

past. 

In accordance with the Campaign Finance Reform Ordinance, the City's Election 

Campa1gn Fund receives a General FunJ dnocatjora of $2.75 p~r r2:;:d2rit,· !..!p to :: 

maximum of $7 million,· per fiscal year. Qualifying candidates can receive public 

funds to match eligible campaign contributions up to maximum levels established 

by the Campaign Financ·e Reform Ordinance, as codified in the City's Campaign 

and Government Conduct Code. 

Based on their level of private fundraising, public funds are currently distributed 

to candidates in three tiers, each with its own funding match rate and maximum 

qualifying or matching contribution amounts. The structure sets minimum levels 

of private fundraising and number of donations.needed to qualify for participation 

in the public financing program (Tier 1). Once a candidate has raised the qualifying 

private fundraising amount, he or she is allowed to participate in the public 

financing program and receives a first allocation of public funds at a rate of $2-to­

$1 for non-incumbents and $1.33-to-$1 for incumbents relative to the qualifying 

amount raised ($10,000 for non-incumbent and $15,000 for incumbent candidates 

for the Board of Supervisors and $50,000 for incumbent. and $75,000 for 

incumbent Mayoral candidates). Once participating in the program, candidates 

receive public matching funds up to set maximum amounts in proportion to 

privately raised fonds in two more tiers, first at a $2-to-$1 match rate for the 

second tier, then at a lower $Ho-$1 match rate for the third tier. 

Candidates can receive less that the maximum amount of public funds if their · 

private fundraisirig is less than the total maximum matching amounts allowed by 

the program. Candidates may accept donations in excess of the matching 

contribution amounts in Tier 1 (currently $100 per contribution for Board of 

Supervisors and Mayoral candidates) but only up to the legally allowed individual 
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contribution maximum of $500. However, only the amount designated by the 

program as qualifying is counted for matching public funds (e.g., only $100 of a 

$500 contribution would generate matching public funds of $200 for Tier 1). Any 

·such excess funds raised in Tiers 1 and 2 can be transferred to the subsequent tier, 

where they .will count as matching fund contributions. SCY $100 of a $500 Teri 1 

donation would be counted as a matching contribution for Tier 1, and the 

remaining $400 would be counted as a matching contribution for Tier 2. 

Exhibits 1 and 2 present the current structure of.San Frandsco's public financing 

program, with descriptive information for each tier following the tables. 

Exhibit 1: Current Public Financing Model- B.oard of Supervisors 

Non-incumbent Incumbent 

·Maximum 
qualifying/ Privately ·Matching Privately 
matching Match Raised Public Funds Raised Public Funds 

Fund raising Tier contribution Rate Funds Provided Funds Provided 
Tier 1: qualifying 

$2:$1 & $20,000 $20,000 
requirement (100/150 · $100 

$1.33:$1 
$10,000 

(2:1) 
$15,000 

(1.33:1) 
minimum number of donors) 
Tier 2: next fundraising 

$500 $2:$1 $50,000 
$100,000 

$50,000 
$100,000 

increment (2:1) (2:1) 

Tier 3: next fundraising 
$500 $1:$1 $35,000 $35,000 

$32,500 $32,500 
increment (1:1) (1:1) 

Subtotal $95,000 $155,000 $97,500 $152,500 

Total $250,000 $250,000 

Source: San Francisco Campaign and Government Conduct Code, Article I, Chapter I 

Exhibit 2: Current Public Financing Model - Mayor 

Non-incumbent Incumbent 

Maximum Matching 
qualifying/ Privately Public 
matching Match Raised Funds Privately Public Funds 

Fund raising Tier contribution Rate Funds Provided Raised Funds Provided 
Tier 1 increment: qualifying 

$2:$1.& $100,000 $100,000 
requirement (500/750 minimum $100 . $1.33:$1 

$50,000 
(2:1) 

$75,000 
(1.33:1) 

number of donors) 
Tier 2: next fundraising 

$500 $2:$1 . $425,000 
. $850,000 

$425,000 $850,000 
increment (2:1) (2:1) 

Tier 3: next fund raising 
$500 $1:$1 $25,000 $25,000 

$12,500 
$12,500 

increment (1:1) (1:1) 

Subtotal $500,000 $975,000 $512,500 $962,500 

Total $1,475,000 $1,475,000 
Source: San Francisco Campaign· and Government Conduct Code, Article I, Chapter I 
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A glossary of terms used in this report appears as an appendix. 

Qualifying 1st tier: Minimum level of private fundraising required to qualify for 

public financing of campaign and to receive a first award of public funds 

Board of Supervisors 

To qualify for public financing, non-incumbent candidates for the Board of 

Supervisors must raise $10,000 in at least 100 contributioqs since the 

maximum qualifying contribution for this tier is $10,000 ($100 contributions x 

100 contributors = $10,000). Contributions in excess ~f $100 can be accepted 1 

but the amount above $100 does not count towards the $10,000 threshold to 

qualify for public funding. Once $10,000 has been raised from at least 100 

contributors, non-incumbent candidates for the Board of Supervisors 

participating in the program receive $20,000 in public funds, or a match rate 

of 2~to-1. 

Incumbent candidates for the Board of Supervisors must raise $15;000 or 

$5,000 more than non-incumbents to qualify for public financing, in at least 

150 contributions ·as the maximum qualifying contribution per individual is 

also $100 ($100 x 150 donations = $15,000). These candidates then also 

qualify to participate in the program, with a first matchi,ng grant of public 

funds of $20,000. Therefore, incumbents' public funding match rate_ is $1.33-

to-$1, or less than the $2-to-$1 match rate for non-incumbents. 

Mayor 

The structure for the Mayoral campaigns is similar to that of the Board of 

Supervisors though the amot.mts are larger for this Citywide office. Non­

incumbeilts must raise $50,000 in at least 500 donations since $100 of each is 

the maximum qualifying amount of each donation that qualifies for matching 

public financing (500 contributors x $100 = $50,.000). With a match rate of $2-

to-$1, achieving the $50,000 threshold for privately raised funds results in a 

$100,000 allocation of public funds for non-incumbent candidates. 

To qualify for public financing of their campaigns, Incumbent candidates for 

Mayor must raise $75,000 ($25,000 more than non-incumbents), in at least· 

750 donations of at least $100 ($100 x 750 contributors= $75,00_0). When this 

threshold is reached, incumbent candidates can receive $100,000 in public 

funding, for a match rate of $1.33-to-$1, the same as the rate for incumbent 

candidates for the Board of Supervisors. 

1 Donors are allowed by law to contribute up to $500 per individual. 
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2nd tier: Largest a/location of matching public funds provided at a rate of $2-to-$1 in 
proportion to a candidate's privately raised funds up to a set maximum 

Board of Supervisors 

The next increment of p~ivately raised funds needed to qualify for a second 

round of public funds is the same for non-incumbent and incumbent 

candidates for the Board of Supervisors. Privately raised funds of up to 

$50,000 are matched with public funds at a rate of $2-to-$1, up to $100,000 in 

public funds per candidate. Funds are distributed in proportio.n to the amount 

raised up to the $50,000 cap. 

Any contributions in excess of the $100 maximum qualifying contribution from 

the first tier of fundraising may be applied to the private fund raising threshold 

for the second tier of the program. To the extent those funds aren't sufficient 

to fully meet the second tier threshold, candidates have to raise additional 

funds to receive the full second tier amount of public funding made available 

through the program. Unlike first tier contributions, for which only the first 

$100 is considered a qualifying contribution, second tier contributions up to 

$500 each, the legal limit for individual donations, fully qualify for matching 

funds. 

Mayor 

Tht:0 second tier of public financing candidates for Mayor is also the same for 

non-incumbents and incumbents. All candidates receive a match at the rate of 

$2-to-$1 for up to $425,000 in privately raised funds, for a maximum 

allotment of $850,000 in public funds. 

3rd tier: Smal/er al/ocation of matching public funds provided at a rate of $1-to- · 

$1 in proportion to a candidate's privately raised funds, up to a set maximum 

Board of Supervisors 

The next and third increment of privately raised funds are matched at a rate 

of $1-to-$1 for up to $35,000 in privately raised funds for non-incumbents and 

the slightly lower $32,500 for incumbents. 

Mayor 

The third tier for Mayoral candidates is similar to the structure for the Board 

of Supervisors. The match rate is $1-to-$1 and the public funding provided is 

$25,000 for non-incumbents and $12,500 for incumbents. 
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Impacts of Reforming San Francisco's Approach to Public Financing 

Your office requested an analysis of the impacts of the proposed legislation that 

would reform a number of aspects of San Francisco's public financing program. Key 

proposed changes are: 

/ Increase the maximum amount of public funds available to qualifying 

candidates. 

/ Increase the match rate by which public funds are provided to candidates in 

proportion to funds privately raised from between $1-to-$1 and $2-to-$1 to 

between $4-to-$1 and $6-to-$1, 

/ Reduce the total amount of private funds that must be raised for candidates to 

be awarded public funds. 

/ Reduce the amount of each privately raised matching contribution (the amount 

of a contribution that quaiifies for pubiic fund matching) frorn $5UU lo $150 to 

enable candidates to be awarded public funds with a greater number of 

smaller donations. 

The current program and specific proposed changes for Board of Supervisors 

campaigns are presented in Exhibit 3. 

Exhibit 3: Current and Proposed Public Financing Model - Board of Supervisors 

Non-Incumbent Incumbent 

Maximum 
qualifying/ Privately Public Privately Public 
matching Raised Funds Raised Funds 

Fundraising Tier contribution . Match Rate Funds Provided Funds Provided 
Tier 1 qualifying requirement (100/1so donors ,mini mu $100 2:1/1.33:1 $10,000 $20!00.0 $15,000 $20,000 

'\: Tier 2: next fundraisilig increment $500 2:1 $50!000 $100,000 $50,000 $100,000 
OJ 

t: Tier 3: final fundraising allowance $500 1:1 $35,000 $35,000 $32,500 $32,500 
:i 

u Subota/ $95,000 $155,000 $97,500 $152,500 
Total {Individual Expenditure Ceiling) $250,000 $250,000 

<:l Tier 1 qualifyingfoquirement (1d6/1so donors mini mu $100 6:1/4~1 $10,000 . $60,000 $15,000 $60,000 

§ Tiet2: next turidralsliig fndemenf . .. ···• .·· $150 · · ·.· 6:1 .. / }32;soo ji9s;oob c ••• : ••. :$$3
5
2
1
,
1

0
0
o
0
o
0
······• .... '..•,$.·.1····9···2:,_.·o·· $00

0
·. 2 Tier3:finalfuridraisingallowance ./ :· ... · · >$0 · ··.· ;. ii.a; ··• ;$52,sbb ;',/$0 

o. subtotal ;; , ......... • >. <; :,:::/'<· ••, , '. .. · >. ····:. •. , > $95,ooo /$255,ooo .. $9s,ooo >$252,ooo 
Total (individual ExperiditoreCeilingf;. ; , ....... ...... •.·, {/~ .. ;. /$350,000 ): ;: .. ·· ,$35iJ,ooo i. , 

The details of the proposed changes for Board of Supervisors campaigns as shown 

in Exhibit 3 are as follows. 

11 Increase the initial campaign spending limit, or Individual Expenditure 

Ceiling, for candidates participating in the public financing program from 
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$250,000 to $350,000 per candidate, consisting of privately raised and 

public funds as detailed below. 

• . Keep the amount to be privately raised to. qualify to participate in the 

program and receive Tier 1 public funds at $10,000 for non-incumberits 

and $15,000 for incumbents, each of which must still be raised from a 

minimum of 100 donors for non-incumbents and 150 for incumbents. 

• Increase the amount of Tier 1 public funds that non-incumbent and 

incumbent candidates receive upon qualifying for the program from 

$20,000 at present to $60,000. 

• Increase the Tier 2 match rate from $2-to-$1 to $6-to~$1 and reduce the 

portion of each contribution that qualifies for matching funds {the 

"matching contribution") from $500 to $150 for both non-incumbents and 

incumbents. 

• Based on a higher matching rate of $6-to-$1, reduce the maximum 

amounts that candidates need to raise to obtain all available Tier 2 public . 

funds from $50,000 to $32,500 for no.n-incumbents and from $50,000 to 

$32.,000 for incumbents. 

• Increase the maximum amount of Tier 2 public funds that non-incumbents 

will be granted in proportion to their private fund raising from $100,000 

to $195,000. For incumbent candidates, increase the maximum amou.nt of 

Tier 2 public funds that will be granted in proportion to the amount of 

private funds raised from $100,000 to $192,000. 

• Eliminate Tier 3 as a mechanism to grant public funds to candidates as ai"l 

public funds would be awarded in their entirety through Tiers 1 and 2 

under the proposed legislation. However, candidates would still be 

allowed to continue to raise and spend additional privately raised funds 

up to set maximums· of $52,500 for non-incumbents and $51,000 for 

incumbent candidates. Candidates would not receive any public funds to 

match these amounts. 

• Non-incumbent candidates who are successful in raising the amounts 

required to be granted the full $255,000 in public funds will have raised a 

total of $42,500 in private funds: If non-incumbent candidates further 

raise the $52,500 in non-matching privately raised funds ($51,000 for 

incumbents) allowed under the proposed program c;hanges, they will have 

. raised a total of $95,000 in private funds and been granted $255;000 in 

public funds, for a grant total of $350,000, or the proposed new Individual 

Expenditure Ceiling, at their disposal to spend on their campaign. 
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. . 
Incumbent candidates will have raised $98,000 through private 

fundraising and received $252,000 in public funds that, when combined 

also amounts to the Individual Expenditure Ceiling total of $350,000 that 

they would be allowed to expend on their campaign ($98,000 + $252,000 

= $350,000). 

• As with the present program structure, candidates under the proposed 

changed could raise more than the $95,000 and $98,000 in private funds 

needed to obtain all public funds available for non-incumbents and 

incumbents, respectively, but they cannot spend any excess funds unless 

their Individual Expenditure Ceiling is raised, discussed further below. 

For comparison, other cities with public finaneing programs have higher match 

rates than San Francisco, such.as New York City, the City of Los Angeles, the City of 

Portland, and the City of Berkeley, all with a $6-to-$1 rate. Denver voters passed 

an initiative in No\1E:mber 2018 that \At!Il establish the public fin;Jncine; m:;tch r:itP. 

of $9-to-$1. 

A summary of the impacts of the key proposed changes for Board of Supervisors 

campaigns are presented in Exhibit 4. 

·Exhibit 4: Key Proposed Changes for Board of Supervisors Candidates 

Non-incumbent Incumbent 

Current Proposed Change Current Proposed 

Individual Expenditure 
$250,000 $350,000 +$100,000 $250,000 $350,000 

Ceiling 

Maximum Public$ 
$155,000 $255,000 +$100,000 $152,500 $252,000 

Available per Candidate 

Total amount to be 
privately raised by 
candidates to release $95,000 $42,500 -$52,500 $97,500 $47,000 
total available public 
funds I 

Total amount to be 
privately raised to allow 
candidate to expend $95,000 $95,000 $0 $97,500 $98,000 

Individual Expenditure 
Ceiling maximum 

Currently the City's public financing program requires non-incumbent Board of 

Supervisors candidates to raise a total of $95,000 to be entitled to $155,000 in 
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public funds and be granted the maximum Individual Expenditure Ceiling total of 

$250,000 ($95,000 + $155,000,,; $250,000) to spend on their campaign. Under the 

proposed legislation with its higher match rates and increased public funding, 

non-incumbent candidates would need to raise $42,500 from donors, or $52,500 

less than the $95,000 presently required, to be entitled to a higher maximum of 

$255,000 in public funds available per candidate, or $100,000 more than under 

the current program. This would occur in Tiers 1 and 2 of the program as opposed 

to three tiers of private fundraising under the current program .. 

Although they would have obtained the maximum public funds available in Tiers 1 

and 2 under the proposed legislation, candidates would still. need to raise 

additional private funds to have sufficient funds to spend up to the maximum 

Individual Expenditure CE~iling. For non-incumbent candidates, this .would mean 

raising an additional $52,500 in private funds. For incumbent candidates, this 

would mean raising an additional $51,000. When all of the private and public 

funds are combined, candidates would be able to spend up to the Individual 

Expenditure Ceiling amount of $350,000 under the proposed legislation. 

In summary, the proposed legislation would reduce the amounts that candidates 

for the Board of Supervisors would need to privately fundraise to be granted 

larger sums of public . funds than is presently made available to program 

participants. 

Mayor 

A .similar pattern would be established for Mayoral races under the proposed 

legislation, as shown in Exhibit 5. Key objectives of the changes in public financing 

for Mayoral campaigns would be: 

./ Provide an increased maximum amount of public funds to qualified 

participating candidates .. 

./ Increase the match rate by which public funds are provided in proportion 

to privately raised funds from between $1-to-$1 and $2-to-$1 to between 

$4-to~$1 and $6-to-$1 . 

./ Retain the amount of private funds that must. be raised for candidates to 

qualify to participate in the program, but reduce the total amount of 

private funds that subsequently must be raised for candidates to receive 

the maximum public funds available through the program through smaller 

donations . 

./ Retain the maximum amount of each privately raised contribution that 

qualifies for public fund matching in the first tier of fundraising to qualify 
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for participation in the program but reduce the matching contribution 

maximum from $500 to $150 for the second tier of fund raising to enable 

candidates to receive maximum public funds through smaller donations. 

Exhibit 5 presents the current and proposed changes for Mayor's campaigns. 

Exhibit 5: Current and Proposed Public Financing Model - Mayor 

Non-incumbent 
Public 

Provided 

Subtotal $500,000 $975,000 $512,SOO $962,500 
Total (individual Expenditure Ceiling) $1,475,000 $1,475,000 

Tier i irierement: quallfyirig iqt (560)756 donors minimlim) . $SO,OOO ...... · .: $300,000 • •·· . $75,000 ' : ·•. •$300,000 

· · ' ··· · ;;Wi7;~6o · is~d~;aoa > 
.. :· ·::· ·~· .. 

Bl Tier i: riexi. fliildriiis\iig iricrefiiiiiit < •.·· > ··.· < 
~ ·ri~/i i.;E;;,;;:;~;·;;;;·~1~;r;iiiii2r~ii~ri! / / > <;; .. , 

... · .. :' 

o. Subfotal •·: . .. .'/•:> • 
Total (Individual Expenditure ceiling) >• ! . . . .... _ .... .. _.:.(.:·::::: .... , .... ::::: 

·/$515,000 i! $1;185,000 •. 
··. ,.t>/$1;700,000 ·:;>;·.: . 

As can be seen in Exhibit 5, details of the proposed changes are as follows. 

• The Individual Expenditure Ceiling, or spending limit, for Mayoral 

candidates would be increased from $1,475,000 to $1, 700,000 per 

candidate, consisting of $500,000 in required privately raised funds and 

$1,200,000 in public funds for non-incumbents and $515,000 in required 

privately raised funds and $1,185,000 in public funds for incumbent 

candidates. 

• There would be no change in the $50,000 Tier 1 privately fundraised 

minimum amount needed to qualify for participation in the program for 

non-incumbents and $75,000 for incumbents. If these amounts are raised, 

candidates would then be entitled to receive their Tier 1 award of public 

·funds. These qualifying.private funds must still be raised from a minimum 

of 500 ·donors for non-incumbents and 750 donors for incumbent 

candidates. 

" Public funds provided once candidates have met the Tier 1 qualifying level 

of fundraising would be increased from $100,000 to $300,000 for both 

non-incumbents and incumbents. 

11 The Tier 2 match rate would be increased from $2-to-$1 to $6-to-$1 and 

·the maximum matching contribution amount, or the amount of a 

donation that qualifies for matching public funds would be reduced from 
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$500 to $150 for both non-incumbents and incumbents. The 

corresponding maximum amounts of privately raised funds needed to 

qualify for Tier 2 public funds would be reduced from $425,000 to 

$150,000 for .non-incumbents and from $425,000 to $147,500 for 

incumbents. 

• As with proposed changes for Board of Supervisors candidates, the Tier 3 

private fundraising maximum to qualify for a third tier of public funds for 

Mayoral candidates would be eliminated since total maximum public 

funding available for candidates would already have been awarded earlier 

through Tiers 1 and 2. However, non-incumbent candidates could 

continue to raise and· spend up to $300,000 and incumbents could 

continue to raise and spend up to $292,500 from private donors after they 

have received all public funds through Tiers 1 and 2. These additional 

'private fu'nds could be raised and spent because, together with all public 

funds granted and previous privately raised funds, the total amount 

available for a candidate would be within the .Individual Expenditure 

Ceiling of $1,700,000. 

• Under the current and proposed systems, candidates can~ continue to 

privately raise funds in excess of their Individual Expenditure Ceiling but 

they cannot spend any excess donations unless their . Individual· 

. Expenditure Ceiling is increased .by the Ethics Commission, as described 

and discussed further below.· 

Exhibit 6 summarizes the key changes that would occur for Mayoral campaigns if 

the proposed changes are implemented. 
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Exhibit 6: Key Proposed Changes for Mayoral Candidates 

Non-incumbent Incumbent 

Current Proposed Change Current Proposed Change 

Individual 
Expenditure Ceiling 

$1,475,000 $1,700,000 +$225,000 $1,475,000 $1, 700,000' +$225,000 

Maximum Public$ 
Available per $975,000 $1,200,000 +$225,000 $962,500 $1,185,000 +$222,500 
Candidate 

Amount needed to 
be privately raised to 

$500,000 $200,000 -$300,000 $512,500 $222,500 -$290,000 
release maximum 
public funds 

Total amount to be 
privately raised to 

~ allovv candidate to 
$500,000 $500,000 $0 $522,.'JUU $515,000 -7,.SOO 

expend Individual 
Expenditure Ceiling 
maximum 

As shown in Exhibit 6, Individual Expenditure Ceilings, or the total amount of 

privately raised funds and public funds that candidates participating in the 

program are allowed to spend, would be increased. Non-incumbent and 

incumbents would both be allowed to spend up to $1, 700,000 on their campaigns, 

an increase of $225,000 from the current limit of $1,475,000. Additional spending 

beyond these limits could be allowed but is subject to approval by the Ethics 

Commission based on when certain circumstances are met, as discussed below. 

Non-incumbent Mayoral candidates would be eligible to receive up to $1,200,000 

in public funds, or $225,000 more than under the current system. Maximum 

public funding for Incumbent candidates would be increased from $962,500 under 

the current system to $1,185,000 under the proposed changes, or $222,500 more 

than is presently provided. 

With higher match rates of $6-to-$1 under the proposed legislation as compared 

to the current match rate of $2-to-$1, private fundraising requirements for 

candidates to receive _the maximum public funds avaHable would be reduced. 

Non-incumbent candidates would be required to privately raise $200,000 instead 

of the current $500,000, a $300,000 reduction. Incumbent candidates would be 

required to raise $222,500 under the proposed legislation instead of the current 

$512,500, a $290,000 reduction. And, as discussed above, the amount of public 
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funds provided if these private fundraising requirements are met would be 

$1,200,000 for non-incumbent candidates, or $225,000 more than is presently 

provided. Incumbent candidates would be entitled to $1,185,000 in public funds if 

they fully meet the private fundraising requirements, an increase of $222,500 

under the current program. 

0 The firial significant change would be that non-incumbent Mayoral candidates 

could continue to privately fundraise up to $300,000 or more after having 

received all total public funding in Tiers 1 and 2. However, no additional matching 

public funding would be awarded for those additional funds raised. Under the 

current system, non.-incumbent candidates who raise up to $25,000 in the current 

third tier of the program are entitled to $1-to-$1 matching funds of $25,ciOO, 

which, when received, ·completes the public funds award for a candidate .. Under 

the proposed changes, after non-incumbent candidates have received the full 

$1,200,000 in public funds through Tiers 1 and 2 private fundraising,. public fund 

awards will be complete. Candidates could still raise up to $300,0.00 in private 

funds as the new Tier 3 but these funds won't be matched with public funds. 

Candidates who raise the full $300,000 in the new Tier 3 would then have a total 

of $1,700,000 in private and public funds, or the proposed new 1.ndividual 

Expenditure Ceiling, to spend on their campaigns 

For incumbent candidates, the comparable amounts for Tier 3 are currently 

$12,500 in privately raised funds required to obtain $12,500 in public funds, with 

the current $1-to-$1 match rate. This would change so that incumbent candidates 

would be allowed to raise and spend up to $292,500 more after raising the 

. required amounts from private donors for Tiers 1 and 2 and receiving the entirety 

of public funds made available to Mayoral candidates. lncu.mbent candidates who 

raise the full $292,500 in private funds and receive all public funds available would 

be entitled to expend the full increased Individual Expenditure Ceiling of 

$1,700,000. 

Under the current and proposed systems, candidates can continue to privately 

fundraise in excess of the Individual Expenditure Ceiling, but they cannot spend 

those excess funds unless their Individual Expenditure Ceiling is increased by the 

Ethies Commission, as described and discussed further below. 

Adjustments to Individual Expenditure Ceilings 

Pursuant to the Citi;'s Campaign and Government Conduct Code, candidates who 

receive public funds must agree to limit their campaign spending to the amount of 

their Individual Expendit.ure Ceiling (!EC), or. total maximum amount that can be 

spent on qualified campaign expenditures for program participants. As identified 
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above, the current maximum amount of public and private funds allowed for a 

candidate,s campaign starts at $250,000 for Board of Supervisors candidates and 

$1,475,000 for Mayoral candidates. The Ethics Commission may increase these 

amounts to the sum of the highest level of Total Supportive Funds among a 

candidate's opponents for the same office and the Total Opposition Spending 

against that candidate ·whenever it is greater than $250,000 for Board of 

Super\iisors candidates and $1,475,000 for Mayoral candidates. Any such 

increases are made in increments of $50,000 for Board of Supervisors candidates 

and $250,000 for Mayoral candidates. 

The proposed legislation would increase the initial threshold amounts over which 

adjustments would be made to reflectthe new Individual Expenditure Ceilings: 

$350,000 for Board of Supervisors candidates instead of the current $250,000 and 

$1,700,000 for Mayoral candidates to replace the current $1,475,000. 

How the Proposed Legislative Changes Shifts Emphasis from Big Donations 

To illustrate the impact and interaction of two of the key proposed changes to the 

public financing program, Exhibit 7 shows the impact of both increasing the Tier 2 

match rate from $2-to-$1 to $6-to-$1 and reducing the matching contributfon 

amount of each. private donation from $500 to $150, as the legislation proposes · 

for Tier 2. 

Increasing the match rate from $2-to-$1 to $6-to-$1 as proposed would provide a 

greater level of public funding to match all private donations compared to the 

existing match rate of $2-to-$1. How·ever, with this change alone and no change in 

the matching contribution amount of $500, the differential between. a $100 

donation and.the highest qualifying Tier 2 donation amount of $500 would be 5x, 

as shown in Exhibit 7, continuing to give significantly more weight to larger 

donations. A $500 donation would thus result in a candidate having $3,500 at 

their disposal {the $500 donation and ($500 x 6 in pub lie funds)= $3,500 at $6-to­

$1) as compared to a $100 donation, which would pr~duc;e $700 for the candidate 

{the $100 donation and {$100 x 6 in public funds)= $700 at $6-to-$1}. 

By lowering the matching contribution amount from $500 to $1SO, as proposed 

for Tier 2 in the subject legislation, the differential between a $100 donation and a 

$500 donation, only $150 of which would be matched with publicfunds, would be 

1.5x. This would reduce the gap and inequity based on contribution size in terms 

of public funds provided. A $500 donation wouJd generate $1,050 in private an.d 

public funds for a candidate {$150 matching contribution+ ($150 x 6) = $1,050, or 

only 1.5 times more than the $700 generated in private and public funds by a 

$100 donation ($100 matching contribution + ($100 x 6) = $700}. The additional 
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$350 raised with a· $500 contribution that wouldn't count as .a matching 

contribl)tion could still be used by the candidate for their campaign, but it would 

not draw any matching publicfunds under the proposed legislation. 

Exhibit 7: Impact of Combination of Proposed Increase in Match Rate and Reduced Matching 

Contribution Maximum 

$4,000 

$3,500 

$3,000 

$2,500 

$2,000 

$1,500 

$1,000 

$500 

$-
Donation:: 

6:1 &$500 max 

$100 . $500 

Minimum Number of Donors 

6:1 & $150 max 

$100 $500 

llll Matching 

llilll Contribtn 

The proposed legislation would not necessarily change the minimum number of 

·dona.rs contributing to a candidate but it would make it possible for candidates to 

receive all available public funds available through the program from smaller 

contribution amounts than is presently the case. By lowering the Tier 2 matching 

contribution maximum from $500 to $150, candidates who receive donations in 

smaller increments than $500 would likely gain access to public funds faster than 

they do under the current structure. 

As shown in Exhibit 8, a $150 donation under the current system would generate 

$300 in matching funds at the $2-to-$1 match rate. A $500 donation, on the other 

hand, would generate $1,000 in public funds for the candidate since $500 is the 

current maximum matching contribution amount. Under the proposed legislation, 

. with a $6-to-$1 match rate and a $150 maximum matching contribution, a $150 

and a $500 donation would both generate $900 in· public funds ($150 x6). 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 

21 

304 



Report to Supervisor Mar 
September 4, 20l9 

Candidates receiving donations in lower increments would be at less of a 

disadvantage in terms of receiving public funds under the proposed structure. 

Exhibit 8: Public Funds Generated for $150 and $500 Donations under Current and Proposed Program 

$150 $500 Donation 

Donation ($150 matching 

Public Funds (@$2-to- contribution max.) 

Provided Under: $1) (@ $6-to-$1) Difference 

Current Program $300 $1,000 $700 

Proposed Changes $900 $900 $0 

Trends in Program Participation and Performance 

Because the public finance program is voluntary, t.he number (and percentage) of 

candidates participating has var:ied in every election cycle since 2002 when it 

began. Exhibit 9 .below provides a summary of participation in elections since . 

2002. 

Exhibit 9: Public Financing for San Francisco Campaigns, 2002 to 2018 

Average Participating 
Public Candidates% 

General Total Amount Total Public % Funding Per Number of Total Total 
Election of Spending- Funds Public Participating Participating Qualifying Qualifying 

Year All Candidates Disbursed Funds Candidate Candidates Candidates Candidates 
2002 $2,213,316 $281,989 12.7% $31,332 9 28 32% 

2004 $3,654,616 $757,678 20.7% $32,943 23 65 35% 

2006 $1,781,148 . $216,784 12.2% $36,131 6 26 23%. 

2008 $3,875,551 $1,315,470 33.9% $69,235 19 42 45% 

2010 $3,581,175 $1,477,713 41.3% $67,169 22 46 48% 

2011* $11,360,505 $4,696,390 41.3% $521,821 9 16 56% 

2012 $2,987,290 $1,228,097 41.1% $102,341 12 26 46% 

2014 $1,542,741 $194,710 12.6% $97,355 2 17 12% 

2015 $1,075,617 $307,500 28.6% $153,750 2 3 67% 

2016 $3,916,575 $1,522,296 38.9% $126,858 12 28 43% 

2018* $11,438;188 $4,171,224 36.5% $347,602 14 34 41% 

Source: Ethics Commission Reports, 2002 to 2018 

*Includes participation of candidates for Mayor 

As shown above in Exhibit 9, total spending by all candidates has nearly doubled 

since the program began from approximately $2.2 million in 2002 to $11.4 million 

in 2018. The total amount of public funds disbursed by the City to eligible 

candidates increased significantly since the public financing program began, from 
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$281;989 in 2002 to over $4 million in 2011 and ·2018 (both years of which 

included a Mayo~s race). Though changes in the program's funding formula 

occurred over the years, average public funding per candidate increased over 

these years from $31,332 in 2002 to $347,602 in 2018. Generally, the percentage 

of qualifying candidates participating in the program has been fairly flat since 

2008, aside from 2014, when participation was exceptionally low, and the District 

3 election in 2015, when participation was high. 

With the exception of the election in 2015 in which there was a Board of 

Supervisors campaign for one supervisorial district only and two of the three 

candidates participated in the program2
, participation in the program has been 56 

percent or less of candidates on the ballot. 

Current Financing Provisions and Impact of Proposed Changes on City Costs 

As mentioned above, the Ethics Commission receives an annual appropriation for 

the Election Campaign Fund of $2.75 per City resident per year to cover the costs 

of the public financing program. Unused funds in a particular year can be carried'°' 

over to subsequent years, though the Fund is not to exceed $7 million according 

to the Campaign and Government Conduct Code.3 This mandate provides baseline 

funding of $2,365,000 per year assuming a population of 860,000. 

There are four other key provisions in the City's Campaign and Governmental 

Conduct Code pertaining to public financing of Board of Supervisors and Mayoral 

campaigns. In years when there will be a Mayoral election, the Ethics Commission 

is allowed by the Code to request a supplemental appropriation if the Election 

Campaign Fund is not equal to $7 .. 50 per resident plus 15 percent of that amount 

· for administrative expenses. This would be equal to approximately $6.45 million in 

funding for candidates plus $967,500 for administrative expenses at 15 percent . 

for a total of $7,417,500. 4 It is unclear in the Code if this amount would need to 

be reduced by $417,500, so thcit the Election Campaign Fund does not exceed $7 

million, the cap mandated elsewhere in the Code. 

The Code allows the Ethics Commission to make a simiiar supplemental 

appropriation request in years when there will be a Board of Supervisors election. 

The requirement for these elections is that the Campaign Election Fund have the 

equivalent, after subtracting 15 percent for administrative expenses, of $1.50 per 

2 The 2015 general election included a Board of Supervisors District 3 race to cover the unexpired term of the 
member from that district. 
3 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Sect. 1.138. 
4 San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Sect. 1.154 
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resident, or approximately $1,290,000 in funds for candidates plus $193,500 for 

administrative expenses, resulting in a grand total of $1,483,500 assuming a 

population of 860,000. This amount would be under the $7 million cap. 

If the Office of the Mayor becomes vacant and an election is needed to fill the 

vacancy for the remainder of a term, the City's Campaign and Government Code 

states that funds are to be appropriated to ensure the equivalent of $8 per 

resident (approximately $6.9 million assuming a population of 860,000) is in the 

Election Campaign Fund for that election and the next regularly scheduled 

Mayor's election. There is no requirement to provide funding of 15 percent of the 

Fund's value or any other a.mount for administrative expenses in these 

circumstances, as. is required in the funding provisions for Mayoral elections cited 

above.5 

If an office of the Board of Supervisors becomes vacant and an election is held to 

fi!! that vacancy for the rem;:iinrlPr of the term, the City is to appropriate an 

additional $0.25 per resident to the Fund (approximately $215,000 based on a 

population of 860,000). Again, there is no mention in this provision to include 

funding for administrative expenses, as is required in the previous funding 

provision for regular Mayoral and Board of Supervisors elections cited above. 6 

Unlike the funding provisions for regular Board of Supervisors and Mayoral 

elections and vacancy-induced Mayoral elections, this provision for vacancy­

induced Board of Supervisors elections states that this funding would not be 

subject to the $7 million cap on the Election Campaign Fund. 

Taken together, these provisions appear to allow for at least $7 million in the 

Election Campaign Fund in a given year. However, this cap of $7 million is 

contradicted by the provision that in years of Mayoral elections, the Fund should 

have at least $7.50 per resident plus 15 percent in administrative expenses, which 

as pointed out above, results in an amount in excess of $7 million based on a 

population of 860,000 (860,000 x $7.50 = $6,450,000 plus $967,500 in 

administrative expenses = $7,417,500). The formula for minimum funding for 

Board of Supervisors races would not result in an appropriation over $7 million . 

. The provisions for Mayoral and Board of Supervisors elections in the Code that call 

for funding for administrative expenses at the rate of 15 percent of the baseline 

amount in the. Election Campaign Fund are not consistent across the other 

funding formulae. There are no allowances for administrative expenses in the 

three other public financing funding provisions in the Code, making it unclear how 

5 
San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Sect. 1.1.138(b)(3) 

6 
San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Sect. 1.1.138(b)(4) 
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much of these appropriations are to be used for public funding of campaigns and 

how much can be used for administrative costs. Resolution of these issues 

through amendments to the Campaig;n and Government Conduct Code would 

help determine the maximum amount available for public financing of campaigns 

and provide clarity to the Ethics Commission about how much of the funding can 

be used for administrative expenses. 

Finally; three of the five funding provisions in the Code are mandates, but the two 

establishing baseline funding levels for regular Mayoral and Board of Supervisors 

elections are discretionary, allowing the Ethics Commission to request 

supplemental appropriations but without a guarantee of the funding levels 

specified. On the other hand; the baseline $2.75 per resident and the amounts for 

vacancy-induced elections for Mayor and the Board of Supervisors mandate that 

. certain amounts be appropriated. 

Program Participation and Spending History 

A review of the history of the City's campaign public financing program and the 

funding provisions of the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code show t_hat if 

. present participation trends continue, ·current funding is adequate to 

accommodate the increased level of public funding proposed in the legislation. 

However, if participation levels increase or if candidates' .rates of private 

fundraising increase, additio11al funding and/or changes in the funding provisions 

in the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code may be necessary. 

Exhibit 10 shows that, except for 2004, funding available based on the c1.ment 

formula or the formula in effect at the time was more than sufficient for every 

election, including those that provided funding for more costly Mayor's races. 

Fu_rther, the Fund was sufficient to cover all participating candidates if they had 

been awarded the maximum public fu~ds available in that year. Any balances 

remaining in the Fund after elections are over are rolled forward for future 

elections. 
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Exhibit 10: Actual Disbursements from Election Campaign Fund and Amounts Needed if 

all Qualified Candidates had Received Maximum Public Funds: 2002 - 2018 

Number of Total Available* Maximum Additional 

Participating In Election Total Funds Disbursements Cost to the Unspent 

Candidates Campaign Fund Disbursed ·Possible** City Funds 

2002 9 $281,989 $393,750 $111,761 ($393,750) 

2004 23 $670,000 $757,678 $1! 006,_ 250 $248,572 ($336,250) 

2006 6 _$E)Oo~o.oo . $2.16.~ 78~ $2.62,s.q9 . $.45.; 71_§ $3037,500 

2008 19 $4!~90;000 $1~315,470 $4,143,767 $2,828,297 $56,233 

2010 22 $6,454,341 $1,477,713 $6,358,000 $4,880,287 $96,341 

$11,0~4,247 $4,696,390 $8,100,000 $3,493,610 
..-

$7,690,637 2011 9 

2012 12 $5,613,030 $1,228,097 $1,855,000 $626,903 $3,758,030 

2014 2 $4,372,039 $194,710 $310,000 $115,290 $4,062,039 

2016 12 $7,000,000 $1,522,296 $1,855,000 $332,704 $5,145,000 

2018 14 $ 7,034,525 $ 4,171,224 $ 4,622,500 $ 451,276 $2,412,025 

* The City had not created the Election Campaign Fund in 2002, and there is no reported information on 
the funds set aside for public financing in that year. In 2004, the City had initially only allocated 
$670,000, but agreed to meet the maximum disbursement level if all 23 candidates reached it. 

** in 2012, the current formula was introduced. From 2004 to 2006, candidates earned a match at a $4-
to-$1 rate, up to a maximum publicfunding amount of$43,750. From 2008 to 2012, the maximum 
public fun.ding available to candi_dates was calculated on the 59th day prior to an election, based on the 
total funds available and number of participating candidates 

Adequacy of Election Campaign Fund to Absorb Proposed Changes in Public 
Financing of Campaigns 

Given the history presented in Exhibit 10, it appears that the existing funding 

mechanisms are sufficient to absorb the additional costs associated with the 

proposed changes in the public financing program. Specifically, the proposed 

increases in public funding for participating candidates for the Board of 

Supervisors from a maximum of $155,000 to $255,000 for non-incumbent 

candidates, from $152,500 to $252,000 for incumbent candidates, from $975,000 

to $1,2001000 for non-incumbent Mayoral candidates, and from $962,500 to 

$1,185,000 for incumbent Mayoral candidates would have been more than 

covered by furids in the Election Campaign Fund in the 2018 election if the same 

number of candidates had participated in the program and each received the 

maximum public funds available. · 

As shown in Exhibit 11 below, had the proposed changes been in effect in the 

2018 election, when 11 candidates for the Board of Supervisors and three Mayoral 

candidates participated in the public financing. program, the $7,034,525 in the 
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Election Campaign Fund would have been sufficient to cover the $6,402,000 for 

full public funding of all participating candidates. Further, there would have been 

a $632,535 balance left, also shown ih Exhi.bit 11. 

Given that only 14 of 34 candidates who qualified for the ballot participated in the 

program in 2018, an unusually high cost year for the program due to muit,iple 

special and regular elections, and the history of the program presented in Exhibit 

9 which shows that, except for two years, participation has never exceeded half 

the candidates qualifying to be on the ballot, it appears that the existing funding 

does not immediately need to be changed if the total amount of public funds 

available per candidate is increased as proposed. Further, as shown in Exhibit 10 

above, notall candidates have historically qualified for the full amount of public 

funds available since the amount provided for Tiers 2 and 3 is dependent on the 

amount offunds the candidates privately raise. For example, in 2016, the average 

amount of public funds received per candidate was $126,858, for Board of 

Supervisors candidates, less than the maximum available of $155,000 for non­

incumbents and $152,500 for incumbents. 

Exhibit 11: Election Campaign Fund Impact with Proposed New Public Funding Levels Based on 

2018 Actual Participation of Mayoral and. Board of Supervisors Candidates 

Under 
Proposed 

Actual 2018 Changes* 

Starting Balance, 2018 $ 7,034,525 $ 7,034,525 

Expenditures $ 4,171,224 $ 6,402,000 

Balance $ 2,863,301 $ 632,525 

*Note: Assumes one incumbent Board of Supervisors candidate ten non-incumbents and 
three non-incumbent Mayoral candidates each receiving the maximum in public funding as 
proposed. 

The Election Campaign Fund has maintained balances sufficient to provide public 

funds to candidates participating in the public financing program with a 

combination of baseline appropriations and the rolling over of unused funds from 

prior years. This has provided sufficient funding for the program to date and would 

likely continue to do so absent significant increases in program participation. 

However, a reduction in funds that have contributed to the Election Campaign . 

Fund to date could result in insufficient funding for the public financing program,. 

whether the legislative changes are adopted or not. 

In the event that rollover funds were not available in a given year or were 

insufficient to cover program costs, the Campaign and Government Conduct Code 
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sets baseline appropriations for which the Ethics Commission may request 

supplemental appropriations for Mayoral and Board of Supervisors elections. The 

Mayoral election baseline is $7.50 per resident, as mentioned above, and with a 

population of 8601000 would produce $6,450,000 for the Fund, or enough to cover 

five non-incumbent Mayoral candidates at $1,200,000 in public funds each, as 

shown in Exhibit 12. 

This appears to be an adequate funding level given Mayoral candidate participation 

in the past with three candidates being the highest numbe.r to participate in a 

single election in 2018. However, as the population of 

San Francisco grows, it will result in funding in excess of the $7 million cap specified 

in Section 1.138 (b)(1) of the Code. Further, the Code now allows for 15 percent of 

the baseline funds t6 be added to the $7.50 per resident appropriation and 

allocated to the Fund to cover administrative expenses. This also results in funding 

levels in excess of the $7 million cap with a population of 860,000. 

The Code's baseline minimum for Board of Supervisors elections is $1.50 per 

resident, or $1,290,000, assuming a population of 860,000. However, the general 

baseline annual appropriation for the Ethics Commission, $2.75. per resident, would 

produce a greater amount for the Election Campaign Fund, $2,365,000, and would 

more than cover the Board of Supervisors, baseline. If the annual appropriation 

baseline were all that was available for a year with a Board of Supervisors eiection 

(in the event of no funds being rolled over from prior years), it would only cover 

nine non-incumbent Board of Supervisor candidates, assuming they each receive 

the maximum of $255,000 in public funds available ($2,365,000/$255,000 = 9.3), as 

proposed in the subject legislation. 

The Board of Supervisors may want to consider increasing baseline funding for 

which the Ethics Commission can request a supplemental appropriation for Board 

of Supervisors elections since past participation has ranged from two to 23 

candidates. Increasing the baseline funding for Board of Supervisors elections from 

the $1.50 per resident now in Section 1.154(b)(2) would ensure that funding would 

be adequate to cover more than nine Board of Supervisors candidates. For 

example, by increasing this baseline minimum to $4.50 per resident, funding would 

be ensured to cover the $3,825,000 that would be needed for 15 participating 

candidates for Board of Supervisors ($4.50 x 860,000 residents = $3,870,000), 

assuming each received the maximum public funds available. Appropriating these 

additional funds would only be necessary to the extent the Election Campaign Fund 

had no rollover funds in it in a given year. 

Exhibit 12 shows the amounts .that would be needed to cover full funding for 

varying numbers of program participants under the proposed new funding levels. 
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Exhibit 12: Maximum Funding Needed to Cover· Varying Number or Candidates Participating in the 
Public Financing Program under Proposed Increases in Public Funding 

. Board of Supervisors Mayor 

(@ $255,000/candidate} (@ $1,200,000 per candidate} 

#Participating Candidates 11 15 27 5 7 9 

Maxim.um $ Needed $2,805,000 $3,825,000. $6,885,000 . $6,000,000 $8,400,000 $10;800,000 

Finally, clarifying how the 15 percent administrative costs are calculated relative to 

the amount for funding candidates in the Campaign and Government Conduct 

Code would help determine the exact amount available for funding candidates and_ 

the amount available for Ethics Commission program .administration .. Since the 

Code already allows for administrative costs for Mayor's elections that exceed the 

$7 million cap, and some funding provisions do not specify any amount for 

administrative costs a all, there is further need for reconsidering the cap and 

making the various program funding provisions consistent. The $7 million cap 

should also be reconsiqered, to allow for funding in excess of that amount that will 

be occurring due to population growth in_San Francisco, and the inclusion cif the 15 

percent administrative costs. 

Policy Options: 

1. The Board of Supervisors should consider adoption of the proposed legislation 

if it chooses to support the policy goals of reducing the importance of larger 

donations and sums of money to access public funds, encouragin_g candidates to 

enter City races regardless of whether their supporters are able. to m_ake 

relatively larger contributions, increasing total publlc spending on Mayoral and 

Board of Supervisors campaigns, and reducing the amount of time to be spent 

fund raising by candidates participating in the public financing program. 

The Election Campaign Fund appears to be sufficient to cover the increases in public 

funding in the proposed legislation based on historical participation levels and because 

the Fund has generally had more than a baseline appropriation due to rolled over f~nds 

from prior years. However, if participation increases significantly in the future and/or . 

rolled over funds are not available, the current Fund and funding formul;;ie could prove 

insufficient to cover program costs, whether the proposed legislation is adopted or not. 

Therefore, the Board of Supervisors could: 

2. Consider amending the City's Campaign and Government Conduct Code to allow 

the Election Campaign Fund to be funded cit levels over $7 million, by amending 

Section 1.138 (b)(l) since funding over the cap is now allowed under Section 
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1.154 by allowing for an appropriation of $7.50 per resident plus 15% for 

administrative costs for Mayoral elections. 

3. Consider amending the City's Campaign and Government Conduct Code to 

clarify if all funding provisions allow for administrative costs of 15 percent. 

4. Consider increasing the baseline level of funding for Board of Supervisors 

elections now set at $1.50 per resident in Campaign and Government Conduct 

Code section 1.154(2) to a higher amount such as $4.50 that the Ethics 

Commission could request in the event the Election Campaign Fund balance is 

lower than this amount. Baseline funding of $4.50 per resident would ensure 

that up to 15 Board of Supervisors candidates could participate in the public 

financing program and receive maximum public funds. available per non­

incumbent candidate of $255,000 each. An appropriation authorized by the 

Board of Supervisors for baseline funding would only be necessary if the 

E!ection Campaign Fund had sufficient funding to cover the PIRction from rolled 

over funds and/or the Ethics Commission's regular annual appropriation, as has 

the been the case in most years of the program to date. 
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Report to Supervisor Mar 
·September 4, 2019 

APPENDIX: GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED IN THIS REPORT 

Contribution: A payment, a forgiveness of a loan, a payment of a loan by a third party, 

or an enforceable promise to make a payment except to the extent that full and 

adequate consideration is received, unless it is · clear from the surrounding 

circumstances that it is not made for political purposes. 

Independent expenditure: An expenditure made by any person, including a payment of 

public moneys by ·a state or local governmental agency, in connection with a 

communication which expressly advocates the election or defeat of a clearly identified 

candidate or the· qualification, passage or defeat of a clearly identified measure, or 

taken as a whole and in context, unambiguously urges a particular result in an election 

but which is not made to or at the behest of the affected candidate or committee. An 

expenditure ·is not considered. independent and shall be treated as a contribution from 

the person making the expenditure to the candidate on whose behalf or for whose 

benefit the expenditure is made, if the expenditure is made at the request, suggestion, 

or direction of, .or in cooperation, consultation, concert or coordination with, the 

candidate on whose behalf, or for whose benefit, the expenditure is made. 

Individual expenditure ceiling: The expenditure ceiling established for each indiv_idual 

candidate for Mayor or the Board of Supervisors whom the Ethics Commission has 

certified as eligible to receive public funds under San Francisco's Campaign and 

Government Conduct Code. 

Match rate: The ratio of public funds provided to candidates participating in public 

campaign financing relative to amounts they have raised through . private 

fundraising. 

Matching contribution: A contribution up to $500, made by an individual, other than 

the candidate, who is a resident of San Francisco. Matching contributions shall not 

Include loans, contributions received more than 18 months before the date of the 

election, qualifying contributions or contributions made by the candidate's spouse, 

registered domestic partner or dependent child. Matching contributions must also 

comply with all requirements of the Campaign and Government Conduct Code. 

Matching contributions under $100 that are not made by written instrument must be 

accompanied by written ·documentation sufficient to establish the contributor's name 

·and address. ·The Ethics Commission shall set forth, by regulation, the types of 

docume_nts sufficient to establish a contributor's name and address for the purpose of 

this subsection. 
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Qualified campaign expenditures: Excluding filing fees, expenses incurred in 

connection with an administrative or judicial proceeding, payments for administrative, 

civil or criminal fines, including late filing fees, costs incurred after the election that do 

not directly affect the outcome bf the election, including but not limited to utility bills, 

expenses associated with ·an audit, and expenses related to preparing postelection 

campaign finance disclosure reports as required by the California Political Reform Act, 

California Government Code Section 81000, et seq., and the provisions of City's 

Campaign and Government Conduct Code, or for inaugural activities or officeholder 

expenses. 

Qualifying contribution: A contribution of not less than $10 and not more than $100 

that is made by an individual who is a resident of San Francisco and that complies with 

all requirements of this Chapter. Qualifying contributions shall not include loans, 

. contributions received more than 18 months before the date of the election or 

contributions made by the candidate or the ca;1Jidale's spouse, registered domestic 

partner or dependent child. Qualifying contributions under $100 that are not made by 

written instrument must be accompanied by written documentation sufficient to 

establish the contributor's name and address. The Ethics Commission shall set forth, by 

regulation, the types of documents sufficient to establish a contributors name and 

address for the purpose of this subsection. 

Total opposition spendihg: The sum of any expenditures made or expenses incurred by 

any person or persons for the purpose cif making independent expenditures, 

electioneering communications or member communications in opposition to a specific 

candidate for Mayor or the Board of Supervisors. 

Total supportive funding: . The sum of all contributions received by a candidate 

committee supporting a candidate for" Mayor or the Board of Supervisors, other than 

any funds in the candidate's Campaign Contingency Account exceeding the candidate 

committee's Trust Account Limit, plus the expenditures made or expenses incurred by 

any person or persons for the purpose of making independent expenditures, 

electioneering communications or member communications in support of that same 

candidate. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Franc~sco 94102-4689. 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: John Arntz, Director, Department of Elections 
Ben Rosenfield, City Controller, Office of the Controller 
Sophia Kittler, Mayor's Office 

FROM: Victor Young, Assistant Clerk 
Rules Committee 

DATE: June 12, 2019 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Rules Committee received the following proposed legislation 
on June 4, 2019: 

File No. 190.660 

Ordinance amending the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to 
increase . the matching ratio for campaign contributions raised by 
candidates participating in the City's public financing program and the 
amount of public funds available for those candidates. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: victor.young@sfgov.org. 

c: Todd Rydstrom, Office of the Controller 
Andres Power, Mayor's Office 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

June 12, 2019 

Ethics Commission 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Attn: LeeAnn Pelham, Executive Director 
25 Van Ness Ave, Suite 220 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Commissioners: 

On June 4, 2019, Supervisor Mar introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 190660 

Ordinance amending the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to 
increase the matching ratio for campaign contributions raised by 
candidates participating in the City's public financing program and the 
amount of public funds available for those candidates. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted to the Ethics Commission pursuant to 
Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, Section 1.103, for pubic hearing and 
recommendation. A four-fifths votes of the Ethics Commission is required in advance 
priorto consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 

The ordinance is pending before the Rules Committee and will be scheduled for hearing 
upon receipt of your response. 

Attachment 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

By: Victor Young, Clerk 
Rules Committee 
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.·.,.,,;e,p '----' 1 ?City Haw 

President, District 7 
BOARD of SUPERVISORS· 

1 Dr. Carlton B.·Goodlett Place, Room 24.4 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

T~L No. 554-6516 · 
.. Fax No. 554-7674 

TDD/TTY No. 544-6546 · 

Norman Yee 

PRESIDENTIAL ACTION 

Date: 6/12/2019 

To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
====================================================================) t:• 

I\fadam Clerk, ~ ~~ 
Pursuant to Bo.ard Rules, I am hereby: · \ ~ ~·~ ~: : ~-

{\?~ ;-"> D W aiv:ing '30-Day Rule ·(Board Rule ~o. 3.2;3) 

File No. 
(Primary Sponsor) 

. \ . 

-0 _,,,. .__..:,,,.. 

. (,.) 

·: .. • 

... 
Title. !~·~' 

f'-.J. • . 
~.~ ..i;;· 

~ Transferring (Board Rule.No 3.3) 

File No. 190660 Mar 
(Primary Sponsor) 

Title. 
Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code - Public Campaign 

. Financing 

From: _R_u~l_es __ ~----'-----------'-----Co:tnmittee 
. To: · Govern~ent A~dit &'Oversight Committee 

D Assigriing Temporary Committee Appointment (Board Rule No·. 3.1) 

Supetvisor 

Replacing Supervisor ________ _ 

For:. ·Meeting 
· (Date) 

------:-=----:-----,--------
(Committee) 

(~Jl~I~ . . . · · 
;No~anf~t 
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rarroll, John (BOS) 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, September 11, 2019 6:21 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Public Financing 6:1 Match Proposal - SUPPORT 
Attachments: 2019.09.11 ACLU Letter of Support - S.F 6-1 Match Proposal - BoS.pdf 

Categories: 2019.09.17 - BOS, 190660 

From: Angela Castel.lanos <ACastellanos@aclunc.org> 
. Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 3:13 PM 

To: .Board of Swpervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Christina E. Fletes <CFletes@acluca.org> 
Subject: Public Financing 6:1 Match Proposal - SUPPORT 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

c:ar Board of Supervisors: 

Please see the attached letter regarding the ACLU of Northern California's support of the Public Financing 6:1 Match 
Proposal. . 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Christina Fletes-Romo, Voting Rights Attorney, at 
cfletes@aclunc.org. 

Kindly, 
Angela Castellanos 
Litigation Assistant 
ACLU of Northern California 

39 Drumm St., San Francisco, CA 94111 

(415) 293-6388 I acastellanos@aclunc.org 

Pronouns: she/her/hers 
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AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION 

Northern 
California 

September 11, 2019 

Via Email 

Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Re: Public Financing 6:1 Match Proposal- SUPPORT 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

ACLU of Northern California ("ACLU") is pleased to support the 6:1 Match Public Financing 
Proposal, sponsored by Supervisor Mar, which strengthens the current public financing program by 
among other things, increasing the match from 2: 1 to 6: 1 up to $15 0 of a contribution and increases . 
the initial grant, maximum funding, and initial expenditure ceiling. 

Over the last few years, the ACLU has engaged Bay Area organizations focused on organizing and 
building power among historically marginalized communities, extensively researched campaign 
fmance, and explored publicly financed elections as an option to help address political inequality. 
Based on this work, we believe that this proposed system of small donor public fmancing will be a 
critical tool that works for San Francisco and will be effective ill ensuring the participation and 
competitiveness of community-based candidates who wquld otherwise not have a viable 
opportunity to run for office. Also, we believe the 6:1 match will incentivize and ensure that 
candidates focus their time and energy on reaching the commumty members they hope to represent 
rather than a small number oflarge donors. Finally, we trust that this system will ultimately result in 
the empowerment of politically underrepresented San Franciscans. 

For all of these reasons, the ACLU strongly supports the 6:1 Match Public Financing Proposal. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Christina Fletes-Romo 

. Voting Rights Attorney 
ACLU of Northern California 

American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR Abdi Soltan3.4J{,)ARD CHAIR Magan Pritam Ray 

SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE: 39 Drumm St. San Fra·ncisco, CA 94111 •FRESNO OFFICE: PO Box 188 Fresno, CA 93707 



-.,.rroll, John {BOS) 

From: Wright, Edward (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, September 5, 2019 2:04 PM 
Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Fw: File No. 190660 /Public Financing of Elections 
Brennan Center letter File No 190660.pdf 

Categories: 2019.09.17 - BOS, 190660, 2019.09.05 - GAO 

Hi John, . 

We'd like to add this letter to the legislative record for File 190660 

Edward Wright 
· Legislative Aide 

(415) 554:-7464 

---~---·-· ~-· ---.....-....-~.........._7=,... ...... .....,,_,,, ... ,..,,.,,,,, ............. ,"""""' .... '""' ......................... -==-=-=·=-··"'-·"·•.-..=""""'" ......... ~=,..,...,. ...... __..,.,,----~==--·-~<=-...,.... .......... --.~---· ---..~.,,---· ~-.......... -=== .... ~· 

Jm: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, September 5, 2019 1:57 PM 

. . 

To: Wright, Edward (BOS) <edward.w.wright@sfgov.org> 
Subject: FW: File No. 190660 /Public Financing of Elections 

From: Ian Vandewalker <vandewalkeri@brennan.law.nyu.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, September OS, 201910:58 AM 
To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Joanna Zdanys <zdanysj@brennan.law.nyu.edu> 
Subject: File No. 190660 /Public Financing of Elections 

m . . 
[(: This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
\:). 
;:; 

. Dear Supervisors Brown, Mar, and Peskin: 

Attached please find a letter from the Brennan Center in support of the proposed ordinance strengthening San 
Francisco's public election financing program, File No. 190660. 

Please let me or my colleague Joanna Zdanys, cc' d here, know if we can be of assistance to the Board in this 
8rea . 

. .:::iincerely, 

Ian Vandewalker 
Senior Counsel, Democracy Program 



Brem1.an Center for Justice at J:\lYU School of Law 
120 Broadway, Suite 1750 
NewYork, NY10271 
646.292.8362 
ian.vandewalker@nyu.edu 
Pronouns: he I him 



BRENNAN 
CENTER 
FOR JUSTICE 

September 5, 2019 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Attn: Government Audit and Oversight Committee 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Re: File No. 190660, Amendments to the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code 

To the Members of the Government Audit and Oversight Committee: 

The Brennan Center for Justice at NYU School of Law is a nonpartisan law 
mstitute that focuses on the fundamental issues of democracy and justice and has long 
studied the democracy-enhancing effects of public financing programs. We appreciate the 
opportunity to write in support of the proposed ordinance currently before this committee 
to strengthen the city's small donor public financing program. 1 As explained below, there is 
evidence that increasing the matching ratio as proposed will have the positive effect of 
giving more of a voice to small donors. In addition, in increasing the expenditure limit, San 
Francisco will be following the lead of other successful public financing programs in 
keeping up with changing times and ensuring the system continues to attract candidate 
participants. 

1. National Momentum for Empowering Small Donors through Robust Public· 
Matching~ Ratios 

Public financing programs fundamentally strengthen democracy by acting as a 
colinterweight to the power of wealth in influencing govermnent.2 The people of San 
Francisco took an important step in promoting this principle when they first adopted the 
city's public financing program via ballot measure in ~000.3 But the reality of election 

1 See File No. 190660, Ordi:i:tance amending the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to 
increase the niatching ratio for campaign contributions raised by candidates participating in the 
City's public financing program and the amount of public funds avaiiable for those candidates (June 
12, 2019) https://sfaov.legistar.com!View.ashx?M=F &ID=7305601 &G UID=72EA4DF5-7F9 8-
4F45-AEEE-77563848A24D. 

2 Testimony of Ian Vandewalker, Senior Counsel, Brennan Center for Justice, before the New York 
City Charter Revision Commission, June 14, 2018, 
https://\V\VW.brennancenter.orf!ianalvsis/testimonv-new-vork-citv-charter-revision-commission­
stre1wthening-public-financing. 

3 City and County of San Francisco Ethics Commission, "Public Financing- Campaigri Finance 
Disclosure," https :// sfethics. orrzj disclosures/ campaign-finance-disclosure/ campaign-finance- . 

Brennan Center for Justice at New York University School of Law 
120 Broadway, Suite 1750 New York, NY 10271 
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financing has changed significantly since then, with deregulatory Supreme C9urt cases like 
Citizens. United opening the floodgates of election spending. Public financing systems must 
keep pace. A system that provides a multiple match on small contributions - as the 
proposed ordinance would - is the most powerful tool available to lift the voices of all San 
Franciscans in the age of unlimited spending by a wealthy few. 

There is great momentum across the nation to enact multiple match public 
financing systems and strengthen existing ones, because these programs help provide 
candidates the option to run people-powered campaigns and eschew corporate interests. 
Tiris surge of reform stems from a commitment to transform political fundraising. In order 
to do that, public financing programs must be sufficiently robust, and two key features of a 
strong program are a high match ratio and spending limits set a reasonable level that will 
encourage candidate participation. 

The U.S. House of Representatives recently passed a six-to-one multiple match 
system for congressional and presidential elections as part of its historic democracy reform 
package, the For the People Act (R.R. 1).4 This would be the first program publicly 
financing congressional elections and would raise the match ratio for the presidential public 
financing system. In 2015, Maine strengthened its long-running public financing program 
by offering supplemental matching fun.ds.5 Last November, the people of New York City 
overwhelmingly approved amendments to the city's charter to increase the match ratio 
available to candidates to eight-to-one. 6 In April of this year, a commission was appointed 
to design a public financing system for New York State elections. Washington, D.C., 
Denver, Baltimore, and three Maryland counties recently enacted :o;mltiple match 
programs,7 all recognizing the power that regular people c.an have in elections. And closer 
to home, the voters of Berkeley, California adopted a six-to-one match for mayoral and 

disclosure-public-financing (San Francisco's public financing program for the Board of Supervisors 
was adopted in November of2000 via ballot measure and expanded in 2006 to include mayoral 
candidates). 

4 For the People Act of2019, R.R. l, 116th Cong.§§ 502-547 (2019). 

5 Maine Question One (2015), 
http://www.mainelegislature.oigjlegis/bills/ getPDF.asp?paper=IBOOO 1&item=1&snum=127. 

6 N.Y.C. Charter§ 1052a(l8) (providing eight-to-one match on small contributions to participating 
candidates); see also "What's New in the Public Financing Program," New York City Campaign 
Finance Bo~d, accessed August 16, 2019, https://wvvw.nvccfb.info/program/what-s-new-in-the­
campaign-finance-program-2/ (describing changes to program. approved by voters in the 2018 
election, including "increas~d matching rate and the amount of public funds available to candidates 
per election). 

7 Hazel Millard, "Another Election Winner- Public Financing," Brennan Center for Justice, 
November 12, 2018, https://wvvw.brennancehter.org/blog/another-election-winner­
%E2%80%94public~fmancing; Bill Turque, "Montgomery Council approves plan for public finance 
oflocal campaigns," Washington Post, Sept. 30, 2014, https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/md~ 
politfos/montgomerv-council-approves-plan-for-public-finance-of-local- · 
campajgns/?O l 4/09/30;b3e2b 15c-482d-1le4-b72e-d60a9229cc10 story.html. 

Brennan Center for Justice at New York University School of Law 
120 Broadway, Suite 1750 New York, NY 10271 
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council elections in 2016.8 San Francisco can join this vanguard by adopting the ordinance 
currently before the Board of Supervisors. 

2. Higher Match Ratios on Lower Amounts Will Amplify the Voices of Regular 
San Franciscans 

Currently, San Francisco's public financing program provides a two-to-one match on 
up to $500 of an eligible contribution, up to a certain limit depending on the office; after 
that, a one-to-one match ratio applies until a candidate reaches the maximum amount. of 
public funds allowed by law.9 The proposed ordinance would match contributions up to 
$150 at a rate of six-to-one. 10 This approach will more effectively amplify the impact of 
small donors. When modest contributions are matched at a multiple rate, their value is 
increased and candidates look to bring in more, and new, constituents as donors. They have 
the option of fundraising without cmzying favor with special interests and wealthy 
individuals. 

l>~ev~ York City incteased its orre-to-on.c n1atch ratio in 2001 to four-to-one, and again 
in 2009 to six-to-one. 11 The higher matching ratio has resulted in candidates raising more 
of their money from small donors. As peer-reviewed research shows, after the ratio 
increased, the number of smalI donors increased, and the percentage of funds th~y provided 
to candidates also went up.12 Across all candidates, small donors and public funds provided 
an average of 59 percent offundraising under the four-to-one match and 63 percent under 
the six-to-one match. 13 This is a significant increase from. the 45 percent from. small donors 
and public money under the one-to-one m.atch. 14 The average number of small donors to 
candidates also increased, from. 176 per 100,000 constituents under the one-to-one match, 
to 218 per 100,000 under six-to-one. 15 

A high match ratio 1s important to increasing the participation of small donors and their 
significance to candidates. By contrast to New York City, the Los Angeles public financing 
program, which moved from a one-to-one match to a two-to-one match for most candidates 

8 "Public Financing Program," City of Berkeley, accessed August 14, 2019, 
https://www.cityofberkeley.info/Clerk/Elections/Public Financing .ProITTam.aspx. 

9 S.F Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code§ 1.44(d)(2)-(3). 

10 File No. 190660, Ordinance amending the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code to 
increase the matching ratio for campaign contributions raised by candidates participating in the 
City's public financing program and the amount o:f public funds available for those candidates (June 
12, 2019) https://sfgov.lei:i:istar.corn./Vie\v.asll'<.?M=F&ID=730560l&GUID=72EA4DF5-7F98-
4F45-AEEE-77563848A24D. 

11 New York City most recently raised the ratio to eight-to-one but has not yet conducted a full 
election cycle under the new policy. 

12 Michael J. Malbin and Michael Parrott, "Small Donor Empowerment Depends on the Details: 
Comparing Matching Fund Programs in New York and Los Angeles," The Forum 15. (2017): 232, 
available at https://www.nvccfb.info/pdt!EC2017 Michael Malbin Testimonv.pdf. 

13 Id. at 233. 

14Jd. 

ls Id. 
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in 2013, did not see an increase in the number or portion of money from sm~ll donors. 16 A 
larger match ratio makes the system more effective. 

The multiplier effect of a high match ratio benefits both candidates and their 
constituents. Candidates receive the benefit of having an alternative to dialing for dollars 
and courting wealthy donors, freeing up time to engage instead with everyday constituents 
and prioritize the issues that matter to them.17 The match helps candidates fundraise and 
campaign simultaneously. 18 This in tum can help increase trust in public officials. by 
combatting the idea that politicians are beholden to big donors.19 As participating candidate 

· in the public fmancing system in Richmond, California, Councilmember Jovai::ika Beckles, 
explained: "When you take money from the public, you are beholden to the public only, 
and not any other corporate interest. That has really made a difference and helped the 
voters come to a place where they can say that they trust me."20 

Public financing breaks down barriers by making community support, even from 
less affluent individuals, more valuable in financing campaigns. In New York City, the 
multiple match public financing system likely has helped to bring about a diverse and 
representative candidate pool. 21 kid it can promote civic engagement;. as the nonpartisan 
Campaign Finance Institute found, New York City's multiple match public financing 
program has "brought more low-dollar .donors into the system," leading to a "substantial 
increase not only in the proportional role of small donors but in their absolute numbers per 
candidate."22 By making regular people an important part of funding campaigns, the 

16 Id. at 231. The two-to-one match applies to ca~didates in first-round elections. A higher ratio 
applies to top-two runoffs, but most candidates only run in the first round. Id. at 225. The Los 
Angeles program also has a cap on public funds that is much lower as a portion of the participant 
spending limit than N e.w York City's. 

17 The Case for Small Donor Public Financing in New York State, Brennan Center for Justice, 2019, 
8-9, https://www.bremiancenter.org/publication/small-donor-public-financimr-nv. 

18 Id. at4: 

19 Jd. 

20 DeNora Getachew & Ava Mehta, eds., Breaking Down Ban-iers: The Faces of Small Donor 
Public Financing, Brennan Center for Justice, 2016, 3, 
https://www.brennancenter.org/publication/breaking-dowii-barriers-faces-small-donor-public­
financing. 

21 By the People: The New York City Campaign Finance Program in the 2013 Elections, New York 
City Campaign Finance Board, 2014, 47, . · 

. http://www.nyccfb.info/PDF/per/2013 PERJ2013 PER.pdf; Angela Migally & Susan Liss, Small 
Donor Matching Funds: The NYC Election Experience, Brennan Center for Justice, 2010, 21, 
https:lfvAvw.brennancenter.org/publication/small-donor-matching-funds-nvc-election-experience; 
New Yorkers Make Their Voices Heard: A Report on the 2009 Elections, New York City Campaign 
Finance Board, 2010, 141-42, http://www.nvccfb.info/PDF/news media/reoorts/?009 PER.pdf. 

22 Michael Malbin, Peter W. Brusoe, and Brendan Glavin, "Small Donors, Big Democracy: New 
York City's Matching Funds as a Model for the Nation and States," Election Law Journal 11 
(2012): 3, 14, http://www.cfinst.org/pdf7state/nyc-as-a-model elj as-published march2012.pdf. 
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program brings more citizens, especially those from traditionally disenfranchised 
communities, into politics and amplifies the people's say in how they are govemed.23 

3. Increasing Expenditure Limits Incentivizes Candidate Participation iii the Public 
Financing Program 

The ordinance's modest increase of the iriitial expenditure limits is a step in the 
right direction.24 Candidate participation is a necessary prerequisite for any of the benefits 
of a public :financing program, and updating the program to keep pace with election costs is 
ari. important factor.25 During the 2018 Supervisorial race, candidates spent an average of 
$311,000. Mayoral candidates spent even more, on average spending more than $1,000,000 
per candidate.26 And in approving the proposed amendments, the Ethics Commission found . . 
that candidates almost always exceed the initial spending limits, requiring increases in 
spending linuts to be made as the race goes on.27 

Ensuring that spending limits are high enough for participants to run competitive 
cru11pailSU:; is all the more'irnpcrto.nt in the cu..rrent era of unliIPJted outside, ·or "tbird-party/, 
spending. The 2018 Board of Supervisors elections saw $2.1 million in independent · 
expenditures.28 

New York City's successful public financing program has increased spending 
limits multiple times over the years to keep pace with campaign costs. Similarly, Maine 
significantly strengthened its clean elections program in 2015 by making supplemental 
funds available to participating candidates who collect additional qualifying small 
contributions.29 

23 Testi.inony oflan Vandewalker, Senior Counsel, Brennan Center for Justice, before the New York 
City Charter Revision Connnission, June 14, 2018, 
https://vvvvw.brennancenter.org/analvsis/testimonv-new-vork-citv-ch811er-revision-commissiott­
strengthening-public-financing. 

24 Current law requires participating supervisorial and mayoral candidates.to limit their initial 
expenditures to $250,000 and$1,475,000, respectively. Raising these limits to $350,000 for 
supervis01ial candidates and $1,700,000 for mayoral candidates is a step in the right direction 

25 Mi~hael Malbin, Citizen Funding for Elections, Campaign Finance Institute, 2015, 10-14, 
http://vV\V\¥.cfinst.om;/pdf.'books-reports/CFI CitizenFundingforElections.pdf. 

26 Trisha Thadani, "Money spent on San Francisco's elections reaches staggering heights," San 
Francisco Chronicle, March 26, 2019, https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/Money-spent-

. on-San-Francisco-s-elections~ 13 715 699 .phr?rsid=fBrwT. · 

27 Ethics Comm'n. of the City and County of San Francisco, Public Financing Program Review -
Phase II Legislative Reconnnendations.(April 8, 2019), 16. 

28 Ethics Comm'n. ofilie City and County of San Francisco, Rep011 on San Francisco's Public 
Campaign Financing Program (March 15, 2019), https://sfethics.ondwp-
conteri.t/uploads/?O 19/03/2018-Public-Financing-Post-Election-Report-FINAL.pdf. 

29 Maine Question One (2015), 
.http://www.maine)egislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=IBOOO 1&item=1&snum=127. 

Brennan Center for Justice at New York University School of Law 
120 Broadway, Suite 1750 New York, NY 10271 
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Increasing spending limits for San Francisco's program better aligns the program 
with the realities of nmning for office and helps to ensure that publicly financed candidates 
can run competitive campaigns while focusing on the support of small donors. 

*** 

In a city where the gap between the ultra-wealthy and regular San Franciscans 
continues to widen, it is ever more important to take steps to ensure that everyday 
constitUents have a voice in politics. By adopting the reforms proposed in this ordinance, 
San Francisco can take meaningful action to transfmm political fundraising. The Brennan 
Center endorses the proposed amendments to the city's public financing program and urges 
this committee and the full Board of Supervisors to adopt them promptly. 

Sincerely, 

1.=P--
Counsel, Democracy Program 
J oanna.Zdanys@nyu.edu 

Ian Vandewalker 
Senior Counsel, Democracy Program · 
Iari..Vandewalker@nyu.edu 

Brennan Center for Justice at New York University School of Law 
120 Broadway, Suite 1750 New York, NY 10271 
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,..~rroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Categories: 

Carroll, John (BOS) 
Wednesday, September 4, 2019 4:02 PM 
Mar, Gordon (BOS); 'Brown, Vallie (vallie.brown@sfgov.org)'; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
Wright, Edward (BOS); Cancino, Juan Carlos (BOS); Yan, Calvin (BOS); 'Calvillo, Angela 
(angela.calvillo@sfgov.org)'; Somera, Alisa (BOS); agraham@campaignlegalcenter.org 
FW: Campaign Legal Center Letter to Government Audit & Oversight Committee 
Regarding Public Financing Ordinance · 
CLC Letter to Government Audit & Oversight Committee.pdf 

190660, 2019.09.05 - GAO 

Good afternoon, Chair Mar and GAO members. 

The attached letter was submitted this afternoon, relating to agenda item number 2 on tomorrow's GAO agenda. File 
No. 190660. 

I have retained a copy of this communication for the official file in this ordinance. 

Best to you all, 

'rihn Carr.oil · 

;istant Clerk 

tioard of Supervisors 
San Franciscq City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-4445 

~ 
d/lf) Click here t.o complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Persona/ information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members af the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with.the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 

. redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: Austin Graham <agraham@campaignlegalcenter.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 3:06 PM 
To: Carroll, John (BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
~· 1bject: Campaign Legal Center Letter to Government Audit & Oversight Committee Regarding Public Financing 

.-dinance 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
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Mr. Caroll, 

Please find attached a letter from the Campaign Legal Center to the Government Audit & Oversight 
Committee in support of the proposed ordinance to amend San Francisco's public financing program (File No. 
190660). l ask that you please provide the letter to members of the Committee and relevant staff in advance 
of the Committee's meeting tomorrow morning. Thank you . 

. Regards, 
Austin Graham 

Austin Graham 
Legal Counsel, State & Local Program 

202.856. 7915 

Campaign Legal Center 
1101 14th St. NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20005 
campaiqnlegalcenter.org 

Facebook I Twitter 

2330 



September 4, 2019 

ADVANCING 
DEMOCRACY 

. THROUGH LAW 

Submitted electronically to john.carroll@sfgov.org 

The Honorable Gordon Mar 
Chair, Government Audit & Oversight Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Dear ChEtir J\1nr anf11\lf~mbers of the Committee, 

The Campaign Legal Center ("CLC") respectfully submits this letter in 
support of the proposed ordinance to amend San Francisco's public financing 
program.1 CLC is a nonpartisan, nonprofit organization dedicated to protecting and 
strengthening American democracy across all levels of government. Since the 
organization's founding in 2002, CLC has participated in every major campaign 
finance case before the U.S. Supreme Court, and in numerous legislative and 
reglilatory proceedings. Our work promotes every citizen's right to participate in the 
democratic process and to know the true origin of funds spent to influence elections. 

CLC strongly supports the proposed ordinance as a measure to expand San 
Franciscans' participation in city campaigns and promote engagement between local 
candidates and their prospective constituents. The vast amount of money being 
raised and spent in U.S. elections has left many Americans feeling excluded from the 
political process, and campaign contributions increasingly come from a small group 
of wealthy and well-connected donors. 2 As an alternative to campaigns financed 
entirely by private contributions, public financing can amplify the voices of all 
citizens in our elections-not just those who can afford to provide large 

. contributions-and expand political participation among the public at large. 
Accordingly, public financing advances both the goals of the San Francisco 

i File No. 190660, . 
https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3975469&GUID=9F32D481-9A00-4470-
ADFC-60FE40FlE456. 
2 In 2016, half of all campaign contributions to federal candidates came from only 15,810 
individuals. By comparison, 73,926 individuals accounted for half of all contributions given to 
federal candidates in 2000. See NATHANIEL PERSILY, ROBERT F. BAUER, & BENJAMIN L. 
GINSBURG, BIPARTISAN POLICY CTR .. , CAMPAIGN FINANCE IN THE UNITED STATES: ASSESSING 
AN ERA OF FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE 22 (Jan. 2018), https://bipartisanpolicy.org/wp­
cori.tent/uploads/2018/01/BPC-Democracy-Campaign-Finance-in-the-United-States.pdf. 

1101 1HH ST. NW, SUITE 400 WASH DC 20005 C/\ MP/\ I G N LEGt1L.O RG 



Campaign Finance Reform Ordinance and th,e underlying aims of the U.S. 
Constitution. s 

The proposed ordinance would make two key changes to San Francisco's 
public financing program. First, the proposal would increase the maximum amount 
of public funding available to city candidates in the program. Additionally, it would 
heighten the program's matching funds rate to six-to-one for contributions of up to 
$150 made by city residents to participating candidates. Both changes would 
advance the objectives of the public financing program by providing stronger 
incentives for local candidates to maximize their voter outreach and for San . 
Francisco residents, in turn, to become more involved with city campaigns. 

A substantial body of research demonstrates that public financing programs 
offering competitive levels of funding and a high rate of public-to-private dollar 
matching can substantially boost local participation in elections. An analysis of New 
York City's matching funds program, which allows the maximum amount of public 
funding available to participating candidates to exceed more than half of the 
candidates' expenditure limits, found that the city's implementation ~fa four-to-one 
matching funds rate, in 2001, resulted in significant increases both in the number of 
individual donors of $250 or les·s to city campaigns and in the proportional 
significance of those donors' contributions to competitive city council candidates 
participating in the program.4 These findings were generally consistent across 
challengers, incumbents, and open-seatcandidates. 5 A separate study of New York 
City's program similarly concluded that the city's decision to increase its matching 
funds rate to six-to-one, beginning in 2009, further increased the number of 
campaign contributions from donors of $250 or less, and resulted in candidates 
raising a higher percentage of their total campaign funds from that bloc of donors.6 

Research has also found that New York City's matching funds program has 
bolstered political participation among a larger and more demographically diverse 
portion of the city's population. A statistical assessment of donors to New York City 
campaigns found that 89% of the city's census-block groups had at least one resident 
who donated $175 or less to a city candidat(O during the 2009 municipal elections.7 

By comparison, in 2010, only 30% of New York City's census-block groups contained 
at least one individual donor of $175 or less to candidates for the New York State 

3 See S.F. Campaign & Gov't Conduct Code§ 1.100.; see also Stephen Breyer, Our Democratic 
Constitution, 77 N.Y.U. L. REV. 245 (2002). 
4 Michael J. Malbin et al., Small Donors, Big Democracy: New York City's Matching Funds as 
a Model for the Nation and States, 11 ELECTION L.J. 3, 9-10 (2012), 
http://www.cfinst.org/pdf/state/NYC-as-a-Model ELJ As-Published March2012.pd£. 
5Jd. 
6 Michael J. Malbin & Michael Parrott, Small.Donor Empowerment Depends on the Details: 
Comparing Matching Fund Programs in New York and Los Angeles, 15 FORUM: 219, 232-33 
(July 2017), https://www.degruyter.com/downloadpdf/j/for.2017.15.issue-2/for-2017-0015/for-
2017-0015.pdf. 
7 ELISABETH GENN ET AL., BRENNAN CTR. FOR JUSTICE, DONOR DIVERSITY THROUGH PUBLIC 
MATCHING FUNDS 10 (2012), https://www.brennancenter.org/sites/default/files/legacy/ 
publications/DonorDiversityReport WEB.PDF. 
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Assembly, who are not eligible for matching funds. 8 In addition, the study. 
determined that census-block groups with at least one donor of $175 or less to a city 
candidate were .statistically less affluent and more racially diverse than census-block 
groups with at least one "large donor," defined as an individual contributor of $1,000 
or more, strongly suggesting that the matching fonds program has fostered electoral 
engagement among politically underrepresep.ted groups. 9 

Building on the successes of the city's matching funds program, over 80% of 
New York City voters approved a set of charter amendments last November in order 
to further expand participation in local campaigns. Starting in 2021, all 
participating candidates in New York City's program will be eligible to receive 
matching funds at an eight-to-one rate for contributions made by city residents. 10 

Likewise, the charter amendments will increase the maximum amount of public 
funding available to candidates in New York City's program.11 Along with New York 
City, Los Angeles also ame.nded its public financing program last year, increasing 
both the program's matchfog funds rate, to six-to-one, and the total amount of public 
flmnR >JV>Jil::ihlP. to nRrt.if'.inRtinP- cRnninRt:P.R in thP. nrnrYrRm 12 -------- -· ------·--- -- ;::--------;..,----- :-o ---------·--- . ---· ·- ;.:· u -

CLC urges the Committee to support the proposed amendments to San 
Francisco's public financing program so that these important changes are in effect 
for the city's 2020 election. If it would be helpful to the Committee. in its 
consideration of the proposed ordinance, we would be happy to provide additional 
information about public financing programs in other cities and states. 

Bid. 
s Id. at 14. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ 
Austin Graham 

. Legal Counsel, State & Local Reform 

10 Proposal 1: Campaign Finance, N.Y.C. Campaign Fin. Bd., https://www.nyccfb.info/nyc­
votes/vgwelcome/sta te-general-2018/b all~t-proposals/prop osal-1/?languageType= English. 
11 Id. 
12 Press Release, L.A. Ethics Commission, Small Contributions Now Have Greatest Impact in 
Los Angeles History (Jan. 28, 2019), https://ethics.lacity.org/news/small-contributions-now­
have-greatest-impact-in-los-angeles-history/ . 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Hamsini Sridharan <hamsini@mapllght.org> 
Tuesday, September 3, 2019 8:54 AM 
Mar, Gordon (BOS); Brown, Vallie (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Board 
of Supervisors, (BOS); Daniel G. Newman 
Public Financing 6:1 Match Proposal - SUPPORT 
Maplight Lette·r of Support_SF 6-1 Match Proposal.pdf 

190660, 2019.09.05 - GAO 

t~ 
f~ This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Dear Members of the Government Audit and Oversight Committee, 

Pl~ase see the attached letter regarding Maplight's support of the Pubi°ic Financing 6:1 Match Proposal. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Best, 

Hamsini 

Hamsini Sridharan 
Program Director 
Map Light 
(973} 704-1871 
She/Her/Hers 
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a plight 
REVEALING MONEY'S INFLUENCE ON POLITlCS 

Via Email 

Supervisor Gordon Mar 
Supervisor Vallie Brown 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
San Francisco Government Audit 
& Oversight Committee 
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California 94102 

September 3, 2019 

Re: Public Financing 6:1 Mateh Proposal - SUPPORT 

Map Light is pleased to support the 6:1 Match Public Financing Proposal, sponsored by Supervisor 
Mar, which strengthens the current public financing program by increasing the match ratio from 
2:1 to 6:1 up to $150 of a contribution and increases the initial grant,maximum funding; and initial 
expenditure ceiling. 

Map Light has long worked to promote public funding of elections as a tool to reduce the 
disproportionate influence of money in politics and encourage candidates to campaign at the 
grassroots rather than focusing on wealthy donors. Through data analysis of money in politics in 
communities across the country, we have seen how money influences who qm afford to run for 
office, who they talk to when they run, who wins, and what policies they pass in office. We were 
instrumental in the passage of a 6:1 small donor matching program in Berkeley in 2016, which has 
already proven to help diverse candidates campaign to represent their communities-including 
several first-time candidates. Our experience suggests that small donor matching programs w'ork 
best with higher match ratios. Upgrading San Francisco's system to a 6:1 match will incentivize 
candidates to participate, level the playing field for candidates without wealthy networks, and 
further amplify the voices of small donors, leading to more representative and responsive local 
democracy. For these reasons, Map Light strongly supports the 6:1 Match Public Financing 
Proposal. 

Sincerely; 

Daniel G. Newman 
President and Co-Founder 
Map Light 

CC: John Carroll, Clerk for Government Audit & Oversight Committee Uohn.carroll@sfgov.org); 
Clerk of the Board (Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org) · 

Maplight.org 2223 Shattuck Avenue, Berl(eley, CA 94704 t 510-B68-0f,94 f 510-£::68-091.~ e info.¢..mapl19l1!".org 

335 



Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Angela Castellanos <ACastellanos@aclunc.org> 
Monday, August 26, 2019 5:00 PM 
Mar, Gordon (BOS); Brown, Vallie (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
Carroll, John (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Christi.na E. Fletes 
Public Financing 6:1 Match Proposal - SUPPORT 
2019-08-26 ACLU Letter of Support- SF 6-1 Match Proposal - FINAL.pdf 

190660 

m 
;x

1 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Dear Members of the Government Audit and Oversight Committee, 

Please see the attached letter regarding the ACLU of Northern California's support of the Public Financing 6:1 Match 
Proposal. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Christina Fletes-Romo, Voting Rights Attorney, at 
cfletes@acluca.org. 

Kindly, 

Angela Castellanos 
Litigation Assistant 
ACLU of Northern California 

39 Drumm St., San Francisco, CA 94111 
(41S) 293-6388 I acastellanos@aclunc.org 
Pronouns: she/her/hers 
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AMERICAN GIVIL LIBERTIES UNION 

Northern 
California 

August 26, 2019 

Via Email 

Supervisor Gordon Mar 
Supervisor Vallie Brown 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
San Francisco Government Audit 
& Oversight Committee 
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

Re: Public Financing 6:1 Match Proposal - SUPPORT 

Dear Members of the Government Audit & Oversight: 

ACLU of Northern California ("ACLU") is pleased to support the 6: 1 Match Public Financing Proposal, 
sponsored by Supervisor Mar, which strengthens the current public financing program by among other 
things, increasing the match from 2: 1 to 6: 1 up to $15 0 of a contribution and increases the initial grant, 
maximum funding, and initial expenditure ceiling. 

Over the last few years, the ACLU has engaged Bay Area organizations focused on organizing and 
building power among historically marginalized communities, extensively researched campaign finance, 
and explored publicly financed elections as an option to help address political inequality. Based on this 
work, we believe that this proposed system of small donor public financing will be a critical tool that 
works for San Francisco and will be effective in ensuring the participation and competitiveness of 
community-based candidates who would otherwise not have a viable opportunity to run for office. Also, 
we believe the 6: 1 match will incentivize and ensure that candidates focus their time and energy on 
reaching the community members they hope to represent rather than a small number oflarge donors. 
Finally, we trust that this system will ultimately result in the empowerment of politically 
underrepresented San Franciscans. · 

For all of these reasons, the ACLU strongly supports the 6:1 Match Public Financing Proposal. 

Sincerely, 

.~ 
Christina Fletes-Romo 
Voting Rights Attorney 
ACLU ofNorthern California 

CC: John Carroll, Clerk for Government Audit & Oversight Committee (john.carroll@sfgov.org); 
Clerk of the Board (Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org) 

American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR Abdi Soltani • BOARD CHAIR Magan Pritam Ray 

SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE: 39 Drumm St. San Francisco. CJ\3i31J1 •FRESNO OFFICE: PO Box 188 Fresno. CA 93707 
TEL (415) 621-2493 •FAX (415) 255-1478 •TTY (415) 863-7832 • WWW.ACLUNC.ORG 



Print Form 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mavor 

' .. 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select o;nly one):· 

[:ZJ 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

0 2. Request for next printed agenda Wifq.out Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 4. Request for letter beginning :11 Supervisor inquiries" 
'----'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-' 

D 5. City Attorney Request. 

0 6. Call File No. from Corninittee .. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. 
'·· ~---=====:::::::::::::=::::;---:-----:-' 

D 9. Reactivate File No. 
'--~~~~~~~~..:___~~--'-'-' 

D 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 
I. 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission · D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Cotninission D Building Inspeetion Commission 

.. ' 
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Impe:r;~tive Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Mar 

Subject: 

[Campaign and Governmental. Conduct Code - Public Campaign Financing] 

The text is listed: 

Ordinance amending the Campaign and Goverhrriental Conduct Code to increase the matching tatio for campaign 
contributions raised by candidates participating in the City's.public financing program and the amount of public 
funds available for those candidates. 

Signature of Sponsoring S.upervisor: . 

For Clerk's Use Only I• 
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