INVESTING IN THE PUBLIC TRUST:
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Overview of Findings
from the 2005 City Ethics Commission’s Post-Election Study
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“...to Broaden Participation”

Voter Turnout, 1993-2005

100%
90% — Primary Turnout —— Runoff Turnout

80%
70%

60%
50%
40%

30%
20% -

10% -
0%

_ 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2001/02 2001/02 2003 2005
Election Sp-2 Sp-4




Amplified Voices Through Strong
Matching Funds Participation

Chart 28

Matching Funds Participation & Receipt Rates
by Candidate Status, 1993-2005
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“Idon’t think there’s any doubt in my mind that I would not have run if I
hadn’t been able to access matching funds. I wouldn't have had the
dream or hope that I could challenge an incumbent or fo parficipate
substantially ..matching funds were critical in my decision fo run and

critical in what success we were able to achieve in the campaign.”

Former Tenth District Council candidate Rev. Madison Shockley
at October 2001 City Ethucs Commussion forum on local reform and the 2001 elections




Open Seat Candidacies Strong

Chart 21

Candidate Status of Council Winners
1989-2005
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Heavy Reliance on Individuals

(Table 6)

Individual & Non-Individual Giving in 2005 Races
Overall: 75% Individual - 25% Non-Indvidual

O Individual
Contributions

B Non-Individual
Contributions

Mayoral Primary  Mayoral Runoff City Attny Primary Controller Primary Council Primary Council Runoff
(CD1)

Office Sought




Contribution Amounts Remain
Relatively Small

5,919
Number of itemized
contributions made in the
2005 Council Primaries

$369.76
Average contribution in the
2005 Council Primaries




“Thank goodness for matching funds. I was able to get to about §50,000
compared to [my opponent’s] §340,000, that was a big, big difference. But we
still got to 42 percent of the vote and that gave me the sense that what I was
doing was correct. Iwas actually giving people the chance to vote. I felf like I
did a service to the electorate by being a voice and an alternative to what they

had. But most importantly, I think the Councilman heard the message that there
were some voters thinking he wasn't paying enough attention to the district.
Immediately thereafter, he started paying attention "

Former Fourteenth Couneil District candidate Alvin Parra
at October 2001Caty Ethics Commussion forum on local reform and the 2001 elections




Yet Candidate Fundraising Uneven

2005 Candidate Fundraising by Reporting Period
and Candidate Type
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O Incumbents

532,000,000 B Challengers
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Total Funds Raised at This Point Before Date of Election
Figures reflect cumulative amounts for candidates who raised money, and include

matching funds.




Spending Gap Is Widenin

Chart 14

Gap in Average Spending
Between Council Incumbents and Challengers, 1989-2005
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Fundraising Per Candidate Is Up

Chart 25

Average Fundraising by Open Seat City Council Candidates
1993 -2005

$450,000

[ Ave. Funds Baised
3400000

= Trendline for Avg. Funds Faised
$350,000
§300,000
$250,000
300,000
3150000
$100,000

550,000

1]




Spending per Candidate Is Up

Chart 13

Average Total Spending by Council Candidates,

by Candidate Status, 1989-2005
(For candidates spending 525,000 or more)

1 Incumzents

s Challenoers

1 Open Seat Candidates

Awverage Total for All Candidates

~

1989 1951 1993 1955 1997 1959 2001 2001402 20032 2005
Sp
Election
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Emergence of “mid-term” Races

Chart 8

When Incumbent/Challenger Council Races
Were Decided, 1989-2005
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Mote: No Incumbent/Challenger races appeared on the 2001/02 special election ballot.




Open Seats, In Contrast

Chart 9

When Open Seat Council Races Were Decided, 1989-2005
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The Eight Percent Factor

Independent Spending as % of All Political Money
in City Campaigns, 1993-2005
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...But Growing As Percent

Independent % v. Candidate %, 1993-2005
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And Growing In Frequency

Of 394 candidates on City ballot since 1989
21% were supported independently

1/3 between 1989-1999
1/3 in 2001 reqgular & special elections
1/3 between 2003-2005



Timing Is Everything

Chart 35

Total Independent Spending in the 2005 Election

Within 30 days Earlier than 30

of the election days before the
election
96%
($4,729,589) 4%

($184 809)




Who Spent Independently?

Independent Spending, 1993-2005

B Percent by Individuals B Percent by Non-Individuals




2005: A Snapshot

Chart 33

Sources of Independent Spending in the 2005 Elections
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Who Benefited?

Chart 34

Independent Spending for Incumbents, Challengers and
Open Seat Candidates, 1989-2005 (All contests)

Challengers
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Open Seat 52,381,483
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Did Candidates Supported Win?

Independent Spending and Winning City Campaigns
1989-2005

@ Percent Supported by the Most Independent Spending in their Race

m Percent Supported by Some Independent Spending

O Percent With No Independent Spending Support

1999 200102 Special
Election




Where from here?

Voter Turnout, 1993-2005
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