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Theophilus Britt Griswold Annapolis 21409 Yes Bill 103-21a3: Zoning – Gunsmiths & Ammunition Sales Facilities (amended) Oppose I am of the opinion that it should not be made easier to acquire guns and ammunition. I oppose the relaxation of the zoning requirements, which would allow many more locations for guns an ammunition to be dispersed into our communities.

James Loftis Annapolis 21401 Yes Bill 1-22: Expense Budget – Supplementary Appropriations Support
I support Resolution 1-22 and recognize its affect as non-partician, encouraging those office seekers who do not have personal wealth, or the support of special interest groups.  This legislation will fortify and open representative government 
in Anne Arundel to those with the best ideas and experience rather than those with the biggest campaign coffers.   Thank you for considering my opinion.

Jacqueline Allsup Annapolis 21401 No Naacp Bill 3-22: Personnel – Positions in Exempt & Classified Services No Position If we are to have a holiday for juneteenth we should also start hiring progressive Black people in the office of law and other departments.

Jacqueline Allsup Annapolis 21401 No Naacp Bill 15-22: Redistricting – Councilmanic Districts Support

The NAACP SUPPORTS the passage of Bill 15-22.  The Charter Revision Commission discussed these maps in 2 public hearings in December. At those meetings the NAACP expressed support for the boundaries of the map under 
consideration.   We are guided by the 1965 voting rights act in our analysis of councilmanic legislative maps. We believe that due to the hyperpartisan nature of our current electorate and the intransigence of so-called Trump voters and tea 
party conservatives, this map is a compromise which protects incumbents and also does the least harm to all voting districts, but especially Black voters who are currently receiving disproportionately less representation in District 4.  This map 
doesn't make many changes other than moving some populations between District 4 and District 6 to balance out the distribution and provide better representation for District 4 which has a large Black population.  The population shifting into 
District 6 may be a cause concern as a dilution of the Black vote, however the loss of Black population in District 6 due to gentrification is a greater concern that is not at all taken into account by this process.  We urge a yes vote.

Kurt Svendsen Arnold 21012 Yes Bill 15-22: Redistricting – Councilmanic Districts Support Please see the attached PDF file explaining the importance of approving Bill 15-22 without amendment now. YES

Abbie M. Ellicott Severna Park 21146 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
I strongly support the passage of resolution 1-22. We need to have public campaign financing so that our elections are fair for all.  Election results should not be skewed in favor of candidates who are extremely wealthy and/or who have a 
huge amount of money to spend on campaigning.  Our democracy works only when anyone can afford to run for office.  This allows us to have diverse, open-minded candidates who answer to the people, NOT just big donors.

Andrew Conklin Pasadena 21122 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Oppose

Public financing of campaigns is a terrible idea. It strips individuals of the ability to determine who they are going to support with their own hard earned dollars. It keeps bad candidates in a race a lot longer than they otherwise would be by 
providing funding they otherwise would not be able to raise through their own efforts. It is another way for government to redistribute tax funds to causes (meaning bad candidates) that most tax payers would never direct their own funds to. It 
is another reason for government to find reason to increase taxes on citizens while providing no useful return in infrastructure or services to those citizens. Continuing to pursue this bad idea is going to waste money going through the process 
of getting it on the ballot. Rather than waste money, do something useful, such as reducing our tax burden so that we can support causes we choose, not what you choose.

ARTHUR ROBINSON GLEN BURNIE 21061-6305 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
I support an election process whereby political candidates represent, and are influenced by their constituents, and should be shielded from becoming puppets of large sum, non-citizen corporate and PAC donors.  I despise dark money 
contributors, and I am confident, all citizens should.

Ashley Fuchs Annapolis 21401 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
I wish to endorse this resolution, because it is clear that not only is small donor financing effective in supporting candidates, but not limiting large donations has corrupted our political system to the point where the wealthy few are controlling 
our political leadership, not the votes and voices of the people. We need to find as many ways as possible to limit the influence of special interests in our government, and let our leaders lead without greed or fear of financial retribution.

Cathy Sanders Arnold 21012 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing No Position

Please consider a complete overhaul that does away with campaign finance altogether. Instead, those who want to run for office could be required to gain a certain number of signatures of registered voters by presenting their platform. Once 
they are eligible to run for office, they present their platforms and debate against al other candidates on publicly funded forums. All forms of media - print, tv, web, public debate - are made available. No candidate can advertise. All candidates 
get the same amount and kind of exposure. All campaigns are then a competition of best ideas. This gets money out of the process altogether. I will bet we see greater engagement in the voting public, too, since the manipulation of marketing 
is reduced and leadership and ideas are emphasized. Be Bold. Make Real Change. Thanks for listening.

Claire E. Hoffman West River 20778 Yes Retired Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support

One of the biggest problems our country currently faces is the impact of large campaign donations from corporations and other entities to candidates for public office. It creates an environment in which there is no level playing field -- and 
forces candidates to become beholden to such donors -- nullifying the ability of citizenry to actually impact how candidates effect and implement policies in the office to which they were elected. And candidates from both political parties are 
forced to accept such donations because otherwise they cannot hope to compete with the ads and other campaign-related things such donations can buy. The ability of corporations and other non-person entities to make such large campaign 
donations corrupts elections and our entire political system -- and has been doing so for many, many years. An amendment to the Anne Arundel County charter to establish a public campaign financing system is necessary to correct the 
imbalance that currently exists in our election system. I urge the County Council to place such a charter amendment referendum on the ballot.

Debi Jasen Pasadena 21122 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support

Please pass Resolution No. 1-22, entitled “Charter Amendment – System of Public Campaign Financing”.  We hear in the press, how in the run for county executive, the various campaigns are accruing hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
their war chests. But yet, the approximate per capita income of an Anne Arundel County citizen is $46,629, from https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/annearundelcountymaryland .  The amount required, even for a council seat -- where at least 
two candidates have raised over $100,000, is far beyond what an average person can muster -- leaving our representation left to a rich and powerfully connected ruling class.   That’s not democracy. That’s oligarchy.

Douglas Walcutt Odenton 21113-1643 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support

no funds should be allowed from any business or organization, rather all campaign funds shall be sourced from citizens within the county.  further, no individual donation shall be accepted that is more than 1/100th of the median income of the 
county ( this keeps it fair ) an individual shall not be able to use their own funds in any amount that exceeds the max individual contribution.   Think about these parameters.  maybe some adjustment but the premise is that anyone that is 
willing and able can compete on merit and not market power.

Emily Scarr Baltimore 21218 No MaryPIRG Citizen LobbyResolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support YES
Eunice A Chambers Annapolis 21401 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support The decision to amend the Charter and implement a public campaign finance system should be made by Anne Arundel County voters, not County Council.  Thank you for your consideration.

Frank N Rossiello Arnold 21012 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support

Our democracy relies on the individuals voting and selecting our representatives. Each individual voice counts. This voice is muted when PACs and Corporations can fund a specific idea or candidate, even allowing these funds to come from 
outside our county. Lets enable AAC citizens to decide on what is best for us. That is why I am supporting this Bill.     establishing a voluntary system of public funding that bans candidates for County Council and County Executive from 
accepting large donations from corporations, Political Actions Committees (PACs), and special interest groups. This ensures that elected officials are funded by groups representing the general public.

George J Maurer Annapolis 21409 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
I urge the council to pass this resolution. Democracy requires fairness. This bill helps level the playing field on campaign donations.   It gives common folk like me greater influence on elections. Presently, the campaign donations of the 
wealthy and corporations have outsized influence on elections.  If paying to implement this resolution requires an increase taxes then so be it.  If democracy is not worth funding what is?  Respectfully,  George Maurer

Jeffrey Harvey annapolis 21403 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Oppose i am totally against using my tax dollars to support candidates that i dont support .
Jenna Mondora Crownsville 21032 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support

Jim McDonough Crofton MD 21114 Yes N/A Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing No Position
To help me understand, please answer this at the meeting: 1.  Where are the funds drawn from and will they involve additional taxes? 2.  How is the decision made on disbursement? 3.  Are the results of disbursement analyzed and is that 
reported to the public?  If so by whom? 4.  What accountability is there for this bill?

John Jasen Pasadena 21122 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support

Honorable members of the County Council;  I hesitate in recommending Resolution 1-22 for passage, and encourage great care in doing so.  As we’re not yet even in full swing for the November 2022 elections for council and county 
executive, we already see the average price for a council seat can be from $80,000 to over $100,000. The campaign war chests for executive boggle my mind.   Without campaign limits and other devices to regulate how expensive an elected 
position can be, public campaign financing will continue to be outmatched by selected wealthy donors, real estate firms, and developers.  As such, I cautiously encourage public finance reform, and remain hopeful that our county council will 
work to make it meaningful after the charter amendment passes.

Julian Gabriel Sherrod Riva 21140 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
I think, if handled properly, this resolution could help minor candidates to be heard when they would otherwise be relegated to no more than another opposition member. My only concern would be that, if the incumbent wishes to cling to 
power, they may have the power to relinquish funding through an executive order or other means.

Kathy Lough Severna Park 21146 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support I wish to go on public record as supporting council resolution 1-22, allowing voters a say in campaign finance reform, specifically, the use of public campaign funding.

Kevin Jackson Crofton 21114 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
We need to ensure that we encourage the best and brightest to contribute to our government regardless of economic status.  We also need to ensure that our elected officials are not beholden to those who support their campaigns as 
opposed to the electorate of AA County.

Kurt Svendsen Arnold 21012 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Oppose Please see the attached PDF explaining why this Resolution should be forwarded to the Charter Revision Commission for their review and recommendation before taking action on this Resolution. YES

Lois Ann Gallagher Millersville 21108 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Oppose
My tax dollars should not be used to finance any political party unless I personally give it to a candidate of my choice.  I do not want to contribute to any political "slush fund";  especially, when my tax dollars can be given to a candidate that I 
do not support.

Michael Hand Annapolis 21401 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Oppose There seems to be no end to the ways this Administration can find to waste the County's tax dollars.  I am opposed to public campaign financing in any form.

Michelle G Koul Severna Park 21146 No WISE Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support

Dear Councilmembers, Everything WISE wants to achieve relies on getting diverse, open-minded people elected that answer to us, NOT big donors.  A public donor fund is a step towards improving the way our elections work, and 
incentivizes candidates to focus on the individual voter.  In addition, it has been shown that a public election fund encourages people to make those small donations in the first place.   And citizens who donate are more likely to stay involved, 
volunteer for campaigns and ultimately turn out to vote.  It also increases the number of people willing to run, and the diversity of those candidates.  I hope you can can come together to support this - or at least support putting this question to 
the voters in November.  Let the voters decide whether this is a worthy fund for their taxpayer dollars. Thank you for all you do. Dr. Michelle Koul Some references here and attached: https://marylandpirg.org/news/mdp/montgomery-co-public-
election-fund-successfully-encourages-and-empowers-small-donors-1 YES

Monica O'Connor Severna Park 21146 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
It is indisputable that Big Interest Money has an outsized advantage over the voice of the average citizen. This is anti-democratic. I support the Charter amendment to create public campaign financing to level the playing field so that every 
vote counts -

Morgan Drayton Odenton 21113 No Common Cause MarylandResolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support YES

Patrick McDermott Annapolis 21401 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
Our democracy can only thrive if those candidates running for elected office are able to run campaigns devoid of the corrupting influence of large donations of money to their campaign coffers. A public campaign financing system is a positive 
step in this direction and I implore the County Council to allow for the resolution to be placed on the ballot for the voters to vote on it.

Penny Whitmer Glen Burnie 21060 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
I think Resolution 1-22 is a good start.  I would like to see it go even further and make it a requirement for campaigns to be publicly funded rather than optional. If a candidate is allowed to accept money from PACS and Corporations their 
should at the very least be Dark Money disclosure requirements.

Phelps Kelley Arnold 21012 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support I believe we need to remove private funding from campaigns in order to make sure that the representative elected represents their entire constituency evenly.
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Rebecca Forte Severna Park 21146 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support

I would like to ask the Anne Arundel County Council to support Resolution No. 1-22 in order to create a public financing system for county council. Montgomery County, Howard County, Prince George's County, Baltimore County, and 
Baltimore City have all already enacted similar systems. A similar system already exists for Gubernatorial candidates in Maryland that was successfully utilized by our current governor, Governor Hogan. As Montgomery County has utilized 
their program, more people have run for office, and more diverse people have run for office. This leads to better representation. It costs thousands of dollars to run for County Council and County Executive. Creating a program like this 
encourages people to run who may not already be independently wealthy, but who DO want to represent their community and represent it well. It encourages representatives to talk to as many of their constituents as possible and to get small 
amounts of financial support from a large amount of people, rather than large lump sums from only a few people. I am for programs like this one that are working toward better representation. This program seeks to best represent people with 
people from their community who are the ones who best relate to their struggles and experiences. This program values people and their preferences rather than just the preferences of large sums of money. Please vote for this resolution in 
order to promote the idea that in Anne Arundel County - people are people, and they're the ones whose voices matter.

Renee Cantori Annapolis, MD 21403 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
I fully support the concept of public financing here in Anne Arundel County and everywhere.  Simply put, it prevents big money from playing such a huge role in our political process and it helps allow for true representation.  Respectfully,   
Renee Cantori

Robert Esch Edgewater 21037 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
Robin Dax Odenton 21113 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support This will make our elections more democratic.
Steven Waddy Annapolis 21401 No Naacp Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support Public financing of Elections is a positive step forward in the recognition that out electoral system has gone off the rails.  The NAACP urges a yes vote.
Susan Jiacinto Edgewater 21037 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
Susan W. Cochran Edgewater 21037 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support Please include public campaign financing on the November ballot for citizen approval. It opens up opportunity for a wider ticket and takes big money out of the voting process.
Terence Dennis Collins Arnold 21012 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Oppose I oppose public funding for party politics. There is a reason many Founding Fathers opposed party politics. Your main purpose is power rather than people. I may support ideas of both parties but never your entire agenda.

Teresa Redd Annapolis 21403 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support
Please authorize public campaign financing so that all qualified candidates will have an opportunity to win elections regardless of their financial status.  Such financing can also reduce the outsized influence of wealthy individuals and deep-
pocketed special interest groups.

Theophilus Britt Griswold Annapolis 21409 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support This  resolution strictly provides a weak financing system for a more equitable method for non-rich people to have a chance at election. It is better than nothing. It is a start. I encourage its adoption.
William Bass Edgewater 21037 Yes Resolution 1-22: Charter amendment to create public campaign financing Support



Integrity of 2022 Council Election - Part Two

I support the approval of Bill 15-22; a simple adjustment map that minimizes disruption in the existing council
district boundaries yet makes a significant improvement in the key metric used to measure compliance with the
“one person, one vote” principle. That is, the population deviation between the most populous district and the
least populous district comes in at 3.84%, down from the 18.37% yielded by the existing map boundaries, and
well below the 10% legal threshold that renders a district map “presumptively constitutional.”

Unfortunately, the calculation of this rather simple population deviation threshold has been unnecessarily
complicated by incomplete presentations provided to the Charter Revision Commission (CRC) by County staff
(see next page). This was made worse by the erroneous response of the Deputy County Attorney under direct
questioning by the Council person from the 3rd District following my Invitation to Audience testimony on
December 6, 2021. That evening, the council member asked:

“My understanding is that there's an ideal district size … and the constitutional standard is that you
cannot have a district that deviates more than 10% from that ideal size. It's not that there can't be more
than a 10% deviation between any districts… am I understanding the law correctly there?”

In response, the Deputy County Attorney said:
“The way I read the supreme court cases is exactly what you're saying; it's 10% up or 10% down.”

This response contradicted her testimony to the CRC on December 1, 2021, when she explained:
“...the deviation that we're talking about in looking at it for purposes of are we complying with the law is
deviation from each other… Not how they deviate from the ideal but how they deviate, currently deviate
from each other.” (see corroborating links: Brennan Center at p. 44, and Balt County Manual at p. 5)

Thankfully, the CRC’s Redistricting Final Report dated January 10, 2022 finally gets this right:
“The above chart indicates that the total deviation between the least populated district (District 6) and
the most populated district (District 4) compared to the ideal district is 18.37%. Two other districts,
District 1 and District 5, also have signification [sic] deviations from the ideal district population.
Therefore, the goal of redistricting recommendations was to minimize each District’s deviation from the
ideal population.”

The simple adjustment map proposed in Bill 15-22 gets the population deviation down from 18.37% to 3.84%
while minimizing disruption of existing district boundaries. It deserves a unanimous affirmative vote tonight.

The timeline is very tight; any delay will virtually guarantee the unnecessary use of a constitutionally
unfair Council District map in the upcoming 2022 election. If the existing Council District maps are used in
the 2022 election, a person’s vote in District 4 will have 18.37% LESS weight than a person’s vote in District 6.

Finally, as mentioned in previous testimony, I think the election process for County Council has significant
“representation” problems. However, I think those problems can be better addressed by proposing
amendments to the County Charter; not by sacrificing the integrity of the 2022 election.

Kurt Svendsen, Arnold, MD https://sites.google.com/view/aacountycitizenshare

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TrRPoWMIf73xcE8tVx04rFB7qKsvj_I4/view?usp=sharing
https://resources.baltimorecountymd.gov/Documents/CountyCouncil/Redistricting/Baltimore%20County%20Redistricting%20Manual.2021.pdf
https://sites.google.com/view/aacountycitizenshare


Ensuring the Integrity of the 2022 Election for County Council 

Below is taken from the November 22, 2021 presentation by the 

Office of Planning and Zoning to the 6th Decennial Charter Revision 

Commission. 

 

Below is an extension of the above to properly calculate population 

deviation “for purposes of are we complying with the law.” 

 

This matrix highlights the specific areas in which the population deviation exceeds the legal threshold of 10%. 
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February 7, 2022 

 
TESTIMONY ON RESOLUTION 1-22  

COUNTY CHARTER –  PUBLIC CAMPAIGN FINANCING SYSTEM 
 

 
Position: Favorable 
 
Common Cause Maryland supports Resolution 1-22, which would amend Anne Arundel County’s 
charter to allow for the creation of a public campaign financing program for candidates for County 
Executive and Council. 
 
Public campaign financing programs are important tools that lift the voices of regular Marylanders in the 
light of ever-increasing influence of wealthy interests on our politics. These programs work by 
incentivizing candidates to participate in a new system of fundraising, where large contributions and 
contributions from corporations and PACs are sworn off, while small-dollar donations from regular 
residents of Anne Arundel County are amplified so that even the smallest donation can have a huge 
impact.  In order to qualify, candidates must receive a threshold amount of contributions from a 
threshold number of contributors. This process ensures that only candidates with viable community 
support can gain access to the public funding program, thus protecting public money. 
 
Montgomery County, Howard County, Prince George’s County, Baltimore City, and Baltimore County 
have all established similar programs, with Montgomery County successfully1 using its program for the 
first time in 2018. The results in Montgomery County were incredibly heartening.  Incumbent and first-
time candidates from a diverse array of backgrounds used the program to run for office, raising money 
by meeting with constituents instead of reaching out to a cadre of wealthy individuals, corporations, and 
political PACs.   
 
These programs also have bipartisan support. Governor Larry Hogan successfully used a similar 
program, the Fair Campaign Financing Fund, the first time he was elected. We also see both 
Democrats and Republicans opting in and qualifying in both Howard and Montgomery County this 
election cycle. This is also the case in other states: In Arizona, candidates from both parties use their 
Citizens Clean Elections program at almost equal rates.2 Connecticut’s program helps Republicans 
compete more effectively3 in a state that is heavily Democratic. 
 
These programs remain popular amongst Marylanders for a simple reason: particularly since 
the Citizens United decision, they feel that our campaign system is disconnected from the populace, 
and that LLCs and wealthy individuals render regular Marylanders’ voices meaningless in the current 
campaign finance environment.  
 

                                                
1 https://marylandpirg.org/reports/mdp/fair-elections-montgomery-county-0 
2 https://campaignlegal.org/sites/default/files/2021-01/01-25-
21%20HR%201%20Bipartisan%20Memo%20330pm.pdf 
3 https://campaignlegal.org/sites/default/files/2021-01/01-25-
21%20HR%201%20Bipartisan%20Memo%20330pm.pdf 

https://marylandpirg.org/reports/mdp/fair-elections-montgomery-county-0
https://campaignlegal.org/sites/default/files/2021-01/01-25-21%20HR%201%20Bipartisan%20Memo%20330pm.pdf
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Ultimately, public campaign financing programs increase participation on both sides of the campaign – 
voters donate because they know that even a little bit can go a long way, and this donation is an 
investment that more tightly connects them to the campaign, raising interest. Candidates, freed from 
having to dial-for-dollars with wealthy donors, spend more time among their constituents, getting a 
clearer picture of the problems facing regular Marylanders instead of just the wealthy few.   
 
One of the most important aspects of public campaign financing programs is that, particularly when 
campaigns are getting vastly more expensive each cycle, they allow regular people to run on the power 
of their ideas instead of having to rely on wealthy interests.   
 
A public campaign financing program in Anne Arundel County would allow residents with lower incomes 
a way to participate and have an impact on their elections that they are currently shut out from. 
Additionally, it would further incentivize candidates to reach out to the residents, as their small 
contributions could be matched for larger contributions, giving Anne Arundel’s more marginalized 
residents a greater voice in the direction of the County. 
 
To be clear: Resolution 1-22 does not put a public campaign financing program into place.  Anne 
Arundel County’s charter, like Baltimore County’s before it, requires an amendment to allow for a 
separate fund from the general fund to create the program. This is necessary because candidates need 
to know that there is funding available to participate in a public campaign financing program and plan 
their campaigns around participation. Without a separate fund, candidates cannot do this. Resolution 1-
22 would not create a program; it would amend the County charter to allow for this separate fund. 
Advocates, residents, and legislators would then work together to create a public campaign financing 
program that works for Anne Arundel County. 
 
Common Cause Maryland supports Resolution 1-22 because it would lay the foundation for the 
creation of a public campaign financing program that could greatly amplify the voices of Anne Arundel 
County residents. We ask that you vote favorably on the legislation. 
 
 
Morgan Drayton, Policy & Engagement Manager 
Common Cause Maryland 
Mdrayton@commoncause.org | 443-906-0442 



Emily Scarr, Maryland PIRG Director
Campaign Finance Resolution 1-22
Position: Support
Monday, Feb 7, 2022

Maryland Public Interest Research Group (Maryland PIRG) is a statewide, non-partisan, non-profit, small
donor funded public interest advocacy organization with grassroots members across the state. For fifty
years we’ve stood up to powerful interests whenever they threaten our health and safety, our financial
security, or our right to fully participate in our democratic society.

I urge you to support Campaign Finance Resolution 1-22, an amendment to the County Charter to
establish a small donor public financing program and Commission.

We thank County Executive Pittman for spearheading the effort to bring small donor public financing to
Anne Arundel County, which would make it the 6th community in Maryland to adopt such a program,
and 4th via a charter or constitutional  amendment.

Passing Campaign Finance Resolution 1-22, will start a conversation between the County Council and
your constituents and is an important step towards bringing a Fair Elections program to Anne Arundel
County. A Fair Elections program will be better for candidates and elected officials, better for the public,
and better for the County.

We believe Anne Arundel County elections should be funded by county residents and contributions
should be limited to what the average resident can afford to make. This will help ensure that all people
have more or less equal opportunity to influence county elections regardless of race, gender, age, or
income.

If you put the Fair Elections Fund on November’s ballot, Anne Arundel County voters will have a
chance to weigh in to support or oppose the program. We should give them that opportunity.

For most, the 1st question is, “What will this cost the county, and how will we pay for it?” In each of the 5
jurisdictions that have such a program in Maryland, the cost has been a fraction of a percent of the
County or City’s annual budget. We pay for voting booths and poll workers, and it’s time to make this
investment to ensure our elections are funded by the people of Anne Arundel County, not large donors
and corporations.

We hope you will consider funding for the program from a number of possible sources, including lobby
fees and fines, voluntary check offs on tax and water bills, as well as general funds. The charter
amendment also creates an independent Commission to make funding recommendations for the
program and administer the Fund.



BACKGROUND: Decisions from the Supreme Court, like Citizens United and McCutcheon, have unleashed
a wave of mega donors into the electoral process and we are feeling the effects at the local level. The
meteoric rise of election spending since these Supreme Court decisions means candidates and elected
officials are often trapped spending an increasing amount of time fundraising from big donors, giving
them less time to hear from and serve their constituents. It has also exacerbated the already shrinking
faith that citizens have in their elected officials and government.

Local offices are not exempt from these issues – in fact, the removal of restrictions on aggregate
contributions limits in Maryland nationwide has led to increased spending by mega donors on local
elections. Our research found that this decision would ultimately contribute to $1 billion in increased
spending through the 2020 elections from less than 3,000 mega donors.

A 2018 survey from the Center for Public Integrity found that 88% of Americans want to reduce the
influence large campaign donors wield over lawmakers

An October 2017 Poll from the University of Maryland and the Washington Post found that Americans,
regardless of political affiliation, agree that money in politics is a big issue and are not happy with the
way our democracy is going.

● Money in politics was listed as the #1 cause for dysfunction in the U.S. political system, with a
whopping 96% of respondents saying it had “A lot” (65%) or “some” (31%) to do with the
problem.

● 36% said they are not proud of the way democracy works in America, which is double what it
was 3 years prior (18% in 2014).

A 2016 poll from Pew Research Center found (76%) of Americans  – including identical shares of
Republicans and Democrats – say money has a greater role on politics than in the past. Moreover, large
majorities of both Democrats (84%) and Republicans (72%) favor limiting the amount of money
individuals and organizations can spend on campaigns and issues. 74% said most elected officials “don’t
care what people like me think.”

In addition the survey found Republicans and Republican leaning people are particularly likely to say
elected officials are self-interested: 82% say this, compared with 71% of moderate and liberal
Republicans, and similar proportions of conservative and moderate (69%) and liberal (73%) Democrats.

The same poll found the “influence of special interest money” on elected officials as the biggest problem
for both Democrats and Republicans with elected officials in Washington.

And finally, the poll found that 64% of Americans thought the high ghost of campaigns discourages good
candidates from running for office.

In recent years we have seen County elected officials forced to be increasingly dependent on large and
corporate donors.

WHAT YOU CAN DO: Small donor public financing enables candidates to run a competitive race without
relying on large or corporate donors. In 2013, the Maryland General Assembly passed a law enabling
local governments to establish this new way to fund elections. Montgomery County passed their
program in 2014, Howard County passed theirs in 2017, after amending their charter like you are

https://www.baltimoresun.com/politics/bs-md-campaign-contributions-20140411-story.html
https://www.baltimoresun.com/politics/bs-md-campaign-contributions-20140411-story.html
http://uspirg.org/reports/usp/mccutcheon-could-add-over-1-billion-contributions-next-four-elections
http://uspirg.org/reports/usp/mccutcheon-could-add-over-1-billion-contributions-next-four-elections
https://publicintegrity.org/politics/study-most-americans-want-to-kill-citizens-united-with-constitutional-amendment/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2017/national/democracy-poll/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2015/11/23/6-perceptions-of-elected-officials-and-the-role-of-money-in-politics/


considering doing today. Since, Baltimore City, Baltimore County, and Prince George’s County have all
followed suit.

In 2021 the General Assembly voted with overwhelming bi-partisan support to update and fund the
Gubernatorial Fair Campaign Finance Fund to operate in the same way as the new county program.

Montgomery County’s program is off to a strong start. Maryland PIRG Foundation Research on their
2018 elections using the program found that the program was successful in enabling candidates to run
for and win office relying on small donors in the County. More than half of candidates for County
Executive and County Council opted into the program and:

● Candidates who had qualified received nearly twice as many donations from Montgomery
County residents than those not participating.

● Candidates qualifying for the program received an average contribution of $86 compared to
$1,145 for non-participating candidates.

We strongly urge you to pass this charter amendment so voters in Anne Arundel County can weigh in on
the program and that you then create a program that is modeled after the success of similar programs in
the state and country, with adjustments to meet your County’s demographic needs. Our
recommendations include:

1. Participating candidates have to reject all large and corporate contributions and only accept
small contributions to their campaign. They must also reach qualifying requirements for dollars
raised and donors engaged.

2. Once they qualify, they should receive limited matching funds for the small contributions from
County residents, with the smallest donations receiving the highest match. This encourages
candidates to focus their campaigns on residents of all income levels and enables them to
remain competitive with candidates not participating in the program.

There is no doubt that our democracy is in a fragile state, but Maryland is leading the charge to
bi-partisan reforms that build faith in our elections and democracy. You have an incredible opportunity
to empower your constituents in our elections and build a democracy for the people. I hope you take it.

Thank you for your time and service to our community.

####

https://marylandpirg.org/news/mdp/maryland-general-assembly-updates-and-permanently-funds-gubernatorial-public-financing
https://marylandpirg.org/reports/mdp/fair-elections-montgomery-county-0
https://marylandpirg.org/reports/mdp/fair-elections-montgomery-county-0
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Introduction1

Following the U.S. Supreme Court’s January 2010 decision in Citizens United v. FEC,

 
2 a torrent of 

money has flowed into American elections. The 2010 elections that followed Citizens United were 
among the most expensive in our nation’s history. Total spending was an estimated $3.6 billion3

Among the most vital tools to combat the corrupting influence of outsized campaign spending is 
public funding of elections. For more than three decades, public financing programs at the federal, 
state, and municipal levels have served, in the words of the U.S. Supreme Court, “as a means of 
eliminating the improper influence of large private contributions . . . .”

—an 
amount expected to rise dramatically in 2012. As the level of money involved in our elections 
steadily escalates, there is increasing concern about the ways that heightened campaign spending can 
purchase favorable policy outcomes.  

4 Since the 1970s, federal 
courts have consistently relied upon the compelling governmental interest in curbing corruption in 
upholding public financing systems from constitutional challenge.5

But in June 2011, the U.S. Supreme Court struck down a provision of Arizona’s public financing 
system. In Arizona Free Enterprise Club v. Bennett, the court declared that Arizona’s so-called trigger 
funds—additional public grants made available to a publicly funded candidate facing high opposition 
spending—burdened the First Amendment rights of those who opposed publicly funded candidates. 

   

While the latest Supreme Court ruling will force changes to Arizona’s public financing system (and 
other systems with similar trigger provisions), it contained a crucial silver lining for advocates of 
campaign finance reform: The Court affirmed the overall constitutionality of public financing. In 
unambiguous terms, the Court made clear that “governments may engage in public financing of 
election campaigns and . . . doing so can further significant governmental interests, such as the state 
interest in preventing corruption.”6

As advocates and policymakers seek to respond to the growing levels of spending in elections by 
shoring up existing public financing systems and adopting new ones, it is crucial that they highlight 
the time-tested anti-corruption interests that public financing advances. They should also note 
several other benefits that flow from public financing. 

  

Publicly funding elections promotes numerous benefits in addition to fighting corruption, all of 
which bolster the case for public finacing. By focusing exclusively on the significant anti-corruption 
benefits of public financing, advocates have sometimes overlooked these other ways that public 
funding programs enhance the legitimacy of government. Funding programs do not only reduce the 
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opportunity for corruption and strengthen our perception of government; they also promote 
contested and competitive elections, foster diversity in the electoral process, and encourage voter-
centered campaigns.   

This memorandum presents the best available evidence of the lesser known benefits of public 
financing.  

Public Financing Promotes More Contested and Competitive Elections 

Few doubt that extraordinary Americans of ordinary means must have a meaningful ability to 
compete for elected office. Robust public funding programs open the door for qualified Americans 
who might not have personal wealth or high-powered connections by giving them the means to 
launch competitive campaigns. Several empirical studies confirm this conclusion. 

• A 2010 study by a University of Illinois professor found that, in each election since 
their public funding programs were implemented, both Maine and Arizona have 
enjoyed a general decline in races with unopposed incumbents. In other words, with 
public financing, elected officials in those states are increasingly more likely to face a 
challenger when they run for re-election.7

• A 2008 study conducted by a Stanford Graduate School of Business professor 
similarly found that elections in Maine and Arizona between incumbents and 
publicly financed challengers are much more competitive than was true before public 
financing was adopted.

 

8 This finding confirms that public financing can provide 
newcomers with the ability to mount effective campaigns against incumbents.  
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• Further underlining that public funding increases the likelihood an incumbent will 
have a competitive race, a team at the University of Wisconsin-Madison found in a 
2006 study looking at public financing in several states that public financing increases 
the pool of candidates willing and able to run for state legislative office. 9

• A 2008 study by the director of the Yale Institution for Social and Policy Studies and 
a Fordham University professor found that radio advertisements which mentioned 
both major party candidates and encouraged listeners to vote resulted in incumbents’ 
vote shares falling six to eight percentage points.

  

10

• A 2010 study conducted by graduate students at New York University’s Wagner 
School of Public Service compared electoral data in Maine and Arizona with states 
that have no public financing. The study found that public financing meaningfully 
increased the likelihood that incumbents would face real competition.

 By allowing challengers to get 
their names out in front of voters, public financing causes elections to become more 
competitive than they otherwise would be. 

11 Overall, 
Maine’s and Arizona’s legislative races were more contested and more competitive 
than those in comparable states.12

• A study by a postdoctoral associate at Yale University concluded that public 
financing encourages experienced challengers within the incumbent party to run for 
open seats more often than they would without public financing.

 

13 Hence, public 
financing not only encourages more individuals to run, it also attracts high quality 
candidates.14

Consistent with these research findings, public financing is perceived as enhancing competition—
both by candidates and the public. A Government Accountability Office study found that healthy 
percentages of candidates in states with public funding see it as a vehicle for spurring competition.

 

15 
And a 2009 poll in North Carolina found that 85% of people surveyed agreed that “the high cost of 
campaigns means candidates must be good fundraisers to win—and the need to raise a lot of money 
keeps a lot of good people from serving in public office.”16 As a recent New York Times story on 
Connecticut’s financing system put it, “For challengers, the appeal is obvious. Suddenly, they can 
have resources equal to an incumbent’s without hitting up major donors.”17

Other anecdotal evidence provides further support for the conclusion that public financing 
encourages competition. It is indisputable that the presidential public financing program has enabled 
several insurgent candidates from across the political spectrum to translate widespread popular 
support into viable campaigns.

  

18 The most notable example is Ronald Reagan, who depended 
heavily on public financing to challenge then-President Gerald Ford—backed by the Republican 
Party establishment—in the 1976 presidential primaries. Reagan had less than $44,000 in campaign 
money left at the end of that January, less than 10% of President Ford’s war chest. Thanks to the 
presidential public financing system, however, Reagan was able to capitalize on his small-donor 
fundraising capacity to accrue substantial sums of public money—$1 million in January, $1.2 million 
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more in February, and more still in March. These funds were pivotal in allowing Reagan to continue 
his almost-successful bid—ultimately, President Ford won by a hair.19

Public Financing Fosters Diversity in the Electoral Process 

   

Facilitating new candidacies yields another significant benefit—diversity. As it invites more players 
into the electoral ring, public financing regularly enables members of traditionally underrepresented 
groups to run for political office.  

Historically, many ethnic and racial minorities have been excluded from the political process, or 
have been led to feel that their presence was not welcome. For instance, after winning his seat on 
the Los Angeles City Council, Councilman Ed Reyes stated: 

My parents are from Mexico. I’m the first generation that has grown up here, I’m 
born here. I don’t have the traditional ties to the power groups or the power 
structure. . . . Without public financing, I knew that I wouldn’t have been able to 
throw a stone like in the David and Goliath story. . . . With public financing I knew I 
had a shot.20

The diversity-enhancing properties of public financing are widely documented:  

 

• In a 2006 report from the Center for Governmental Studies, then-Project Director 
Steven Levin reported that while minorities represented only 16 percent of all 
candidates in general elections, they accounted for 30 percent of publicly financed 
candidates.21 The rigorous study noted that while women accounted for only 31 
percent of all candidates, they constituted 39 percent of participating candidates in 
publicly funded systems.22 Finally, the study documented that in Arizona, the 
number of Native American and Latino candidates nearly tripled in just two election 
cycles after public financing was implemented.23

• In Congressional testimony presented in 2009, Jeffrey Garfield, the Executive 
Director of the Connecticut State Elections Enforcement Commission, stated that 
the number of women running for office in Connecticut is at an all-time high—and 
many credit public financing with allowing them to run.

  

24

• Similarly, in Maine, just a few years after the launch of that state’s public financing 
program, women were reportedly taking advantage of public financing at a pace 
nearly double that of men.

  

25 The Center for Governmental Studies report cited 
above concluded that women are more likely to use Maine’s public financing 
program than other candidates.26 According to then-Maine Speaker of the House 
Hannah Pingree (D-ME), Maine’s system has “increased the diversity of 
representatives in the legislature.”27 
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• A Brennan Center report issued in 2010 documented a similar series of “firsts” 
resulting from New York City’s small-donor matching funds system: the City’s first 
African-American mayor, David Dinkins, participated in the program, as did the City 
Council’s first Dominican-American, first Asian-American, and first Asian-American 
woman members.28 Dan Cantor, Chair of the Working Families Party, points out 
that the “multiple match system has tremendously lowered the barrier to candidates 
who come from a background of service to communities and unions.”29 Although 
New York City, like many other state and local governments, does not maintain 
comprehensive demographic data, there is ample evidence that the use of the public 
financing system has been one of the principal reasons for the increasing diversity in 
the New York City Council.30

Publicly Financing Encourages Voter-Centered Campaigns 

 In fact, the current City Council, as of the 2009 
election, is “majority minority.” 

The majority of money brought in by major political candidates currently comes from a very small 
portion of the American population—America’s “donor class.” 31

• According to data collected by the Center for Responsive Politics (and available on 
their website, OpenSecrets.org), only approximately 0.26% percent of the U.S. 
population contributed $200 or more to federal political candidates, parties or PACs 
in the 2008 election—but these Americans contributed over 67% of all federal 
campaign dollars.

  

32

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

• An analysis from the bipartisan Americans for Campaign Reform documented that 
residents of Manhattan’s Upper East Side contributed $72 million in 2008, more 
than each of the bottom 39 states and approximately 50 times the national per capita 
rate.33

• According to a 2010 study by the Campaign Finance Institute, American Enterprise 
Institute and Brookings Institution, in 2008, U.S. House incumbents received only 
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6% of their funds from donors who gave $200 or less. They received more than 13 
times this amount from donors who gave $1,000 or more and from PACs.34

• An analysis of campaign contributions in the 2000 and 2002 elections found that 
almost 90% of contributions came from zip codes that are majority non-Hispanic 
white. In comparison, just 1.8% of campaign funds came from predominantly Latino 
zip codes, 2.8% from predominantly African American zip codes, and 0.6% from 
predominantly Asian Pacific American neighborhoods.

 

35

Given the enormous financial demands of modern political campaigns, candidates too often focus 
on a tiny minority of known, wealthy donors—including non-constituents. The troubling result is 
that fundraising efforts do not reach most constituents, leaving them with less information about 
their potential representatives.  

 

Public financing encourages voter-centered campaigning, drawing more voters into the political 
process. Public financing accomplishes this in various ways.  

Under a full public financing system, participants must establish their eligibility by collecting a 
specified amount of small qualifying contributions from their constituents, necessarily contacting 
numerous constituents, and often bringing many new voters into the electoral process. After 
qualifying and receiving their full campaign fund grant, participating candidates focus nearly all of 
their campaign efforts on voter outreach.   

Spurred by participating candidates’ efforts to collect qualifying contributions, small donor 
participation in Arizona’s gubernatorial races increased substantially after the implementation of that 
state’s public financing program. A study of Arizona gubernatorial contributions found a three-fold 
increase from 11,234 in 1998 to 38,579 in 2002, with the majority of contributors earning $50,000 or 
less.36 A similar three-fold increase occurred for other Arizona races.37 Similarly, in Connecticut, 
most state legislative candidates who participated in the public financing program received money 
from a larger number of individual donors in 2008 than the predecessor candidate of the same party 
and district in 2006, the last year without the program.38

Cicero Booker, a Connecticut State Senate candidate from one of the state’s poorer regions, recalled 
his experience collecting qualifying contributions. Many of the members of his district had never 
donated to a political campaign, but when they were told that small $5 contributions—normally 
inconsequential in enormously expensive fundraising campaigns—would help Booker qualify as a 
publicly financed candidate, they eagerly chipped in.

  

39

[Public financing is] the difference between being able to go out and spend your time 
talking with voters, meeting with groups, . . . traveling to communities that have been 
underrepresented in the past, as opposed to being on the phone selling tickets to a 
$250 a plate fundraiser.

 Similarly, of her experience running for 
Governor of Arizona as a fully-financed candidate, Janet Napolitano explained:  

40 
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Small donor matching funds systems provide even greater incentives for grassroots fundraising, 
particularly when small donations are supercharged with a high matching ratio. Candidates must seek 
out a broad base of small donors, and new voters are drawn into the electoral process as a result.   

Take New York City’s exemplary program. Serving millions of residents for more than twenty years, 
New York’s program offers the highest matching ratio in the country—donations of $175 or less are 
matched with City dollars at a rate of six-to-one. In doing so, New York City has enhanced the 
importance of small donations, and has changed City campaigns for the better. A 2010 study from 
the Brennan Center reported that:  

• The number of overall contributors has increased significantly—by 35%—since the 
enactment of the multiple match.41

• Participating candidates rely on more donors, and on more small donors, than do 
nonparticipants. In 2009, the typical participating City Council candidate enlisted the 
support of almost three times the number of small donors than did her 
nonparticipating counterpart.

  

42

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• In 2009, the average contribution to a participating City Council candidate was $199, 
substantially less than the $690 average contribution for non-participating candidates. 
Similarly, in 2005, the average contribution to participating City Council candidates 
was $321, significantly lower than the $804 average contribution for non-
participants.43

Additional studies confirm the results documented by the Brennan Center. According to a report on 
New York City’s program from the Campaign Finance Institute, in 2009 “1.75% of the city’s voting 
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age population contributed to candidates for city office.” While this number may seem small, it is 
more than three times the 0.49% of the New York State voting population that contributed in state 
races. And, City contributions rose even in a year in which voter participation decreased.44

Including more voters in the electoral process naturally leads to a larger, more diverse pool of 
donors. For instance: 

 

• According to the New York City Campaign Finance Board, the share of donor 
activity has risen in New York City’s outer boroughs; in 2009, donor activity 
increased almost six-fold in Flushing, a heavily Asian-American neighborhood that is 
home to Queens’ Chinatown.45

 
  

• Similarly, a scan of the occupations of 2009 donors to New York City elections 
reveals a surprisingly diverse group: among the traditional lawyers and 
businesspeople, contributors included a significant number of artists, administrative 
assistants, barbers and beauticians, cab and bus operators, carpenters, police officers, 
students, nurses, and clergy.46

Two midwestern states with partial public financing—Minnesota and Wisconsin—have also seen 
increased engagement with voters. One study by the Campaign Finance Institute found that in 
Minnesota, 57% of funds were received from donors who gave $250 or less in 2010; in Wisconsin, 
36% of funds were in this amount.

 

47 Small donations in other Midwestern states that do not have 
public financing for legislative races—Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio—fell between 3% and 
12%.48 The same study concluded that if small-donor matching programs were implemented in these 
states, a significant percentage of total candidate funds would come from small donors, with 
projections ranging from 61% to 72%.49

As these examples make clear, public financing spurs greater involvement from members of the 
public.  

 Instead of courting an elite group of big donors, candidates 
instead would seek out small donations from the electorate at large.  

One recent study found that small donors are more likely to volunteer for a political campaign.50 
Specifically, “surveys of candidates in six states show that the candidates see a strong connection 
between their small donors and the volunteer support that they get.”51

Another study linked public financing with increased voter turnout in Arizona: 

 

Voter turnout increased by 8 percent, from 64 percent to 72 percent, between the 
1996 presidential election (pre-Clean Elections) and the 2000 presidential election 
(the first under the program). That number went up another five percentage points 
to 77 percent in the 2004 presidential. Similarly voter turnout increased by 10 
percent, from 46 percent to 56 percent, between the 1998 midterm election . . . and 
the 2002 midterm elections.52  
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In short, publicly financed campaigns encourage a greater connection between would-be 
representatives and those they seek to serve, strengthening the electoral process and, ultimately, our 
democracy.   

************* 

Laboratories of democracy in cities and states across the country have been experimenting with 
public funding programs for decades, and the myriad benefits of public financing are now evident. 
These programs not only reduce the opportunity for corruption and strengthen our perception of 
government; they also promote contested and competitive elections, foster diversity in the electoral 
process, and encourage voter-centered campaigns.    
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