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GREENBURGH CAMPAIGN FINANCE COMMISSION

MEETING MINUTES—-NOVEMBER 09, 2000
(DRAFT—November 26, 2000)

Present:
Catherine Lederer-Plaskett, Harriet Leib, Erin Malloy, Rev. Wilbert Preston, Sally Schaadt, Charlotte
Schienberg, Ervin Schliefer, Francis Sheehan, Lester Steinman, Mary Tobias

Observer: EllaPreiser Secretary/Spokesperson, Council of Greenburgh Civic Associations
Co-founder, Grassroots for Greenburgh

Absent:
Elizabeth Daniel, Andrew Goodman, Claire Lee, Susan Mancuso, Mike Reynolds

The twelfth meeting of the commission was called to order a 7:10 p.m. in room 122, at Rochambeau
School, 228 Fisher Avenue, White Plains.

Co-chair Harriet Leib started the meeting by asking if there were any corrections to the previoudy e-
mailed June 15, 2000 meeting minutes other than a typo she noted.

Francis Sheehan said that the distributed minutes should indicate approval of the April 25, May 23, and
June 05, 2000 meeting minutes and that he would correct the omission in the approved minutes.

Lester Steinman made a motion to approve the June 15, 2000 minutes as amended. The motion was
unanimously approved.

Harriet Leib suggested starting with the most recent version of the Public Finance Subcommittee
recommendations, labeled “Phase |7, which follows:

Public Finance Subcommittee Recommendation
Meaningful Phasel  The Goals of the Greenburgh Recommendations

The recommendations from the committee reflect an attempt to further the core goas of any campaign
finance reform program while tailoring it to the needs and political redlities of Greenburgh. We do not
consider the recommendations to be the final word on campaign finance reform in Greenburgh; we consider
this to be a meaningful beginning.

One of the primary goals of any campaign finance system is to combat corruption and the appearance of
corruption -- that includes the sense that “specia” or “moneyed” interests have too much power over
elected officials. Another goal of campaign finance reform is to ensure that al candidates, regardless of
wedlth, have the opportunity and ability to communicate with voters during the election season. We believe
that these recommendations serve both of these goals and form an important first step to a more thorough
reform program, should one be needed.

First, the recusal and/or full and current disclosure requirement represents a major step toward preventing
the appearance of corruption. When a town council member recuses himself or herself, the possibility that
the member’s own vote has been influenced by the contribution is removed. In addition, the town is put on
notice at the time of the vote that certain interests with business before the council have made contributions
to loca candidate campaigns. Similarly, if so many council members must recuse themselves that there is
no quorum and only full disclosure is required, the town is again put on notice at the critica time that
particular interests have made significant contributions to local officials. Thistimely transparency -- that is
linking the political contributions with particular votes -- is critical component in fighting corruption.
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Second, the recommendations for increased and equal access to public facilities and the local cable channel
form an important first step in ensuring that all candidates -- regardiess of wedlth or the benefits of
incumbency -- will have the opportunity to get their messages to the voters of Greenburgh.

Third, the establishment of the campaign oversight committee provides in an important link in furthering
citizen confidence in Greenburgh's electoral process. By establishing and enforcing guidelines relating to
the use of public resources by incumbents during the campaign season, the committee can ensure that no
candidate appears to take special advantage during the election and thus, create an uneven playing field.

Finaly, the committee considered and reviewed severa different models of campaign finance reform --
including systems of voluntary spending limits, public funding, and lower contribution limits. As a part of
that review, we aso collected evidence about campaigning in Greenburgh and about how the political
process is perceived by Greenburgh residents. We heard from candidates, successful and unsuccessful; we
heard from members of neighborhood associations; and we held a public hearing. From those meetings, we
determined that Greenburgh did not yet need its own full-scale campaign finance reform program. In part,
we determined that it would be administratively cumbersome, but we also found that it was not the most
effective way to address the concerns we heard expressed. Instead, we believe that the recommendations
addressed in detail below form an effective first step for Greenburgh.

Harriet Lelb suggested amending the last line of the third paragraph after the dash to “[d] critical
component...”. The amendment was accepted.

Charlotte Schienberg expressed concern with the word “attempt” in the first sentence since the
commission is actually “addressing” campaign finance reform. The commission is not smply
attempting to further the core goals of campaign finance reform, it is truly addressing those goals. She
asked Lester Steinman what he thought of the wording.

Lester Steinman said that he couldn’'t speak for Elizabeth Daniel, who drafted the recommendations,
but he thinks she would not consider the commission’s recommendations to wholly encompass what
she views as campaign finance reform. It is an attempt toward campaign finance reform.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that she interpreted the language to mean an attempt to address reform
issues, not to the full extent perhaps, but as a starting point and that is why she labeled it “Phase|”.

Charlotte Schienberg said she finds the word “attempt” inappropriate because the commission has been
working hard to actually address campaign reform issues.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett suggested the wording, “attempt to address the core goas of campaign
finance reform”.

Charlotte Schienberg said the commission should not be “wishy-washy” in its recommendations. It
should state that the issues were addressed by the commission.

Francis Sheehan said that Ms. Daniel might have used the word “attempt” to reflect the commission’s
inability to actualy implement or address campaign finance reforms in the Town of Greenburgh since
the commission is solely advisory with no power or authority to implement anything. If the Town
Board decides against the commission’s recommendations, then the commission’s efforts will have
been an “attempt” to implement local campaign finance reform and nothing more.

Charlotte Schienberg said she agrees with Mr. Sheehan’s assessment but, if that is the intent, then the
entire second sentence of the first paragraph is unnecessary.
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Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the language may need to be reworked but the purpose of the second
sentence is to indicate that additional reform measures could be considered in Phase Il reforms. Thisis
just abeginning.

Charlotte Schienberg said that no commission has the final word on an issue. It is understood without
stating it that additional reforms could later be implemented. Therefore, there is no need for the
second sentence. She asked what is being conveyed by the phrase, “we consider this to be a
meaningful beginning.”

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that it means that if Phase | is implemented, there could be a phase 11
to build on the reforms of Phase .

Charlotte Schienberg suggested that the commission should make positive recommendations without
caveats about what may or may not occur in the future.

Francis Sheehan said that the recommendations should be looked at as a starting point because to
Elizabeth Daniel, as Lester Steinman previous said, the Phase | recommendations are limited in scope
and do not cover al the campaign finance reform measures she advocates.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the commission will be criticized regardless of what is proposed.

Charlotte Schienberg said that she prefers making positive recommendations as a means of avoiding
such criticisms,

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said it is important to include wording that indicates the commission’s
recommendations are not the final word, that more can be done.

Lester Steinman said that the wording simply addresses the fact that the recommendations are a
product of compromise and political reality. Additional reforms could very well be implemented in the
future.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said if and when the recommendations are implemented, it leaves the door
open for the commission to come together again to consider additional reforms.

Harriet Leib said the recommendations are true campaign finance reforms.

Charlotte Schienberg said the wording in the first sentence, “to further the core goals of any campaign
finance reform program,” indicates that the recommendations are truly campaign finance reforms, so
why weaken the statement with the second sentence? The commission has been requested to do
something that it has been done and the recommendations are now being readied for presentation. No
cavests are needed.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that the wording leaves the door open for a Phase 1.

Lester Steinman said that Elizabeth Daniel, in drafting the recommendations, was being very honest in
expressing the scope of the recommendations proposed and how far they go toward furthering the core
goas of campaign finance reform that she lists in the second paragraph. Many people will not
consider the Phase | reforms proposed as bringing the Town of Greenburgh to the forefront of
campaign finance reform.
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Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the recommendations start a dialogue. They are specific to what is
needed in Greenburgh.

Charlotte Schienberg said the problem is that the first paragraph is too wesk.

Harriet Leib suggested that an introductory page could be attached to the recommendations that
indicate the supervisor created the commission, what procedures were used, what goals were
considered, etc.

Charlotte Schienberg said an introduction might help.

Harriet Leib asked if there was any objection to Catherine Lederer-Plaskett or her writing an
introductory page to attach to the subcommittee reports. There was no objection.

Francis Sheehan said that the commission has yet to draft a list of local campaign initiatives, such as
voluntary campaign contribution limits, that candidates must abide by in order to qualify for the
significantly increased cable access proposed by the cable access subcommittee. The commission has
the “nugget” of increased cable access to entice candidates to comply with proposed local reforms, but
has not proposed the reforms.

Lester Steinman said that he came to the same conclusion after looking at all the subcommittee
recommendations.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that is part of the reason the public finance subcommittee labeled the
recommendations “Phase I”. The subcommittee discussed the issue and didn’t come up with specific
recommendations. One of Elizabeth Daniel’s suggestions was greater disclosure since spending limits
are not legdl.

Lester Stelnman said that there was discussion at past meetings regarding voluntary guidelines to
qualify for increased cable access, such as requiring a broad number of small campaign donations.

Francis Sheehan said that the commission needs to develop criteria that candidates must agree to in
order to qualify as a local campaign reform candidate and, therefore, be entitled to increased cable
access. Otherwise, the commission will be offering significantly enhanced cable access to candidates
who accept large donations or who can afford to personaly spend $5,000 or more to run for local
office. Such a candidate could afford to buy TV advertising. The increased cable access should be for
those candidates who agree to certain limits and those limits should encourage many smaller donations
rather than a few large donations.

Harriet Leib said criteria should be included in the commission’ s recommendations.

Lester Steinman agreed. He said the commission did look at campaign finance initiatives and accepted
some and rejected others. He suggested making the last paragraph of the recommendation the first
paragraph because it lays the groundwork why some reforms were not pursued. The commission did
look at broader campaign finance reform issues and decided against them because they weren’t right
for the Town of Greenburgh at thistime. However, the commission aso looked at cable access reform
as a means of providing an incentive for local campaign reforms that carry out the core values of
campaign finance reform. Therefore, qualifying criteria for cable is needed.
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Harriet Leib said that the commission could let the oversight committee develop appropriate criteria
for candidates to qualify for increased cable access.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett questioned the need to delegate criteria development to the oversight
committee. She said that local candidates should be required to obtain small donations to demonstrate
community support. Sinceit is voluntary, there is no issue of legdity.

Lester Steinman agreed that campaign restrictions are legal if voluntarily agreed to by a candidate.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said her only concern is that candidates are not officially candidates until
their designating petitions are certified by the Board of Elections and, therefore, may not qualify for
the increased cable access.

Francis Sheehan said that if someone publicly declares him/herself to be a candidate for local office,
that person should receive the enhanced cable access if he/she otherwise meets the established local
reform criteria regarding donations, etc. If the candidate does not obtain the number of signatures
required to appear on the ballot, the person would lose the enhanced cable access. The policy could
apply to all declared candidates.

Harriet Leib asked what criteria should be included.

Lester Steinman said that Elizabeth Daniel had severa criteria that could be used as a moddl. He said
thisisimportant. Thresholds are needed to make the reforms meaningful.

Francis Sheehan said that candidates who agree to abide by the itemized reform measures would
receive enhanced cable. If a candidate chooses not to voluntarily participate, the candidate would not
be a “local campaign reform candidate” and therefore not receive the incentive “nugget” of increased
cable access. If someone can personally finance a campaign or finance it with large donations, the
cable incentive is less of an incentive.

Harriet Leib asked Lester Steinman to call Elizabeth Daniel regarding the reforms.

Lester Steinman suggested that, if a meeting is proposed, it should include members from each of the
different subcommittees. He said he would call her.

Mary Tobias distributed marked copies of the Public Finance Subcommittee Recommendation. She
suggested rewording the language somewhat, without changing the intent. The following is the edited
version, as proposed by Mary Tobias:

Public Finance Subcommittee Recommendation
Meaningful Phasel  The Goals of the Greenburgh Recommendations
As modified by Mary Tobias

The recommendations from the commission reflect an attempt to further the core goals of our campaign
finance reform program tailored to the needs and political redities of Greenburgh. We do not consider the
recommendations to be the final word on campaign finance reform in Greenburgh; we consider thisto be a
meaningful beginning.

One of the primary goals of any campaign finance system is to combat corruption and the appearance of
corruption -- including the sense that “specia” or “moneyed” interests have too much power over eected
officials. Another goa of campaign finance reform is to ensure that al candidates, regardless of wedlth,
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have the opportunity and ability to communicate with voters during the election season. We believe these
recommendations serve both goals and form an important first step to a more thorough reform program in
the future, should one be needed.

Firgt, the recusal and/or full and current disclosure requirement represents a major step toward preventing
the appearance of corruption. When a town council member recuses himsalf or herself, the possibility that
the member’s vote has been influenced is removed. In addition, the town is put on notice at the time of the
vote that certain interests with business before the council have made contributions to loca candidate
campaigns. Similarly, if enough council members must recuse themselves so that there is no quorum and
only full disclosure is required, the town is again put on notice at the critical time that particular interests
have made significant contributions to local officials. Linking political contributions with particular votes
isacritica component.

Second, recommendations for increased and equal access to public facilities and local cable channels form
an important first step in ensuring that al candidates -- regardless of wedlth or benefits of incumbency --
will have the opportunity to get their messages to the voters of Greenburgh.

Third, the establishment of the campaign oversight committee should ensure citizen confidence in
Greenburgh's electoral process. By establishing and enforcing guidelines relating to the use of public
resources by incumbents during the campaign season, the committee ensures that no candidate may take
specia advantage during the election, creating an uneven playing field.

Finally, the committee considered and reviewed several different models of campaign finance reform --
including systems of voluntary spending limits, public funding, and lower contribution limits. As a part of
that review, we aso collected evidence about campaigning in Greenburgh and about how the political
process is perceived by Greenburgh residents. We heard from candidates, successful and unsuccessful; we
heard from members of neighborhood associations; and we held a public hearing. From those meetings, we
determined that Greenburgh does not yet need its own full-scale campaign finance reform program. In part,
we determined that it would be administratively cumbersome, and we also found it was not the most
effective way to address the concerns expressed. Instead, we believe that the recommendations addressed
in detail below form an effective first step for Greenburgh.

Harriet Leib asked Mary Tobias to review the changes, which she did. After commenting on the
changes through the second paragraph, none of which changed the meaning of the text, Harriet Leib
said the changes were fine.

Mary Tobias said it was not her intent to change the meaning of the recommendations, only to tighten
the language somewhat, which is what she had done professionally prior to retiring.

Lester Steinman agreed with the changes and agreed to fax the marked copy to Elizabeth Daniel for her
consideration.

Harriet Leib said the next agenda item is to review the Ethics Subcommittee Recommendation. She
asked for any comments.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett asked if the change she had suggested in advance of the meeting regarding
recusal was included in the draft. She had asked the following clause be changed: “In the event that
the application of this provision shall require recusal of two or more members of the Town Board on
any particular vote, resulting in an inability to obtain the required number of votes to take action on a
matter, ...” Her suggested wording is as follows: “In the event that the application of this provision
shall result in an inability to obtain the required number of votes for the Town Board to take action on
a matter, ...”
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310 Lester Steinman said Catherine Lederer-Plaskett’s requested revision has been incorporated into the
311  draft distributed at the meeting, which follows:

312

313 Ethics Subcommittee Recommendation

314 Draft as of November 9, 2000

315

316 To promote strong public confidence in the integrity and fairness of the election process in the Town of

317 Greenburgh; to insure that the performance of elected Town officias in their assigned responsibilities is not
318 unduly influenced by large campaign contributions; to protect against the misuse of public funds for
319 partisan political purposes by monitoring taxpayer financed mailings and the use of Town staff, office

320 amenities and communication facilities during the campaign season (June-November) to insure that such
321 mailings and uses are in furtherance of a proper public purpose; and to guarantee that &l candidates for
322 Town office have reasonable access to Greenburgh Cable Televison during the campaign season; the
323 Greenburgh Campaign Finance Commission recommends the establishment of a Fair Election Practices
324 Committee ("FEPC") for the Town of Greenburgh to oversee election campaigns for local Town offices and
325 to address ethical and financia issues that arise during and as a result of those campaigns.

326

327 The FEPC would consist of five (5) members appointed by the Town Board. Each of the four (4) political
328 parties with the highest registration in the Town as of November 1 in the year of the presidentia election as
329 determined by the records of the New York State Board of Elections, would be entitted to one
330 representative on the FEPC to be selected by the Town Board from two candidates submitted by the
331 respective Chairs of these parties. The fifth member of the FEPC would be a representative of the League
332 of Women Voters of the Rivertowns sdected by the Town Board from two candidates submitted by the

333 League.

334

335 The term of office for each member would be five (5) years provided, however, that the first members so
336 appointed would serve staggered terms with the League's initial representative serving a five year term and
337 the political parties representatives serving four, three, two and one year initial terms in descending order

338 of their respective registration numbersin the Town. The FEPC Chair would be chosen by the membership.
339 A member could be removed for cause by the Town Board. All actions taken by the FEPC would require
340 the approval of a minimum of three members. In addition to the establishment of the FEPC, the

341 Commission recommends that the Town Board adopt legidation necessary to eliminate potential conflicts
342 of interest and to promote alevel playing field for al candidates as follows:

343

344 1. Where an dection campaign related issue coming before the FEPC aso involves allegations of substance
345 regarding conduct which may be in violation of the Town of Greenburgh's Code of Ethics, the
346 investigation of such aleged ethics code violation would be referred by the FEPC to the Town's Board
347 of Ethics. Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in the Code of Ethics, no additiona referra
348 from the Town Board would be required for the Board of Ethics to consider and opine on the aleged
349 misconduct.

350

351 2. A Town elected official shdl recuse him/herself from voting on any application made by an individua
352 or entity which, during the twenty-four (24) months immediately preceding the date of the vote, has
353 made contributions and/or gifts to the officia in the aggregate of $5 00 or more. In the event, that the
354 application of this provision shall result in an inability to obtain the required number of votes for
355 the Town Board to take action on a matter, the affected member or members may then vote provided
356 they first publicly disclose at the meeting the total amount contributed by the applicant during the
357 preceding twenty-four (24) months.

358

359 3. The use of an incumbent's name, voice, or likeness in public (taxpayer financed) print or broadcast
360 advertisements pertaining to any Town of Greenburgh entity or service shal be prohibited during the
361 campaign season (June-November) immediately prior to the November election at which the incumbent
362 is running for reglection.

363
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4.1n Town facilities where campaigning is permitted, those Town facilities shal be available to all
candidates for Town office regardless of their residency.

Francis Sheehan said he was concerned that the clause “reasonable access to Greenburgh Cable
Televison” could be misconstrued since what is actualy proposed is a total revamp of Greenburgh
cable access, making it independently controlled by a not-for-profit organization. The term
“reasonable’ is too subjective. Improving cable access was, by far, the most common request
commission members heard from the public. The commission’s work will be viewed as a success or
failure based on whether cable access becomes independently controlled so it can be used as an
incentive for voluntary compliance with proposed campaign finance reforms. He suggested replacing
the word “reasonable’ with “independently controlled”.

Lester Steinman said that the first paragraph is smply an overview. It does not have to have the same
specifics as are included elsewhere. The wording in the introduction is meant to be generic. What the
commission is proposing is reasonable and the methodology of how to make it reasonable is spelled
out elsewhere by the commission. It does not have to be spelled out in every paragraph.

Harriet Leib said that the commission’s cable access recommendations are clearly specified elsewhere
and need not be repested in the first paragraph.

Lester Steinman said that if someone wants to take a clause here and there and reference them in
isolation there is no way for the commission to prevent that. There is no need for a tortured proposal.
The entire proposal must be considered.

Harriet Leib agreed.

Francis Sheehan said that as long as “reasonable’” means the proposal by the Cable Access
Subcommittee he has no objection to not changing the wording. He then suggested inserting in the
first paragraph the clause “and candidates names appearing thereon” so that the clause reads “during
the campaign season to insure that such mailings, uses and candidates names appearing thereon are in
furtherance of a proper public purpose.” He said the mailings may be necessary and proper but the use
of incumbents names on those mailings during the campaign season may not be necessary or
appropriate. The wording does not reflect that.

Lester Steinman said again that the introduction is meant to be generic. The restrictions on the use of
incumbent-candidates’ names are specified later in the proposal.

Francis Sheehan suggested including the clause “in an election year” in the parentheses in the first
paragraph after “June-November”. It appears later but should be included where campaign season is
first defined.

Lester Steinman agreed with the amendment.

Harriet Leib suggested selecting the members of the oversight committee based on a gubernatorial
election year instead of a presidential election year.

Charlotte Schienberg and L ester Steinman agreed.

Ervin Schliefer asked what would happen if a party chair decides not to recommend someone to the
oversight committee.



414
415
416
417
418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429
430
431
432
433
434
435
436
437
438
439
440
441
442
443

445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463

Greenburgh Campaign Finance Commission M eeting Minutes- November 9, 2000 Page 9

Francis Sheehan said that would not be a wise position for the party to take.
Lester Steinman said there would be a vacancy.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that the question is interesting because it would mean the committee
consists of a smaller number of members, perhaps an even number, making the remaining members
more powerful. She asked what would happen if there was no local party chair.

Erin Malloy said that the recommendation does not specify that a local party chair must make the
recommendations. If there is no loca party chair, the county party chair could make the
recommendation.

Francis Sheehan asked why the Ethics Subcommittee decided upon using the number of registered
Greenburgh voters in each party on November 1% to select members of the oversight committee. He
said the number of registered voters changes daily and even moment-to-moment, as the Board of
Elections clocks in voter registration forms. The Board of Elections does not publish the number of
registered voters at the end of each day so the actual number registered in each party on November 1
could be difficult to accurately determine and subject to controversy. He had recommended to the
Cable Access Subcommittee that a similar protocol as used by the Board of Elections to determine
ballot position be used and the subcommittee approved the recommendation. The cable subcommittee
proposes selecting the four political parties to serve based on the parties that polled for its
gubernatorial candidate the four highest number of votes in the Town of Greenburgh at the last
preceding gubernatoria election. The Board of Elections publishes books listing the number of votes
received by each gubernatorial candidate by election district, making the determination of the voting in
Greenburgh unambiguous and not subject to debate.

Harriet Leib suggested being consi stent.
Lester Steinman agreed and took the wording from the cable access subcommittee recommendation.

Francis Sheehan recommended a public hearing be required before the Town Board can remove a
member of the oversight committee for cause. A public hearing is required before the Town Board can
remove a Planning Board, Zoning Board or Antenna Review Board member for cause. The same
standard should be used for removing a member of the campaign oversight committee. He
recommended that the clause “following a public hearing” be inserted after “A member could be
removed for cause...”

Lester Steinman accepted the amendment but said that the amendment also falls under the category of
unnecessary specificity since legidation is not being proposed, simply guidelines upon which to
generate legidation.

Francis Sheehan said he is concerned that the word “campaigning” in item four is too ambiguous and
does not address the concerns raised by the public, i.e., incumbents can use town-facilities and town-
sponsored socia events for campaigning while excluding challengers. The commission had heard
from a challenger that she was excluded from the Steinberg Center, the town’s senior center, even
though incumbent-opponents had just Ieft the center.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that challengers, even if they could enter town facilities, could not
bring any literature with them.
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Francis Sheehan said the recommendation as written would place the burden on a challenger to prove
the incumbents were “campaigning” at events the chalenger was barred from attending. It is an
unreasonable burden. He said all candidates should be permitted access to a town-sponsored event or
town facility if campaign-related materials, such as petitions, buttons or literature, are permitted at the
event.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said campaigning is prohibited in Town Hal. The intent is that if
campaigning is not specifically prohibited then it is permitted.

Lester Steinman said an incumbent could wear a campaign button outside a building where inside
campaigning is inappropriate. If one candidate is alowed to campaign there then all candidates should
be permitted.

Francis Sheehan said the problem occurs when an incumbent-candidate is walking around on town
property with a big campaign button or literature in the months preceding the election. It is
campaigning.

Charlotte Schienberg said the issue involves the use of campaign paraphernalia, such as buttons,
bumper stickers, and literature.

Lester Steinman said that the commission is establishing guidelines for legidation, not the actual
legislation. The term “campaigning” would be defined in the legislation. The oversight committee
would oversee disputes regarding fair campaigning.

Francis Sheehan said that a challenger would have the burden of coming up with a definition of
“campaigning” in the middle of a campaign. By the time the controversy is resolved, the election
could be over.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett asked Francis Sheehan what language he would prefer to address his
concerns.

Francis Sheehan suggested inserting the clause “or campaign materias’ after the word “ campaigning”
so that it would read: “In Town facilities where campaigning or campaign materials are permitted.”

Charlotte Schienberg said that wording should handle al kinds of campaign materials.
Lester Steinman included the amendment in the draft.

Harriet Lelb asked if there were any other comments, suggestions, or changes to the Ethics
Subcommittee recommendations. Hearing none, she suggested moving on to the Cable Subcommittee
recommendation which follows:

Cable Subcommittee Recommendation
Draft as of November 05, 2000

To ensure fair and equal access to the Town of Greenburgh's Cable Access Televison (GCAT) channels,
including access by candidates for local town office, and to provide an incentive for local campaign finance
reform initiatives, the following recommendations need to be implemented:
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514 » Creation of an independent, not-for-profit Cable Access Televison Board (CATB) similar to the

515 structure and powers of Larchmont/Mamaroneck's cable access board

516

517 To oversee the creation of the independent, not-for-profit cable access board, an interim multi-partisan
518 cable access commission should be established. The interim commission should consist of five
519 members, one recommended by the local League of Women Voters, and one member from each of the
520 four political parties which polled for its gubernatorial candidate the four highest number of votes in the
521 Town of Greenburgh at the last preceding gubernatorial election, as certified by the Board of Elections.
522 The local League of Women Voters and the local chair of each of the four qualifying political parties
523 should forward the names of two candidates to the Greenburgh Town Board, which should appoint one
524 of the two candidates nominated by each group. The fivemember multi-partisan interim cable
525 commission should elect its chair and publicly notice al meetings, which should be open to the public.
526

527 The interim commission should be charged with (1) creating the independent, not-for-profit CATB’s
528 bylaws and rules of procedure, (2) determining how the board should be composed and selected, and (3)
529 filing for and obtaining its not-for-profit classification.

530

531 The interim commission should be disbanded once the Greenburgh CATB has been created. The CATB
532 should then continue operation pursuant to its not-for-profit status, bylaws and rules of procedure.

533

534 The CATB should be mandated to oversee and manage all aspects of the GCAT system, including
535 receipt and disbursement of cable franchise fees, which should be directed toward improving the town’s
536 cable access system, asis the case in Larchmont/Mamaroneck.

537

538 The CATB should be mandated to make quality training facilities, equipment, and 24 hr/day channel
539 space available on an open, non-discriminatory basis to residents of the Town of Greenburgh and
540 maximize the use of GCAT resources.

541

542 The GCAT system should be funded by fifty percent (50%) of the town's cable franchise fees, phased in
543 over four years, 20% in the first year and 10% additional in each of the following three years.
544 (Larchmont/Mamaroneck directs 100% of cable franchise fees toward improving its cable access
545 system.)

546

547 » Provision of abaseline amount of fair and equal accessto all candidates

548

549 The CATB’s rules of procedure should mandate that the amount of studio and air time provided
550 candidates be not less than that provided any other Greenburgh host/producer. This baseline level of
551 access should be provided a candidate even if he/she decides to not participate in campaign finance
552 reform initiatives. (The initiatives are outlined in the Public Finance Subcommittee’'s
553 recommendations.)

554

555 » Provision of significantly increased cable access time as an incentive to candidates to voluntarily agree
556 to local campaign finance reform initiatives

557

558 The CATB'’s rules of procedure should mandate that any candidate who agrees to abide by &l local
559 campaign finance reform initiatives (outlined elsewhere) should be entitled to have his’her show aired in
560 a continuous, non-stop, 24-hour loop on Saturdays and Sundays during the campaign season (June 1t to
561 the date of the genera election) aong with the shows/'segments of al other loca candidates agreeing to
562 thereforms. Thisair time would be in addition to the baseline access provided al candidates.

563

564 » Formation of a Fair Election Practices Committee (FEPC)

565

566 The FEPC should be created as recommended by the Ethics Subcommittee and be charged, in part, with
567 overseeing fair and equa baseline and incentive-based cable access during the campaign season, and

568 mediating disputes related thereto.
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Lester Steinman said he does not remember the interim commission being previously recommended.
Harriet Leib asked why an interim commission is needed.

Francis Sheehan, substituting for Claire Lee, cable subcommittee chair, said the subcommittee tried to
find away to create a politically independent entity in a very political environment. The subcommittee
originally thought of having the oversight committee create the independent body but felt there was a
need for people with expertise or at least interest in cable access issues. Also, the commission did not
want to overwhelm the oversight committee since the interim commission would be responsible for
obtaining not-for-profit status for the independent body, establishing its rules of procedure, developing
membership criteria, etc. Itisalot of work to add onto the responsibilities of the oversight committee.
Therefore, the cable subcommittee came up with the idea of having an interim commission that would
dishand after its work is done. The oversight committee is ongoing. The bottom-line is the
subcommittee was trying to develop a methodology for creating an independent cable access system
similar to the Larchmont-Mamaroneck Community Televison (LMC-TV) system, after the fact, after
the municipality has seized control of it. LMC-TV was created soon after cable was proposed in the
municipality so there was no need for them to transfer control from the municipality, as is currently
proposed in Greenburgh. The subcommittee wants to create an independent cable organization that not
only has the appearance of independence but is actually independent.

Harriet Leib suggested creating the cable access board using the cable subcommittee’s criteria for the
interim commission. She questioned the need for the interim step.

Lester Steinman and Charlotte Schienberg agreed.

Francis Sheehan said that the cable subcommittee does not envision a politica body, even a multi-
partisan board, controlling cable access. LMC-TV is non-political. The subcommittee only wants to
use the interim multi-partisan commission to create the framework of the independent organization and
then disband the multi-partisan commission, removing party affiliation influences. The oversight
committee will always be multi-partisan and always subject to party influences. Similar to the League
of Women Voters, the independent cable board, once created, should not be influenced by the party
affiliation of individual members. It is difficult to create a truly independent cable access system from
a politically controlled cable access system, in a political environment, but the subcommittee did the
best it could. The subcommittee tried to address Ella Preiser’s many questions regarding cable access
issues and determined the best way to answer most of them is to have a non-partisan cable board
address the issues. However, the main challenge for the subcommittee was how to create the non-
partisan organization, considering the Greenburgh Town Board currently controls cable access.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett asked if the oversight committee could handle the creation of the non-
partisan board because there is a limited number of people in the community willing to volunteer.
Creating additional boards creates the problem of filling them. She is concerned there would not be
anyone to fill the interim commission.

Francis Sheehan said the campaign oversight committee will be busy enough handling campaign
related activities. The committee would be overwhelmed if it were charged with handling cable access
aswell. If there are too few nominees for the interim cable commission, the party chairs could appoint
the same members to both the interim cable access commission and the campaign oversight board.
However, the party chairs should be given the option of appointing members with technical expertise
to the interim cable access commission. It would be their call.
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Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the oversight committee would be active during the campaign season
and inactive at other times. The oversight committee could address cable access issues between
campaign periods. Loca campaigns are every other year. It would be away of keeping the committee
together as in integral group year to year. Setting up bylaws is very tedious and time-consuming but
using up the limited number of community volunteers for a third board is a major concern that must be
considered.

Harriet Leib suggested using the oversight committee to create the cable board.

Lester Steinman said the oversight committee would not actually write cable access board bylaws. It
would hire consultants to write them and to create the not-for-profit organization. Part-time volunteers
would not do that kind of work.

Erin Malloy said the consultants would have to be given a charge and then the oversight committee can
make the final decisions. The oversight committee does not have to have much expertise in the issue.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that no one objects to creating an independent cable board. The
concern is regarding the labor intensity of having an interim commission.

Lester Steinman said an unpopular option is to allow the Town Board to create the cable board given
specific criteria that it must follow to achieve a not-for-profit Larchmont-type cable board. If the not-
for-profit cable board does not follow the rules, it is subject to lawsuits,

Francis Sheehan said important decisions need to be made in how the town’s cable board should be
constituted. The subcommittee proposes the interim commission make those decisions. The Town of
Greenburgh cannot ssimply adopt the membership criteria used by LMC-TV, which is a hybrid of three
municipalities. The Board of Directors of LMC-TV must be composed of members from three
municipalities, which would not be the case in Greenburgh. There are tough decisions to be made and
a campaign oversight committee could be overwhelmed with the added charge.

Lester Steinman said appropriately modifying LMC-TV’s procedures is an easy concern to address.
The essence of what is intended can be accomplished by spelling out guidelines that are to be followed.

Harriet Lelb said she is concerned the process of creating the independent cable board is getting too
cumbersome. There is aso the issue of ownership. If someone owns the process, seeing it though to
completion becomes very important.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said, as a compromise, the oversight committee should create the
independent cable board, not the Town Board or the interim commission. She agrees with Lester
Steinman that someone can sue if a town-appointed cable board does not act as charged but that is an
overwhelming option for the average person. Regarding overburdening the oversight committeg, if the
oversight committee finds the amount of work too burdensome, the oversight committee could create a
subcommittee to look into cable issues. Once the cable board is created, the oversight committee
would only get involved if there was a campaign-related cable access dispute.

Lester Steinman said the problem with letting the campaign oversight committee create the cable board
is that the oversight committee is responsible for handling campaign-related disputes, including those
involving fair cable access. It is not appropriate to have the oversight committee be the judge and the
jury, which it would be if it created the entity involved in the dispute.
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Erin Maloy said a candidate who does not think the cable access board is fair would have to apped to
the campaign oversight committee that created it. The Town Board is the legisature and could create
the cable board.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the commission has put a lot of faith into its proposed campaign
oversight committee, not even knowing who will be serving on it. It may not be well-founded, but it is
being given tremendous responsibility. Considering everything else, giving it the additional
responsibility for creating a cable access board is not unreasonable, particularly since creating a cable
board is a one-time event for the oversight committee. It is better to remove the responsibility from the
Town Board so the public will have faith in the board. The same people will not serve continuously on
the campaign oversight committee. |If there is a dispute regarding cable, there may be different
members on the campaign oversight committee than those who were on the committee when the cable
board was created. Also, the dispute may be that the rules created for the cable board are not being
properly enforced. The oversight committee is in a good position to act on such disputes. The one
degree of separation, since the oversight committee is not elected, is helpful.

Harriet Leib summarized the three options for who could create the independent cable access board:
the interim commission recommended by the cable subcommittee, the Town Board, and the proposed
campaign oversight committee.

Francis Sheehan said that the decision of the commission will define the commission in the public’'s
eyes. Cable access fairness was the number one issue raised by the public.

Rev. Wilbert Preston said the Town Board is an elected board with arbitration powers capable of
handling disputes involving cable.

Erin Malloy asked what would be the problem if the Town Board created the cable board, other than a
sense by some that the Town Board cannot create afair board.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that the commission is trying to address perception, even if it is not
reality. The campaign oversight committee will hire someone to create the cable board’'s bylaws.
There will be money for it since some of the cable franchise fees will be transferred toward cable
operations. It will not be an overwhelming task.

Erin Malloy said she agrees with the concept of having the Town Board create the cable access board
but the atmosphere is poisoned against having them do it.

Lester Steinman said that if the Town Board is not going to create the cable access board then the
campaign oversight committee should do it to avoid creating another board.

Harriet Leib said that now that the creation of the proposed campaign oversight committee is based on
the same criteria as the cable access subcommittee suggested for the interim committee, it should not
make much difference if the campaign oversight committee also handles the creation of the cable
board.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the more complicated the proposal gets, the lower the chance there is
for adoption.
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Erin Malloy said that the ultimate responsibility falls on the Town Board to authorize the powers of the
campaign oversight committee. The Town Board must be willing to give over its control of cable to
the committee.

Lester Steinman said the Town Board will have to include in its charge to the campaign oversight
committee the committee’s ability to create an independent, not-for-profit cable board. It is a
delegation of the Town Board' s authority.

Harriet Leib said that all these recommendations are dependent on the Town Board adopting them. It
isthe Town Board's call ultimately.

Harriet Leib asked if there was any objection to having the campaign oversight committee create the
cable access board. Hearing none, she asked Francis Sheehan to modify the cable subcommittee’s
recommendations to reflect the change.

Harriet Lelb suggested calling the oversight committee the Election Oversight Commission to
distinguish it from the Westchester County Fair Campaign Practices Committee.

Lester Stelnman said he called it the Greenburgh Fair Elections Practices Committee in the
subcommittee recommendation.

A lively debate ensued with every possible permutation of the wording being offered with the goal of
trying to distinguish the town’s committee name from the name of the Westchester County committee.
Concerns were raised regarding calling the town’s committee a fair “election” committee even though
the charge would be for the entire campaign season. Nevertheless, to clearly distinguish the town’s
committee from the county’s committee, the commission ultimately decided to recommend the name
“Greenburgh Fair Elections Practices Board”.

Harriet Lelb said the next item on the agenda is Supervisor Feiner’s request. She asked Catherine
L ederer-Plaskett to discuss the request.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said she received a phone call from Supervisor Feiner. He called her about
the commission. He was concerned there was no money involved in the recommendations. Supervisor
Feiner said the Town Board would be more likely to pass the commission’s recommendations if
financing of campaigns was involved. He strongly believes that campaigns should be taxpayer funded.
It is a national issue. She explained to the supervisor that the commission had considered taxpayer
funding of campaigns and rejected the idea since the public did not support it. The public expressed
concern over increased tax burdens. He told her that he would put a campaign funding referendum on
the ballot next time regardless of any recommendations the commission may offer. He welcomes the
support of the commission but will act on the referendum without it. He wanted to meet with the
commission or meet with her privately to further discuss his proposal. She declined to meet with him
privately but did offer to bring his request to the full commisson. She said he did form the
commission so she would like to have him come to a commission meeting to present his proposal.

Sally Schaadt said that Supervisor Feiner has shown his hand. The commission has not done what he
expected it to do so heis going to do it anyway.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said Supervisor Feiner told her he would try to sell the commission’s
recommendations to the Town Board if it includes his proposed financing of campaigns and he
wouldn’'t try to sell it if the financing is not included. Nevertheless, she suggested taking the high
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road. Not one person spoke at the public hearing favoring public financing but he should be invited to
a meeting.

Harriet Leib suggested having him attend a meeting so the commission can explain to him the
reasoning behind not recommending public financing of campaigns.

Erin Malloy said she is a strong believer in public financing of campaigns. It was very difficult for her
to accept the fact that funding of campaigns in Greenburgh was not workable.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that Elizabeth Danid aso had a difficult time with the same issue. Ms.
L ederer-Plaskett said the supervisor should be invited.

Sdly Schaadt said the supervisor's comments demonstrate why there is no wonder that the Town
Board cannot be trusted.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that the supervisor did not try to hide what he was seeking. She agrees
with Harriet Leib that it would be helpful for the commission to explain to the supervisor why funding
of campaigns is not being recommended and it would be helpful for Erin Malloy to explain to him that
she supports public funding in general but came to realize it wouldn’t work in Greenburgh at this time.

Harriet Leib said the supervisor probably thinks it is only the members of the commission who think
that public financing is undesirable. He needs to be made aware that the lack of support for public
financing of local candidates is a widespread feeling. The commission has an obligation to inform him
of its findings.

Sally Schaadt said the supervisor’'s request was predictable. Supervisor Feiner knew what he was
going to do all along, regardless of the commission’s recommendations.

Erin Malloy said that the supervisor established the commission in a manner that did not dictate that a
public financing recommendation would be the result and he cannot dictate such a recommendation to
the commission now. He should be invited even if what he hears is a big disappointment to him.

Charlotte Schienberg said she was not present when Supervisor Feiner spoke to the commission. She
asked if he had presented the same proposal to the commission when he previously spoke.

Harriet Leib said he did.
Charlotte Schienberg questioned why the commission should hear the same proposal.
Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the commission had not finalized its recommendations at the time.

Rev. Wilbert Preston said the commission had not heard from the public and had not reached any
conclusions at the time it heard from the supervisor.

Erin Malloy said the commission was in a fact-finding mode at the time.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said she submitted a letter to the Town requesting the commission be
placed on the December 13, 2000, agenda. The reason she called the supervisor was to tell him she
had not received aresponse. It was during that phone call that the supervisor made the request. He did
form the committee and deserves to hear the commission’s conclusions, conclusions which had not
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been formed when he last appeared. She asked if he would really want to put a referendum on the
ballot that would not pass.

Harriet Leib said, if the commission hopes for the Town Board to accept its recommendations, it is
important to invite the supervisor to speak.

Mary Tobias said the supervisor appointed the town attorney, Susan Mancuso, to the commission with
the job of selling the commission on the supervisor’'s proposa for public financing, which she was
unable to do. Ms. Tobias said she does not envy Ms. Mancuso, who she likes very much.

Erin Maloy said there is nothing inappropriate about the town attorney being on the commission.
Every commission member represents some group.

Francis Sheehan said that the commission’s proposa does involve taxpayer-financing of campaigns in
that the recommendations call for shifting cable franchise fees from the town’'s genera fund to a
dedicated fund to ensure quality cable that can be used as an incentive for local campaign reform
initiatives. There is no doubt that there is a money element involved in the commission's
recommendations.

Harriet Leib said that what the commission needs to do is convince the supervisor that there is no local
support for a referendum.

Charlotte Schienberg asked why not invite the supervisor to a meeting with two or three commission
members, rather than add another meeting to the commission’s long list of meetings?

Erin Malloy said that the supervisor will not change anyone’s mind at this point.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said that Lester Steinman and Elizabeth Daniel drafted the proposals that
the commission is acting on. Supervisor Feiner needs to hear that the proposals were not written at a
council meeting. They were written by commission members in a non-confrontational manner. There
isavaue in numbers. It should be more than Harriet Leib and she who meet with the supervisor. Erin
Malloy is very committed to campaign financing. Ms. Malloy can much better explain why the
commission is not recommending financing even though she personally believesin it.

Charlotte Schienberg said the problem is that the commission would be reviving an issue that has
aready being thoroughly discussed and resolved. It istoo late.

Francis Sheehan said that if there is going to be a meeting with the supervisor it should not be with
only two or three members. It would place too much responsibility on those members to sell the
supervisor with the commission’s position regarding taxpayer financing of local campaigns.

Harriet Leib said she does not want to refuse the supervisor’s request to be heard.

Erin Malloy agreed. The supervisor did not hide his desire for financing campaigns when he created
the commission or when he made his presentation to the commission. He should hear the
recommendations directly from the commission.

Harriet Leib said she thought the meeting would be the commission’s last, but another meeting is
needed to address the reform initiatives. She asked Lester Steinman what he thought of inviting the
supervisor.
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Lester Steinman said he would go aong with the consensus of the commission.

Ervin Schliefer said he agrees with Erin Maloy’s comments regarding financing campaigns. He
supports financing campaigns but realizes it does not have support. The supervisor should be invited
even though he will not like what the commission has to tell him.

Harriet Leib said it is important for both Erin Malloy and Ervin Schliefer to be present at the meeting
so the supervisor can hear from them directly, to learn that Erin and Ervin are following the will of the
people in deciding against public financing of local campaigns.

Charlotte Schienberg said she was concerned that a door was being needlessly opened by inviting the
supervisor. She asked Catherine Lederer-Plaskett to describe the supervisor’s intensity when he made
his request.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the phone conversation was very lengthy.

Harriet Leib said the commission needs to invite the supervisor to keep the lines of communication
open.

Rev. Wilbert Preston said meeting with the supervisor would be a positive measure for the commission
to pursue. The supervisor may not realize how the public feels. A referendum or any other proposal
will not change the minds of Greenburgh residents to get them to support public financing of
campaigns.

Harriet Leib said Rev. Wilbert Preston’s comment would be helpful to the supervisor.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said she was surprised that no one asked for taxpayer financing of
campaigns. The primary concerns were access and exposure. It means something that no one
requested campaign financing be part of the recommendations.

Rev. Wilbert Preston said the absence of public requests for campaign financing is probably due to a
realization by the speakers that there isn’'t support for it in Greenburgh.

Charlotte Schienberg said the county legislators came to the same conclusion for the county. There
were years of bickering and because financing was included in the proposd, it didn’'t go forward. The
county’ s campaign reforms were defeated for that reason.

Harriet Leib agreed. She said she agrees with Erin Malloy’s comments. She suggested Tuesday,
November 28, 2000, 7:00 p.m., for the next commission meeting. There was general agreement with
the date.

Mary Tobias asked if the November 28" meeting will be the last commission meeting.

Harriet Leib said the meeting would be the last meeting before the recommendations are presented to
the Town Board. She suggested that Catherine Lederer-Plaskett and she make the presentation to the
Town Board. They will write an introduction to the recommendations, which won't be read verbatim.

Lester Steinman said the recommendations have bullets. The bullets could be read.
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Charlotte Schienberg suggested discussing how the commission was created, how the subcommittees
were created and what recommendations were generated.

Mary Tobias asked what role the commission would have after presenting the recommendations to the
Town Board.

Harriet Leib said the commission should publicize its findings. There is nothing else the commission
can do.

Mary Tobias said she is concerned that the recommendations will not be acted upon and the
commission will look silly for having spent so much time trying to make campaigns fair. The
commission needs some form of follow-up watchdog procedures. The supervisor intends to put a
referendum on the ballot regardless of the commission’s findings.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said if the supervisor wants to put a referendum on the ballot then some of
the members can get together and present an agreed upon response to the media regarding whether to
support the measure.

Harriet Leib said she does not see the commission continuing after presenting its findings. The Singer
Commission disbanded after presenting its findings to the county.

Lester Steinman agreed.

Francis Sheehan said residents can raise the issue a Town Board meetings if they fed the
recommendations are being ignored.

Catherine Lederer-Plaskett said the charge of the commission was to propose the recommendations,
not ensure their adoption. Individuals, not the commission, could pursue Town Board action.

Lester Steinman said that the commission should not oppose a referendum if the supervisor wants to
pursue one on his own. The commission has outlined what it believes are critical issues that need to be
addressed. If the commission has misgauged what the public has told it, and the referendum passes, so
be it.

Francis Sheehan said Supervisor Feiner may be backing himself into a corner by continuing to propose
taxpayer financing of local campaigns. The commission is proposing shifting a portion of cable
franchise fees from the general fund to an independent cable access system. Previoudy, the supervisor
objected to spending franchise fees to improve cable access, claiming it would reduce the money in the
genera fund needed to feed hungry children and provide programs for the elderly. It will be difficult
for him to continue using that argument now that he supports increasing taxes to finance loca
candidates campaigns. The monies from the tax increase he proposes could be used to replace the
money to be transferred out of the genera fund. Therefore, the supervisor should not object to the
commission’s campaign reform recommendations based on fiscal concerns.

Harriet Leib said the commission can explain the cable finance issues to the supervisor at the next
meeting. She then asked about publicity. She had a printed list of media contacts that could be used.
She suggested contacting The Journal News, The Scarsdale Inquirer, The Rivertowns Enterprise, The
County Press, WFAS and the Cablevision’s News12.
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Charlotte Schienberg suggested inviting members of the county legidators, such as George Latimer,
Tom Abinanti, Lois Bronz, and Richard Brodsky. She also suggested inviting someone from Common
Cause.

Harriet Lelb said Charlotte Schienberg's suggestions were excellent. She asked Francis Sheehan to
handle the media contacts and Catherine Lederer-Plaskett to contact Supervisor Feiner regarding the
November 28, 2000 meeting. He should be invited at 8 p.m. so the commission can complete its
outstanding business. She said the presentation to the Town Board is tentatively scheduled for
December 13, 2000. She asked Catherine Lederer-Plaskett to obtain a commitment from the
supervisor regarding the December 13" presentation when she calls him.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:43 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Francis Sheehan, Commission Secretary



