


Charter Change Committee 
Minutes
October 16, 2013 Meeting

Present:
Committee Members: 		Councilors Rachel Siegel, Chair (RS); Norman Blais (NB); Tom 
Ayres (TA)
Guests: 			None
Staff: 				Senior Assistant City Attorney Gene Bergman (GB), Asst. CAO Scott Schrader (SS), GIS/Mapping Support Jay Appleton (JA)
Public Attendees: 		Miriam Stoll (School Board), Karen Paul, Michael Rooney, Terry Jeroloman, Jim Holway, Jane Knodell, Kurt Wright, Lea Terhune, Robert B. Johnson

[N.B. Minutes are derived from hand notes taken by staff at the meeting]

C. Siegel called the meeting to order at 11:35am.

1. Agenda—Approval of the agenda was moved by NB, seconded by TA.  Unanimous 

2. Approval of Minutes of 10/9/13—NB moved to approve; seconded by TA. Unanimous.

3. Public Forum-- RS noted that decision making would likely occur at the next meeting. She asked people to sign in. She said people would get 3 minutes.  

Robert Johnson referenced the email he sent to committee members. He spoke to third points, on the semantics of naming the electoral areas, on the number and type of councilors elected each election, and on the transition year. He said on the transition that “wards 5 & 6” would be, under his plan, overrepresented in 2016, that the number of councilors would be 13 in 2015 and 12 in 2016.

Jim Holway said the council resolution as passed had certain terminology of councilors and they should follow the terminology of the resolution as written.

Miriam Stoll, a school board member, asked to be informed of the process to adopt and said that the school board is now working on this and is glad to talk more.

Lea Terhune said that things that are already written need to be put on the record. She feels very strongly about maintaining the 8 wards. She is opposed to “precincts” and sees no reason to use the term “precinct”.  She suggested calling the bigger areas “superwards or districts and putting 8 wards in the charter as is and then add terminology. She said they should make sure that what is on the website accurately reflects the resolution. Someone changed what was on the website and sent it to the press. The resolution called for 8 wards and 4 precincts, 12 councilors. She read the paper and saw something different. The 4 ward plan was unpopular and it was turned down. It was shocking and disheartening to see inaccurate information on the website and on the maps.

Terry Jeroloman said he is against the plan. All councilors should be equal. He said the plan overrepresents and underrepresents. He called for proportional representation with all elected city wide and then approportioned. He called for one vote one person not based on geography.

Kurt Wright requested that the committee meet later in the day or early in the morning.  He said they should stick with what the council passed and put it before the voters. George Gamache’s email referenced 8 wards and 4 precincts. He said they should have a start up where they elect for one year all 8 councilors from the small areas and the next year have an election for the 4 councilors from the larger areas. He asked that they focus on polling places, wards and transitions.  NB asked him to clarify what he is suggesting they vote on. Kurt said he was suggesting that they do the smaller areas in one year and the others the next year.

Scott Schrader said that as the designated official to run elections that he’d like to talk about the administration of elections and that they should have further consideration of the administration of the elections. Some charter provisions are very outdated.  He referenced a document prepared by Asst. City Attorney Bergman (GB) that he had seen and was passed out and asked what role he should play in the process and reiterated his request for them to take into account the administration of elections in their deliberations. GB clarified that he had not handed out any document and that his work was still preliminary. Lea asked if it would be available to the public and GB said yes, that when we’re finished it will be a public document. Lea asked if it would be available to the public and RS said that anything the committee gets is a public document. TA asked for clarification as to whether the documents Gene is working on will address some of Scott’s concerns. GB said he is working on the actual changes to the charter, strikeouts and additions. It is the actual charter change. The nomenclature needs to be there and the transition needs to be laid out. GB also said that they can adjust the mechanics of the elections at the same time, that it is germane to this issue.  TA said he was still unclear; if they are talking about nomenclature as GB writes the changes, how can GB propose language without direction from the committee? GB said it will be just a draft so it can be changed. He’s thinking of making footnotes for changes and comments. RS asked Scott if he could outline the out of date items and concerns in 5 minutes now. Scott said not really. RS asked him to stay and hear the meeting. Lea asked why Gene and Scott couldn’t do it right now. If the changes are minimal, then good.  It is 8 wards.

Robert said that if they retain the 8 wards and retain 8 polling places, ward 6 would need a new polling place.

RS closed the public forum, there being no other people asking to speak.

4. Ward Redistricting

RS summarized the issues as the nomenclature, the transition (who gets voted when), the # of polling places, the exact boundary lines, and how to interface with the school board.

NB asked if they had the authority to talk about terms of office? TA echoed that. GB said that nothing he’d seen precludes discussing terms of office. This is intrinsic to the changes under consideration and this is a discussion that includes terms for ward officers (clerks and inspectors of election).  RS said she doesn’t imagine firm decisions today and said she believes that they should have 4 polling places. GB said that the requirement now is for a polling site per large district even if they have subdistricts. NB said 4 polling sites makes sense to him. TA agreed. If we go to 8 wards, and 4 districts, does the polling place have to be in the ward or district? GB said you are writing the law so that can change from what exists now. 

RS asked if GB had given anything an actual name. GB said no. NB said that a precinct vote is where people go to the neighborhood precinct to vote. GB said that legally you can have a site outside the ward as long as you have it in the charter. NB said, so you could have all the voting in Memorial Auditorium. GB said yes as long as that was allowed by the charter.

RS said she’d like to make the transition 1 year. TA said he’d drafted a transition plan but it is based on 3 year terms, an 8 ward-4 district plan with 1/3 of the council turning over every year.

RS asked why a 3 year term and TA said to make it consistent with the mayor’s term and it simplifies the math by rolling over 1/3 per year. NB said one concern that was voiced about the 4 ward plan was that it was expensive. The easiest transition is 4 year terms, with 1 large area every year and 2 small ones every year.

GB said it would be very helpful to have proposals asap to draft. The more he gets, the better.

[bookmark: _GoBack]TA said that another point on the 3 year term is that the large ward’s election would be on the same ballot as the mayor every 3 years.  RS said math matters little as between 3 or 4.  She then turned the discussion to nomenclature.

NB said that precincts are smaller units and the traditional nomenclature but he doesn’t really care. RS said they should stick with the most recent wording for peace of mind. TA said the 12 councilor plan, 4 wards, 3 precincts. His research showed that in Norfolk and Hampton VA they had 4 or 6 wards and 2 superwards. He respects the fact that people are comfortable with wards and they could call the larger areas 4 units or whatever they want. GB said his only caveat is that the term precinct is for a smaller unit.

RS said she is leaning toward using the word “ward” for the smaller area and “district” for the larger area. 

RS said that they haven’t heard anything about the lines that have been proposed. TA said he hasn’t heard about the lines from the NPA. He said he was concerned also for NB’s citizens. NB said his NPA had some disagreement over this and they don’t have a proposed line. Robert Johnson mentioned the city’s website and the maps there and handed out a map to the committee.  GB suggested that Robert work with Jay and said the key is the deviation from 10% and that any proposed change to the lines should be vetted by Jay for the deviation.

Miriam Stoll and Alan Matson of the school board addressed the committee.  Alan said their view was to get input from the committee and the community. It is a question of timing. Miriam said the role of the school board is different than the role of the city council and they have tried to think of that. They have created an ad hoc committee to come up with a plan. They need to get public comment and have set November 4th for public comment and November 11 the committee will reconvene and on November 12th they will come up with something. The council’s November 18th deadline is tight and if there is any way to get an extra week for public comment that would be appreciated.

TA said the only issue is that the resolution calls for the committee to go back to the council with a plan on the 18th.  Lea asked if there would be public hearings after that. TA said yes, that the timing is driven by statute for the council and there will be public hearings. Miriam said people are thinking about the council and communication with the school board hasn’t happened. RS asked if they come in late, is December 9th too late.  GB said no, the resolution calls for a report back and they can do that on the 18th and they can make some changes to the plan. December 16 is the last practical date for the council to adopt a proposal and the statutory requirements for public hearings are minimal and can be expanded and they can make changes after public input. Alan said the school board could get a plan to the council by the 18th.  GB noted that the City Attorney’s deadlines are the Wednesday before (November 13) but asked that they get it to him by the 12th.  Miriam said their next meeting is next Wednesday.

TA said if they go to the 8-4 model, they might want the school board elections taking place in wards to make it simpler.

RS asked if they had any other business and noted that their next meeting is next Wed. (October 23) at 11:30 a.m. She takes Kurt Wright’s suggestion and asked if they could meet at 7.  TA said the NPA meeting is at 6:45 p.m. and Kurt asked if the meeting could be at 5:00 p.m.  RS suggested the meeting be from 5 to 6:30 and that they’d assume that they would find a room. TA asked the committee to entertain asking for language of 8 wards and 4 districts for review at the next meeting. Scott Schrader asked them to reconsider use of the word district so people don’t get confused between state legislative districts and smaller blocks. Lea said they need a decision because the press has the wrong information. She asked if the information will be corrected. RS said it would when they make a decision, when they vote.

5. Other Business

None.

6. Adjournment

Chair Siegel adjourned the meeting at 12:45 p.m.




