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Minutes 
March 10, 2014 Meeting 

Committee Members:  Councilors Rachel Siegel (RS), Norm Blais (NB), Tom Ayres (TA)

Staff: City Attorney Eileen Blackwood (CA)

Public:	Infinite Culcleasure

Councilor Siegel called the meeting to order at 11:50 am.

1. Agenda.  Approval of Agenda—Moved by Ayres; second by Blais.  Unanimous

2. Minutes.  Approval of Minutes of Dec. 2, 2013, and Dec. 11, 2013—Moved by Blais; second by Ayres.  Unanimous

3. Public Forum.  No speakers

4. Commission Surveys—RS thanked Culcleasure for his work on compiling the Commissions survey summary.  TA asked how many of the issues identified in the survey rise to the level of charter changes?  That would have to be reviewed.  He noted that the major issue appears to be communication with applicants.  Another major issue seems to be marketing—getting descriptions and notices of openings out to the public.  Can the City ask various public groups to include notices in their newsletters?  

Infinite Culcleasure suggested that there are too many clicks on the City’s website to get to the list of Boards and Commissions.  NB suggested using Front Porch Forum (FPF) to advertise.  TA also suggested using Neighborhood Planning Assemblies (NPA’s) more.  RS noted that she doesn’t know when Chief Administrative Office’s (CAO’s) office will list openings after a resignation.  NB said this committee is the appropriate body to review these issues, even though the boards/commissions are not all in the charter.  CA Blackwood said her office last year had created a list of which boards/commissions are in the charter, which are not, and the CA’s Office will circulate this to the committee.

RS would like to get resolution on the appointment process in place for the March 31 Council meeting, so the committee decided the rest of the discussion on the surveys would be continued.

5. Appointment Process—RS felt the pilot process last year was better than the prior process, but still not great.  RS has discussed a new proposal individually with other councilors and would propose:
· The Council President would appoint an ad hoc committee of 4 people;
· This ad hoc committee would meet publicly, review applications, and develop a list of appointments;
· The ad hoc committee would have 3 meetings, and in addition the option would remain to have a pre-council meeting meet-and-greet with the full council, as has been the custom;
· At their third meeting, the ad hoc committee would vote for a slate.  If there was no agreement, the full Council would vote.
· 
RS explained that the smaller group would reduce intimidation and encourage better conversation.  NB asked about the amount of time involved.  RS said she and Councilor Hartnett have both said they’re interested in serving. NB noted that this is a political process, and there will still have to be private discussions about individuals.  NB noted that last year, the majority party got its way on every contested issue.  RS is more concerned about transparency.  NB said this idea is set up to avoid back room deals, but they still will happen: Last year’s experiment shows if you eliminate the deal making, the majority party always wins.  TA agreed.  Culcleasure asked how having the majority party win impacts actual appointments?  NB said that in the past there has been trading—we’ll support this candidate, if you support this one.  RS said she doesn’t believe in electoral politics, but this is our system.  Culcleasure said we should work towards transparency.  NB said we all want the system to be transparent, but are we constructing a system that is more time-consuming and doesn’t achieve the real goal?  RS said that the voting will happen publicly, so this will add transparency.  When the informal committee (the café committee, since they met at cafés) met, they’d come up with the slate and bring it to the Council.  Someone could pull names off the slate and vote on them publicly, but that rarely happened.  So, the slate was created secretly, and this will make it public.  TA asked wasn’t last year’s process public?  RS noted that it took more time because it involved 14 councilors.  CA Blackwood suggested this was essentially a nominating committee process.  RS proposed that the Council President would appoint the committee.

NB said he would be open to another pilot to try this method.  NB’s impression is that last year’s process was not successful.  TA and RS also agreed that this proposal should first be done as a pilot.  TA said that he would like to see the actual language and present the proposal as a whole.  NB noted that the proposed process will be very time-consuming, and he questioned whether councilors will volunteer.  TA felt he was at meetings 4 of 5 nights a week because of the deliberative approach to the budget combined with this appointment process last year, and that was burdensome.  This takes the onus off all 14 councilors and streamlines the process a bit.  RS said she trusted that if someone from her caucus was at each budget meeting, she didn’t need to go to each one.

Culcleasure asked if someone from a board could take on some of the duties of appointment.  TA noted this might perpetuate the old boys’ network.  RS said someone on one commission wouldn’t have the same city-wide view as the council.  RS also noted that if you have members of the public involved and then the council opposes their position, it seems disrespectful.  NB said he was heartened that RS has been getting a positive response from councilors.  RS reported that President Shannon was concerned with notification and the content of the application.  For example, the application suggests you need a councilor to nominate you.  She also reported that Councilor Paul felt that there should be citizens on the ad hoc committee.

TA said the application isn’t as pressing as the resolution, and he suggested that the council task the ad hoc committee with revising the application.  RS noted that will be too late, as applications go out in April.  

RS suggested the need to decide what information to share with the full council.  NB noted the current summary of the surveys was excellent.  NB said it should be presented on deliberative without a resolution, but let the council give input on possible process—that is, the council should start having a discussion of process at its March 31 meeting.  RS hesitated because she felt that this council, not the new council, should act, based on the prior resolution’s charge to this committee.  NB conceded and agreed with putting forth the new proposal in a resolution.  He said he is interested in the nominating board idea, assuming 3-4 councilors are willing to sit.  

TA added that the city does need to move quickly on the marketing and public relations side or the new structure won’t have an impact on changing the make-up of commissions.  We should go beyond the city’s usual announcement channels.  RS asked if we do that by resolution.  TA and NB said by resolution.  RS asked if two resolutions or one?  TA and NB said one.  This ad hoc committee would be appointed and then city staff would be instructed to make sure that publications are issued earlier and in widely disseminated areas.  RS said job descriptions need to be sent. TA agreed that they need to be developed in a standard format, and the committee felt each commission should develop a job description.  NB said we should ask the commissions to submit a job description to this committee.  RS noted they should be standardized.  TA asked if this could be compiled into a single packet.  CA Blackwood said she would follow up with the CAO’s office to see if this could be pulled together.
  
The Committee debated one versus two resolutions and unanimously agreed to put forward two separate resolutions for the March 31 City Council meeting:  

1) To instruct the CAO’s office to put together job description packets and to work with the Public Engagement Specialist to disseminate them out more widely in a manner designed to let the greatest number of people know of the openings, bearing in mind the expense to City, including but not limited to dissemination to all FPF, all NPA’s, North Ave News, United Way affiliated organizations, and local human service organizations.

TA expressed concern about people finding out by word of mouth about the outcome of their application.  Everyone who applies has the right to prompt notification of what happened with their application.  Therefore, the resolution should include that the CAO’s office will ensure prompt notification to all applicants. 

2) To establish, as a pilot project, a nominating committee to create a slate for appointments by majority vote.  The mayor would like a role, RS reported.  TA said if the mayor feels strongly about a nomination moving forward, he should go to the committee.  The other Committee members agreed.  Councilors will still advocate for people they want.  The Council President will appoint 4 councilors and that body will decide how to do the process.  If the nominating committee does not agree on a name for a specific position, they can send more than one name.  The council can nominate candidates from the floor; the nominating committee is advisory only.  This is a pilot to be reviewed by the Charter Change Committee and report back to the council on its effectiveness by Nov.  

CA Blackwood will draft these resolutions and circulate them.
The Committee is holding 11:45 am on March 24 for a next meeting, if discussion of the draft resolutions is needed.  (RS is out March 18 for rest of week.)

The meeting was adjourned at 12:50 pm.
  
