
Charter Change Committee Meeting

September 26, 2014
Committee Members: 

Councilor Rachel Siegel (RS), Chair; Councilors Norm Blais (NB), 



Kurt Wright (KW) 

Staff: 



Eileen Blackwood (EB)
Other Attendees: 

Patrick Halladay, Emily Blauvelt, Ben Gelb, April Burbank
RS called the meeting to order at 2:09 pm.
1. Agenda. NB moved, KW seconded approval of the agenda. Unanimous.
2. Minutes of 7/21/14. KW moved, RS seconded approval of the minutes.  Unanimous.
3. Public Forum.  Patrick Halladay spoke to the issue of Council approval of the school budget.  He thanked the Council for working well with the Board in recent months.  He also noted that the Board has taken positive steps and is still taking further steps.  He welcomes continued involvement of the Council.

4. NB moved, KW seconded to amend agenda to move directly to school budget approval item and come back to Commission Appointment Process Review.
5. School Budget Approval.  Committee agrees that in light of Secretary Holcombe’s letter, there is no need to go farther with the discussion of a charter change amendment to implement council approval of school budgets.  NB asked the City Attorney if 1) legally there is a barrier to the council’s oversight,  2) can the council require the school board to let them review the budget in Nov., 3) can the city be involved in the hiring of the superintendent.  EB responded: 1) Acts 60 and 68 clearly attempt to separate municipal and school responsibilities, at least for state education funding purposes, so it would be inconsistent with the spirit of those acts for the city’s charter to contain council oversight of the school budget. 2) Again, including such a requirement in the charter would seem to be inconsistent with the spirit of Act 60.  3) It is clear that the AOE believes that the intent of Acts 60 and 68 is to separate municipal and school responsibility, and the city’s charter currently provides for the school commissioners to appoint the superintendent, so the council would not have a formal role.  Patrick Halladay commented that regardless of the law, the school board is seeking input from the mayor and councilors on the hiring of the city’s superintendent.
KW moved that the Committee give a negative report to the Council on the issue of whether to pursue a charter change to restore oversight of school budgets to the council.  NB seconded.  KW:  Under current law, we don’t have authority to take the steps under the current resolution.  RS asked if the council resolution required a written report or just verbal, and the other councilors said just verbal.  Unanimous.   
6. Commission Appointment Process Review.  From the March resolution, the Committee was to consider how the new appointment pilot project worked and report back to the Council.  NB noted that last spring he was against this process, but having gone through the process, found it smooth and effective—maybe some fine-tuning would be in order, but he is in favor of reporting back that the pilot be implemented into a permanent process.  
KW agreed, but asked if this Committee should do the fine-tuning.  RS said yes.  KW said incumbents reported they still had to call and find out if they were being reappointed or not.  RS said she spoke to Lori Olberg who was going to call applicants the next day, so she’s frustrated about where the breakdown is.  In last spring’s survey, 30% of people said that how they found out about their appointment or non-appointment was not appropriate.  

KW recommends that if the Nominating Committee doesn’t put forward an incumbent, that person should be told before the Council meeting.  Also, if an incumbent is not being reappointed, they should get a written statement of why they aren’t being reappointed.  NB asked if the Committee or Council is supposed to give the reasons.  KW said the Nominating Committee—a general statement.  NB protested that we shouldn’t give elevated status to an incumbent over another applicant.  It’s been too ingrained in the city’s appointment process that incumbents have favored status, and we shouldn’t further that.  KW disagrees.  He thinks that incumbents do have a favored status because when someone serves in an appointed position, we owe it to them to give them a reason if they are not reappointed.  That’s been an unwritten rule for a long time, and it’s valid.  It’s embarrassing not to be reappointed; there needs to be a good reason for them not to continue; otherwise we should reappoint them.  RS said they only have more status because their experience may make them more valuable to the board.
RS suggested that incumbents could get a letter saying thank you for your service.  NB commented that KW’s theme was that an incumbent can rely on being reappointed unless there’s some specific reason for them to not be.  NB said if that’s true, we need to tell applicants that, and that will make it very daunting for someone to apply against an incumbent.  KW said that’s why you don’t put it in writing, but it’s always been true, and it’s the way it should be that incumbents get reappointed.  RS said it seems redundant. NB said KW is setting a presumption in favor of incumbency, and he disagrees—and particularly disagrees that there be an unwritten rule.  RS said there could be note to someone saying thank you for your service and then give a reason if there is one, or not if there isn’t one.  NB said leave that to the committee.  KW said we owe it to incumbents to let them know before the council vote.  RS said everyone should know, not just incumbents.  
KW moved that the Committee, through the Clerk’s office, contact applicants and tell them who is on the slate before it goes to Council.  NB seconded.  RS suggested they review other changes before voting on this motion.  

RS said it’s important to collect more information.  The feedback RS received is that if the goal was transparency, the new process worked, but if the goal was to make applicants feel comfortable, it didn’t.  RS noted there are changes on the application too.  There is a question about whether you could add any diversity to this committee?  There is also a question about political affiliation.  She recommends that we remove that requirement.  Do we need to ask that question for boards that don’t require that information?  Some attach resumes, some don’t, so the application probably should reference that.  KW doesn’t want to discourage anyone from applying so he is not ready to support a question about whether you can add diversity.  He wouldn’t want people to have to try to figure out what diversity they bring.  RS asked who would be concerned—straight, white, wealthy men?  RS: I’m not terribly concerned about them because the rest of the culture already feels uncomfortable.  This doesn’t seem to be a risky endeavor.  They could say they bring a diversity of point of view.  NB doesn’t see much harm in including it in the application.

So, the committee will all look at the application and see if there are changes they all want to make.  NB asked CA if political affiliation was required on how many boards?  EB did not recall but does have a list.  RS said it was only a few.  RS suggested we put a section or have a separate application if political affiliation is required.  

NB noted the makeup of the nominating committee made sense.  With the one change moved above (that the C/T’s Office contact all applicants before the council meeting to inform them of the recommendations), he would recommend the pilot become permanent.  (This motion was not moved and seconded as a formal motion.)  RS noted the resolution doesn’t say much about how we determine the slate.  That wasn’t part of the pilot, but our own process. NB and KW felt that should be left for the future committee.  RS said as long as they come up with slate in public forum, it’s transparent.  NB said there might be a slightly different process if there are different applicants.  KW said it is better, but it really isn’t more transparent because people still decide with their caucuses who they’ll support.  RS said it’s important for people to talk off the record.

The committee came back to the motion (bolded) above.  RS moved to table and all agreed.  RS: We should decide if we’re going to do a survey or just say please let us know.  NB proposed the committee just wait for information and not conduct another survey, given the time and cost involved.  RS suggested a single group email saying please give feedback.  The committee agreed that informal reach out by the chair is better than another survey, given limited response.  RS will work with Lori Olberg to do that.
7. Other Business.  No other business.  Next meeting 10/10 at 1 pm.
8. The meeting was adjourned at 2:52 p.m.  


