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 Charter Review Committee 

Minutes 
October 27, 2016 6:00 p.m. 

Tuttle Recreation Center 
240 W. Oakland Avenue, Columbus, Ohio 

(audio tape and closed caption record available in the City Clerk’s office) 
 
Committee Members in Attendance:  
Stefanie L. Coe, Chair 
Lourdes Barroso de Padilla 
Jennette B. Bradley 
Frieda L. Gilyard 
Rev. Tyrone A. Lawes 
Keary McCarthy 
John C. Rosenberger 
 
(Committee Members absent) Frederick E. Mills, Bob Vitale  
 

Welcome and Opening Remarks 

Committee Chair Stefanie Coe opened the meeting at 6:02 p.m. and welcomed everyone to Tuttle 
Community Recreation Center.  Committee members introduced themselves.  
 
Chair Coe highlighted the scope of this committee and referred to the by-laws and stated that the 
purpose of the Charter Review Committee is to survey the community input on a focused set of 
issues relating to the vacancy and appointment process, structure, and size of Columbus City Council 
and to identify relevant sections within the charter. She concluded by stating that following the public 
meetings, the committee will issue an assessment of findings and recommendations to the mayor and 
city council.   
 
Approval of the Minutes  
Hearing no questions or corrections, Chair Coe asked for a motion to approve the Minutes, as 
submitted. Rosenberger moved, Bradley seconded.  All in favor, no one opposed. Motion carried and 
Minutes were approved.  

 
Summary of Public Comments received to date 

Edward Johnson reported on public comments received electronically, three were provided and will 
be included as speakers at the meeting.   

Committee Discussion on previous public comments and presentations  

Coe called for discussion on previous public comments or presentations.   Hearing none, she 
reiterated that we covered the history of charter review bodies as well as the structure of city 
governments in comparisons, primarily focused on Ohio at the last meeting; all of the committee 
meetings are recorded and that link was shared with committee members.  
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Presentation and Discussion 

Rosenberger asked about the report on citizen satisfaction.  Coe replied that Edward Johnson, 
Director of Legislative Affairs for Council will be covering it as part of his comments.    
 
(Mr. Johnson’s presentation is on file in Charter Review Committee records) 
 
Mr. Johnson introduced Mr. Bryan Clark, chief policy advisor to Mayor Ginther to present on the ballot 
initiatives.   
  
Mr. Clark began by thanking the committee and stated that the last time he had the opportunity to 
address a group like this was 2014 for the Columbus Charter Review Commission.  That 
Commission’s work led to three ballot issues (6, 7 and 8) in November 2014.  Columbus residents 
overwhelmingly supported all three of the issues and stated that Columbus residents put a high 
degree of confidence in groups like this, and he thanked the committee members for serving.  
(Mr. Clark’s presentation is on file in Charter Review Committee Records) 
 
Mr. Clark continued his presentation with an analysis of Issue One and began by acknowledging 
Jonathan Beard, the spearhead of Issue One and stated that Mr. Beard is the first and only person 
who has succeeded at placing an issue before Columbus voters on the ballot and deserves a great 
deal of credit for that effort.  (Mr. Clark’s presentation on Issue 1 is on file in Charter Review 
Committee Records) 
 
Mr. Clark closed by stating that when this issue has been placed on the ballot, voters have uniformly 
rejected a change to their charter in favor of a hybrid or an all-ward system in the City of Columbus 
and the vote has grown over time. He concluded by stating that he would be happy to answer any 
questions the committee members may have.   
 
Chair Coe asked about typical voter turnout and Clark replied that 35 percent would be a massive 
turnout in an odd-year election. 
 
Coe asked for clarification on the system in which someone would designate a specific area 
Clark replied that it was “by-place” and discussion followed with details on that system.  
 
Chair Coe asked if there were questions from members of the committee 
 
Bradley asked when staff was looking at the top 25 and the “at-large contested”, was there anything 
noted about those at-large such as the top vote-getter becoming the President of Council or if there 
was anything that might have generated that level of competition? 
 
Clark replied that is definitely the case in at-large by-place elections where the mayor is typically the 
at-large seat in a council/mayor form of government and the Mayor serves as Council President.  He 
indicated that is not the case in other at-large systems. Staff has found that the field races just tend to 
be a little bit more contested because as we see in the data it is easier to win in a field race than it is 
sometimes in a head-to-head race.   
 
Rosenberger asked Mr. Clark if he could join the committee at the next meeting.   Chair Coe agreed 
that there is a lot of data and it may be helpful to review it further and add this as an agenda item at 
the next meeting to allow for follow-up questions. 
 



3 
 

Rosenberger commented that as committee members were being impaneled he read some articles in 
the paper that there are Republicans and Democrats both on this body and stated that his issue is 
one of getting the best people elected regardless of their politics.  
 
Clark commented that just like elections are decided by the people who choose to show up, elections 
are formed by the people who choose to run.  He shared some of the polling data going back five 
years in Columbus of a very basic question “Do you think that things in Columbus are going in the 
right direction or are they off-track?”  and shared results that speaks not just to how people feel about 
their city, it’s direction, but also the leadership that they have chosen.   
 
Barroso de Padilla questioned where these polls come from, and who do they represent. Clark 
explained standard practice for polling and how results are calculated.  
 
Rosenberger reiterated that we should be worried about getting the best people elected and the best 
way to do that is to get the best people to run.  His take on this is that systems that give us 
competitive races will allow people to run because they think they might get elected.   
 
Clark responded that we see the opposite happen in large cities that have ward or district elections.  
There is a reason that in Philadelphia 60 percent of the districts were not contested and it wasn't 
because Philadelphians feel great about the direction of their city or because of where it falls in the 
best cities index.  It is because there is a very strong Democratic Party in the city and the strong 
Democratic Party protects the incumbents that have been elected in those districts.   
 
Rosenberger stated that he wants to see good people to run and questioned whether people are 
more willing to run if they think they might be competitive.  
 
Clark responded that his experience in running campaigns is not that people make a decision based 
on their likelihood of winning at the beginning.  The people who choose public service typically do 
because it is a calling, like any other calling, and they can't imagine doing anything else.  He indicated 
has had the pleasure to work with a lot of different elected public servants of both parties and can say 
they do it because they love their city, county or state and they want to serve.  He thinks that’s what 
motivates most of the people, at least in Central Ohio, who choose to get involved. 
 
Bradley commented that there is obviously the motivation but there is the reality that for a fantastic 
person, issue or candidate, the message still has to get out.  She stated that she didn’t think you can 
just answer why you can't get the best person.  This is an individual race, an individual time, off-year 
elections or even; there is just a lot that goes into getting the best person.   
 
Rosenberger replied that he feels we have had some really good people run for office.  His concern is 
that we are talking about potentially changing the system, so the question is whether we are going to 
cause less good people to run for office.  
 
McCarthy thought the data was interesting and if we are looking at incentivizing high quality people to 
run, he felt as if a governance structure that produces low margins of victory and tight margins of 
victory and has a high rate of contested elections would present clear opportunities for good people to 
run.  
 
Barroso de Padilla added she has lived in cities where there are ward systems and there are those 
strong holds of people who have name recognition. She stated that's part of the challenge we are 
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facing.  How do you combat that incumbent that has that name recognition and put forth that 
message if you do not have the resources, people and the power behind it? 
 
McCarthy questioned the statement during the presentation that field elections were more competitive 
than head-to-head elections and asked for more detail on that subject.  
 
Clark responded that there are a couple of theories about why field elections would be more 
competitive.  The margin of victory necessary to win is lower and the ability to run with other 
candidates sharing the burden for the cost of fundraising and campaigning.  There is a lot of incentive 
to run as a team in a field race.  One of the downfalls of field races that academics will point to is the 
likelihood of a slate to win all the seats.  So there are downsides to a field at-large versus by-place 
elections.  He continued by pointing out that if you look at cities that have hybrid systems, the at-large 
by-place and the district elections, people still run on a slate.  People still appear on a sample ballot of 
a party, still share resources, still run commercials together.  It would seem that if a district is smaller 
than a city, it shouldn't cost as much to run and you should have a better chance of winning, but the 
data doesn't back that up.    
 
Chair Coe commented that the point Clark just made is counterintuitive to what most people think and 
asked for clarification.  Clark responded that the data shows that you would assume that a smaller 
district would take less money and you would have a better chance of winning, but data shows you do 
not.  In a media market like Columbus, you still have to be on TV in a tight race and do a lot of direct 
mail.  It is just as expensive to buy TV for your district as it is for the entire city. 
 
Chair Coe asked if there were other questions and then stated for those in the audience that we will 
address this topic again for questions from the committee and from anyone that wants to submit 
speaker slips before the next meeting related to this subject.  There is a lot of data to digest so we will 
definitely start the next meeting with these same topics initially to address our questions as well as 
anyone in the audience.  (Committee Member Lawes had to leave the meeting at this point)  
 
McCarthy asked about the satisfaction index and while staff sifted through research, if they came 
across any measure of responsiveness for governance structure, and if there is any way to measure 
that.  Johnson replied that he would probably have to dig deeper to see if that is a metric that is 
measured, but not as part of the "are you satisfied with where you live?"  Johnson stated that his 
understanding would be that as the citizens are satisfied with where they live, part of that is 
leadership, part is city services provided throughout  so he believed it could be a healthy conclusion 
of the satisfaction metric. 
 
Rosenberger stated his satisfaction with the work of staff and was pleased that research results 
provided insights on citizen satisfaction.  He thought the work on council size was very helpful and he 
stated that normally a good idea comes with a bit of cost.  In looking at the population, members of 
council and all of their aides and legislative service office personnel, communications division, and all 
of the people that support council, he would like to have that costed out so that we can determine 
what it actually costs to have a city council person. He added that he has done business with council 
and he was always comforted that he could see all seven of them and talk things out.  If there were 
20, he wouldn’t try to meet them all because you can’t make your case with so many people. He feels 
pressured that maybe our current Council is a bit too small, but wants to use caution about it getting 
too big.   
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Chair Coe agreed that this question of cost is something we need to be able to answer before we 
would suggest a larger Council and suggested that there will most likely be some level of controversy 
as to how costs are calculated.   
 
Johnson added that research had already been conducted with the finance and management 
department, and in terms of a member, a legislative aide, a legislative assistant, office equipment and 
things of those nature, the estimate is about $280,000 to add a new member of council.  There are 
also other costs that are unable to be calculated at this time related to capital costs associated with 
renovations to the Council Chamber and office space to accommodate additional elected officials and 
staff. 
 
Rosenberger stated that he felt that number is probably low considering all that would be involved.   
Chair Coe agreed that the figure is probably low.  Rosenberger commented that the more members 
there are, more work is generated which requires additional people.  
 
Rosenberger added that there is another piece to consider, constituent service.  At 121,000 people 
per member of council, constituent service is a real load on that person.  While we are trying to get 
good people to run and be elected, if the task is overwhelming and it rules out all the life or practice of 
a profession, those are not good results. He stated that he didn’t believe that we would get better 
decisions with more people, but he does believe that constituent service is huge in citizen 
satisfaction.  Barroso de Padilla agreed that constituent service is why we are having the 
conversation.  If people feel like they are represented and their voices are heard, that can work to 
their satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 
 
Bradley stated that there is only so much we can control.  We can decide to have nine council 
members but if those members aren’t responsive to the citizens, it doesn't matter whether we have 
nine or 25.  There has to be the commitment for the people elected to be responsive.  The level of 
citizen satisfaction falls back on the elected person. 
 
Public comments 
 
Chair Coe indicated that there are four speakers that submitted speaker slips which will be taken in 
order and called upon Mr. Tom Dillard.   Note:  (Mr. Dillard submitted a presentation which is on file in 
Charter Review Committee Records but comments are summarized here as they do not mirror the 
presentation on file) 

 
Mr. Dillard stated that the committee needs to figure out what the function of council is and then 
create a form or mechanism to fulfill that function.  Putting together a structure that will yield a 34 or 
38 percent participation rate in voting would be a crime.  He indicated there is a lot of pressure on the 
committee, but that is the problem and there is work to be done.   His interest is maximum feasible 
citizen participation. Part of the thing the committee needs to consider is the legislative process which 
really is social policy planning.  Social policy has two core functions, one is to enable a particular 
behavior, and two is to restrict a particular behavior.  Number one is do we have a structure that 
allows for the citizens to actively participate and engage in the social policy formation and discussion? 
If we do, then you have the right structure.  Politicians like votes, citizens like engagement and 
participation which are two different things. He referred to items contained within his presentation 
submitted previously.  Community participation makes it more likely that they will come up with 
policies that are effective and leads to community ownership and support of whatever comes out of 
the social part of the legislative effort.  Policymakers, particularly elected officials, can gauge 



6 
 

involvement in the community.  Community members can inform policymaking about changing of 
circumstances.  He stated that for any that have worked at the neighborhood level, door-to-door 
communication makes a difference and feels that the structure we have now does not facilitate 
citizens really being involved and engaged in the decision-making process.  The structure must 
enhance and improve the whole participation in the process.  He referred to criteria that he was going 
to provide for the committee to use to evaluate structure and said there is no structure without 
process.  He thanked the committee for their effort and encouraged them to keep up the good work.  
 
Chair Coe thanked Mr. Dillard for his comments and introduced the second speaker, Ruth Parisi. 
 
Ms. Parisi stated her address as 4759 Market Drive and indicated that she lives in the Northland area 
but does not represent Northland Community Council or any other group other than residents of 
Columbus.  She indicated she was there to express reasons why the city charter needs to be 
modified relative to city council.   She noted that she was somewhat mistaken on the math that staff 
provided so she made some incorrect assumptions in her presentation/comments on file.   

(Presentation on file in Charter Review Committee records) 

 
Chair Coe thanked Ms. Parisi and introduced the third speaker, Jonathan Beard. 
 
Mr. Beard stated his address as 1815 Franklin Park South, Columbus, Ohio.  Note:  (Mr. Beard 
submitted a presentation which is on file in Charter Review Committee Records but comments are 
summarized here as they do not mirror the presentation on file) 
 
He stated that he sponsored Issue one, a citizen-initiated effort and that he sent prepared comments 
but will instead, respond to conversation that has occurred during the meeting. First, with regard to 
size of Council and one issue that has not yet been addressed, the size of our city geographically 
which is 225 square miles.  Cleveland, Cincinnati, and Akron fit within our corporate boundaries and 
we still have a smaller Council than all of them.  Among the top 50 cities, the average city council is 
13 members, two elected at-large and 11 from districts.  He suggested that with districts you have a 
higher level of satisfaction with your elected representatives because he or she is there, knows you, 
and knows your issues and advocates for you.  He suggested that seven members elected at large 
results in burnout and a lack of accountability and that Cleveland probably did not rank well in the 
best cities but he recalled that Jeff Johnson, his city council member showed up at his home after a 
medical incident in his family to see if there was anything he could do.  He stated that he feels 
somebody from the neighborhoods who understands residents is what is needed.  He continued by 
speaking of a democratic party that is in control and those on Council have been selected first, and 
then residents vote on them as incumbents.  He stated that we have a system that is set up to be 
noncompetitive and non-representative and we need a system where there is potential for 
competition.  He referred back to his prepared remarks related to the voting rights act and stated that 
structurally at-large systems dilute minority votes.  He added that The National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People legal fund sent an FAQ addressing Columbus at-large elections and 
they have termed it as a discriminatory practice.  He thanked the committee for their time.   
 
Chair Coe thanked Mr. Beard and stated that we will hear from OSU professors on the question of the 
Voting Rights Act and then introduced the fourth speaker, Deb Supelak. 
 
Ms. Supelak indicated she serves on an area commission but is not representing them, just speaking 
this evening as a private citizen.  (Presentation on file in Charter Review Committee records) 
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Chair Coe thanked Ms. Supelak for her comments and asked if the committee had questions.  
 
Rosenberger commented that when he was more active, he thought area commissions were highly 
regarded and listened to and shared that there was a time that you couldn't get it done in city council 
unless the area commission knew about it. Bradley responded that responsiveness to the needs of 
the citizens is what each council member is elected to do.  Rosenberger followed by stating that there 
is not a one-size-fits all solution. 
 
Bradley commented that the commissions, for many years, have been the cornerstone of getting 
feedback from our neighborhoods.  There are dedicated citizens out there who thankfully go to the 
meetings, meet with developers, and present recommendations to Council and that she didn’t think 
the system had totally gone away.  She felt that it did work; it was a very formal process and the 
council members did take it very seriously.  
 
Chair Coe shared that she is extremely passionate about area commissions.  She has chaired the 
area commission where she lives for many years and has been involved since 2008 and has been 
involved in some controversial development issues and felt that Ms. Bradley’s comments were 
accurate.  She agreed that some points made this evening are some of the issues we may be able to 
make recommendations about addressing such as getting elections structured and consistency 
among the area commissions and how they operate. She commented that we wouldn’t want to make 
them identical so they lose their neighborhood and community touch but there are things that could 
be done for more consistency among them.   
 
Ms. Supelak suggested one measure to use when evaluating the effectiveness of area commissions 
is how many times Council votes in agreement with an area commission vote and stated that close to 
100 percent of the time Council voted against the commissions.  Chair Coe responded that she would 
negate that comment and that she couldn’t think of a time that Council had voted against one of her 
commission’s recommendations 
 
Mr. Johnson interjected that he believed Ms. Supelak’s comments were related to the recent 
development of the Pavey Square and issues related to that and that he could provide more detail on 
that.  Ms. Supelak stated that the moratorium request she spoke about was not related to Pavey 
Square, but another issue.   
 
Chair Coe responded that the committee can’t really address specific issues of that nature and asked 
the speaker what changing the structure of city council would change about this process.  Supelak 
responded that you could go to a ward representative and, as their constituent, share the concern 
and that person would bring it up in a formal process in city council chambers for public debate and a 
vote.  Chair Coe questioned how does the change of the structure addresses what the speaker was 
requesting if responsiveness lies with the actual member, regardless of how many there are. Ms. 
Supelak stated that it would guarantee that the concern gets heard by council in public, subject to law 
and all the disclosure requirements. 
 
Chair Coe asked if there were any other questions and closed the comments portion of the meeting.   
 
Bradley asked if staff could also provide information on how many civic associations there are as they 
also come before Council, and are another opportunity for citizen engagement.  Chair Coe agreed 
that a list could be provided.   
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Barroso de Padilla also asked for the basic structure of the commissions and how does information 
from them get to Council.  
 
McCarthy commented that based on the testimony this evening, there is a real challenge for the 
committee to think about.  Some feel that would there would be more responsiveness in a ward 
system, but if you look at the macro level you see elections that are uncontested.  How do we 
contemplate the macro level data with individual viewpoints of the citizens in the community to ensure 
there is greater responsiveness? And it seems like having the conversation around these area 
commissions could be a constructive way to get at that responsiveness. 
 
Barroso de Padilla replied that she thinks the issue is how to know that you have a person that 
champions your specific cause or the cause of the people in your neighborhood.  Based on what she 
is hearing, she wants to understand that if an area commission brings an issue to the Council, who is 
going to own it and make sure that it goes forward.  Rosenberger stated that some may have the 
sense that a ward person is always going to do what they want and that may not be the case. 
 
Adjournment 
 
Hearing no further questions or concerns, Chair Coe asked for a motion to adjourn.  
 
McCarthy moved, Bradley seconded.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m.  
 


