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Charter Review Committee 
Minutes 

January 11, 2017 
City Hall, 90 West Broad Street 

Columbus, Ohio 
(audio tape and closed caption record available in the City Clerk’s office) 

 
Committee Members in Attendance:  
Stefanie L. Coe, Chair 
Jennette B. Bradley 
Frederick E. Mills 
John C. Rosenberger 
Lourdes Barroso de Padilla   
Keary McCarthy 
 
Frieda L. Gilyard and Pastor Lawes were absent  
 

Welcome and Opening Remarks 

Committee Chair Stefanie Coe opened the meeting at 2:36 p.m., thanked everyone for attending and 
stated that the committee will accept public comments at the end if time allows.  She also added that 
the committee will postpone approval of the minutes from the meeting of January 5 until the next 
meeting since they had not yet been distributed for review. 
 

Summary of Public Comments received to date 

Stephanie Megas reported on public comments received electronically via the website and stated that  
a list of all public comment thus far is posted on the charter review committee website at 
Columbus.gov.    
 
Committee Discussion 
 
Chair Coe stated that she was going to change the agenda order by moving the discussion of the 
draft language on the size and structure of council after the discussion about vacancies and 
appointments and full-time versus part-time status of Council Members to make sure we get to the 
heart of those issues and then we can fine-tune the language and specific recommendations.  She 
stated from her perspective, the conversation around the vacancy and appointment process centered 
around coming up with recommendation to make the process more transparent  and having some 
type of public hearing so the public has an opportunity to be more engaged in the process.  
 
Rosenberger commented that the importance of transparency relates to who is being appointed. If the 
candidate is not a placeholder, and instead ends up being an incumbent, it is a bigger deal and 
requires greater scrutiny, and thus more transparency.  Bradley added that she is all for a public 
process, however she would be concerned about the applicant, and wants to make sure the process 
doesn't prevent people from wanting to apply and commented that in speaking about a public process 
we need to consider who is asking the questions and doing the interviewing, because then that can 
be subjected to the criticism of stacked deck. We don't want to put people through a brutal public 
process when we have elected Council members to make decisions like this on behalf of the city.   
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McCarthy agreed that there is opportunity to improve the transparency component of the appointment 
process, but didn’t want to see us go so far that we would deter qualified applicants from going 
through an appointment process that could be more rigorous and more publicly challenging than 
much other higher offices in the land.  He also reiterated that the committee has a limited capacity to 
make constructive changes in this area because most of the criticism around the process is more 
directed at the political process of county party endorsements and those from sitting elected officials. 
Those are all things that are going to be done outside of this process, and very little that we could 
recommend will affect that.  This committee can only attempt to reform the Charter to make this 
process more open and public.  

 
Mills asked staff to explain again what happens currently during the appointment process.  Barroso 
de Padilla noted that the names of everyone who applies, and the list of finalists are made public 
under the current process.  Chair Coe clarified that she wasn’t suggesting that the committee make 
recommendations that would tie Council to a very specific set of processes or a lot of hurdles for 
applicants to jump through, but there is not currently an opportunity for the public to see candidates 
interviewed, so creating a public hearing would provide an opportunity for citizens to see and hear 
applicants.  
 
Mr. Johnson (City Council Director of Legislative Affairs) replied that currently once a vacancy occurs, 
Council has 30 days to fill the vacancy.  The application process is open for approximately two 
weeks.  At the time it is closed, all the names and the applications themselves are public record. 
Council members will review them and decide who they would like to interview further.  Sometimes 
those interview processes can happen with more than one member in the room, or individually.  
Members send their decisions on whom they would like to interview further to the President's office.   
Mills clarified that the process is not transparent at this point; interviews are done privately, not in 
open meetings.   Chair Coe clarified that sometimes individual members interview people before they 
narrow down the list for interviews by the body. Once they have a narrowed down list, Council would 
meet, go into executive session, and interview however many people that they had narrowed it down 
to, and ultimately there was a public vote.  
 
 
Mr. Clark (Chief Policy Advisor, Mayor Ginther’s office) concurred that the description is an accurate 
reflection of historically how it has been done and that the entire process is very similar to what staff 
saw in other cities that have an appointment process. What is different in some is the addition of a 
single public hearing where a finalist(s) would answer questions from Council only, and the public 
would be there to hear those answers. He also added that from day one Council provides all the data 
that is submitted, the resumes and the questionnaires to the public and to the media.  Chair Coe 
added that if the committee can add an element that requires some discussion that the public can 
hear, it would help residents understand why Council ultimately selects candidate A over B.  Currently 
there is a quick vote and you don't necessarily know much about that person in many instances until 
they have already been appointed. 

 
Bradley commented that she thought this committee’s discussion regarding a public hearing was to 
allow citizens to question the candidates and that was her concern.   Chair Coe agreed that both had 
been discussed in previous meetings, but her suggestion is to leave it up to Council to control their 
own process but at least adding it to the Charter would require them to have a public hearing of some 
kind.  Chair Coe expressed concern about sufficient time to get everyone who might be interested to 
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have time to think about it and submit all the paperwork as well as prepare and she felt that if the 
committee recommends adding a public hearing, it should also recommend more time to fill the 
vacancy. 
 
Mr. Johnson stated that once the resignation is effective, the 30 day period begins.  Should the 
committee decide to recommend a public process, Council would give two weeks' notice that they are 
going to have a public hearing.  Chair Coe replied that maybe the recommendation should be to 
change the Charter to allow 45 or 60 days.    
 
Mr. Clark added that most of the public processes allow the public to provide comments to Council 
after they have heard the candidate speak or provide written comments.  Our Charter was written that 
the clock and the entire process begins with the date a vacancy is effective. Even if Council knew a 
person was going to be leaving office at a certain time, they couldn't begin any of that process prior to 
that.  
 
McCarthy stated that he would be more inclined to support a hearing before Council on a prospective 
candidate if it were a confirmation hearing as opposed having the top three finalists come before 
Council for question and answer sessions.  He would like to see a recommendation that would 
essentially allow Council to nominate and then have a public hearing to confirm that nomination.  He 
felt that if you ask several finalists to come before Council and have a public interview process, it 
would deter quality candidates from coming forward.   Chair Coe asked him to clarify confirmation.  
McCarthy replied that Council would essentially nominate and then before that nomination could be 
authenticated, there would have to be this public confirmation process in which they would have the 
candidate come to final public hearing before that nomination can have a final vote.    
 
Chair Coe stated that staff needs direction on language that would support this idea of a public 
hearing but maybe not so drastic that it requires X hours of testimony or anything that forces the 
process to be more complicated and added that there would have to be at least one Charter 
amendment to change the timing to allow additional time for the public hearing and required public 
notice.   Bradley stated that a possible alternative was allowing the public to comment on the final 
three candidates and asked Mr. Clark to give staff’s findings on that matter. Mr. Clark responded that 
the general process in other cities is following the typical Council process of receiving public comment 
like you would on an ordinance, three for, three against, and the ability to send in written comment to 
the chair of that given committee. He added that in these cities there is some space between the 
public hearing and the final decision by Council, so it would not be a hearing and immediate vote in 
that same meeting.  He believed in San Diego County and then also in Seattle they would accept 
verbal comments at that hearing, and they also accept written comments via e-mail or provided in 
hard copy to the Council. 
 
Bradley questioned allowable use of executive session, and discussion followed regarding Council 
interviewing applicants, protection of applicants while still maintaining some sort of public process.  
Chair Coe agreed about protecting the applicant, but pointed out that there are limitations because 
they will be representing the entire city as a council member following the process.  Bradley reiterated 
that we don’t want to lose candidates due to a process going wrong and cautioned about the need to 
think this through thoroughly.   Chair Coe added that this committee could add in a suggestion to add 
a public hearing portion to the process and then allow Council to use their processes to decide how 
they will accept public comment; her thought was that it just needs to be applied consistently to all 
applicants.   
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Barroso de Padilla stated that she doesn’t think that the appointment process is commonly thought of 
as a personnel issue, that someone is getting hired for a job. She believes people think of it as the 
appointment of a public official that ordinarily they would get to vote on and in these instances, they 
aren’t getting a vote on it until later.  She also commented that if you are going to be a public official 
and run a campaign then a certain level of public scrutiny is inevitable and should be expected and at 
least a portion of the process should feel accessible to the people, which is what the public has stated 
that they want.   Chair Coe added that she isn’t even sure the majority of people know what happens 
when vacancies occur and agreed that a root cause of discomfort about the process revolves around 
things this committee is not going to be able to change related to the political process and things that 
are definitely outside the scope. She asked staff to put together language based on all of the thoughts 
presented around some type of public hearing and an extension of time so there could be a public 
hearing.  Barroso de Padilla stated that adding a public portion could add to the competitiveness of 
the following election because people would begin to understand who the applicants are, and would 
gain some sort of recognition after having gone through the process. Bradley agreed to that fact, but 
just stated she hoped the process is tailored to protect applicants as well.   Rosenberger gave his 
approval to the notion that you don't announce and approve the applicant the same night.  Mr. 
Johnson added one point of clarification that in the past the vote for an appointment typically happens 
during a Monday night council meeting after having had hearings/meetings Tuesday through Friday of 
the previous week, so there is already a cooling off period between when members interviewed 
applicants and when they vote.  Mills made the motion outlined above, Barroso de Padilla seconded.  
All voted in favor, none opposed. Motion carried. 
   
Chair Coe followed up with asking to also provide guidance on whether 45 or 60 days is best to allow 
time for the public hearing and then moved the discussion to research on ways in which cities and 
other municipalities fill vacancies.   
 
Rosenberger made comments surrounding the first runner up method and Mr. Clark’s statistics on the 
competitiveness of elections and that it would be good government to have somebody of a different 
flavor from time to time on council and stated that he was in favor of a placeholder that can't stand for 
election to the office. He added that he thinks there are people who would serve for a reasonable 
period of time and he thinks the system would benefit from it not bestowing incumbency on somebody 
in this circumstance.  Chair Coe asked for clarification and discussion followed about the candidate 
having to sit out an election cycle before they could run for that office.  McCarthy commented that one 
of the challenges in the state legislature is that it takes a while to get to know the system and some 
experience is invaluable. Term limits have created a challenge where now lawmakers who are in 
charge of making important policy decisions haven't had a great opportunity to really understand the 
complexity of state government.  He added that having new voices on Council is important, and if you 
had a caretaker provision in place which you had somebody in for a small period of time and they 
rotated out for the person that was elected he could see value in it, but compares that against the 
value of having someone who knows city government well and is able to make informed policy 
decisions about city government.  He expressed concern that if a scenario is created in which you 
have people coming on and off of council as a result of a caretaker provision, you end up limiting the 
level of experience amongst policy makers and end up sowing more confusion about who the right 
person to contact is and you limit the amount of time that Council can really build those relationships 
within certain pockets of the community.  

 
Bradley commented about caretaker and the power of the incumbency and although it would prohibit 
that person from running that particular year, that person would still have two years of name ID in the 
position and in trying to make things open and fair there is a certain part to the political process that is 
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hard to work around.  Chair Coe stated that whatever period of time the applicant would fill, they 
would be aware they don't ever have to stand for election so we would have someone on Council 
making decisions knowing that there won't necessarily be any accountability to the community which 
may very well be good, but it also may not.  
 
Discussion followed regarding time frames left within a term and what solution would be best in each 
scenario.  Chair Coe followed with comments about municipal elections and the partisan issues and 
the cost of special elections.  She summarized scenarios if someone resigns within the first two years 
or last two years of a four year term.   Mr. Clark pointed out that there is a real difference between the 
scenarios and that if someone steps down within the first two years of the term they stand for a 
head-to-head special election concurrent with our municipal elections. That is a very different animal 
than a field race which is what they would face if they stepped down in the final two years of their 
term. He also followed with information about tailoring the process to the time frame the vacancy 
occurs.  Mills commented that if Columbus does not have special elections, then you would be giving 
that person the leg up through incumbency in either scenario. His opinion would be that the public 
has objected to given that person the power of incumbency whether it is for three years or three 
months. 
 
McCarthy stated the idea that the incumbency provides a significant electoral advantage is not 
something he agrees with because in the scenario in which you had a placeholder, there would still 
be a political process by which the party and incumbent elected officials endorse a candidate for that 
position, and if it were a field race or head to head, potentially, you would have the same dynamic 
where a caretaker is in place, but you would still have maybe three incumbent council members 
running for re-election on the same ticket and same slate card as the endorsed candidate. That is the 
real power of it; the ability for them to raise money collectively, to be on the slate cards and literature, 
and to be on the county-endorsed card and where a lot of the frustration with the process appears to 
be coming from.  He stated that if the committee were to do this, it may bring a fresh voice into the 
council process for a very limited period of time but he didn’t think it is going to address the heart of 
the matter that brought this question to the table which is folks feeling like if you are an independent 
person who just wants to get involved in the political process, you don't really have an equal 
opportunity to get elected when you are running against the party. He added that he didn’t want to try 
to solve a problem that we can't control and end up potentially creating challenges that limit the ability 
of time people get to know the community and issues.  

 
Chair Coe clarified that the committee could also think about recommendations versus actual Charter 
amendments. If recommended as a Charter amendment, it would lock everything in or the committee 
could also make a recommendation to Council that in the future they do this in a certain way. It may 
be something that Council will do voluntarily and set up their own process to and allow some time to 
get past issues where the community doesn't feel there has been transparency. There may be others 
that would be interested in filling the seat if they knew it was for a very limited period of time and they 
don't have to campaign and go through an election.  She stated that she liked the idea of potentially 
recommending to Council that they use this caretaker recommendation versus actually changing the 
Charter.  Rosenberger stated that Council could adopt a resolution of intent and give it a test drive 
and consider making a Charter amendment at a later time.  Mills prefers suggesting it as a Charter 
change but would support this approach.  Barroso de Padilla stated that she thought it would be 
amazing to see younger people involved.  She stated that every time that there is an appointment 
process, she would want to see a Latino on Council, and every time there is an appointment process 
they go around and see who is ready. She questioned what is being done to build that bench so that 
we can have people who we would like to see on Council.  She would love to see this as a way to 
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build the bench of young people who are interested politically, as opposed to just looking at 
committees/commissions and people that are seasoned.  Her concern would be that in the 
placeholder process we would look at the same sort of people.  She has challenges with the 
appointment process and thinks there are parts of it that can be fixed and be made better.  She thinks 
the placeholder could add a fresh aspect. Her hope is that if someone would take on the role of a 
placeholder that it would be truly because he/she wanted to start and have a spirit of service and that 
he/she would take that responsibility wholeheartedly and do a good job. 
 
Chair Coe suggested that staff draft language that proposes this as a recommendation to Council as 
opposed to a Charter amendment.  That they use a process in which they will fill vacancies with a 
placeholder or caretaker that will not seek election in the following election and also that encourages 
Council to use those opportunities to develop others that have things they could share but aren't 
interested in making long term commitments to running for public office.  Bradley added that she 
would like it to specifically to say this would be an open process, that all parties, all individuals, 
Independents, Republicans, Democrats, Green party, would open for consideration. Coe felt that if 
appointments were being made as a caretaker, people might be more apt to fill them with people that 
might add more flavor to the Council.  Discussion followed surrounding clarification of timeframe for 
resignations, appointments, and the placeholder provision.   Rosenberger made a motion to that 
effect, Mills seconded.  All voted in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried. 

 
Bradley asked Mr. Clark for clarification on municipal election year and non-municipal election years 
and following his response, followed with discussion about the alternative of leaving the position 
vacant, and primary/general elections.  Coe added that if there was only one member of Council that 
had left, some scenarios are somewhat reasonable, however, in preparing for all scenarios such as if 
multiple members left, how the City would function.   
 
Ten minute recess  
 
Chair Coe reiterated to the committee that if they had feedback for staff after reviewing drafts, that 
they can send it to staff, but not each other as all discussions between the members happens in the 
public meeting.  She then directed the discussion back to Full-time versus part-time.  She began by 
asking Mr. Johnson about the expectation of a Council member and what the language says about 
their role. Mr. Johnson stated that there are many charters throughout the country, some of which 
contain a clause that would essentially make members full-time or limit their outside employment in 
such a way that Council is their first obligation with the expectation that serving on Council is how 
he/she makes their living.  Many other Charters, including Columbus', is silent on the matter, so that 
has been construed to say that members of Columbus City Council are part-time and may have 
outside employment.  The compensation of members is addressed through the Citizens Commission 
on Elected Official pay, which convenes every four years.  The commission is a body that looks at 
comparative data and does the analysis to say are we compensating these individuals appropriately 
and consistently with peer cities throughout the country based on local factors such of cost of living, 
consumer price index, and other economic factors.  
 
Chair Coe added that the Charter is currently silent on the issue, so if the committee wanted to make 
a recommendation to modify the Charter, it could be to add language clarifying that, but the addition 
would not change the compensation of a member until the commission met again and made that 
determination.  Discussion followed about charter language and restrictions of the Mayor, but not to 
Council Members, related to outside employment.  Mr. Mills stated that he thought the Charter should 
be left as it is on this topic.  If the commission thinks that they should be paid a higher salary, then 
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there is a mechanism in place to deal with the issue. To restrict a member of Council who is a 
professional doing other work part-time or serving as a board member who receives a minimal 
compensation for their board work would be wrong.   Chair Coe agreed and didn’t like putting in a 
number of restrictions that would limit those that would be interested in filling a seat and also create 
unnecessary drama by deciding what a violation of those restrictions is. She stated that she wouldn't 
be opposed to adding language addressing that this is a primary responsibility or should be the first 
responsibility; something to indicate that the committee thinks that Members of Council should be 
devoting a greater amount of time to their Council work than other work, but definitely not including 
restrictions on certain types of work or trying to restrict hours.  
 
 
Rosenberger added that the beauty of full-time is it eliminates conflicts of interest. He believed the 
voters have done a pretty good job of sorting that out.  A system that gives us professionals who will 
give us a piece of their life or people who are prepared to give us all of their life in the name of service 
is working pretty well.  Bradley added that she thinks it helps the city to have Council members from 
various backgrounds and if we start putting restrictions on outside employment, we are going down a 
rocky path and suggested that it not be limited so that we lose or narrow the applicant pool.   

 
McCarthy added that he thinks the idea of bringing additional voices and different perspectives to 
Council is an important one.  He thinks the way the compensation structure currently works limits the 
pool of candidates because if you are a part-time council person with the current compensation rate 
you can only do that with a separate full-time job, or if you work in a unique profession where you can 
supplement your compensation with either independent contract work, or an arrangement that's going 
to allow you to work a flexible minimum schedule.  For the vast majority of workers, those 
opportunities don't exist.  He thought there are alternatives that could be considered such as giving 
individual Council members the choice between part-time and full-time.  If they choose to serve 
part-time, they could keep the compensation and staff structure as it is now.  If they chose to go 
full-time, they could have one less staff person and then use that allocated budget to increase their 
own individual compensation.  This would give the individual council member a choice in a way that 
doesn't increase the overall cost of the current budget allocation.   Rosenberger shared thoughts on 
the statute and a provision related to county prosecutors that get to elect whether to serve full-time or 
part-time. He suggested asking staff to focus on the county prosecutor provision and bring back a 
report on how that works but in the meantime, he suggests the committee leave it alone.  Bradley 
stated that she thinks the way public employees are perceived is very different than it used to be.  
She stated she was very pleased to see this committee set up because the level of responsibility of 
the Council of this city's size goes beyond being paid per meeting. More discussion followed 
regarding part-time or full-time and what the salary commission presented with regard to the salary 
range and livable wage.   
 
Chair Coe asked if the compensation commission could recommend an increase based upon their 
belief or conclusion that the position should be full-time or are they constrained in some way because 
the Charter is silent.  Johnson replied that he was unsure.  Their deliberations are conducted on the 
basis of looking at comparative cities and they go into it with the knowledge that no city comparison is 
apples to apples.  Chair Coe asked if Council do something amongst their own rules and processes 
to define what is expected of a Council member without a Charter amendment.  Johnson replied that 
staff would have to look into it. Bradley stated that she would be reluctant to put false expectations in 
place on how people do the job since it is not a standard 8-5 job.  Barroso de Padilla argued that it 
almost inherently is a full-time job, even if you were part-time, given the hours that you have and the 
commitments that you have to the city.  In thinking of salary, consider the burden that we put on 
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people; if you are an executive somewhere and you are the breadwinner in your family, could you 
then afford to take a pretty significant salary cut to serve? It would be difficult if we made that a 
mandate. If you have the flexibility to do both, we would not eliminate good candidates. She also 
added that with regard to members being full time, she felt they would still need two staff people 
because you would take on more work.  
 
Chair Coe commented that citizens want accountability and responsiveness and we can say they are 
full-time and dictate X hours but that isn't necessarily going to mean anyone is responsive or 
addressing citizen issues.  Staff is fantastic but citizens also want their Council member. She felt like 
the committee was leaning toward doing nothing relative to that section of the Charter.  
 
Johnson responded to Mr. Rosenberger's question about county prosecuting attorneys by stating 
what currently exists in Ohio Revised Code being a series of tiers and also provided data regarding 
full time or part time and number of hours they work, etc.  Rosenberger asked staff to look at what 
kind of bump they receive by declaring themselves a full time prosecutor.   
 
McCarthy stated that there is some value in having a full-time council member, but also thinks that 
one of the committee’s objectives is to bring the council members closer to the people so if giving 
them the ability to be there full-time and do some of the constituent work could accomplish that.   
Chair Coe stated that if compensation was adjusted potentially, then more people would be able to 
make that their full-time priority. Bradley asked if the committee can add that as part of its 
recommendations because there are people who can't afford to serve on Council because they can't 
give up the primary income so a balance to open it up would be good.  
 
Chair Coe asked if the committee wanted staff to create language that would be a recommendation in 
general versus a charter recommendation.  Mills stated that staff can come back with the information 
on how the citizens commission works and what they take into consideration and who all their 
decisions affect.  McCarthy liked the idea of giving Council that flexibility so you maximize the number 
of people who can come in and serve.  He also added that whether it is a specific recommendation 
about what needs to be changed or a broader recommendation, he feels the charge here is to be 
more specific, rather than just asking someone else to take a look at this issue.  
 
Chair Coe suggested that the motion be made to ask staff to provide some additional data on what 
that spread looks like for the prosecutor's election of private practice or not and to craft language 
around recommendations to the compensation commission.   Johnson clarified that the question is 
whether the pay commission could create a tiered system for Council members and if so, he believed 
the answer to be no because it is beyond the scope of what they are charged to do, which is to allow 
council to adopt an ordinance that sets the pay for elected officials.  Chair Coe responded that this 
committee can craft specific language asking that they take into account these expectations and ask 
that they look at being full-time to create the most diverse group possible, but not recommend that it 
be included as an amendment to the Charter.  Mills made a motion to that effect, Barroso de Padilla 
seconded.  All voted in favor, motion carried.  
 
Chair Coe indicated that a speaker slip had been received, and called upon Cathleen Wolf to address 
the committee and stated that she believed her subject matter to be outside the scope of this 
committee.   Ms. Wolf addressed the committee regarding issues on Billingsley Road where residents 
are across the street from commercial/ big business auto dealerships that want to expand and 
outlined her concern with the process, the attorney representing the dealership(s), and excessive 
LED lighting which is distracting to drivers. She asked if the committee can come up with procedures, 
and expressed concern that civic associations are not formally recognized.   She indicated she was 
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trying to give samples of a real time issue where there is no accountability to respond and 
transparency.  She indicated Mr. Nivens, of City staff is their neighborhood liaison and will be 
assisting them.  Chair Coe followed that this specific issue is outside the scope of what the committee 
can address however, the questions about accountability, responsiveness and transparency are what 
this committee is trying to address and thanked her for her comments.  
 
Adjournment 
 
Hearing no further questions or concerns, Chair Coe asked for a motion to adjourn.  
 
Rosenberger moved, McCarthy seconded.  All voted in favor.   
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:43 p.m.  

 


