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Charter Review Committee 
Minutes 

February 9, 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 
John C. Rosenberger 
Lourdes Barroso de Padilla   
Keary McCarthy 
 
Frederick E. Mills was present via teleconference.  
 
Pastor Lawes and Frieda Gilyard were absent 
 
Welcome and Opening Remarks 

Committee Chair Stefanie Coe opened the meeting at 1:14 p.m and thanked those in attendance.  
 
Approval of the Minutes  
Hearing no questions or corrections, Chair Coe asked for a motion to approve the Minutes from 
January 12 and January 20, 2017, as submitted.   Bradley moved for approval, Barroso DePadilla 
seconded.  All in favor, no one opposed. Motion carried and Minutes were approved.  
 
Summary of Public Comments received to date 

Stephanie Megas reported on public comments received electronically via the website.  Since 
January 20, there were five comments submitted.  They were presented to committee members in 
hard copy and will be posted online to the website in digital format.   

Committee Discussion 
 
Chair Coe directed everyone to the draft language everyone received for review.  Starting at the 
beginning, Council size and structure, sections 3-19.  She suggested it be broken into parts.  First, 
items one and two including subparts.     
 
Mr. Rosenberger complimented staff on their work and commented that the notion of expanding the 
size of the council and the adoption of the districts at large in his view, are inseparable. He feels they 
both have to happen and each is dependent upon the other.  Ms. Bradley agreed. Mr. Mills reiterated 
that he is only for expanding the size of Council if they were to be elected by district. He felt this is a 
very unique proposal, but without going through some sort of ward/district election (not at-large by 
city) he will not be able to support it.  He also agreed that if the committee is going to recommend 
number one, it has to be a part of two as well, but in general he stated that he was not in favor of 
either one at this point.  
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Chair Coe agreed that item one and two should be connected. She indicated that it was Council's 
responsibility and obligation to take the committee’s recommendation and flesh out the specifics.   
 
Mr. Rosenberger commented that residents had just voted on this issue and there has not been a 
change in the facts or circumstances that gives the committee a license to come to a different 
conclusion. He feels the committee’s charge is to drill down into this alternative and identify those 
things where there needs to be some attention - a lack of familiarity by people on Council, and a 
sense that there wasn't accountability.  Accountability can be accomplished by having your very own 
City Council person that only you can vote on, but accountability can perhaps also be improved by 
simply having somebody who is from your neighborhood. If nothing else, there is an emotional 
engagement between the neighborhood and a fellow resident. He asked whether there will be a cover 
letter or preamble to accompany the committee’s recommendation.  Chair Coe responded that they 
had talked about a cover letter or summary of the work that has been done and they will work on that 
language after they get through the specific recommendations  
 
Chair Coe asked staff for suggestions to make it clear that the recommendation is for items one and 
two to be connected.  Mr. Clark (Chief Policy Advisor, Mayor Ginther’s office) suggested after the 
word "members" under number one "subject to the approval or the adoption of number two" and then 
under number two, after the word "whereby” add “subject to the adoption of number one."   
 
Ms. Bradley stated that she likes this proposal because it builds on what we have. We are not losing 
all the avenues that people already have to connect with the city; it is unique in that it follows through 
with what Columbus has been. When looking at other cities' best practices, we found cases where 
things were just a little different because they were addressing the specific needs of their community 
and that is what we are doing here.  Columbus has had years of at-large elections and people have 
liked that and they have voted on it again for the third time in August. This language keeps that spirit 
and the ability for citizens to continue to vote and gives them that geographic preference that some 
people have spoken about.  
 
Ms. Barroso de Padilla agreed that it is a good compromise to help to meet the needs of people who 
like the way things are but also tends to the people who want to see a shift to change. She thinks we 
need to try this and if in the future we want to move more in that direction, we can do that but it feels 
like we are trying to be progressive and moving forward, and we are listening to everyone's concerns. 
 
Chair Coe agreed and made a motion to amend the draft language in items one and two to add the 
language presented by Mr. Clark.  Mr. Rosenberger seconded.  All voted in favor with the exception 
of Mr. Mills, who voted in opposition.  Motion carried.     
 
Chair Coe made a motion to support the draft language of Items One and Two with the amended 
language.  Mr. Rosenberger seconded.  All voted in favor with the exception of Mr. Mills, who voted in 
opposition.  Motion carried.  She asked staff to read the amendment again for clarification as 
Committee Member McCarthy arrived.   
 
Mr. Johnson (Director of Legislative Affairs, City Council) read that the amendment changed number 
one to read “expand the size of city council from seven members to nine, and the amendment, 
subject to the adoption of recommendation number two.”  The other part of the amendment is in 
number two, “adopt a district at large form of council whereby,” and this is where the amendment 
starts, “subject to the adoption of recommendation number one.”  Mr. McCarthy stated that he was 
supportive of the changes, and the amendment.  
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Chair Coe directed the focus to item three in the draft language and asked for any questions, 
concerns, or comments.  Ms. Barroso de Padilla asked about the meaning of “Council actively 
engaging the community to determine best practices”.  Mr. Johnson replied that in districting there 
have been a series of best practices around the country recognized by various organizations:  

• doing so after a census for the most up-to-date population information.  
• districts should be roughly of equal size, protect racial and language minorities against vote 

dilution,  
• you cannot favor one political party other another 
• districts should be compact, should be contiguous, and they should maintain communities of 

interest. 
Those were some of the best practices that we were presenting for the committee's information 
should they decide to go this route.  These have been recognized as a good way to do this process. 
 
Ms. Barroso de Padilla followed by asking when the committee talked about actively engaging the 
community, what was the process for doing so.  Chair Coe replied that the idea was not to dictate 
what that was, but to give Council the recommendation and let them find a way to engage the 
community and figure out what this ultimately looks like and also not to be date/deadline specific to 
allow Council to figure out the best way of setting it up for Columbus. 
 
Mr. McCarthy stated that he thought it made sense not to be too specific and give Council the ability 
to lay out the parameters within this recommendation, but with regard to the apportionment process 
he asked if there is a standard way to do this for municipal districting and whether it is fairly 
commonplace or does it range very widely like the state process.   Mr. Johnson replied giving 
examples including legislative districting and citizen commissions, and stated that legislative 
districting has been the default around the country and tends to prevail because that is the way it has 
always been done, however there is a push to say citizens commissions are the way that folks are 
going if they are introducing it or if they are changing their system.  
 
Mr. Clark added that even in places that have moved to a citizens commission, there is typically a 
recommendation to the legislative body so that elected officials are still making that final 
determination. It could vary from presenting a series of maps to the committee or legislative body and 
the legislative body is unable to change that map and some allow the legislative body to make 
changes to the map to meet things like Voting Rights Act requirements, however it is exceedingly rare 
for there to be a citizen’s commission that both draws the maps and approves them.  
 
Mr. Rosenberger followed up on whether staff believed the reference to best practices picks up this 
notion of citizens-based apportionment to legislative approval and whether it has emerged as a best 
practice.  Mr. Johnson replied that in terms of what is happening across the country, this is appearing 
to be a preferred method. Mr. Rosenberger stated that he sensed if the apportionment process was 
purely legislative, there would be disappointment, like we left an opportunity on the table. He asked 
staff if they feel the best practices language is sufficient.  Mr. Clark replied that he concurred that a 
citizen involvement in drawing the maps is definitely a preferred best practice; it is an emerging best 
practice and that can range from citizens being able to submit maps to a legislative body for 
consideration all the way to an appointed commission of citizens that would draw these maps and he 
thought that was clearly captured in the draft language that was presented.   
 
Mr. McCarthy stated that his question arose out of the complexity of the process; who can serve, who 
can't, and that is a lot to leave wide open for the Council.  If possible, he would like for Columbus to 
avoid all of the contention that can come with the line-drawing process because it can be unpleasant.  
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Chair Coe commented that item number three is the underlying focus of community involvement and 
that the committee is really looking to Council to actively engage with the community at large to figure 
out what is best.  She stated she would be open to potentially modifying that language but wouldn't go 
so far as defining that the Council should use a particular process.   
 
Mr. Rosenberger suggested adding a word or two related to the topics of citizen participation in 
apportionment/re-apportionment and let the details be handled by others.  Ms. Bradley stated that she 
would like to see very specific language regarding input on this process.  She wanted to see the 
committee give direction to Council to ensure there is adequate opportunity for the citizens to see, 
review, and comment on the proposal.  She agreed with Mr. McCarthy that the committee shouldn’t 
try to direct the apportionment process and also doesn’t want it to be contentious but just want to 
make sure that the public has an ample opportunity to understand, digest and comment on it.  
 
Chair Coe stated that she liked the phrase “to allow adequate time to review and comment on the 
specific proposals”. Ms. Bradley added that other cities have presented competing maps, sometimes 
online.  She said she didn’t feel that this committee should get into the minutia of how Council does it, 
just to understand that we think the citizen review and comment period is important. Discussion 
followed about how to include this in the language.  Chair Coe stated the importance of substantive 
community education and opportunities.  If the chance is not given for the community to see it, there 
will be great confusion and often one method doesn't work for everyone so making sure those 
messages get shared with civic groups and area commissions and people whose first language may 
not be English is important.   
 
Chair Coe asked staff to read the proposed language for item number three.  Mr. Johnson read “In 
consideration of these potential charter amendments the committee recommends that Council 
actively engage the community to determine best practices that are most applicable to Columbus, 
especially in the topics of apportionment and re-apportionment, time line for placement on a ballot, 
process for implementation should voters approve the measure, and active citizen participation in the 
apportionment process. Further, the committee recommends that the community be given the 
opportunity to offer input at every phase of the process.”  
 
Chair Coe made a motion to amend item number three as read by Mr. Johnson. McCarthy seconded.   
All voted in favor, no one was opposed.  Motion carried.   
 
Chair Coe made a motion to support item number three as amended.  Mr. Rosenberger seconded. All 
voted in favor, no one was opposed.  Motion carried.   
 
Chair Coe directed attention toward vacancies and appointments, Section five, which will be divided 
into two parts for discussion.  Ms. Barroso de Padilla asked for clarification as to why the language 
requires that Council establish via the administrative code, the process for filing a vacancy.   Johnson 
replied that placing that process in the administrative code gives Council the possibility to flesh out 
the language itself and it also requires a two-thirds majority to approve or amend. 
 
Ms. Bradley stated that she wanted the language to specify “non-partisan” so that the charter is not 
silent on the fact.  Discussion followed regarding the best way to add this to the draft language.  Mr. 
Clark suggested that item number one be amended to read “to require that Council establish, via the 
administrative code, the process for filling a vacancy, provided that such process shall remain 
non-partisan.”  
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Chair Coe moved to amend vacancies and appointments, number one, as read by Mr. Clark. Ms. 
Bradley seconded.  All voted in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried.   
 
Chair Coe made a motion to approve vacancies and appointments section five items one through five 
as amended.  Barroso de Padilla seconded.  All voted in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried.   
 
Chair Coe read the second part of the vacancies and appointments draft language.  “The Charter 
Review Committee recommends council continue a policy related to the filling of vacancies in addition 
to public hearing requirements for all vacancies council shall have a preference for appointing a 
person who will not run for council at the next succeeding municipal election unless based on the 
totality of the circumstances council finds this limitation would not be in the city's best interest.”  
 
Ms. Barroso de Padilla addressed transparency in Council’s decision making and Chair Coe replied 
that the previous discussion on that topic included having a public hearing that that would allow the 
community to see the candidate/candidates that Council had narrowed it down to.  Also, the 
committee discussed the vote to approve or disapprove that person should not occur on the same 
day to allow the community time to give feedback after the interview process.  Item number three is a 
result of the discussion that the best option is those that they appoint to fill a seat don't run in the next 
election.  The committee wants to encourage Council to look at the idea of appointing someone who 
will not run but yet recognizing that there will probably be circumstances where that doesn't make the 
most sense or is not in the best interest of the city.  Ms. Barroso de Padilla expressed concern about 
transparency when there is a variance on which person would be able to run in the next election, and 
when someone would not.  Chair Coe replied that the expectation would be that Council would make 
a determination before they would even announce the vacancy and look at the pool of applicants.  
 
Mr. Clark added Seattle always announces it in advance; at the same time they announce there is a 
vacancy. Ms. Barroso de Padilla felt that she would like to see that captured somehow within the draft 
language.  Mr. McCarthy stated that it could be possible that someone that is appointed and says 
they aren’t going to run then changes their mind and decides to run.  He stated that is not a huge fan 
of the placeholder concept.  His opinion is that he would probably be even less specific than the 
current language, just to say we think placeholders should be something that Council should consider 
more frequently in the nomination or appointment process.   
 
Mr. Rosenberger commented on district at large, and how it will change the dynamic in the city and 
stated that he feels it may result in more diversity of representation.  He stated he doesn’t care for the 
word choice in the draft language of a preference that you can take yourself out of based upon the 
totality of circumstances. He stated that he feels more comfortable with a presumption and then a 
determination that there are extraordinary facts and circumstances to take you outside the rule.   
Ms. Bradley commented about flexibility and how this would work if someone changed his/her mind.  
Mr. Rosenberger stated that if someone assumes a seat on council stating that they would not run, 
they would have a real burden to carry if they changed their mind and he thinks that is enough.   

 
Chair Coe added that a lot of questions about party support, etc. came up during discussion of this 
topic.  She would expect that if a person agrees they are not going to run for election and then turns 
around and runs there would be some party challenges as well. She continued with discussion about 
the district component with regard to placeholders and limiting potential appointees by geography and 
the likelihood that candidate’s lives would be open to a short term appointment, and others that would 
be to leave a career and take that opportunity for only a few months. She suggested that this may be 
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more of a challenge than it was when you had the entire city population to consider when filling a 
vacancy.  
 
Ms. Bradley questioned for clarity that a vacant seat would have to be filled by someone from that 
same district where the vacancy is and that Council would have to find someone in the district to 
serve but they wouldn’t be permitted to run, or if Council doesn’t think that is the way to go, they could 
find someone in the district and allow them to run, if they so choose.   She understands that it offers 
Council flexibility, but wondered how it will be perceived by the public. That one position will not be 
able to run, but another position may be allowed to fill that seat and run in the next election.  It could 
come across as unfair.   Chair Coe stated that if this is recommended, there is a pretty high burden 
on Council to come up with a reason why they wouldn't follow this.  Ms. Bradley stated that even if we 
didn’t have districts, it would still be questioned why did you put the burden on this person not to be 
able to run but then you allowed this person to run for that seat? She commented that there may be 
good intentions, but she wasn’t really sure how the public will perceive that. The group is trying to be 
fair and open, but she felt the only thing that is fair and open is a special election where everybody 
starts from ground zero, or leave it vacant.  
 
Mr. McCarthy reiterated that the power of incumbency is greatly overstated in this context. If the 
person is not chosen, the political process continues the way it has and you'll essentially have the 
power of running with the county party endorsed person which is really where the influence comes 
from, running as a team that is endorsed by the county party.  He stated that is primarily why he 
doesn’t think that we should put restrictions or be specific to Council on what they can and can't do in 
this regard.  He stated that he feels very comfortable with the lengths the committee has gone to to 
be sensitive to the calls for change and feels it has met those considerations more than halfway in 
many respects.  He does not feel comfortable supporting any further stipulations and would be more 
comfortable modifying this language to simplify it and say something along the lines of this 
commission urges council to consider where appropriate a placeholder candidate.  

 
Chair Coe added that in item one, we are requiring them to establish a process that is in the 
administrative code. Council has already made a caretaker appointment; clearly it is something they 
know is an option. She stated she was leaning toward not recommending this entire section and 
leaving one through five as was already recommended.  If Council ultimately feels like it is okay to 
recommend they always use a caretaker they can write that into the language. If they want to craft 
language that gives them the flexibility that is needed, they are the ones that have to make the 
appointment and serve the community as a whole.  
 
Mr. Mills stated that the expansion from seven to nine and district at large format is a big discussion 
but equally as important is this interim appointment process, and he would hate to see us back away 
from this item. He said he was in approval of the draft language as printed and distributed.  
 
Chair Coe called for a ten minute recess.    
 
[ RECESS ] 
 
Chair Coe resumed the meeting and added that she had asked staff to modify the language, realizing 
that committee members are not all on the same page.  She commented that her main concern is that 
when the group first started talking about this language, they were talking about leaving the structure 
of Council at large and she felt pretty strongly that it was important then, now she is very concerned 
that we have put more limits on where candidates are going to come from.  She asked staff to read 
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the language as potentially amended.  Mr. Johnson read that the new section if amended would read, 
“The charter review committee recognizes that Council has recently utilized an appointment process 
whereby an appointee will not run for Council at the next succeeding municipal election. The 
committee recommends that Council adopt a policy related to the filling of vacancies in addition to 
public hearings requirements as follows:  One, based on the totality of circumstances and when 
appropriate, Council will continue to fill a vacancy by appointing a person who will not run for Council 
at the next succeeding municipal election. This decision should be announced prior to accepting 
applications to fill a vacancy.” 
 
Mr. Rosenberger stated that he still liked the presumptions and extraordinary circumstance language, 
but this language gives a big shove in the right direction so he can live with it.  Chair Coe made a 
motion to amend the language as read.  Mr. Rosenberger seconded.  All voted in favor with the 
exception of Mr.  Mills who voted no.  Motion carried.   
 
Chair Coe asked staff to re-read the language and indicated she was making a motion to support this 
language.  Mr. Rosenberger seconded.  All voted in favor, no one opposed.  Motion carried.   
 
Chair Coe stated that the next topic for consideration is employment status. Employment status just 
has one point, so the recommendation would say that the charter review committee recommends no 
charter change to the employment status of members of Council.  The charter review committee 
further recommends that council study a first obligation policy and determine if such policy suits 
council's needs.”  She indicated that the committee would be making no recommendation for specific 
charter changes, but encouraging Council to consider how they internally define it, and this stems 
from the full-time and part-time discussion and that our charter is silent on the matter.  Mr. 
Rosenberger stated he was fine with the first sentence but uncomfortable with the second sentence 
and preferred it be deleted.  Discussion followed regarding first obligation and a study of the topic 
separately.   
 
Chair Coe moved to leave the first sentence in the draft language and delete the second sentence. 
Ms. Bradley seconded, all voted in favor, no one opposed.  Motion carried.   
 
Chair Coe moved to support the recommendation that would just simply read “charter review 
committee recommends no charter change to the employment status of members of council.” 
Ms. Bradley seconded, All voted in favor, no one opposed.  Motion carried.   
 
Chair Coe moved the conversation to supporting area commissions.  The draft language says “While 
area commissions are not a charter matter, they advise multiple branches of city government, play a 
role in furthering city government. Stronger area commissions will continue to foster a city council 
responsible to the needs of our growing city. The charter review committee recommends further study 
by the City Council and the Mayor to strengthen the operation and efficiency of area commissions.  
The committee specifically recommends a process similar to the current charter review committee. To 
that end the committee recommends the commission on area commissions to study the following. 
One, providing area commission coverage for every city resident, two, addressing the administrative 
support needs for area commissions included but not limited to funding, staff support, web hosting, 
records retention, organizational development, training and community engagement.  Three, 
streamlining and equalizing the organization and operation of area commissions, including but not 
limited to uniform bylaws, elections, zoning processes, and public notice and participation. 
And finally number four, ensuring adherence to city and state laws regarding open meetings and 
open records.”  
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Mr. McCarthy suggested adding some language about the urgency of doing this quickly.  The other 
changes discussed will take a longer period of time but this study could get started pretty quickly.  
Chair Coe agreed that there are things that can be done to address area commission issues sooner 
and to better use existing resources, whether it is the community engagement group from City 
Council, the Mayor's staff, to things that are out there that maybe not all area commissions are aware 
of. She also commented about the idea of covering every resident under an area commission and if 
something could be written to include civic associations, such as a better way to define them or 
something to flesh out the involvement of civic associations.  Discussion continued about civic 
associations and training so they are aware of available services and including them in the draft 
language so they feel included for their important role in their respective communities.   
 
Mr. Rosenberger commented further on the subject of urgency and suggesting that Council 
implement the spirit of these recommendations while the dialogue and the charter process lays its 
way out. Also, with regard to the at-large district concept, there are things that Council can 
accomplish the spirit of without amending the charter. He feels the report would have an omission if 
there isn’t talk about accomplishing the spirit of this with Council action when possible.  Chair Coe 
suggested that the cover letter to the report could address that.  She stated that without formally 
having districts, Council can still make geographic assignments to give citizens more of a connection. 
She thought a cover letter versus a recommendation per se because it overshadows the spirit of what 
we are speaking of without formally saying it.     
  
Mr. McCarthy stated that the committee had taken some great strides to capture the spirit of the 
public testimony and he wanted to make sure that the committee frames the recommendations in that 
context.  Given the fact there hasn't been a lot of media coverage on this and only a small sliver of the 
total population has really been tuned in to this, he wants to be sure how the recommendations are 
communicated. 
 
Chair Coe asked staff about proposed civic association language.  Mr. Clark replied that work relating 
to this topic is largely performed by the administration, not by Council.  He also commented about the 
nature of civic associations vs. area commissions, block watches, and other ways that the community 
organizes itself and engages with the city.  Chair Coe stated that she was mostly thinking the 
committee can encourage Council, the Mayor and the Department of Neighborhoods to look at block 
watches and civic associations.  As far as this draft language goes, the committee didn’t want to 
leave civic associations out because when talking about trying to have more transparency and more 
community involvement, civic associations are a part of that.  Further discussion followed about civic 
associations and how to include them, also about a potential Commission on Commissions.  Mr. 
Clark suggested that in the first paragraph of the recommendation there was a sentence added that 
states “In making these recommendations the committee recognizes the special role that civic 
associations play in the City of Columbus.”  Chair Coe made a motion to add the sentence as read at 
the end of the first paragraph in the section labeled "supporting area commissions."   Ms. Bradley 
seconded.  All voted in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried.   
 
Mr. McCarthy moved to add an additional amendment. Just before “the committee recommends a 
commission on area commissions to study the following”, he requested it be amended to add “forming 
as soon as possible in 2017, a commission on area commissions to study the following” Mr. Mills 
seconded, all voted in favor, none opposed, motion carried.  
 
Chair Coe made a motion to support this section with the two amendments.  
McCarthy seconded.  All voted in favor, none opposed.  Motion carried.   
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Chair Coe lead discussion about the committee’s next meeting.  It was determined that staff will have 
revised copies of everything we have discussed out by the 14th and comments from the committee 
should be returned to staff by noon on the 16th.  Mr. Rosenberger commented that this should be 
treated as an interim judgment until committee members can review and comment on the draft and 
then meets to approve it.  Mr. McCarthy stressed the importance of communicating these changes 
effectively to the public as they are significant.  
 
Mr. Clark suggested that the committee may want to give a deadline for public comment as well, 
because that will need to be provided and posted online and committee members need time to review 
them.  It was determined that comments from the public on the topics can be submitted until the 14th.   
 
Ms. Bradley asked about proper protocol for submitting recommendations to the Mayor and Council.  
Mr. Clark indicated that the report should be submitted to the City Clerk for Members of City Council, 
and can be delivered to Mayor Ginther by either of his staff members present.  Mr. McCarthy asked if 
Chair Coe would submit this to Council at some point on behalf of the committee.  Mr. Johnson stated 
that once Council receives the report, it is his understanding that it is Council’s intention to hold at a 
minimum, a Rules and Reference Committee hearing on the subject.  Discussion followed regarding 
highlights, additional commentary, and the opportunity for committee members to attend Council’s 
public hearing.   
 
Mr. Rosenberger commented about the preamble, and Ms. Barroso De Padilla agreed that language 
was important to be included as part of framing the process that lead to the recommendations.  She 
stated that the committee has been very thoughtful to think about all points and how they will be 
perceived.  Ms. Bradley added that the history is part of the preamble and it should be included to let 
people know that we did consider their comments, and this recommendation is the result of our 
deliberations. Chair Coe suggested everyone wait and review the language from staff before 
continuing the discussion.  The committee will meet again on February 17th at 2:00 p.m.  
 
Chair Coe moved to adjourn.  McCarthy seconded.  All voted in favor, none opposed. Meeting 
adjourned at 3:47 p.m.   


