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Charter Review Committee 
Minutes 

January 12, 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 2:50 p.m.  She stated speaker slips are 
available and no new public comment was received since yesterday’s meeting.  
 
Approval of the Minutes  
Hearing no questions or corrections, Chair Coe asked for a motion to approve the Minutes from the 
January 5, 2017 meeting, as submitted. Mills moved, Rosenberger seconded.  All in favor, no one 
opposed. Motion carried and Minutes were approved.  
 
Chair Coe indicated that members of the committee have received staff's draft language on council 
size, structure, and area commissions several days prior.  Staff also sent draft language on vacancies 
and employments and employment status earlier the same day so the committee will take a short 
recess/break first to give everyone a chance to read that language so that discussion can occur 
following.   
 

Recess 

 
Committee Discussion 
   
Chair Coe brought the meeting back to order and stated that first on the agenda will be follow up on 
research requests and questions that came from committee members at the meeting the day before.   
 
Mr. Friedman (Senior Policy Officer, Mayor’s office) reported information on the salary or full time/part 
time status for county prosecutors.  He referred to Ohio Revised Code 325.11 subsection C and gave 
options that a county prosecuting attorney has prior to taking office, and also salary rates for each 
scenario.  
 
Mr. Clark (Chief Policy Advisor, Mayor Ginther’s office) reported that there was a request for 
information about the Citizens Commission on Elected Official Compensation and began with general 
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themes about limitations on increase and decrease of council salary and overview of why the 2014 
commission added this to the charter for the first time.   
 
Ms. Retchin (Chief Ethics Officer and Senior Policy Advisor, Mayor’s office)  reported that the citizens 
commission on elected official compensation was set up to be an independent body based on data 
analysis and was approved in November of 2014 (presentation on file in records of the Charter 
Review committee)  Chair Coe summarized that the commission is set up to use factual evidence to 
determine a compensation change so this committee’s discussion previously about having them 
consider duties without factual data would make it difficult for them to consider in their deliberations.   
She asked staff if the Charter said these positions were full-time with nothing else added, would the 
citizen’s commission be able to look at similar positions that are identified as full-time.  Retchin 
commented that there are charters that indicate that Council members are full-time positions, but our 
Charter is silent.   Clark replied that specific verbiage of the Charter would not limit it to another city's 
charter; they could look at the policies of a peer city's council.  If Council were to adopt a policy that 
said council members shall be considered full-time, that would be problematic, but were they to do it, 
the committee could look at that. What would not be appropriate for them to do, most likely, would be 
to look at subjective comments from outside bodies, whether it was from council, the mayor's office, 
or from a non-profit. The idea was to insulate them from subjective consideration and stick to facts. 
 
Chair Coe stated this committee wouldn't have to recommend any change to the Charter, but Council 
could take action that would give them quantitative information to consider the next time the 
commission meets versus just opinions from us or any other body.   Bradley asked for clarification on 
what could be considered based on the Charter being silent with regard to full time and part time. 
Discussion followed about responsibilities and duties of the office, consideration of outside 
employment and her thought that the citizens commission was created to look at this issue objectively 
would eliminate some of the issues being discussed.  Mr. Clark stated that a Council policy would 
elevate it beyond the subjective and give a concrete expectation versus the unspoken assumption 
that may sometimes bias the way we look at this, and that was the extent of staff's intent. 
 
Bradley stated that she felt we were off track a bit from the discussion of the previous day.  Her 
concern was in declaring off the cuff that this is a full-time position opens up a lot of issues that we 
haven't discussed because there are other things that go along with that.  Coe stated that the 
committee has to balance being too specific when there are elected members of council that are 
ultimately held accountable for the issues we are discussing.  She didn’t think it is this committee’s 
task to go that specific, but instead leave it at a higher level.  With regard to the compensation 
commission, stick with the evidence which is part of the committee’s mission/objective. She stated it 
is a fair challenge with regard to the topics the committee is considering, seeing if the 
information/data presented supports what is being ultimately recommended or not recommended.  
She directed the discussion to size and structure, and asked to walk through the draft language and 
give staff clear direction on items to be edited or modified. 
 
Rosenberger complimented staff on the draft language.  He also commented that every election is a 
snapshot where the voters have made their judgment based on the facts and circumstances at the 
time.  In the history on this topic, he felt there is only one vote that counts, August 2nd of 2016 and 
his question for the committee is “what is the change in circumstances that gives us standing to 
speak on this point and makes our opinion even relevant?”  He stated it is not the right time to make a 
recommendation.  He thinks it much more important that we show respect for the validity of questions 
raised in the election and try to respond with fixes, until the Charter Review Commission convenes 
again, or the alternative, when people collectively decide that based upon the facts and 
circumstances, that “at-large” doesn't work anymore and want the question reviewed again.  His 
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suggestion is that the history in the draft language be taken out.  The only history that is relevant is 
what happened in August 2016; the decision was made and we can conclude that there have been 
no changes in circumstances that make our opinion at this moment in time relevant.  
 
McCarthy stated that what was really compelling to him was not necessarily the outcome of the 
election, but the lack of competitiveness in ward elections. The health and vibrancy of a democracy is 
predicated on competitive elections. When you see the lack of competitiveness in ward elections, it is 
an indicator that representative governance isn't as strong as it could be. The charge of this 
committee was not just to react to the election, but to help think through how the city manages its 
growth and governance structure. He stated that he came with a very open mind despite the fact that 
the ward proposal on the ballot last year was overwhelmingly rejected. That is a consideration and 
factor, but he didn’t feel it should be put out as the prime factor. He stated that we are looking for 
something that accommodates the growth of the city and strengthens the area commissions. He also 
suggested that the draft language not put too much weight on the election results.  
 
Bradley agreed and also stated that the reason this committee was formed is because there was an 
election. She thinks about why people felt compelled to go out and vote and why the issue was on the 
ballot and it goes back to people feeling that they were not being represented under the current 
structure. She stated that the vote said that the citizens did not want a ward and district structure, but 
the committee was charged with looking at the structure of Council and what it could do to improve 
constituent services and responsiveness.  This body looked at peer cities and ratings, and all the 
great things that are occurring in the City and acknowledged that there is a disconnect.  She felt it 
surprising, specifically with regard to Council in light of all the efforts that are being made to connect 
so she stated she did not feel it was as a result of neglect.  There are legitimate efforts being made to 
work with and connect with the public, and yet a large segment of this city felt compelled to vote to 
change the structure. She would like City Council to conduct its own self-assessment and evaluation 
because there is a representation role of Council, and the constituent service role.  She commented 
that the committee focused on area commissions and that is external, but her concern is what 
happens internally when someone actually connects.  Because of the comments that have been 
made she felt it would be beneficial to see if there can be some improvements internally, 
simultaneously while trying to connect externally.  
 
Chair Coe also thanked staff for their work on the language and stated there is desire from the 
members to have less history spelled out and with regard to the area commission portion and more 
detail about responsiveness, not just externally.  With regard to a self-assessment of Council, she 
didn’t think of it as a charter amendment recommendation, but a recommendation to Council itself.  
She also felt the committee clearly heard there was a disconnect but stated that many know there are 
lots of great things going on and lots of citizens that do feel like they are connected.  She suggested 
adding more data in the draft language, as part the committee’s task was to look at specific facts, not 
just feelings or opinions.  
 
Rosenberger added that he didn’t want to leave "recommends retaining current form of at-large" with 
nothing else following.  At best, he recommended “retaining the current form at this time” because we 
are still in the window of the people having spoken on the question. He felt additional language 
should acknowledge the bona fide issues raised in the process and the dedication to respond in the 
near-term on a non-charter amendment basis.  He also felt that this committee should leave behind 
infrastructure to guide the creation of the alternative the next time questions on district representation 
arise. He stated that part of the problem is because facts and circumstances change and what might 
be the best possible form today may not be the best possible form four or six years from now.  
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Bradley questioned the language under Council organization outreach that says “potential solutions 
may include”.  She stated these are actual recommendations and not potential solutions.  Johnson 
replied that staff is looking for more guidance on how the committee would like it written, as the first 
draft was just for clarity.  Chair Coe summarized that “the charter review committee recommends 
further study by 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 and we have specific recommendations, such as providing area commission coverage for 
every city resident.”   
 
McCarthy questioned whether the committee envisioned this recommendation to suggest 
establishment of area commissions in those pockets of the community that don't have representation.  
Barroso de Padilla asked about a civic association that is very active and it is not an area commission 
and whether it needed to be turned into an area commission or would we allow them to remain a civic 
association?  Chair Coe replied that she wants to balance this without getting too much into the 
details.  She felt there will have to be some significant evaluation in those situations where there are 
already strong organizations that may not be supportive of an area commission in the area.  
Her suggestion was to allow every citizen to be covered by an area commission, and allow the 
council to sort out what that means.  It might be the recognition of a group like the Northland 
Community Council or Northwest Civic, instead of calling it an area commission. The idea is that 
every citizen should have a body that is area commission equivalent.  Rosenberger felt that this issue 
is one that shows respect to issues fleshed out in the recent vote and this is something that can be 
done in the meantime short of amending the charter.  
 
Chair Coe stated that addressing the administrative support needs for the commissions including but 
not limited to staff, records retention, organizational development, and community engagement are 
topics that were raised.  Also, streamlining and equalizing area commissions and making those more 
consistent, and ensuring that meetings follow open records law.  The question is does the committee 
want to take any of items one through five and make them a little more concrete as far as being a 
recommendation? 

o Associating council members with a specific geographic group of area commissions 
provide council members remain acceptable and accountable to all areas of the city. 

o Establishment of a formal area commission president's advisory committee recognizing 
that such a committee would advise all local government. 

o Assessing the effectiveness and potential expansion of council's external affairs 
functions. 

o Educating Columbus residents about the role of council and the ways council may 
interact with their legislative representatives 

o Hosting a conference of area representatives to discuss practices and provide training 
on universally applicable process. 

Chair Coe began with item number one.  She wanted that item to be a recommendation, not 
necessarily telling Council how to connect council members to area commissions, but making sure 
area commissions knew there was a primary contact. She recalled that the committee had used the 
word geographic, but she didn’t care if a council member gets a certain area and three area 
commissions, or if it is one and three quadrants.   Bradley stated that she was concerned about 
leaving out civic associations and didn’t want to seem disrespectful to all the civic associations that 
may feel that they don't have access to Council.  
 
Barroso de Padilla stated that if the civic associations didn’t see themselves represented in the draft 
language, they would have to dig beneath the surface to see what the intention was so she didn’t 
think it seemed right.  Chair Coe stated that she didn’t disagree; her only issue was that City Council 
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doesn't control civic associations so if you build them into some of these processes you are forcing 
them into public meetings and open meeting requirements that they don't currently have.   Bradley 
stated that the language should not only state that Council should be accessible and accountable to 
area commissions, but to all areas of the city, including areas that have the predominant civic 
association.  Chair Coe stated that she liked the words “acknowledging civic associations”. 
   
Rosenberger stated that what the committee is recommending is that we strengthen the operation 
and efficiency and doesn’t have to recommend further study. Chair Coe reiterated that the “charter 
review committee recommends strengthening the operation and efficiency of area commissions.” 
That will require city council and the mayor to further study how to do that.   
With regard to a president's advisory committee, she asked if that is something the members wanted 
moved to a specific recommendation.  Mills questioned the language that stated “recognizing that 
such committees would apply to all local government” and whether that meant townships, etc.  He 
also questioned why staff listed this as a potential solution and why was the language couched the 
way it was under area commissions?  Clark replied that the area commissions interact with all 
branches of city government, Mayor's office, City attorney, City auditor, and Council. Of necessity, 
any change to those commissions can affect those branches as well.  Staff was recognizing that 
since this was a committee that was convened to look at Council only, we wanted to give some ability 
for the other branches of government to have an equal say in the potential outcomes of any study. 
Additionally, a President's Advisory committee would not just speak to Council, but it would also 
speak to the administration, the Auditor, and the City Attorney of Columbus. 
 
 
Discussion followed regarding other items and where and how the committee wanted staff to list them 
then Chair Coe summarized that they wanted to move one, three, and four to the first list and leave 
two and five as potential solutions.  McCarthy spoke to number two on page two addressing the 
administrative support needs, he felt a good recommendation.  He recalled that one of the things 
discussed when comparing area commissions to those in other cities was resources.  He thinks it is 
implicit in this recommendation that the city is going to consider what financial resources would be 
brought to bear to accomplish some of these things.   Chair Coe suggested adding some language to 
number two that talks about resources.  McCarthy added that none of these things will be possible 
unless there are some additional resources. Rosenberger commented that he is troubled about how 
nominal the numbers are for folks doing really important work.  
 
Chair Coe clarified that the committee has fleshed out support for area commissions and given staff 
direction.  Johnson clarified the desire to have the data on competitiveness included in the 
explanation under form or structure of government.  McCarthy stated that is what influenced his 
thinking; he didn’t think it needs to be in the introduction.  He thinks the committee concurs with the 
electors that we don't need districts and the committee has received no new information to compel it 
to recommend otherwise. He felt like we were predicating all our findings on the outcome of the 
election and he thought that would do a disservice to the work of this committee.  
 
Chair Coe stated that staff will provide updated language before the meeting on Friday, the 20th.  If 
committee members have comments or questions, they were instructed to send them to staff directly 
and not to each other.  She also stated the committee could take a five-minute break or move right 
into the second set of recommendations, which were related to vacancies, appointments and 
employment status. 
 
Mills asked about the issue of an additional two members of Council and mentioned that he didn’t see  
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"representative fairness" mentioned.  He stated that he was very clear that his interest in this result is 
clearly conditioned upon certain things happening, not sort of tepid recommendations later on not 
styled as conditions. He accepts the fact that he may have a minority position on this narrow point.  
Chair Coe stated that the draft language currently states “the committee therefore recommends the 
consideration of two additional at-large council members; however, the committee recommends this 
potential change must be accompanied by other specific recommendations that will facilitate more 
collaborative engagement with the public, including strengthening the city's area commissions.”  
Rosenberger commented that he may have a minority view on the addition of two more, but his 
support for that recommendation is conditioned upon a result that changes are made with respect to 
creating greater familiarity and the area commissions, and also a notion of geography that people are 
responsible for. 

 
Barroso de Padilla asked about not leading with this portion being first but that the support of area 
commissions is first and then after that you say basically “these are the recommendations”.  
Rosenberger inquired if everyone agreed that they don't want two more unless we do something 
differently.  Chair Coe suggested working to say “conditioned upon action related to area 
commissions as recommended above".  Bradley asked staff if regardless how the recommendations 
are worded, Council has the ability to pick and choose everything and it was confirmed that is correct.   
 
Chair Coe stated that all are feeling pretty strongly that the focus on area commissions and 
geography is critical as well as the support of adding members. She stated that before taking a vote, 
they will take a five-minute break.  

 
Recess 
 
Chair Coe directed the discussion to the draft language from staff related to vacancies and 
appointments.  
 
Clark stated that based on the conversation from the previous day, staff attempted to capture the 
intent based on conversations and direction from Chair Coe and go back to the data that has been 
presented to the committee to help inform the final decision.  With regard to the first recommendation, 
a public process prior to appointment, staff specifically looked at the volunteer caretaker appointment 
process in Seattle and San Diego. The key points that staff wanted to share were, first of all, because 
Council actually has to make the appointment, there was a great deal of latitude provided to Council 
in coming up with policies. Staff noted that because it is not captured in the charters of those cities or 
in other cities that were looked at.  The second is that there has to be public notice for any meetings 
so there would have to be sufficient time in order to complete the process. The third is that the 
process cannot begin until there is in fact a vacancy under law. So for Columbus, that would be the 
point at which a person has died, resigned, or otherwise vacated the office.  Lastly the goal that has 
been expressed in those two cities is to have a public process to solicit input and comment, but to 
balance that with the need to fill the vacancy assuring full representation on that Council. 
 
Chair Coe commented that the top priority is to recommend a specific charter amendment that would 
address the idea of a public hearing. There are four points established via the administrative code for 
a process for filling the vacancy. This committee is not dictating to anyone what the process is but 
that Council must identify the process and it has to include at least one public hearing with one or 
more of the potential appointees prior to any Council appointment. It was also discussed that Council 
can't have that hearing and fill the vacancy on the same day, so there is some sort of cooling off 
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period which would clearly allow for additional comments, etc.  Also as discussed, the 
recommendation is for extending the time line that requires Council to replace or appoint someone 
from 30 to 45 days so there would be time to have that public hearing and provide the required notice. 
She asked if there were any concerns about those four specific charter recommendations. 
 
Rosenberger stated that he had no concern, but clarified that the committee is recommending that the 
charter be amended, and in the meantime, because it is a long process, that Council act legislatively 
to try and accomplish the spirit of the recommendations.  Coe agreed that Council could have a public 
hearing whether or not it is in the charter and the only issue would be timing.  They would have to be 
very clear with the timing to get it in within the 30 days that are required, but Council could do all of 
these things without a specific charter amendment.  Rosenberger added that he was asking for a 
sentence that makes the suggestion that they try to accomplish through an ordinance, the spirit of the 
recommendation in the meantime.  
 
Bradley asked if Mr. Rosenberger was questioning the language that recommends the charter be 
amended.  He replied that he was agreeing with that language, just that there is an omission in that 
he feels the committee needs to take the next step and urge them to adopt an ordinance during the 
process that causes the spirit of the suggestion to be implemented.   Chair Coe stated that we might 
not see a charter amendment approved until November and next week they could have a vacancy 
and we can ask them to have a public hearing regardless of the charter process.  Bradley clarified 
that the committee is not seeking an actual charter amendment but making a recommend for council 
to amend it.  Coe stated that she would still like to see a charter amendment, because the timing will 
pose an issue for Council without it, but do it the best they can.   
 
Coe moved the discussion to the caretaker or placeholder process.  She stated that she had asked 
staff to give a couple of options because she felt the committee had struggled with this topic.  She 
asked Mr. Clark to explain again each option.  She added that she also wanted to make sure that the 
facts and the data are consistent with the committee’s recommendations.  
 
Clark commented that the Chair had asked staff to provide the background data, and that this 
language was in no way intended to provide staff comments on the recommendation itself, but simply 
to provide data that was presented previously so that the committee can consider that as well.  He 
gave information on best practices and data related to caretaker appointment, perceived incumbency 
advantage, and data regarding the political process.  He also summarized options for appointment 
based on timeframe of the vacancy.  Chair Coe reiterated that this was presented as a 
recommendation for a policy from Council, not as a charter amendment. With regard to the draft 
language, the committee needs to pick one of the options, or pick not to do a recommendation related 
to a caretaker whatsoever and leave the process as-is today.  Previous discussion seemed that some 
of the committee members want to have some type of recommendation to use a caretaker function, 
but there is still the option of saying to leave it as it is today and leave it up to Council.   Rosenberger 
stated that he would like to sit and look at the placeholder question further because it is a big 
decision.  He felt the three options are worthy of consideration, but hadn’t had the benefit of seeing or 
thinking them through thoroughly.  
 
Chair Coe summarized that: 

• The first option says to Council that the committee likes the caretaker idea and thinks they 
should use that but will defer to Council’s expertise and accountability on when is the right time 
to use it.  That the committee isn’t necessarily saying to use it every single time, but that 
Council should look at the time of each particular vacancy and decide based on that.   
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• The second would be an actual recommendation that in a municipal election year you could 
not appoint someone who could run. Those years you could appoint a caretaker and that way 
they would not run in the same year appointed.   

• The third option is all appointees would be ineligible to run in the next election, which could be 
complicated, because you may have three or four open seats and they couldn't run for any of 
the seats in the next election. They would have to sit out an entire election.  

The committee is potentially recommending policy or guidelines to Council as to what they should do 
and members need to decide which option to recommend. 
 
Mills commented that before getting into the merits of one, two, three, he wanted to see a different 
word used than "caretaker" or "placeholder."  It implies the person doesn't have any authority, that 
they are just a figurehead and suggested interim appointment or something along those lines.  
McCarthy reiterated his point that there is value to having additional voices come on Council, but that 
needs to be balanced against making sure there is enough time for Council members to better 
understand the city and the community and bring that value to bear in their policymaking role. He 
stated he was not hugely supportive of this provision of putting limits on the time one can serve after 
being appointed. He stated there is an election process so the voters can decide who and how long 
he/she can serve.  He thinks, political process notwithstanding, he would be willing to support number 
one and give Council the latitude as recognition that this is something that has been a community 
concern in certain areas.  He also stated his thoughts on time frame of the vacancy, and Council’s 
determination at that time on which appointment process they may want to use.  
 
Barroso de Padilla preferred number one because it provides flexibility and she felt like it had been 
used in some fashion in the past and worked. Chair Coe agreed that we have seen it happen 
recently, but this would be a little more concrete that after hearing from the community and the 
research, we think this should be something Council should seriously consider.  Mills stated that “for 
the record” he would be most supportive of number three, then option two and last, option one.  
Rosenberger commented that staff offered a couple of examples of where a hard-and-fast rule might 
not be the most sensible result, but he felt the fix is to craft the words that represent the exceptions. 
This whole notion of letting Council decide is pretty much what in in place now and he didn’t think that 
is why the committee was established. A vacancy occurring very early might warrant people deciding 
to do a regular appointment or if it happened very late, they may want to seat the winner of the next 
election; he would like to see those exceptions developed, defined, and articulated.  
 
Chair Coe stated that this is where she struggles.  When you first talk about the caretaker/interim 
placeholder, it seems to be the most logical but when you flesh out what could happen, what that 
would look like, it doesn't seem as logical. This is another one of those points about how much 
specific, concrete direction do we want to give Council and where do we want to be more flexible? 
She stated that she could see the positives and the negatives of both sides, but comes back to fact 
that they are the body that is elected and held accountable. If they are making poor choices when it 
comes to appointment, then as voters, we should be addressing that. She felt like maybe the 
language could be crafted to be more concrete. The committee is trying to listen to the community 
and the caretaker interim model seems to be something that would be better received by community 
and allow people to feel like we aren’t creating a very political appointment process. Everyone 
realizes that we can't change the politics behind all of this, but at least there would be a 
recommendation from this committee to encourage Council to create a caretaker model as much as 
possible, while still recognizing that there are situations when that might not make sense. 
 
Rosenberger commented on the bigger question, the whole competitiveness issue.   He stated that 
we are in a place where there is a dominant party and there is resistance from both parties.  The 
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notion of simply deferring to Council, doesn't work for him so he thinks the committee should narrowly 
define circumstances where Council makes an appointment, and otherwise it is the interim 
appointment. The tiny little adjustments that maybe only occur once in a while and only influence just 
a little bit, sometimes count. He believes this is fundamental to moving towards greater 
competitiveness in very limited circumstances.  
 
Barroso de Padilla stated that she would be supportive of potentially narrowing number one.  Bradley 
stated that she was still thinking about the entire caretaker process. She is concerned that if the 
committee allows too much flexibility, the perception may be that the Council is manipulating the 
process.  She stated that she was struggling with narrowing it down if the committee goes with a 
caretaker recommendation and how Council will have the flexibility to make decisions and still honor 
a commitment to the public of a structured process.  She added that we are going from a very finite, 
cut and dry process now to one with a lot of flexibility.  Mr. Clark added that Seattle, in its most recent 
process, chose to use a caretaker and it was established on the front end of the process as soon as 
Council announced that there was a vacancy. A decision has been made and was articulated up 
front.  Perhaps staff could have done a better job of crafting number one to state that the idea would 
be that the presumption is that in all vacancies, you would have an interim appointee, unless the 
totality of the circumstances shows otherwise. Council would explain why they don't think an interim 
appointment makes sense rather than the reverse and they would make an appointment, they will 
stand for election if they want to, but we may do an interim from time to time.  That was the intent of 
number one.  
 
Chair Coe asked staff to make it clear that the presumption is that it will be an interim function and 
also that it would be identified at the beginning of the process.  Rosenberger added that the length of 
the remaining term is not an extraordinary circumstance that warrants the abandonment of the 
presumption. He stated if the member has only served three months, he still thinks there needs to be 
an interim. 
  
Chair Coe stated that at the next meeting, the committee will be looking at all the revised language of 
the other sections and the goal is to come up with a final version.  

 
Discussion followed regarding elections and cut –off dates for candidates to run, elimination primary 
and five members of the petition committee replacing candidates on the ballot if necessary and 
placeholders, all standard practice in municipal elections. 
 
Chair Coe stated that the committee will meet again next Friday at 2:30 and there were no speaker 
slips presented for this meeting.   
 
Adjournment 
 
Hearing no further questions or concerns, Chair Coe asked for a motion to adjourn.  
 
McCarthy moved, Barroso de Padilla seconded.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:54 p.m.  
 
**Note:  After meeting adjourned, committee members discussed meeting be moved up to 1:30 p.m. 
on Friday the 20th to allow more time for discussion.    Public notice(s) will be issued showing the new 
time. ** 


