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Charter Review Committee 
Minutes 

January 20, 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 
Keary McCarthy 
 
Lourdes Barroso de Padilla, Frieda L. Gilyard and Pastor Lawes were absent 
 
Welcome and Opening Remarks 

Chair Coe opened the meeting unofficially due to lack of quorum (McCarthy was delayed).  Until 
additional member(s) arrive and there is a quorum, the committee moved down the agenda to two 
presentations that follow-up on information that was presented previously.   
 
Edward Johnson (Director of Legislative Affairs for City Council) presented on Districting.  
(Presentation on file in the records of the Charter Review Committee) and then Adam Friedman 
followed to discuss and refresh memory as to some of the Voting Rights Act information Professor 
Tokaji presented previously. 
 
Adam Friedman (Senior Policy Officer, Mayor’s office) stated that Section II of the Voting Rights Act 
of 1965 prohibits states and subdivisions from utilizing voting practices or procedures which results in 
a denial or abridgment of the United States to vote on account of race or color and continued with 
explanations of violations and criteria for Section II Claims. Mr. Mills asked if a Section II complaint 
had been filed in Columbus and if so, what the status of the complaint was.  Mr. Johnson replied that 
at this time there is no outstanding Section II Voting Rights Act claim in the City of Columbus and as a 
refresher, Professor Tokaji had stated that the relevant question is how much money has the city 
currently spent defending its current system in court and the answer in Columbus is $0. 
 
Mr. Rosenberger added that there had been talk about how interesting it would be if Members of 
Council would assume a special relationship with a given geography.  Not legally a district, Council 
would choose these to represent, but still be elected at-large, that way the districting process wouldn't 
have any implications with the respect to power of vote. He stated he was just curious about whether 
or going down that path suddenly raises the specter of this sort of claim. Chair Coe restated the 
question that if there was some geographic assignment of Council members but yet every citizen of 
Columbus cast a vote for every member of Council, what litigation-related challenges would that pose 
in comparison to having everything at-large or in the alternative, everything within a district so you 
only vote within your district?  Mr. Clark (Chief Policy Advisor, Mayor Ginther’s office) replied that it 
was a very good question and he felt it goes to the heart of any city that considers shifting from an 
at-large structure to any district representation, whether it is all districts, hybrid, or some other form. 
He stated that from his experience, not a legal opinion, with regard to assigning council members to 
geographic areas, the Voting Rights Act applies to an election system; we are not talking about 
elections system here.  When you get to the issue of any of the other requirements of the Voting 
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Rights Act, they would absolutely apply to the City of Columbus, and it is absolutely possible that 
someone could draw lines that could violate the Voting Rights Act.  That is why Edward's presentation 
and getting those best practices right up front is so important in order to make it less likely that you 
have that outcome on the back end.  He stated that he didn’t think that whether you are talking about 
people being elected from a district or some hybrid where they have geographic representation but 
everyone votes on them changes the fact that you still have to have roughly equal population, and 
you would still have requirements as to compactness, contiguousness with no intersecting lines. If it is 
in the Charter you would have to consider things like favoring one political party or another, and then 
you would have issues surrounding packing or cracking of minorities or of communities or languages 
of interest. 
 
Mr. Rosenberger reiterated that he thought the idea being discussed was to have City Council 
convene and rather than everybody trying to master the whole city, they would split it up and take 
responsibility to be smart about a particular geography.  Not talking about changing how we elect 
people, or how council votes, just sorting out who will step up and be first in line to pay attention to 
the needs of a particular geography.  
  
Ms. Bradley questioned Mr. Clark’s statement about drawing lines within a districting proposal.  Clark 
replied that within any given redistricting proposal, you can draw districts that can be challenged.  He 
stated he would be remiss if he didn’t mention that Chicago ran into that issue and faced federal 
litigation twice in the past 20 years.  It cost $20 million over the course of those years. It is also worth 
noting that Chicago doesn’t have complete control over their process and do not have best practices 
built in to their process for redistricting. 
 
Chair Coe questioned the different best practice options where the legislative body draws the lines or 
whether a citizen panel does so and if one or the other seems to have less litigation.  Mr. Johnson 
replied that he can’t give a precise answer, however historically, legislative districting has prevailed.  
Because it is the most popular, it probably has faced more litigation than a citizen commission just 
because of longevity and popularity.   Chair Coe asked how citizens get appointed to a committee to 
draw lines.  Johnson replied that they are usually appointed by a legislative and possibly executive 
authority. 
 
Mr. Mills followed by commenting that he would be remiss if he didn’t share that on best practices in 
the newly structured way that statehouse districts will be drawn, and the proposals that they are still 
working on for congressional districts, partisan representation is criteria in the constitution of Ohio and 
could be for congressional districts as well. He felt it should be noted that this is something that, at the 
state level, has been acknowledged as an important criteria.  Mr. Johnson replied that part of the 
reason staff didn't present that as one of the best practice criteria for consideration is because our 
charter requires non-partisan elections. Operating under that paradigm, Columbus would essentially 
be unable, or it would be unwise, to acknowledge the partisan criteria in the factor because it isn’t 
listed on the ballot. Staff did observe through looking through the best practices that lines shouldn’t be 
drawn with respect to a political partisan outcome.  Mr. Mills replied that he understood the answer 
and wasn’t sure he agreed with it, but to acknowledge in our documents that we are going to take into 
account partisan numbers.  He continued to discuss general agreement between both parties at the 
state level and what issues they are running into and what criteria they are taking into account when 
drawing new districts and that one of the criteria is that it will create representative fairness, and that 
is what has prompted him to bring it up at this committee.  
 
Chair Coe stated that the idea would be that 12 out of 16 were typically Republican districts, so Mr. 
Mills was talking about trying to make a process that would take into account making that more 
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reflective of the fact that the state's more 50/50?  Mills replied that was correct.  Chair Coe followed 
that Mr. Johnson was saying it wasn't included because the Charter still talks about elections in a 
non-partisan sense.  Johnson replied that was correct and asked Mr. Mills to correct him if he was 
wrong, but with some of the redistricting, there are seats/individuals that are appointed by the leader 
of the minority party of each legislative chamber and we don't do that because we don't have a 
minority and majority leader in the legislative body so there is no official mechanism that represents 
that.  Mr. Mills replied that if you go to a district system or a hybrid system, which he would be in favor 
of, and you would allow or permit certain members to draw districts, you would include members of 
both parties.  He stated that he thought a system could be created where there would be 
representation of both major political parties in drawing the new districts.  Chair Coe commented that 
the way the Charter is written, regardless of who is elected to Council, we don't distinguish that as 
being one party or the other within the structure so even if it was 4-3 you don't have a distinguishing 
factor of one party or the other, but if you had a citizens panel, you could ensure there were members 
from each party represented on the panel. Further discussion followed regarding representation on 
the panel and required criteria for representation.  
 
Mr. Clark added that Mr. Mills raised a valid point and that you can further break down this 
representation and fairness into two questions. The first is how likely is a member of a minority party 
to win in the district?  The second is how fair in totality is the distribution of districts?  How likely is it 
that the electoral outcome would mirror the electoral reality of that city or state?  He pointed out two 
things he felt are important to remember as the committee delves from the state or federal level down 
to the city and stated that a state like California is a place we may want to look at for things to 
consider.  He shared facts about the differences between political trends in the state vs. Columbus 
and questioned how to define bipartisan in an environment that is not bipartisan in the way we think of 
at the state level.  He also stated the second consideration is what data do you use to define 
partisanship when all local elections are non-partisan?  He further stated that is likely why most cities 
have not incorporated these as best practices. In the research, we are looking at municipal best 
practices versus state or federal best practices and that is an important distinction. He questioned 
would it be fair to say that a presidential or a gubernatorial election is the data that we use to draw 
districts for municipal boundaries and followed with other comments regarding representational 
fairness.  

 
Chair Coe asked staff for thoughts on what has been typically seen in other communities that have 
made these types of changes, while keeping in mind the objectives of this committee and the idea of 
proposing some type of district representation, as well as the desire to make clear and specific 
recommendations, while still deferring to the elected body that is held responsible.  Mr. Clark replied 
that he would speak only for the administration and would defer to his colleague, Edward Johnson, to 
speak for Council and use the word defer in bold because Council will have to make these decisions 
ultimately.  He also stated that once you enter into the realm of districting and how you make these 
decisions, ideally the public would have a lot of opportunity to weigh in and he thinks if you are asking 
our elected representatives to make an informed decision, giving them some broad direction and then 
it is on their shoulders to carry that forward and to hear from the community about what is important 
to them.   Chair Coe asked if that meant that a committee like this would make a general 
recommendation and Council also would first solicit public input before they made some type of 
recommendation or decide to put something on a ballot, or would there be a ballot process and then 
the public speaks to the process?  Clark replied it would have to be in the charter versus leaving it to 
the legislative body to set and change them over time without citizen input.  He stated it would be in 
everyone’s best interest to hear from as many people as possible.  The committee asked for staff’s 
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advice, his advice would be to state “here are the criteria that I think you should consider but listen to 
the people of Columbus if you go down this direction”.  Mr. Johnson concurred.   
 
Ms. Bradley commented that this conversation seems like we have moved beyond recommending to 
council they divvy up the city among the Council members with the service perspective to something 
a little more formal by way of a districting plan.  Chair Coe stated that it was a discussion that she 
wanted to have.  She stated that the information she asked staff to share was to see if there are ways 
of making this a little more formal without going completely down the path of a district only elected by 
those district members. She commented that Professor Tokaji had mentioned a by-place election 
concept and the committee hadn’t discussed that fully. Her thoughts go back to geography and 
representational fairness and she felt that there needed to be something else.  Mr. Mills stated that he 
has been the vocal proponent that if you are going to add members, they need to be by districts in 
some way or another, but he totally agreed with staff that it would be a big step, and that you would 
need citizen input to create these criteria.  He said that this committee isn’t capable of doing that in 
the time it has left as it is a process issue.   Chair Coe agreed that it seems like a multistep process 
and this committee can ultimately have some recommendations but a lot of this is so unknown that 
you would need much greater input. 
 
[ RECESS ] 
 
Chair Coe opened the meeting by stating that the committee now has a quorum with the arrival of Mr. 
McCarthy. She stated that her expectation today is take a vote on giving staff an idea of the direction 
that committee members want to go.  She stated there will be at least one more meeting, maybe two 
and that many were anticipating the committee's recommendations happening before the end of the 
month. Because there are a number of potential conflicts in February she suggested the bylaws be 
amended slightly to allow for a member to participate via conference call or webinar/ electronic 
means if he/she were out of town.  Specifically she moved to amend the bylaws in Chapter One, 
Section Three to say “for the purposes of determining a quorum and in order to vote, a committee 
member must be physically present at the meeting to be present, unless physical presence is not 
possible, then a committee member shall be considered present through electronic means.” 
Coe moved the amendment, Mills seconded, all in favor, No one was opposed.  Motion carried.  
 
Approval of the Minutes  
Hearing no questions or corrections, Chair Coe asked for a motion to approve the Minutes from the 
January 11, 2017 meeting, as submitted. Bradley moved, Mills seconded.  All in favor, no one 
opposed. Motion carried and Minutes were approved.  
 
Public Comment 
 
Ms. Megas reported that there were three public comments received since the January 11th meeting.  
Hard copies along with a summary were provided and and additionally they will be posted on the 
website in digital format.  
 
Committee Discussion 
 
Chair Coe stated that there were no speaker slips submitted and deferred to Mr. Clark for his 
presentation on information requested by Committee Members. (presentation on file in the records of 
the Charter Review Committee)   He stated that Chair Coe had asked them to revisit Council 
structure globally, and Mr. Rosenberger requested that staff provide some specific information about 
a hybrid district form that had been discussed previously.  
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Ms. Bradley asked for clarification on the hybrid at-large by-place. Clark replied that in the hybrid you 
may have five council members that serve from districts and four that would serve from the entire city, 
but rather than running against each other in a field race they would run head to head for a seat, for 
the district and for the at-large.  Clark suggested that it may be clearer to think of it as the entire city 
as a district and each person is running for that district head to head.  So for seat one at-large, 
everyone in the city would get to vote for one of those two candidates. Seat two at-large, everyone in 
the city votes for one of those two, and then only the people in district five would see district five on 
the ballot.  Chair Coe asked about candidates for seat one or two identifying which seat they wanted 
to run for and Clark clarified that it would be like running for Judge or County Commissioner; you 
have to list the expiration of the term and that determines who you run against. 
 
Chair Coe stated that the big difference in the Columbus hypothetical is they would all be treated the 
same. There would be some type of nine districts drawn, but you would run for the district in which 
you reside.  You would be limited to your neighborhood (based on geography) for purposes of 
running.  Clark added that if three or more individuals file to run, there would be an elimination 
primary. The top two vote-getters as well as anyone who qualified as a write-in candidate would 
appear on the general election ballot.  Chair Coe stated that the first time you would go to that 
structure, nine seats in this hypothetical, would be elected at that point. Some would just serve 
four-year terms and some would serve two, but that would be determined based on the percentage of 
the winning vote.  Clark replied that is the way it has typically been done at the municipal level in 
changing into any new system, however there are other ways it could be done.  He stated a few 
concerns and questions that may come up.   
 
Chair Coe asked Mr. Clark to clarify the timeline that was previously discussed regarding 2019 or 
2021 to see this accomplished.  Mr. Clark replied that as staff looked at other cities that changed their 
form of governance, there are three that have done it recently, Austin, Seattle, and Detroit. Austin 
grew by two; the other two changed their structure. You either change your structure or add members 
in a given election rather than changing all of that at once.  He thought the second question would be 
depending on the outcome.  For example, if this was the committee’s recommendation, and it was 
approved by Council, and approved on the ballot, and finally approved by Columbus voters, it would 
be a fairly public process to develop those maps and he was not personally convinced that it would 
be possible to be done in time for the 2019 election. 
 
Mr. McCarthy asked for about the current election cycle for council members.  Clark replied that  
2019 is the year that the Mayor would be on the ballot as well as four members of Council.  2017 is a 
year that three members of council, the city attorney, and city auditor are on the ballot.  Chair Coe 
reiterated that there will be three members of Council elected this November 2017, then in 2019, four 
members of council would be elected and that is when there would potentially be a Charter 
amendment that would propose to change the number of council seats from seven to nine and then 
you would have another charter amendment where this would all be the same just with the effective 
date.  Clark replied that he thought it would be accomplished by having effective dates written into a 
single charter amendment rather than having a series of charter amendments.  To the committee’s 
previous point, staff is under the understanding that there is a reluctance to increase the size of 
Council without additional changes as well, and in light of that staff presented this with the 
presumption that this would be a package for Columbus voters. 
 
Mr. Rosenberger stated that the notion of the informal division of the city into service areas, that 
Council Members would take on as a “service area” would allow a test drive.  He stated between now 
and 2020 is a long incubation period.  He felt if there is hunger for change there is a hunger for 
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change long before that so he urged again, the notion of the informal dividing of the city into service 
areas, and each member of Council taking a service area to be responsible for.  That lets people 
have an immediate trial of how this might work. Because the service areas are informal and it doesn't 
involve who you vote for or where you can run, you can suspend all the Section II concern about 
litigation. This is just Council organizing themselves to improve effectiveness.  He stated he was still a 
champion of that notion.  Chair Coe asked if he was saying in addition to, something that Council can 
do tomorrow, doesn't require a charter amendment, but also supportive of a potential 
recommendation for a Charter amendment?  Mr. Rosenberger stated he was supportive of both.  This 
is a way of doing something quicker that is a nice step in that direction and frankly it gives people a 
chance to try it on for size. Maybe they won't like it, and it will allow them to make an informed vote 
when it finally gets to the ballot. 
 
Mr. Mills stated that he liked the creativeness, but it doesn't take care of representative fairness 
because you are still going to have a city-wide vote for a district.  He stated he wanted to think about 
it more, but in a 70-30 city, you'll still elect all of them from the 70%.  Mr. Rosenberger added that he 
understood Mr. Mills comment and he is right, but he did like the increase in accountability because 
we would have a geographic location paired with a particular member on Council so if a Council 
Member from a particular service area doesn't do a good job, residents could vote accordingly and 
that increases accountability.   He stated that he agreed with Mr. Mills but still thinks it is a huge step 
if the right direction.  
 
Chair Coe asked what structure would change that, a true district-ward elected by citizens?  Mills 
responded yes, with only those people from that district electing them.  Coe replied that wouldn’t it still 
be depending on what the district looks like?  She said that with a city that is 70-30, isn't it going to be 
challenging? And further stated that even if you had a ward where you are only elected by residents 
of that ward, aren’t we a city where a pretty significant portion elects one party over the other?  Mr. 
Mills replied, yes, but he thought there is a better chance that you will elect someone from a minority 
party if you draw six districts and Columbus, east, north, west, specifically if there is a northwest 
district.  There is a better chance that you would identify somebody that is identified non-partisan on 
the ballot but votes Republican.  Mr. McCarthy added that if you had a state that is generally 50/50 
and you were able to draw 12 congressional districts for one party and four congressional districts for 
another party that would be an illustration of how it would be done.  Chair Coe stated it makes sense 
when it is close, but in a city that is more than 50/50, she is still struggling with the real issue, and 
wasn’t sure that even if you draw districts, she wasn’t sure it actually addresses some people's issue 
of there being one party that is typically in control.   Mr. Mills agreed that it would almost be 
impossible for the minority party to take control, but it would be much more possible and likely to elect 
at least one person from that party in a district plan.  Ms. Bradley added that it trends democratic in 
elections but we still have a very large independent population in the City of Columbus and we 
shouldn’t automatically go with the two parties, and we should consider the swing vote.  She 
commented that would impact where the districts are drawn, and depending on the election, that 
group will swing more one way than the other.  
 
Chair Coe stated that she absolutely supports strengthening the area commissions and thinks it’s 
critical, but they are still volunteers and that still doesn’t address the accountability of Council 
members, which is why she felt there has to be something a little bit more to tie a Council member to 
geography.  She added that in some parts of the city, there aren't members of Council that have been 
from those parts of the city for at least as long as she can remember and she stated that creates a 
significant challenge in and of itself. Whether true or not the perception is there is no one who knows 
what “we” are going through.  She felt there has to be something more, which is why she likes the 
hybrid district idea.  She stated she was not comfortable saying she supports a true ward or at-large 
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system, especially in light of some of the votes that have taken place over time. It seems hard to 
recommend that, when there was just recently an election in which that wasn't the side that was 
victorious, but it seems like we should be doing more.   Ms. Bradley indicated that she understands 
that people want to have that district accountability, but she didn’t think it is fair to totally ignore the 
condition of the city, which is in a very good place now, under the current structure of Council.  Also, 
with all the extra items added to the debate about voting for districts, maybe people like what they 
have.  Some want to say that you are not doing your job, and it is that Council person, but overall the 
structure has worked well and the city is prospering.  We are here to recommend and to improve, 
make things better, and looking at our city, she stated she couldn’t honestly say that efforts haven't 
been made to bring people into the process.  As a city, we have put in place procedures to get that 
public input, the neighborhood liaisons, the 311 system, area commissions, neighborhood pride, and 
the Community Engagement at Council.   Her point is that we are not starting from 0, or starting from 
a broken system, we are just trying to improve it and her philosophy is “do no harm”.  She urged to 
make sure that we build on what is good and that we don't break something that is not broken. 

 
Mr. Rosenberger followed that he didn’t mean to say not to give people the right to make that 
decision, and he suspected Ms. Bradley was correct, that residents are pretty pleased with the way it 
works now and he agrees with that.  He just thinks it is this committee’s responsibility to offer up the 
next best idea and let people sort it out from there.  Ms. Bradley agreed and stated that it doesn't 
appear that people feel they have not had a voice.  
 
Mr. McCarthy commented that one thing has struck him throughout this process that under the 
current scenario and structure, you could have all seven Council members from the same 
neighborhood.  He stated he didn’t think that has ever been the case, but struck him as something to 
think about in terms of reform. He is understanding that there is a real strain out there of wanting to 
have greater community representation and likes this proposal. He stated that one of his objections to 
a ward system is that you do potentially create the environment of increased acrimony on Council 
because you are pitting one Council member, one neighborhood versus the other. The thing that is 
great about the City of Columbus is we have generally avoided that because of our current structure. 
He stated he would desperately like to avoid creating those turf wars that a strict ward system or even 
a hybrid at-large district would create.   He stated the second thing that is compelling is if you want to 
make sure that you are having contested elections and that those elections are relatively competitive 
and if you look at the data again, it is compelling in terms of the health of democracy. Those two 
things make this a really appealing option to him, and the idea that you are designating a Council 
member to be representative of a specific geographic area.  He liked that because it captures what 
we have heard is a concern, legitimate or not.  He didn’t know if it was a majority opinion or a minority 
opinion, but there is a concern out there in some areas of the community that don't feel they are 
represented or when they do try to get representation, there is a lack of clarity about who their 
advocate is on Council.  The other thing he liked about it is the line-drawing process can be pretty 
contentious and it is made more restrictive. If the geographic voting block is who will elect a certain 
member it increases the intensity level of the line-drawing process.  He added the he wanted to make 
sure we think how this would be implemented, as it could be tricky, but he thinks there is a lot of 
promise to it. 

 
Ms. Bradley began discussion on the need for elimination primaries if multiple candidates file to run.  
Mr. Clark stated that the question here is should these districts choose voters or should they choose 
candidates?  Traditionally, districts choose voters who then choose candidates who live in that district 
and over time depending on the way those districts were drawn, that can tend to bring out less than 
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politically representative candidates; people who deviate pretty far from the mainstream of a given 
city or state.  What he personally likes about this plan is that the pool of candidates is limited to that 
given district and they will, of necessity, reflect the flavor of that district, but you have the moderating 
influence of every voter in the city having a voice both in the primary and in the general. He believes 
that it is quite possible to elect an independent or minority party candidate under the structure simply 
because by-place elections are more competitive and that one of the merits of this plan is that it 
avoids some of both the political and the policy implications of a ward system while injecting 
accountability at the neighborhood level into our system of governance. 

 
Chair Coe commented that the Charter Review Commission in 2022 could look at the issue again and 
even if this committee makes a recommendation, it is still dependent on whether Council agrees to 
put it on the ballot and then voters still have to vote.   She stated that if this is a recommendation and 
it is thought out the way we propose that it would be and Council were to put it on the ballot with the 
structure and support of how this would be done, the citizens still vote. And the end of the vote they 
can vote no and we have the structure we have today because this would be one amendment.  She 
stated that when she talks to people, they seem interested in a district idea, but what they have seen 
before is not maybe what they like. She feels this gives the committee a chance to put something 
before the voters that would actually be clearer.   Mr. Rosenberger added that asking people to do the 
same thing a year after they have just said no was troublesome for a lot of those on the committee, 
and now something has emerged that maybe merits consideration, serious consideration, before we 
wait for the 2022 train to be in the station.     
 
Ms. Bradley commented about the cost of a special election and if this proposal merits taking it to the 
people at the cost of $1 million dollars, and then discussion followed stating that the cost would be 
much cheaper if it were in a regular election.   Mr. Mills asked if there ever was a time when there 
hasn't been a primary for City Council and the answer was yes.  He stated further that this would 
almost ensure there would always be some kind of citywide vote and there would be an incremental 
increase in cost with that.  Mr. Mills also asked about the residency requirement is in the City of 
Columbus and Mr. Clark stated that currently it is one year living in the city in order to run for Council.  
 
Mr. McCarthy added that if the committee goes down this path, they need to be very cognizant of how 
it affects the current Council.  Having gone through the line-drawing process at the legislature, he can 
state that contemplating incumbency, whether intentional or not, affects the line-drawing process in a 
pretty significant way.   He suggested something be added to grandfather in the current members so 
that where they live cannot be factored in.  He suggested that the committee think about not applying 
the residency requirement for the incumbent but only allowing that residency requirement to kick in 
when there is a turnover in that seat.   Chair Coe asked if that would be something the Council should 
sort out versus this body recommending that too specifically.   Mr. Johnson stated that naturally 
because of drafting the language of the amendment to put on the ballot, Council would have to think 
through the minutia and the technical aspects.   
 
Chair Coe stated that she agrees conceptually, she is just struggling with how that would work. Mr. 
McCarthy stated that if you have seven sitting council members and the line-drawing process takes 
place, it is hard to imagine that where they live wouldn't be in the back of the line-drawer's mind and if 
that happens, the idea of geographically representational districts would be undermined.  Ms. Bradley 
asked how long that incumbent Council member would get to be grandfathered in.  Chair Coe added 
that her point is that you would be negatively impacting another district. If three sitting Council 
members live in the same place, the two other districts don't get a Council member from their district 
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until one of the current members leaves.  Mr. McCarthy commented that it was hard for him to 
imagine that the turnover wouldn't be such that it would pretty quickly resolve itself.  
 
Chair Coe commented that she didn’t think this committee has to sort that out. If this is put before 
Council now and put it on a ballot in 2019 and put it in place in 2021, there is a pretty good chance 
that between now and 2021 a significant portion of Council changes.  Mr. McCarthy stated that he 
didn’t think a transition is too unreasonable.  Chair Coe agreed.   
 
Ms. Bradley asked Mr. Clark which city uses this plan.  Mr. Clark replied that Tucson uses a partisan 
election for their primary system and candidates appear on the ballot with the partisan designation. In 
Washington State, he was unsure if they apply partisanship. In Nevada, both Sparks and Reno have 
non-partisan elections like Columbus.  The other variation is the Tucson partisan primary is ward 
voters only. That has led to litigation that is currently pending and some courts have ruled that is a 
violation of one person, one vote. Other courts have said that it isn't. It is questionable how the 
Supreme Court would come down on this. 
 
Mr. Rosenberger added that he was comfortable with it and wanted to be crystalline for staff.  He was 
thinking that we just had an election and the headline would say that we recommend a change. The 
whole notion that we know there is an appetite among some to do it differently. For those who want to 
consider doing it differently, we believe this is something worthy of consideration. It is far short of 
saying what we are doing now doesn't work and here is our better idea. That is not what is going on 
as a result of this dialogue we are having. This is one idea, we hope, that may be worthy of 
consideration, and that may be as far as we go and we don't have any words like that included 
currently, so he urged that be included because it creates more comfort on his part about exactly 
what the nature of this committee’s recommendations are. 
 
Chair Coe reiterated that we are coming from a successful city; we are not making recommendations 
based on the fact that something hasn't worked and therefore it is wrong.  She suggested that the 
choice of words in the recommendation will be critical.  Draft language was distributed in hard copy 
based upon the changes that were discussed at the last meeting. Her thought was to ask staff to flesh 
out the plan on the handout called “Columbus plan” in more detail as if it were a recommendation with 
some of the positive language associated with it.  Mr. Rosenberger suggested that staff also use the 
words “district at-large”, he felt it was a more helpful choice of words than the hybrid.  
 
Discussion followed regarding selection of next meeting date.  Chair Coe announced that the 
committee had decided upon 1:00 p.m. on Thursday the 9th and 1:00 p.m. on Friday the 17th.  If work 
is finished on the 9th, the 17th won’t be needed, but at this point everyone should plan on both dates.   
 
Adjournment 
 
Hearing no further questions or concerns, Chair Coe asked for a motion to adjourn.  
 
Rosenberger moved, McCarthy seconded.  All in favor, none opposed.   
 
Meeting adjourned.  


