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Charter Review Committee 
Minutes 

November 17, 2016 6:00 p.m. 
Barnett Recreation Center 

1184 Barnett Road, 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 
Frieda L. Gilyard 
Frederick E. Mills 
John C. Rosenberger 
Robert Vitale 
Keary McCarthy 
 

(Barroso de Padilla and Lawes absent) 

Welcome and Opening Remarks 

Committee Chair Stefanie Coe opened the meeting at 6:17 p.m. and stated that we would skip 
directly to a presentation from Professor Daniel Tokaji, The Ohio State University, Moritz College of 
Law.  (presentation on file in the records of the Charter Review Committee) (comments are 
summarized)  
  
Mr. Tokaji thanked the Chair and Members of the Committee and commented that he had been 
asked to speak about the federal law constraints on redistricting. Specifically addressing four different 
kinds of federal law claims that can be and sometimes are used to challenge redistricting plans at the 
local level as well as at the state and federal level. The supreme court has long stated that the right to 
vote is fundamental because it is preservative of all rights. The right to vote under the constitution as 
well as under federal law protects not only being able to vote and have your vote counted, but also 
one's right to equality of representation. These again are the federal, legal constraints on the drawing 
of districts. Whether they are congressional districts or state legislative districts or local legislative 
districts. The first one I mentioned is the doctrine of one person, one vote. The precise legal meaning 
arises from a series of cases that the United States supreme court decided approximately 50 years 
ago starting in 1964. Before the 1960s the supreme court really stayed out of the area of redistricting. 
Its active involvement in this area begins with addressing the fact that representatives in state and 
local legislative bodies often represented districts of very different populations. Sometimes you would 
have 40 times as many people in one district as in a neighboring district. The supreme court decided 
around this era that that was unconstitutional.  Legislative districts, whether at the congressional, 
state legislative or local level have to be of approximately equal population. The baseline rule that 
now exists is there can be a deviation of no more than 10%.  The second federal legal constraint of 
the drawing of legislative districts: Minority claims under section two of the Voting Rights Act. This 
landmark statute that was adopted in 1982. Before 1982, you had to show discriminatory intent to 
establish a violation of both the United States Constitution and section two that was based on race 
discrimination. After the 1982 amendments to the Voting Rights Act, what's required is a 
discriminatory result. In the most important case, the court developed a three-part test, three 
conditions that have to be satisfied in order to violate section two.  Racial polarization is used 
frequently to challenge districts.  There are a variety of other factors that courts will look at, including 
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the effects of discrimination, the extent to which minorities have been elected to office. The main point 
for your deliberations is these cases are very fact intensive; they tend to require a lot of expert 
evidence and for that reason can be somewhat expensive. I was asked to look at attorney's fees and 
have found awards in six figures. The third kind of claim is racial gerrymandering. The Supreme Court 
starting with Shaw versus Reno in 1993 held that the overuse of race in drawing legislative districts 
may violate the constitution. Specifically if race is the predominate factor in drawing districts, then 
those districts must be narrowly tailored to serve a compelling interest. Race sometimes must be 
considered under the Voting Rights Act, but if you go too far and use race too much, that might 
violate the equal protection clause.   The fourth kind of claim is one on which the supreme court itself 
has been divided in the last 30 years, is partisan gerrymandering. We see it at the state level as well 
as the local level and the supreme court has been splintered over the last 30 years regarding these 
kinds of claims. The median vote seems to be that partisan gerrymandering could conceivably violate 
the constitution if it has both the intent and purpose of seriously disadvantaging the non-dominate 
party. Since then, there have been two other cases in which the court was divided. It is possible we 
will get some clarity from the Supreme Court but it is fair to say the law regarding partisan 
gerrymandering is very much up in the air. Professor Tokaji clarified that he has no position on what 
this committee should do in regards to moving from an at large system to a districted system. His sole 
purpose here is to advise as to the kinds of federal, legal claims that are at least potentially in the air 
in the event that this body and the people of Columbus were ultimately going to choose to go to a 
districted system.   
 
Chair Coe thanked Professor Tokaji and stated that there have been a number of comments made at 
other meetings that the practice of having at large representation is a violation of the Voting Rights 
Act and asked if he could talk about some cases where at large systems have been found 
constitutional. 
 
Professor Tokaji stated that assertion is false. It is not categorically true that at large districts violate 
the Voting Rights Act, but they can.  It gets really complicated but the simple answer is no, at large 
election systems do not always violate the Voting Rights Act. It really depends upon the extent of 
racial polarization which is a factual question that often requires very detailed political science 
evidence from experts. 
 
Chair Coe stated that for the city to move forward successfully, the stability and consistency of our 
system is important not to be tied up in litigation for decades to come and asked if there is litigation 
surrounding district systems as well as at large systems and if so, does one or the other have more 
litigation associated with it? 
 
Mr. Tokaji replied that it depends on the circumstances. If we were sitting in a city or a smaller 
municipality in the deep south where there's a high degree of racial polarization where generally 
speaking for example African Americans vote one way and the whites vote another or the Latinos 
vote one way and the white majority votes a different one, at large systems are in that environment 
very likely to be a problem. In a city like Columbus, it will be difficult to prove the level of racial 
polarization that would be required to prevail on a section two claim.  
 
Mr. Rosenberger questioned that he thought there typically is a lot of litigation that surrounds the 
drawing of districts.  Professor Tokaji replied that every ten years districts have to be drawn and every 
time districts are drawn it tends to provoke litigation.  He indicated that if we were on the committee, 
he would examine the level of litigation that has been experienced regarding at large elections in the 
City of Columbus compared with comparable cities elsewhere in the United States.   
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McCarthy asked if there has been litigation around municipal redistricting in Ohio.  Professor Tokaji 
replied that he was aware of cases up in Euclid with regard to racial polarization and it was a 
combined at large and districted system.  
 
Jonathan Beard (from the audience) asked in a city like Columbus where no African American has 
been elected to Council without first being appointed other than Jennette Bradley in 1991, are there 
any cases dealing with the fact that black folks are elected without prior appointment or anything 
along those lines?  Professor Tokaji replied that there are hundreds of cases decided under the 
Voting Rights Act since it was enacted. If these members of a council who were first appointed are 
subsequently elected, it wouldn't necessarily be a violation by virtue of the fact that nobody had been 
elected without having first been appointed. But I think that could be a consideration that a court 
would take into account in determining whether the system being challenged violates the Voting 
Rights Act. 

 
Chair Coe stated that if committee members or anyone in attendance has questions for the professor 
staff will take them down and we will get a response. Chair Coe thanked the Recreation Center staff 
and all the students for hosting the meeting and reiterated that this meeting is going to be focused on 
the district issue. She indicated she will take comments from those in attendance regarding districts 
first and if we get through with those and there are other outstanding comments we will address those 
as the night goes on.  
 
 
Approval of the Minutes  
Hearing no questions or corrections, Chair Coe asked for a motion to approve the Minutes, as 
submitted.   McCarthy moved, Rosenberger 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.   
 
Chair Coe thanked Ms. Megas and stated that there are two speakers that have expressed intent to 
speak tonight and stated that if anyone else would like to address the committee, there are speaker 
slips that can be completed and submitted to Ms. Megas or Chair Coe.  She also noted that State 
Representative Hearcel Craig is in attendance at the meeting this evening.   
 
 
Public comments 
Chair Coe called upon Mr. William Schuck, first speaker for the evening.  (Presentation on file in 
Charter Review Committee records)  In conclusion, Mr. Schuck stated that he would view this as an 
opportunity to look to the future.  He stated that a hybrid council would help the City Council be more 
diverse and inclusive, help better represent the neighborhoods and if provided appropriate 
safeguards, he felt it will also have a global outlook.  
 
Chair Coe thanked Mr. Schuck.   Mr. Rosenberger stated his presentation was very thoughtful and 
thanked him for taking the time to present.  He questioned how the single topic rule avoids the log 
rolling. 
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Schuck replied that the idea is you don't want legislators saying if you vote for my bill or my local 
project, I will vote for your bill or your local project. Historically, this was put in the Ohio Constitution 
back in 1851. It was taken from the Pennsylvania Constitution and the courts have wrestled with it 
over the last century and a half and have gone back and forth. The basic idea is when things get 
voted on, it is on their merits. There should be some coherent framework that ties these together to 
accomplish some common purpose. 
 
Vitale commented that a few weeks ago State Representative Mike Curtin shared the history of 
Columbus, the current charter and our at large City Council and he told us this was done during the 
progressive era with the philosophy that no one should be represented by anybody they don't have a 
chance to vote for. Districts would mean that we are all represented by a number of people who we 
didn't get the chance to elect and asked Mr. Schuck what his thoughts were on that subject.  
 
Schuck responded that the rationale was valid. He commented that you want to be able to vote for or 
against them if you are happy or unhappy with what they do. As noted, you only get to vote for one 
member of congress but they all can vote to impose taxes. He added that the districts he is proposing 
would be significantly larger than a state representative district and another thing that somewhat 
mitigates that concern with a hybrid council is you have a majority of at large and a minority 
represented from districts.   
 
Chair Coe called upon Jonathan Beard, the next speaker.   (Mr. Beard submitted a presentation 
which is on file in Charter Review Committee Records but comments are summarized here as they 
do not mirror the presentation that was submitted) 
 
Mr. Beard began by thanking Mr. Schuck and indicated he agreed with him on many points.  Where 
he would differ is the size of the districts and the balance between at large and districts, but stated 
that he was in agreement on the hybrid council being preferable to what we have today. He 
commented that about the size of districts at the state level and added that city government is more 
hands on, so a smaller district is preferable.  He followed with comments about the previous topic of 
log rolling and competing needs being resolved in a public forum.  Seven members sit down and 
decide where things go, he suggested a better solution would be seven members including one who 
knows the neighborhood and the benefit to the local community. What voters know about their 
candidates now is generally their party affiliation, and when you get a smaller district the person is 
more familiar and overreliance on party affiliation goes away and people start to understand the role 
of the person who is supposed to represent them.  He stated that at large systems are inherently and 
structurally discriminatory.  Every council member right now gets elected because a majority of white 
folks vote for them, which is discriminatory.  At the same time we have expensive elections.  Each 
individual council member ends up getting more than 70% of their campaign funds from the Council 
President or prior to 2009 it came from a county party. We have people who can't afford their own 
elections, which is a particular problem for black folks and other minorities who tend to be not as 
connected. There is a basic question of equity for Columbus, we like to say we are a progressive city 
but why do we have this old at large voting system that structurally denies people of color the 
opportunity to vote for a candidate of their choice? This question of hybrid or at large districts is one 
element of the discussion; he stated he thinks that 11 to 15 members is a good sized council for 
Columbus. Campaign finance performance is something else. Back in 1994 voters approved the 
permissible availability in the charter for the city to regulate campaign finance. He referred to a 
$20,000 donation from an out of state company and suggested that Mayor Ginther had to fund the 
campaign of the other three people on the ballot with him.  
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Mr. Vitale commented that Mr. Shuck suggested an at large system that would have a majority of at 
large representatives and smaller number of district representatives and asked Mr. Beard if he had 
thoughts on the specific council structure. 
 
Beard replied that he thought Representative Schuck was on the right track with the hybrid model. He 
added he has submitted some mappings to this committee to get divisions on what a different council 
looks like, how many districts and how big a territory is, how many black and white folks, Hispanic, 
etc.  At the end of the day it is putting something on the ballot and letting people vote on what they 
think is best.  Mr. Beard added that he they have gathered signatures now for four at large and seven 
districts and have also gathered more recently for three at large and ten districts. He indicates that 
was based on feedback from the four-seven model. He also added that having only one person at 
large is the wrong approach. Setting up an heir apparent to move up to the office of Mayor is not what 
we need to do and it would be preferable to have at least three people who are political equals. 
 
Chair Coe asked if there were any other speakers regarding districts specifically before moving to the 
speakers on other topics.  Hearing none, she called the next speaker Sandy Bolzenius.   (comments 
are summarized) 
 
Ms. Bolzenius addressed the committee on the safety of our water, soil and air.  She asked what 
would one think if they were told that a tank of toxic chemicals was dug in the ground just outside the 
perimeter of their home, and that the tank is made of the most modern materials known to humans 
and will never leak. She followed with questions about how confident one would be in the safety of 
their home's water, soil and air from the contamination of that tank's contents.  She stated that all of 
us have a tank of toxins outside our homes, just outside of Franklin County and not just one, but 
hundreds in the form of injection wells and she stated that she can guarantee they will leak. There's 
no structure in this world, made by humans that hasn’t shifted, altered or deteriorated over time and 
yet these wells are expected to last forever. She added that she is with the Columbus Community Bill 
of Rights, a local group of volunteers concerned about the safety of our water, soil and air. Because 
water is vital to every human being, they have a petition to prohibit fracking in the city. The Bill of 
Rights references that both the U.S. and Ohio's constitution guarantees that all political power is 
inherent in the people. They also declare that all of us have inalienable rights to our property and the 
pursuit of happiness.  The people of Columbus demand the inherent right of self-government to 
protect health and environment.  She urged that everyone wants pure water, safe soil and clean air 
and everyone needs to unite to pass a Columbus Community Bill of Rights. Leakage is not 
uncommon and the city does not have the sources or the finances to deal with it. She stated that we 
must act now, not after standing in long lines waiting for bottled water and figuring out how to pay for 
the clean-up and certainly not after realizing that our youngest children are the victims. This spring, 
the Columbus Community Bill of Rights group will submit their petition to the city in hopes that the 
City Council will recognize the need as it pertains to fracking and ensure that the people have a 
chance to decide on what they want. The damage from radioactive toxic waste is irreversible and 
unless the problem is addressed, it is also inevitable.  

 
Ms. Coe reiterated that this committee has a specific narrow scope but all public comments are 
included with our reports.  Chair Coe called on the next speaker, Miss Kamani Leftridge.  (comments 
are summarized) 
 
Miss Leftridge began by stating that she is a Junior at Columbus Alternative High School and wishes 
to speak to the importance of youth being represented in decisions made by City Council.  She is part 
of the youth council and indicated that she represents youth council members who pass a rigorous 
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application process. The council is convened by communities and organizations including Franklin 
County, Columbus Health services and Franklin County Children's services.  She asked that in 
reviewing the Charter, the committee consider an opportunity to establish a role for youth in important 
decision making, particularly as it relates to the Board of Health and to Board appointments in area 
commissions. Right now young people are not present in these areas and they are direct stake 
holders with valuable views to share.   They feel that a youth seat should be occupied in order for 
valid proceedings to occur to enable young people to have an impact on decisions made and 
empower youth to lead peers to constructive solutions.  
 
Chair Coe commended Miss Leftridge for coming and called for the next speaker, Michael Branch, Jr. 
(comments are summarized) 
 
Mr. Branch stated he was speaking on his own behalf as well as that of his community, his school 
and as a member of the Franklin County Youth Council and he wished to talk to the committee about 
the role of student resource officers in the high school and allocation of recreation center funds.  He 
stated that they represent the view that a vital voice is missing at the table and that because youth 
are not old enough to vote, they don't have a voice in this democracy. He addressed problems with 
student resource officers in schools and instances where they are involved in arresting students and 
other forms of punitive punishments. He requested the Charter be amended to more clearly define 
the role of the resource officers.  He suggested that if there is no statement in the Charter that puts a 
higher level of accountability on these officers, it is left entirely up to the Columbus Police department. 
He added that he wanted to provide a youth perspective regarding allocations of the bond issue 
passed for the Recreation Centers. The bond issue for Franklin County was for the purpose of 
acquiring and renovating infrastructure for Recreation and Parks.  He proposed the money be 
appropriated to engage young people and that the Recreation Centers be open to operate on 
Mondays as well as any other days of the week.  
 
Mr. Vitale suggested that they may want to talk to the staff of the school board because they have a 
safety committee and defining the role of the officers in the schools would be an interesting topic. Mr. 
Vitale also thanked both students for coming down.  
 
Closing Remarks  

Ms. Coe indicated there were no other speaker slips and reiterated that the next meeting of the 
Charter Review Committee is December 15th at Carriage Place Community Center. That meeting will 
include a variety of topics and there will be follow-up on all of the open research topics, as well as 
discussion about area commissions.  Discussion among committee members followed regarding 
scheduling dates for working meetings to be held at City Hall.  (Those meetings will be open to the 
public, but there will be no guest speakers. The working meetings will be recorded and posted on the 
city's YouTube website.) 
 
Adjournment 
 
Hearing no further questions or concerns, Chair Coe asked for a motion to adjourn.  
 
Bradley moved, Rosenberger seconded.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:31 p.m.  
 


