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Date: August 11, 2003
To:  The Seattle City Council

¥rom: Richard D. Ford, Chair
Citizen Advisory Panel on Council Elections

Re:  Transmittal of the Panel's Report

I am pleased to submit the Report of the Citizen Advisory Pane) on Council Elections 1n
response to the Seattle City Council's Resolution 30509, The panel met over four months.
commencing in mid-March and coneluding in late July. This report and its appendices
document the panel’s outreach and efforts to identify and explain a range of electoral options for
electing members of the City Council. Because the merits and the anticipated outcomes of the
several options are highly subjective. the pros and cons we identified simply reflect the panel's
consensus on likely arguments in a community debate about an option.

The Citizen Advisory Panel's sixteen active members are verv diverse. with strong and
conflicting opinions about the options and their merits. Some members were strong supporiers
of a particular option. and others equally opposed to a particular option. Most members wanted
the panel 1o recommend a preferred option. some wanted no recommendations. In the end we
presented a majority and a minority recommendation for ¢ity council and public consideration.
1t 18 our hope the report sheds light on the electoral options. and will serve to engage lively civic
debate if electoral aptions are before the electorate v a proposed charter amendment.

To the reader of this report. while we tried to meld the perspectives of all 16 active panel
members into the content, in the end the report was edited by the panel chairman. Lach reader
may wish 1o evaluate the impact of such editing on the quality of the work and its balance and
fairness m presenting the collective views of the panel. With that human Himit disclosed. the
chairman wishes to thank ali panet members for their hard work and for the rich and
constructive dialogue around the issues of electoral reform. On behalf of all members of the
panel. I want to extend our special thanks 1o City Counci! staff G. Saroja Reddy. John Tavior.
and Nancy Roberts as well as panel facilitator Michael Bisesi. for their patience and
extraordinary support of the panel's work.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On Aungust 12,2002 the Seattle City Council adopied Rescluiion 30309 establishing an

- advisory Panel” to inform the public and 10 assist ihe Counci} in reviewing options 1or electing
City Counciimembers. Pane] members were appointed by the City Counctl in tate February
2003, 1n the four months following its first meetng on March 13, 2003 the Cliizen Advisory
Panel has reviewed the histary of Seattle’s electoral system: received citizen and expert
testimony on aliernative electoral systems: reviewed writngs on the opuons: and engaged m a
Hively discussion of the pros and cons and relaive merits of the several electoral options Seattle
volers might consider in the election of Councilmembers.

Tn the repott that follows. the panel Majorniy and its minority lay out “recommendations.”
While the panel did notagree on d single recommendation. there is a consensus that there s @
perceived “problem” with the City Council. which some members of the public atnbute the
current electoral svstem. The panel has distitled this perceplion Mo & “problem statement.
The recommendations seek 10 address this problem staiement. which is based on citizen
compment. expert tesamony, and pane} members’ personal views. Specifically the problem
statement points to several perceptions of the status quo. including lack of access by many
citizens to councilmembers: lack of responsiveness: the high cost of campaigning: the bajance
of power between the mayor and council: and the lack of balance in representation of diverse
interests in the city.

With respect 1 recommendations, a clear majority of the panel determined that advocates for
change in the electoral system failed 1o make the case for change. The minority concluded that
broader and more diverse representation can be achieved by use of proportional representation
voting. Whatever readers of this report may think of the majority and minoerity
recommendations. it is hoped thatin making the recommendanons the pancl may spark a
community dialogue aboutissues e many Seattle citizens helieve need to be addressed.

The outline of electoral opuons coptained in (he report and supporing muaterials in the
appendices provide helpful information o inform public discussion, Those who seek precise
analysis of the probable impact of the various electoral opuons on civie governance will be
disappointed in this report. While there is substantial opinion about the virtues and flaws of the
" various electoral options. there is 2 dearth of evidence 10 prove bevond a doubt the perfect
process for electng those who govern cities.

PANEL APPOINTMENT AND PROCESS

On August 12, 2002, the Seattle City Council adopied Resoluton 30309, establishing “un
advisory Panel io evaluaie opiions for eleciing Ciry Councilmembers. 16 imform the pubiic on
such oprions. and 10 assist the Cirv Conncil in reviewing possible amendments [0 the City
Charer election provisions for Ciry Counctl for possible inchisian on rhe 2003 ballor.”

The resulting 19-member (of which oniy 16 actually participated) Citizen Advisory Panel on
Council Flections was charged with: (a) assisting the Seattle City Council by veviewing the



various optiens for electing Ciry Councilmembers: and (b appraising the public of the pros and
cons associated with the various systems. More specifically. the Panel was charged with
considering "an array of electoral models 1 its consideration of options. including the current
at-large system. geographic. proportional. a blended svstem or other svstems of representation.”
The Panel was also asked to “be mindful of suriking a balance between geographic
accountabiiity and creating an elected body that 1s able 10 balance neighborhood needs with a
citvwide and regional perspective.”

The Panel met eleven times berween March 13020030 and July 212003, While the limuted tme
frame for deliberations did not allow for an exhaustive empirical analysis. the Panel was able o
oroanize a thoughtful and thorough approach w fuifilling ns charge. The Panel received
presentations from several speakers that informed the Panel’s discussions {see Appendix 1 for g
tist of presenters). Mr. Walt Crowiey. Executive Director of History Link. a Washington
nonprofit. spoke at length about Seattie’s rich electoral history and answered Panel member
questions regarding the same (see Appendix 2} Professor David Olson of the University of
Washington and Professor Todd Donovan of \\ estern Washinglon Unjversity discussed the pros
and cons of the various electoral svstems and answered guestions recarding the experience of

specific ciies (see Appendix 3). Mr. Stan Finkelstem. Executive Director of the Association of
Washington Cities, presented the Panel with comparative data on the other cities and systems
within Washingion State (see Appendix 4). Appendix 5 includes an outline of the choice voung
presentation given by Janet Anderson. one nfn:—: Panel members. A good description of
proportional representation i Cambridge. Massachuseus 1s included in Appendix 6. An
abswract of Ierature by political scientists regarding elections is presented in Appendix 7: and a
paper by Mr. Charles T. Koon. an undergraduate student at the University of Washingion. on
the history of c1vie governance in Seautle. s meluded in Appendis 8. A City Council paper
wiitten 1 1975 staung the Council’s opposition o districiing was distributed o Panel members
and 1s mcluded in Appendix 9.

In addinon 1o the speakers and presentations identified above. Panel members heard from
advocates for various systems. discussed criteria to be used in evaluating options. and
participated in a simulated elecuon using three different election methods: choice voting. a
proporaonal method: cumulative voung. a semi proporional method: and the more vadiional
winner-take-al] plurality voting format. With this ballot 11 was also possible 1w determine the
outceme of an instant runoff election.

The Panel also considered community concerns about City Councilmember “access and
responsiveness” and discussed how these concerns may also contribute 10 some conumunity

desires for svstem change.

Fin;ﬂl\' tw 0 public hearings were held. one on June 23" at the Municipal Building and the other
on June 30" at New Hollv Community Center. The purpose of the Jauu INgs was 10 invite public
comment on the Panel’s drait report that identified six election svstems and the pros and cons of
each {a seventh election system was added after public wesumony). A list of witnesses. a
summary of the hearings and the main themes introduced by the witnesses. and the e-mail
responses are ncluded in Appendix 10

.



PROBLEM STATEMENT

Cleriain citizen concemns and views that came 10 the atiention of the Citizen Advisory Panel
during its deliberations may be of interest to the Seattle Citv Council. How widely the concemns
and views are shared we cannot determine, but we believe they are worthy of the City Council s
attention. These problems. or perceived problems. underlie the concerns and digsatistaction
with the current state of affairs and have resulted in petritions being circulated that seek 1o
change the way in which we elect City Counciimembers, Whether or not either of these
measures witimately appears on a ballot. the panel respectfully encourages the City Councl] Lo
consider the sources of these movements and their perceived dissatsfaction in order 1o explore
potential remedies and enhance whalever sysien is i place.

The following points comprise the key elements of the “problem statement.” These points are
not presented as facts, but rather as perceptions of some citizens that interacted with the
panef:

1. Some Seatile citizens strongly believe that the current method of elecung members of
e Ciry Council does not provide adequate representation of diverse groups and views.

3

Because of the lack of diversity in representation noted above. City Councilmembers are
less accessibie and responsive 10 those not adequately represenied by the current
electoral system.

3. Some citizens perceive the current elecioral syslem is a 100t cause of the high cost of
campaigning.

4. Some citizens believe the City of Seande should do more to “level the playing field” in
the financing and tmiting of campaign costs including pubhe financing Or access 1
clevision and lowertng the maximum conuibution allowed 1o campaigns.

5 The current electoral svsiem contributes to the downtown being a disproporuonate
beneficiary of the city's public invesument in facilities and services. This perceived bias
deprives neighborhoods of essential invesiment and services,

6. The balance of power between the mavor and city council can change based on the
clectoral svstem. There is a lack of clarity. however. on the probable impacts of the
various electoral options on the balance of powers.

()



PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS
Majority Report {11}

{Stella Chao, Brewster Denny. Michaelanpe Ehrenberg. Dick Ford. Joann Francis, Wilda Heard.
R andy Revelle, Roger Valdez. Jeanerie Williams, Richard Yarmuth. and Karen Yoshiiomi)

A majority of the Ciuzen Advisory pane] recommends keeping the current at-large system of

eiecting members of the Seaule ity Council. This recommendation is based primarily on the
foliowing three reasons:

*  Fisi some members of the Panel are convinced. after consideration of other systems.
that the current svsten 1s the best way o elect candidates o the City Council. In their
view, the current sysiem provides City Councilmembers with a broad perspeciive
allowing ciiywide inierests and vegional goals to be considered. The current svstem also
heips maintain an appropnate bajance of power and separaiion of powers between the
navor and city council. Under the current svstem. residents from all parts of Seattle
who want aceess to a Councilmember can choose from among nine {..ounm}mc:mbt':r:s
whose election they can influence directly,

e Second. other panel members feel strongly that while there are serjous issues with the
current function and responsiveness of the City Councii raised by proponents of
alternative svstems, they faled fo present a compelling case that these issues wouid be
addressed by changing the current sysiem of electing Councilmembers. Although these
panel members are not enthusiasuc about the current system. they did not find that other
alternatives would necessarily lead (o positive changes

e Finally, there is a broad consensus that fundamental changes to the method of electing
the Ciry Council require compelling evidence that such changes would result in
signiticant improvements Lo the overall quality of representation and governance of the
City Council. No such compelling evidence was presented or found.

Considered together. these conclusions resulted in a majority opinion that the current svstem
should be retained. The Paned strongly encourages the City Council to take seriousiv the
concerns of the proponents of change 10 the current system. while at the same time exercising
considerable skepticism abow improving the Council's effectiveness. composition. and overai)
representativeness with any of the options presented in the Panel’s report.

Minority Report (4)

{Janet Anderson. Lester Goldstein: Jody Hauvg. and Brent White)

The minority joins in consensus with the rest of the panel in its assessiment that electng City
Councilmembers by district would be undestrable. However. we feel that other options deserve
further study and de‘ibe*'a{ion We especially like the ranked-voung proportional representation

svstem that was supported by 22 of the 32 people who lestified or submited writlen comments.



The signatories ol the minority position feel that this proporiional representation systen 18
clearly superior 1o the status quo. for reasons detailed below. We recommend that another paned
e convened o further study this system. and other options in cOMParison the status quo.

Using the panel’s criteria, we provide our assessment of how PR clections would better serve

the interests of the Seattle electorale:

o Does the system promote broad representation? There can be no doubt that PR election
systems ensure the broadest possible represeniation. reflecting the voters™ preferences.

o Does the system promote accountabilinG of Councilmembers? All Councibmembers

must be highly accountabie 10 CONSUTIENTS. hut those elecied by a particular segment of
the electorate. as under PR.must be especially responsive o those conslituents.

o Does the system promote quality candidates? Under the current at-large system
candidares for one position may be undesirable. while candidaies for another posiion
mav be exceptional choices, In a nonpartisan PR elecuon. ol candidates run againsl one
another. providing voters the opportunity 1o choose the best of the tolal slate.

o Does the system promote qualify government? Llecton systems can promote quality
covernment ensuring that the best candidates representing the broadest range of the
community’s political views are clected. PR svstems provide the voters the superior
apportunity 1o achieve that result.

o Does the system allow for addressing diverse issues? PR elections allow for more
minority political views to be represented and can address a great diversity ol issues.

o Does the systent lower election costs? Since PR elections do not reguire primaries (o1
choosing candidates. PR elecnions would have Jower costs than elections with both a
primary and geperal election. Campaign costs may also be substanually reduced in PR
cleciions because a candidate need only reach the appropriate 10 1o 20 percent of the
electoraie the candidate wishes to represent. not the entire hody of voters.

o Does the system promote guality campaigning? Theve are three po werful reasons wihy
PR improves the quahity of campaigns: (1) PR systems allow the voier Lo indicaie
herfhis first. second, third, and other chojces among the field of candidaies: therefore.
candidates will be constrained 1 slinging mud al opponents because they want o be
considered for the second. third. and other choices il not the first choice: (2) when
running against a relatively large field of opponents. a candidate will look silly
disparaging lots of opponents: and (3. a candidaie who needs just 1010 20 pereent of
the vote will avoid the rypical pabulum of being all things o all people and will focus on
dealing forthrightly on those 1ssues of most direct concern o those cinzens te candidaie
wishes o represent,

s Does the system promote voler pariicipation?  When a votey has more choices and the
chances are mproved Lo elect someone who closelv represents the voter's VIews. voler
participation should increase.



o The next two criteria — Does the system promote Councilmember responsiveness?
and Doeys the system promote Councilmember accessibility? ——can be taken together.
The most important factor influencing responsiveness and accessibility is the need for
the Councilmember to run for re-election. [tis a matter of considerable debate as to
which system might be best in these regards. We can expect. however. that each
Councilmember would be especially responsive and accessible 1o those responsible for
thewr election.

s Does the system promote the best cliecks and balances between Fxecutive and
Legistarive power? Checks and balances are. of course. primarily determined by the
City Charter. We expect a city council elected by PR 10 possess powers resembling the
powers currently enjoved by the councii elected via an at-large svstem. but we have
nsufficient evidence to know whether a PR-clected council would be stronger or weaker
than the current one.

ABSTENTION

Pane! member Chris Beer abstained from beth the majority and minority recommendations. His
comments are found in Appendix 12,

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Since its founding. the citizens of Seattle have repeatedly struggled with and searched for the
“best” electoral system from which 1o draw its city Councilmembers (sec Appendix 11 "Seattle
City Council Electoral Systems A Historical Timeline™). Incorporated in 1865, Seattle’s first
city charter was revoked and then rewritten by the Republican controlled territorial fegrslature 1
1869, Under the imposed systen. a seven-member City Council was elected at-large until 1883,

From 1883 10 1910, Seattle experimented with no Jess than four different electoral sysiems:
Councilmembers were elecied by wards (disuicts). which ranged in sumber from 3 10 9. as wel]
as by mixed systems which combined districts and at-large. From 1890 10 1896, Seattie had a
25 member Bicameral Council composed of a Board of Aldermen (9 at taree) and a House of
Delegates (2 from 8 distriets). From 1896 10 1910, Seattle returned 10 a Unicameral Council
made up of members elected by district (ranging in number from 9w 14y and fowr members
elected at large.

in 1970, the voters of Seattle approved another amendment 1o the citv charter changing the size
and nature of the City Council 10 a nine member, nonpartisan body elected com pletely at large.
The chapge was supported by progressive Republicans. labor organizatiens. and business
groups. but opposed by the incumbent politicians. The Sewutrle Pos Inielligencer and the Seairle
Star backed the reform. while The Searile Times opposed it arguing that the chan ge would
increase the power of special intevest groups, Subsequent changes initiated by ciuzens and the
State have continued to shape Seattle’s government and the dynamics of city hall:
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1923 City manager system proposed and defeated.

1926 City manager system s gjected again.

1027 Proposal o resiore districts rejected.

1946 New City Charter approved estabiishing a nonpartisan City C ounci! with nine
members and an elected nonpartisan Mayor in what was characterized as a

“strong council-weak mayor sysien.

1966 State law gives the Mayor new authority over preparation and admimsiation of
the city budget. tpping the power r balance i favor of the Mavor.

1975 Proposal to elect some Councilmembers by disuict rejecied.

19G5  Proposal to restore ¢ districts rejected.

CRITERIA FOR REVIEWING OPTH ONS
In addressing the pros and cong of the var Fious election systents. the Citizen Advisor s Panel
considered a number of criteria. including hut not lmited w the followmy:

o Does the svsiem promote broad repre sentation?

e Does the system promole accounta hility of Councilmembers”

o Does the system promote quality candidates?

o Does the svstem promote qualits sovernment”’

¢ Does the system allow for addressing diverse 1ssue

e Does the svstem lower electon costs”

o Does the svstem promote quality Lampamnw,

e Does the svstem promote voier participation’

e Does the svstem promote Counciimem her responsiveness”

o Does the svstem promole Councilmember accessibiliny”

o Does Lthe sysiem promote the best checks and balances between Executive and

Legislative power?

The Panel members are split in their expectations of @ voting svsteny. Some members believe
the most important measure of 2 good voting svstem is how well it mirrors the preferences of
the eleciorate - a group that nml\m up 30 percent of the electorate should be able w clect about
20 perccm of the “representative” body. Other members believe the best electjon system
p1 od uces Teood governance.” Good governance s defined by these members in a varety ol

- produces a strong council, produces good results for cilizens. and promotes honest
govcmmcm.

in the liwerature reviewed by the Panel and the testimony received. there 1$ reference (o the
advantage of incumbents and to we Jl-financed candidates. No electoral system will aifect this
advaniage. Consequently. none of the pros & vl cons in the options identifed below address this
1S5U€.



COUNCIL ELECTION OPTIONS

Of the ten Jargest cities in Washington State. excluding Seattle. four elect Councilmembers by
districts (Spokane. Tacoma. Yakima. and Bellingham) and six elect their Councilmembers at-
large (Bellevue. bveret, Kent. Federal Way, and Spokane Valley elect by district).

Guest speakers cautioned the Panel against crediting the election methods used with the swength
or weakness of the resulting government. Much of how well or poorly a governmental unit
operates depends on the individuals invoived rather than the method used 10 elect them. For the
most parl. the pros and cons of the various optiens are subjective and difficuli 1o prove. The
opuons hsted below were offered by one or more Panel members and are not necessarily agreed
w0 by the full Panel. In geneval, it was agreed that these “pros™ and “cons™ would appear in any
debate about the options, As noted earhier. while the Panel’s work was thorough and thoughtful.
it became clear that substantial conflicting evidence could be mobilized to support or refute the
alieged benelit of any particular election option. The Panel considered the [oliowing options:

e at-large by position (current svstem):

e al-large/no positions:

« at-large/cholce/proportonal:

e ceographic districts:

o muxed: diswicts/ai laree

o mixed: districis/choice: and

¢ primary nomination by district/general election citvwide.

At-Large by Position (Current System)

At-large by position voling systems are characterized by the entire electorate voting for
candidates who run by separate numbered positions. Thus. in a city with 400.000 eligible voters
and nme Counci] positons. the entire pool of 400,000 voters could cast a vote for each of th

BIBE POSILONS.

Pros

o Provides elected efficials with a geographically broad perspective, allowing citvwide
interests and regional goals (0 be considered.

°  May mute the affects of parochial imerests influencing elected officials.

e Residents from all parts of Seattle who want access 10 a Councilmember can choose
from nine Councilmembers whose election they can direct!v infiuence.

e Citywide campaigns offer an excellent education for service as a Councilmember.

¢ Seaude’s historical experience has shown that at-large election svstems can result in
greater efficiency and less corruption.

*  May provide the largest pool from which w select candidates.

o IHelps maintain an appropriate balance of power and separation of powers between the
Mayor and the City Couneil.

¢ Seantle voters have historic experience with this system. and thev understand how it
works.

o Seatle’s history has shown al-large elections can be conducive 1o electing minorities
and women.



Cons

o May result in elected officials who pay less attention w. and have less Tamibiarity. with
some neighborhooed concemns.

« May unduly enhance the influence of downtown business interests and other special
interests.

o May conuribuie to the higher cost of election

¢ May reduce the accounability of elected of flufm by broadening the consitiency
served.

o Asa winner-take-all svsiem. may resultin less representation of mmoriy groups andior
views (for example. racial and ethnic groups. women. sexual miners Hies. and economic!
political groups).

At-Larse/No Positions

At-large citvwide systems ajlow an unlimited field of candidates to ran for a i xed number of
seats. I citizens are allowed 10 cast one vole per seal and the op vole getiers win each scat. the
political majority will likely win most of the seats. An allernative method provides citizen

with onlv one vote for the whole slate. 15 this case the winners will represent a broader polmca?
SpoeCriai. but the majority per spu.U\fL may be ¢ 1\}710;}011101]&&!\ fow,

Pros

e Provides elecied officials with a geographically broad perspective. allowing citywi e

interests and regional goals to be considered.

e Mayv mute the effects of parochial mterests influe: 1wine elected officials.

o Seattle’s historical experience has shown that at-larpe elecyon syvstems can resultin
areaier L“l(.i(,l'](.\ and less corruption.

e Offers more chojces 10 voters since all candidates are runn ine against cach other as w ell
as neweomers. Candidates do not select SpecHiic opponents.

¢ Mav allow for election of certain MINOTILY Lroups.

o Residents from all parts of Seattle who want access 1o a Councilmember can choose
from nine Councilmembers whose election thev can directly influence.

e (itywide campaigns offer an excetlent education for service as a Councilmembey

o Helps maintain an appropriaie balance of nower and separation ol powers between the
Mavor and the City Council.

Cons

o May result in elected officials who pay Jess attention 10, and have less familianty with.
some neighborbood concerns.

s May coniribute to the higher cost of elecuons.

o  Mayv reduce the accountability of elected officials by broadening the constituency
served.
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»  May result in less representation of minority groups and/or views (for example. racial
and ethnic groups. women. sexual minorities. and economic/political aroups)) depending
upon how many votes are allotied to each vorter.

¢ May result in the voting majority being underepresemed.
« May unduly enhance the influence of downtown business interests and other special
InLerests.

At-Laree/Choice/Proportional

The ravonale underpinning ali proportional voting systems is that the representative elected
body should mirror the make up of the electorate as ciosely as possible. A group of like-mindes
voters who make up about 30 percent of the electorate should have the ability 1o elect about 30
percent of the officials. Several different election sysiems will enable such proportional results.
The Pane] devoted its antention 1o the system currently being promoted by a charter amendment
petinon. Itis known by several different names: choice voting. preference voting. and single
transferable vote.

With this voting method. the electors rank their preferred candidate as their first choice. They
may then go on to rank additienal preferences. The voter will have onlv one vote that counts
towards election. but if their first cholce has insufficient support o win a seat, their vote wili be
transferred o their next choice it they have listed one. The result is thal most voters will be able
to elect one of their preferences and fewer votes are “wasted.” 1f nine seass we 1o be elected. a
litde less than one ninth of the votes will be required o 1) a seat.

Under this electoral system. only one election is required. There may be a series of vote counts
to determine who wins the election. A primary election is optional,

Pros

o May be the most representative as an electoral model, Most volers will have the ability
W glect someone who is one of their choices.

o Unlike winner-take-all elections that require over 30 percent of the vote o win. choice
voling enables a winner to be elected with only 10 w0 20 percent ot the vote.

e May be deemed more “democratic” than most other svstems by allowmg a broader
diversity of perspectives to be elected.

o Could reduce election costs for both the candidates and administrators because a DYHTAFY
elecuion Is not required with this system: the elimination process can take place on one
ballot

o May encourage participation of groups that waditionally have felt their views have not
been represented.

e Campaigns may be more likely to focus on policy issues.

o Seattle could be the first city in the state to adopt such an innovative VOTING svsienl.
thereby setting an exciting example for others.

e This system allJows neighborhoods o elect a representative ¥ such representation 1s of
prime importance 1o their volers.

o Similar systems have been used elsewhere in the United States,

2

May not require a change in state law because Seattie is a home rule charter CIy,



Cons

o May be difficult for voters © understand the vole transfer process.

» P roport: ional representation 1s wnfmniliar io most Americans and its adoption would
require a significant educational component.

o Would require new software for king County voting equipment —— a one-1me new
EXPEnse.

s Mav require a change in state law.

e Inacrowded Seld. those with less financing may be at a disadvantage.

Geoeraphic Districts

This svsiem of elections divides a ¢ity into geographic distnets that are more or less of

equivalent size relatve 1o population. Ratber than vum ning citywide. as Counciimembers do i
an at-large svstem. they are elected by the voters within a disuiet. This is a winner-take-ali
svstem i which one voter will have one vote 1o cast for a candidate. The nolitical majonty or
plurality in each distriet will name the winner.

PPros

o DBetier representation for some groups than in at-large systems because the potential pood
“constituents is smaller.

o May result in less costly campa jans for some candidates due to the small geographic
area 10 be covered,

o Mav allow clected officials 1o be more responsive 1o thelr consutuents.

o Simple for voters 1o understanc and administer.

o Depending on housing patterns. may result in greater representation of ethaic and racial
MINCIes.

Cons

o May lead 10 a focus on smaller par ochial issues. at the expense of broad. regional 1ssues.

o May increase the influence of moneved special interests.

o Like all winner-lake-all sysiems, overrepresents those who vote for the winner and
underrepresents those wio vote for the loser.

o Reguires that districts be drawn,

o Raises issues of gerrvmandering,

e Seattle does not divide into nine “nawral neighborhoods”™ of equal population

e Constituencies that are not defined geographically may not be served.

o Electing Councilmembers by disinct could result in Councibmembers becoming mini-
mavors Tor their disurict.

o Voters can influence the election of only one Councilmember.

May eliminaie highly qualified candidates when more than one fives in the same disuict.



Mixed: Districts/At-Large

Thiss a winner-take-all efectoral svstem that allows for some number of Councilmembers to be
elected by all of the eligible voters 1n the City of Seattie and others 10 be elected in single
member districts. Blended systems have all of the strengths and weaknesses of at-large and
district systems. but are presumed. by blending the two systems. 10 creale a unique elecioral
model. which maximizes the strengths of both svstems while neutralizing the inherent
weaknesses of both.

Pros

o Universal and parochial interests are represented. allowing citvwide interests and
regional goals to be advanced as W(;ll as nelghborhood interests.

¢ Some campalgns may be less costly.

°  May affect a balance between the influence of moneved special interests and
neighborhood interests.

o May provide for greater representation of minority groups and/or views (for example.
racial and ethnic groups. women. sexual minorities. and economic/political groups).

Cons

e May create two classes of elected officials — at-large and district-based
Councilmembers: the at-large Councilmembers may be perceived as more buportani
than the district Councilmembers.

o Diswict elected officials may focus on parochial issues.

o The system remains a winner-take-all system, and consequently mav overrepresent those
whe vote for the winner and under-represent those who vote for the loser.

o TPobtical and monetary costs are associated with defining districts,

e Because an at-large Councilmember will also live in o diswict represented by another
district Councilmember. some neighborhoods would have “double™ representation and
may enjoy a disproportionate amount of power relative 1o other parts of the city,

Mixed: Districts/Choice

A compromise between a proportonal system and a winner take all district system might work
as follows: in one vear volers elect four city Councilmembers. one from roughly cach guadrant
of the eity. Two years later. they elect the five Councilmembers ai-large using a choice voting
proporticnal system. Such a combined system would theoretically give each voter six
Councilmembers they could look upon as ~theirs™ (their own district plus the five elecied ar
targe}. The preportdonal eiecnion would enable minonily representation for any group that could
gather together roughly 17 percent of the vote. Such a compromise might at Jeast partially
satisfy both groups that are advocating a change from our current svstem.



Pros

Cons

May increase the opportunty for vepresentation of citywide. nerghbor hood. and
dispersed minarity inierests.

May result in less costly campaigns. Winning @ district seat would require roughly 31
percent of the vote (that would be about 13 percent of the citvwide vote). The
pmpmuo nal seais would require about 17 percent of the vote. and campaign
contributions would be collected citvwide.

May enhance C ouncilmember accountability as each voler will have muluple ways o be
represented. and thus have multiple Councilmembers who feel a need to Hsten to them.
Mav create a disincentive against mudslinging when ranked ballots are used.

would reduce the likelibood of ger rrymandering. compared 10 a district system. sinee i
would only be useful 1o a mu nority of € aunciimembers.

A mixed system using choice voting may be more stable given the American history of
swinging back and forth between districts and at-large winner take all elections.

May contribuie to jower clection costs because the Mayor and City Atormey. as well ag
district winners, could be elected using the same baliot sivie: for example. the volng
results could be taliied using nstant runoff voting principles. This could make possible
the elimination of the cost of Seatile e primary ¢lection and r elated expenses.

The alternaune form of elections may confuse many vowers.

Voters may be inivally distrustful of the process for counting ranked bajlots.

There are additional costs for the disirict-drawing process and the software upgrade 1
count ranked ballots. potentially making this svsiem the more expensive 1o adminster.
These increased costs may be Somew hat offser by eliminating the need for a primary
election,

May create fwo classes of Councilmembers who are perceived differenth

Because i is possible for an at-large Councilmember and a distnet Cou ncih'ncmbcr w0 be
clected from the same neighborhood. some neighborhoods wili have ™ doub }
representation. and may enjoy a disproporionaie amount of power relative
of the city.

ey parts

Primary Nomination by District/General Election Cirvwide

Under this tvpe of system. candidates would run by district Tor the primary and the winners
would run i a ul\ wide election. Such a system would theoretically give voiers the best of

district and at-laree systems in that they would intially select candidaies thaty pli.s{:‘]i smalie

geoeraphically l ased constituencies, and the winners would represent citywide ierests. This
clecroral svstem is how Seattle Sehoo! Board members are elected.

Pros

[

Better represent: stion for some groups than in at-large systems because the potential pool
of candidates is more representative o of netghborhoods,



&

May allow elected officials to be more responstve (o their constituents.

o Provides elected officials with & geographically broad perspective. allowing citvwide
interests and regional goals 1o be considered as well as neighborhood interests.

o May mute the effects of parochial interests influencing elected officials,

o Residents from all parts of Seattle who want access Lo a Councilmember can choose
from nine Councilmembers whose election they can directly influence.

e Citywide campaigns offer an excellent education for service as a Counciimember.

o Helps maintain an appropriate balance of power and separation of powers between the

Mavor and the City Council,

Cons

s Like all winner—take-all systems. overrepresents those who vote for the winner and
underrepresents those who vote for the loser.

o Requires that districts be drawn.

o Mayv allow well-funded groups to more casily target candidates they wish to defeat.

o There are political and monetary costs associaled with defining disuriets.

o May eliminate highly qualified candidates when more than one lives in the same district,

o Mav unduly enhance the influence of downtown business interests and other special
Interests.

CILOSING REMARKS

Attached to this report are several appendices that the more committed reader may find both
enlightening and useful in any further consideration of changing the method of electing City
Councibnembers. Those panel members whe provided the minority recommendation believe
the ity counctl shouid further study the option of electing councilmembers under & PR svstem
of voung. Appendix 6 provides information on a form of PR elections used in Cambridge. MA.
Other appendices report on the comments of ciuzens and experts who appeared before the
panel. Alse, members of the panet were offered the opportumiy to submit signed letters with
their specific and personal views for inclusion in Appendix 12,



Appendix |

CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF PRESENTERS

The Citizen’s Advisory Papel heard from the following guest preseniers (listed in chronological
order of presentation) who were scheduled based on calendar avaiiability:

Charies T. Koon
Undergraduate Student, University of Washington

Jay Sauceda and Jeanne Legault
Seattle Districts Now Initiative

Walt Crowley
HistorylLink

George Griffin
Greater Seattle Chamber of Commerce

David Olson
University of Washington

Todd Donovan
Western Washington University

Stan Finkelstein
Association of Washington Cities
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APPENDIX 2

Your search for city charter found 8 files

@ = Essay is llustrated

ryLink.org
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Jump to resuits for: Metropedias | Timelines | People's Histories [ Oral Histories | Related Documents

EMetro;
Title:  Eckstein, Nathan (1873-1945)

Abstract: Nathan Eckstein was a prominent citizen who came to Seattle after being in the
o grocery business for 10 years in New York. He married Mina Schwabacher in 1902
% and served as vice president and then chief executive officer of Schwabachers and
Co., one of the cldest business houses in Seattie. He was a member of the Seattle
School Board (1913-1920), chairman of the Washington State Tax Commission {1921-
1822), Campaign Chairman for the Seattle Community Fund which was the farerunner
of United Way (1924, 1925), and a member of the commission to revise the City
Charter (1825). On acceptance of the 1926 "Seattle's Most Useful Citizen” award,
Nathan Eckstein stated "To be a useful citizen is more than a duty, itis a high
privilege.” Nathan Eckstein Junior High is named after him. Full Text>>>

L bt

ETImeline

dock o Top A

Title:  Voters choose non-partisan city council elected at targe on March 8, 1910.

Abstract: On March 8, 1910, voters in Seattie approve amendments to the city charter that
change the city council tc consist of nine nen-partisan members elected from the city
at large. The change is supported by progressive Republicans, labor organizations,
and business groups, but opposed by incumbent poliicians. Full Text>>>

Title:  Voters reject city manager system of government on March 10, 1925,

Abstract: On March 10, 1925, Sealtie volars reject an amendment to the city charter that would
place a city manager in charge the police and fire departiments, City Light, and the

Municipai Railway. The Seattle Times opposes the measure in a strenuous campaign.
Fuil Text>>>

Titlel  Voters narrowly reject city manager plan on March 9, 1926,

Abstract: On March 89, 1926, Seattle voters narrowly reject a Municipal League plan for a
business manager to run city government. The voters approve a slate of freeholders 1o
draw up & new city chaner, Ful] Textz>>
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Voters reject district city council elections and Rich Man's Charter on
November 4, 1926.

Abstract: On November 4, 1926, Seattle voters reject a city charter proposal that includes a city
manager, a return to district elections, and salarnes of $60C a year for city council
members. Opponents call the proposal "The Rich Man's Charter." Full Text>>>

Title:

Title:  Seattle voters approve new City Charter on March 12, 1946.

Apstract: On'March 12, 1948, Seattle voters approve the city government's first new Charter in
ﬁ half a century. The Freeholder-drafted structure establishes & non-partisan City
- Council with nine members, and a non-partisan Mayor, in what is characterized as &

"strong council-weak mayor" system. It also creates or institutionalizes numerous
citizen commissions for planning, parks, libraries, civil service, efc., and a powerfu!
Board of Public Works (BPW) made up of the department heads for Building, City
Light, Water, Parks & Recreation, and Engineering. Although substantially amended
over the years, this document remains the organic iaw for Seattle city government.
Full Text>>>

Seattle voters narrowly approve new Monorail while King County rejects

Title:
e Referendum 51 transportation package on November 5, 2002,

Abstract: On November 5, 2002, Seattle voters narrowly approve a new Seattle Popular
Monorail Authority and Washington voters reject the staie Referendum 51
transportation plan and gas tax increase while approving initiative 776, which cuts
motor vehicle taxes. The Monorail plan calls for a 1.4 percent motor vehicle excise tax
io raise $1.75 billion to consiruct and operate a proposed "Green Line” from Crown Hill
to West Seattle, Referendum 51 would have raised the gas tax and other fees fo fund
$7.9 bilion in road and transit improvements. Initiative 776, sponsored by populist tax-
cutter Tim Eyman, caps the state motor vehicle excise tax at $30 per year, and repeats
previous increases, including revenues used by Sound Transit. Full Text>>>

SackioTop &

istories
Titte:  Breaking In a New Mayor

Abstract: In this op-ed essay for The Seattle Times, Walt Crowley compares the “ransition” of
ﬁ Seattle Mayor Greg Nickels to that of Wes Uhiman, Charies Royer, Norm Rice, and
ol Paul Schell. Crowiey was an aide to Uhlman from 1872 to 1877 and served as deputy
director of the former Office of Policy Planning under R. W. Woody Wilkinson. The
essay focuses on the competition for contrel of policy-setting between the Seattle City
Council and the Mayor under the City Charter. [t was published on February 11, 2002.
Full Text=>>

Gack toTop A

dQDCUmEI’If&' : Back to Top A

AR bt o CH PR 22553
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HistoryLink Database Output

Seattle/King Co. HistoryLink.org

Page 1 0f 3

Voters choose non-partisan city council
elected at large on March 8, 1910.

On March 8, 1910, voters in Seattle approve
amendments to the city charter that change the city
council to consist of nine non-partisan members
elected from the city at large. The change is supported
by progressive Republicans, labor organizations, and
business groups, but opposed by incumbent
politicians,

Traditionally across the country, state and federal
legistators were elected to represent geographic areas.
This principle held in municipal government as well.
In Seattle each of 14 wards elected a council member,
and four council members were elected af large.
Between 1890 and 1910, Seattle's population grew
from 42,000 people to more than 238,000, The
construction of streetcar lines allowed new
neighborhoods to develop in the north end, the Rainier
Valley, and West Seattle, which were annexed to the
city in 1907. Georgetown would soon be annexed as
well.

Alden Blethen (1845-1915) and his Seattle Times
opposed both Amendment 12, for the at-large
representation on the city council, and Amendment
13, for non-partisan primary and general elections. A
Seattle Times editorial argued that municipal
governments should follow the tradition of state and
federal government, "Now comes a proposition to
abolish [emphasis in original] those wards, each of
which has a councilman to jook after the special
interests thereof, and proposes to substitute nine
councilmen-at-large for the fourteen councilmen
and the four councilmen-at-farge!"

The Times editorial quoted from a letter from Mr. H.
B. Harbin, a real estate and loan dealer, who asserted
that Amendment 12 "will make it easy for any strong
corporation, so desiring, to mass its support in favor

http://www historylink org/ output CFM?ile [D=3747
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of a select few who are known to favor its interests ..."

The Seattle Post-Intelligencer and The Seattle Star
backed the reform measures. The Star claimed, "The
present system has been subbornly tried for years and
has never been anything but a faiture, a disgrace, and
ofttimes a jest. The present system is ideal for
combinations, graft and the perpetuation of
incompetent and dishonorable men in office."

Supporters said that council members looked to the
interest only of their home districts and traded favors
to back pet local projects. Districts whose councilmen
were less influential, would suffer. The constant
growth of Seattle and the increase in the number of
wards would result in a council of unwieldly size.
Backers included the Chamber of Commerce, the
Central Labor Council, the Commercial Club, and the
Manufacturers' Association, Opposing the measures
were incumbent Republicans led by counciiman and
mayoral candidate Hiram C. Gill (1866-1918).

The P-/ printed the position of the Rev. Mark A.
Matthews (1867-1940), who supported reform. He
stated, "[Amendment 12] means your emancipation
from the serfdom and slavery of corrupt politics.
Intelligent people are growing tired of the 'vellow-
dog-collar-partisan methods.' ...Under the present
method you are party siaves, more menial and
helpless than the slaves of past days. If you will carry
Amendment No. 12 it will mean your emanicipation,
your freedom and the prosperity of this city. ...[The
reform amendments] are proposed and submitted to
you by clean Republicans in order that you may be
free men and have a clean Repubiican city
government... They mean rightecus government and
prosperity, free from corruption and graft of every
form." ‘

Amendment 13, which changed elections to a non-
partisan basis and eliminated the influence of party
conventions, was supported because it would destroy
the political machines which had evolved. The Seatile
Times reported, "Someone is spending a lot of money
in advertising a fight for the adoption of Amendment
No. 12..." and predicted that the measures would pass.

Both measures passed and Gill was elected mayor in a
record turnout. Election returns were projected onto a
screen the Antlers Hotel by means of a steropticon.

hitp://www historyh nk.brg’_output. CFM?Mfile_1D=3747
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Sources:

"Dy, Matthews On Charter Changes,” Seatile Post-Intelligencer,

March 6, 1910, p. 5; "Crowd Watches P.-L Bulietins," Ibid.,

March 9, 1910, p. 4, "Amendment No. 12 Makes For Economy

In City Affairs," [bid., March 6, 1910, p. 6; "Most Of

Amendments Expected to Carry," The Seattle Times, March 7,

. 1910, p. 14; “Defeat Amendments Eight and Twelve,” Ibid.,
March 6, 1910, p. 6; "Vote For Amendment No. 12" The Seaitle

Star, March 3, 1910, p. 4; Richard Bemer, Seattle 1900-1920,

(Seattte: Charles Press, 1991), p. 60, 191,

By David Wilma, Apnl 18, 2002

< Previous Event | Next Event >
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Appendix 3
Professors Olson and Donovan Speaking Notes

May 1, 2003

Professor David Olson

CITIZEN ADVISORY PANEL ON COUNCIL ELECTIONS
Dick Ford, Saroja Reddy, Janet Anderson, Christian Gunter

Pleased to be here to share some thoughts.

DIO: 6512 E. Green Lake Way N, (30 yrs); 30 yrs. Prof. O Pol. Sci. at UW: chaired the dept.
most of “80s; founded the Bridges Labor Center in early *90s; research and teach in state and city
politics.

Il offer ten minutes or so comments on At-Large vs. District Elections; my colleague from
WWU's Pol.Sci. Dept. will then address preferential or choice voting systems, where he has
particular expertise; then hopefully have a useful conversation.

First Point: Election laws and svstems make a difference:
There 15 no such thing as an election system that does not favor some interests, and disfavor
others; no such thing as “neutral”, “objective”, or “unbiased” electoral law.

Instead: Election systems affect: who runs, candidate qualities, what role the media, parties,
interest groups play, who wins/loses, and, most imp. What kind of public policy results.

second Point; At-Large vs. District systems,
Two most frequent elecioral systems in US cities. Each one has its strengths, as well as its
weaknesses,

Two completing philosophies, or visions of the city: at-large= there is such a thing as “the
interest of the city as a whole™ that all citizens benefit by, and designing electoral systems to
achieve the “public interest” is paramount; district=challenges the notion of a single, wnform.
“public interest” that affects ali equally in the city, instead looks 1o diverse communities that
compose the city, each with distinct (and oflen) competing interests.

At-Laroe Strenoth: _

All members of the Council, elected by the whole constituency, better ensures attaining the
“public interest”, Employs “universalistic” criteria for candidate recruitment, conduct of the
campaign, and public policy., All citizens in the citv have an interest in economic development.
growing a diversified and health local economy.

District Strenoth:

Substitutes “particularistic” for “universalistic” interests of the city. Argues that the interests of
the “city as a whole” usually redound to the benefit of the C-B-D at the expense of diverse
communities of inlerest composing the city. Attempts to bound elected councilors by distriet
lines that reflect nejghborhood groups, communities of interest specific to geographic areas of
the city.
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Here then are two competing visions of the city; arguing opposite electoral Jaws to ensure thelr
vision is forthcoming. The two are seemingly irreconcilable.

At-Larpe Weaknesses.

Reduces turnout, specific 1o social class. Increases influence of C-B-D, large capital firms,
Creales large role for special interests organized city-wide. Less campaign activity. Fewer
contested elections. More costly campaigns. Advantages “name familiar” candidates. Reduces
access. Less direct link to citizens. Leads to public policy favoring C-B-D, at expense of
neighborhoods.

District Weaknesses:

Leads to provincialism, parochialism, balkanizes the city; neighborhood special interests replace
city-wide special interests; may lead to pluralistic bargaining; increases clout of small capital
firms, tendencies toward pork barrel legislation, tendencies toward cronvisim, replaces the
“public interest” with “partial, parochial inferests’”.

150 year conflict between the two systems: each system has its strengths, each its weaknesses,
seemingly rreconcilable.

Your task is to design and recommend an electoral system that enhances the positive and
decreases the negative in an election system for Seattle. With Madison. I would urge you to
check faction vs. faction: interest vs. interest; curb the worst of the flaws of either system and
allow electoral expansion of their sirengths.

My preferred system:

Toward a “mixed”/ " modified” svstem.

Mixed/Modified Svstem:

Mixed: 5 by district, 4 by at-large

Modified: 1. 4 at-large clected by preferential voting method
2. 4 at-large do not run by position.
3. Top 8§ in primary go to general. Then preferential ballot,
4. At-large run coincident with Mayorality election.
3. The 5 district elections are held in odd-election cycle, when Mayor not

on the ballot.
1. Ensures “choice”; allows ‘minority to be elected with as few as 25% of vote, if

cohesive (whatever that ‘minority’ may be, by race, ethnicity, sexual preference,
“Green Party”, “New Party”, or “Republican Party™).

Make them genuinely “at-large”, representing the ‘eity as a whole”.

Will ensure competition, trial by fire of a primary, pri/gen campaigns to inform
voters.

[ I N
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4, On alternate election cycles, discuss and debate interests of the city as a whole,
larger, unitary interests.

Ensures that § geographic districts define, desicuss and debate neighborhood
interests.

LN

In election cycle #4, interests of the city as a whole; advantages C-B-D and economic
development issues; daily newspapers; good govt. groups; reform tradition of Seattle;
promote firm economic base.

In election cycle #5, interests of neighborhoods and discrete communities; weekly and

neighborhood newspapers; ethnic/racial/gender/party minorities; strong neighborhood
traditions of Seattie; quest for livable, residential Seattle; promote community interests.
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Todd Donovan
Seattle Election notes
May 2003

Election rules provide a menu of options for producing different culcomes.

Eiecloral engineering /reform of local election rules bas been used to accomplish
various ends:
reduce influence of electoral majorities, politica) parties (circa 1900)
reduce influence of racial ethnic minorities (circa 1900 -~ 1940s)
inerease influence of racial/ethnic minorities (circa 1970s - woday)
increase influence of geographic groups/meighborhoods (1970s - today)

elc.

Large list of factors in addition to election rules that affect participation, representaiion
results from city election;

Variables include
1) parlisan v. non-partisan bailots
non-partisan = less tunout
2) method of allocating seats

at Jarge (by post, by list), vs. geographic districts
mixed system (at large & diswricied)

3) size of council

number of members per district
more council members = more minority representation

4) method of transliating votes inte seats

majority {runoff?), plurality, semu-PR, PR
each method sets a different “price” per seat in terms of voies

5) election cvcle
all seats up ea. election . 1/2 up, etc.
if all seats up at once, different dynamic re: council

representztion under some election sysiems

6y uming of elections
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on-year, off-year, odd v. even year elections
turnout higher in cities w/ “on year” elections.
lower in odd vears

Cites vary greatly in election systems, since there are so many variables
not always easy to isolate which variables cause what. ...

thus, not easy for social scientists 10 isolate effects of district (vs at-large
elections)

Crudely, cities might be classified re: how “reformed” or “unreformed” they are on a
continuum that includes all of the variables listed above (as well as others such as civil
service regs, public accounting processes, appointed city manager, strong v. weak mayor,
allowance for ballot injtiatives, etc.)

unreformed:  partisan, districted, large council, plurality, on-year, weak civil service,
strong mayor, no initiative process, etc.

Vs,

reformed: non-partisan, at-large, small “n” council, city manager, weak mayor,
majority, off-year elections, initiative process, etc,

m reality, everyone has a ‘mixed’ system that shuffles these variables i difi ways

What do we know about these ‘reformed’ more types of cities:

lower voter participation
upper SES bias in representation/composition of electorate
lower levels of minarity representation
if racially polarized voting can be show, and identifizble minority not
winning council seats,
at-large elections subject 10 Jaw suits under VRA .

What we think we know (but dala less solid) or perhaps really don't know:

Reformed cities {(w/ at-large elections) supposedly have:
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greater dominance of “business” interests vs. neighborhoods
limited electoral competiticn

more uncontested elections

less public expenditure (77)

less corruption {(a dated, Machine-era argument?)

Again, hard to tease out which effects due to at-large elections, and which
are due to the larger reform package

All this said, Seattle is an exception 1o what we know re: the identifiable effects of at-
large election rules:

no evidence of racially polarized voung
solid evidence of descriptive representation of racial/cthnic minorities
Local Electoral Reform, 1960s — 1990s

motivated by:
“winner-take-all” or “sweep” effect of AL elections, where any group w/
a simple phurality support will win every seat {see Justice Wilhiam O
Douglas}
if:

racially polarized voting
lack of descriptive representation or ethnic/racial groups

also, In some cities;

elimination of AL elections a reaction against “"downtown™ nterests
dominating “neighborhoods” (e.g. San lose)

oulcome:
VRA challenges to AL systems
shift from AL to district
shift from AL to mixed
What empirical effects shift AL 1o Districts?
greater descriptive representation of African Amencans

greater Latina/o rep. (but effect less than w/ African Americans)
less campaign activity
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other effects (no empirical verification):
- more influence of “neighborhoods™ vs. “downtown”
However
distnicted elections are still, “winner-take-al}”, share some problems

of winner take all elections associated w/ AL

hmited electoral competition
uncontesied seats/safe incumbents

- - §{ -
Electoral Reform, 1990s - 21% Century:
motivated by:
increased racial/ethnic diversity
lack of dominant minority group
minority groups that are not geographically specific
political minorities subject 10 “sweep effect”
Increased interest in “Alternative” elections

Cumulative voting, limited voting, STV, choice voting, ete.

~“Modified At-large” Elections
AL multi-member districts, but votes cast/counted such that “sweep” effect of AL
ended.

Used now in dozens of places in US (city & county councils, schoo boards)

Peoria, 1L, Alamogordo NM, Amarillo, TX —towns in TX, AL, SD, NC
Cambridge, MA

What happens when city/town changes from standard AL 1o

Single member districls vs.
AL modified with some form of “preferential” voting

Recent research shows us both “worked™ in increasing racial MINoeTity
representation

28



With standard, old-fashioned Al

most (84%) seats uncontested
takes plurality to defeat inc.

little minority representation

low turnout

With SMD,
less cost per seat
many (43%) of seats still remained uncontested
sull takes plurality to defeat e,
ne change in turnout

With at-large modified with cumulative voung (CV)
MOre campaigmng
nearly all seats contested
no longer takes plurality to defeat inc.
more diversity in racial & ethnic representation
5% mcrease 1w turnout

Implications for Scattle:

If some number of seats to be elected AL, consider modifying AL with CV,
Choice voting, ete.

# of seats determines tireshold at which candidate can’t be denied seat if
receiving certain proportion of vote:

5 seats elected at once, 17% = threshold of exclusion
If 4 seats elected at once, 20% = thresheld of exclusion
I 3 seats elected at once, 25%
If 2 seats elected at once, 33%

This ends sweep effect of standard AL, where all seats are won by similar biocks of
candidates supporied by the same block of voters

Modified at-large ts nof a “proportional representation” system — candidates with
majority/plurality support continue to win most seats; candidates above the threshold of
exclusion can win some; candidates with less than threshold support win nothing.
Rather, it is a “'semi-proparuonal”™ system.

Modified at-large allows for geographically dispersed groups to win seats

people who can’t muster majority/plurality in any single distriet can elect
candidates if they have votes beyond the threshold citvwide
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Council members campaign city-wide

Need not see their electoral coalitions as “zero sum game”
A single candidate can make campaign appeals (o groups who might otherwise
not agree (silly example ~ appeal 1o Republicans and environmentalists for

support), since volers can give some votes 1o candidate 1, some to candidate 2,
etc.
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Stan Finkclstcin fandout

Table 1: U.5. Cities with At-Large Systems of Counc'\lmanic Elections

Cities that a
Clncinnatl,
Detroit, Ml

Cities that have changed from a Year
wardidistrict S stem

Al-Large System oles!
1, *vote of the pecple’ i5 B genefic \apat used when specifics about the actaa! echanism of change WeTe nol available put when &
was cieal thal 2 measure Was proposec 15 ihe peop\e,

Table 2: U.S. Cities with WardlDistrict Systems of Counci\manic Elections

Cities that appear 1o hav a ward/district

Minneapolis, MM

Albuguerque, N 448 807
Wi 596,974
Cities that have changed from an Yeal Rreason for
__at-largé system Decided Change population
Memphis, TN Unknown 550,100
an Francisca, CA 1996° Citizen initiative 776,733
Dallas, ™ 1871 Lawsuit 4.2 rnitiion
' 1088° Citizen initiative 4 25 million
1982 Citizen initiative 4.5 mithon

Wward Sysiem Notes:
4. appears |hat there was 2 change. {rough ne specific information was accessiple.
2. Allarge counc alectiond only exsted fof approx’mmately 20 years prior 10 2000, represening pnly 8 1emporany gwilch from and

o 8 ward syslem.
2 From 193110 1988, San Diegd nominated its coundil members DY disinict but elecled Wem at large.

Table 3t U.s. Citl [ i {emns of Counci!man'\c Elections

Raltimore, MO

Cities that have changed from an Rreason for

__atdarg® system Decided Change \ation
St Louls, MO vole of the people 348,189
penver, CO 1968 yote of the people 554,636

589,141

Mixed System oles:

1, pccording 10 accessible inlormaton. Tucson Nas nad & mixed system (natmf\a\icms oy ward, eigctions atdarge) SINce at leasl
4930, and there is no evidence that it used 3 gitferent system before then.

5 "Jole of the peapie” i @ genenc 1abet used when specilics about the actual mechansm of change Wert ot avaliable pul when

eople.
o A cleal date of mechanism of change could not be igentified. Howevel, 3 4085 court case nole™ *Roston as recently
changed S yoting system 10 one of District seteclion. 8 fact hak ghould neip increas minority VOie? infuence.” Lating eolitical

e
Aglion Committes Y. ciy af 508100 609 F. Suph- 76 (D, Mass. 1g@syaild 7p4 F.2d 408 (Fiest Carcusit, 1G86). QB0 was seiected

PREE o

as an appmxuma\ion of “ecently” 83 mentianed above.
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Table 4: Councilmanic Elections in Ten Largest Washington Cities (excluding Seattle)

Cities 2000 Formof  No.council No. elected No. elected Na, of
positions? at large by district  districts

7
Bellingham MC 7 !

1.CM = CounciI'Manager. MC = Mégﬁ)éggr—Council
2. Mayors are included in the count of counciimerbers in Councii-Manager farms of government.

Table 5: Washington Cities with Mixed or Ward Systems of Councilmanic Elections

Cities 2000 Form of No. council No. elected Na. elected No. of

gov't' positions® at large by district  districts
LSpokane 95, 700T T M

1.CM = Council-Manager, MC = Mamiger-Council
2. Mayors are included in the count of counciimembers in Council-Manager forms of government.
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Outline of Choice Votng Presentalion
The prime measurement of an election systerm must be how well it represents those wWho do the electing.
1 - Adams, ihe second president of {he United States argued that legislatures «ghould be the exact portrait n
. atre, of the people al large, as 1t should think, feel, reason and act Jike them™.

This presentation s divided Into five parts
1. Examples of how poorty winner—take—aﬂ elections accuraiely reflect the electorate.
. AllLargeby Position and Single Member Districts ar¢ both examples of winnar—take—ah elections
o Several speakers po'mted out how many cifies, including Seaftle, have moved pack and forth
wetween these WO methods, dissatisﬁed with elements of both. :
+ Both methods exaggerale the 1'epresemaﬁon for the Winners and preciude represemation of those
who did not vote for the winner. (Copies of most of the charts shown &€ available).

5. Demonstrale how & proportmnal election systetd works. We will conduct & mock election using a
propemonal gystem (Choice Voting) and also @ winner-take- 1] system (Plura‘xity) and compare the
results.

3. Wewill discuss the elements of {he petition being circulated 1O amend the City Charter. 1t would:

o TElect? council members at-large 10 un»numbered positions. '
(Al candidates Funning against each other )

o After initial “unstaggerni i

o TElect Mayor and City AUOMEY using same choice ballob, put the results will be counted n 2
slightly different way which 18 currently being called Instant Runoff V oting (IRV).

o Use the results of council election 10 @]) any betweeh 1erms yacancies that may arise.

4 Summarize ihe advantage of conducting Seattle elections asing Choice Voung.

+ Combines the best features of District and At-large. A win-win for al) voters.

s Fncourages candidates o have 3 citywide understanding of issues.

o  Allows ncighborhood representation F enough of the ne'\ghborhood gupports the same
candidate. Allows political minoriuies 1© “pool” their voies if their favorite candidate 1ives in
another part of town.

o, of counctl seats, lerms would be 4 years.

o Allows Tu€ diversity and represem.ation of almos! ALL voters OB the council. Maximizes (he
number of Compunities of Interest that can be rcprcsented.
s lncreases voier furnout since everyone’s yote would be more meaningful and everyone would
nave a better chance of electing @ representativc who best reflects thelr OWh points of view.
o Tnables the political majority O elect the majority { the city council, but would allow
represemation of any minority group that can gather together 1/9" of the total vote.
« Could climinate the need for noh partisan primary clections and signiﬁcantly reduce campalgn
costs
e Discourages negalive campaigning, since candidates who engage in mudsinging would have
difficulty getting cecond-choice voles from other candidates’ supporters.
s Would elect the Mayor and City Attomey asing IRY, (ipstant runoff vote).
o Iscasily accomplished with current election equipment.
o lgcheaper 10 conduct than District Elections wheD the cosls of re-districting are included.
e g as easy {or volers 0 understand as 1,2,

5 Finally W€ will hear from 2 Seatile voter, Greg Hill, who has moved here from Cambridge,
Massachusets where they Have used Choice Voting for over (O years.

Numerous spealkers have emphasized fhe uniqueness of Seattle. 1 is therefore the
perfect location 10 think “out of the box” and lead the State i olection reform.
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Mathematics of Elections

How many effective votes should a voter have?
»  With Singie Member Districts — voter has I vote. The voter who supports the winner has a
representative. Those who supported the Josers do not.

e When voting At-large by position — voter has 1 vote per position. If 5 positions are up for election
voter casts 5 votes. Those who vote for the winner have 5 representatives; those who vote for losers

have none.

s With Choice Voting, the voter may pricritize his favorites among many choices, but will have 1 vote
that will usually count for a winner. If his 1st choice cannot be elected, his vole needn’t be wasted,
his vote can be transferred (o his next choice.

How many voters have the power to elect?
In winner-take all elections with 2 finalists, 50% +1 win the representation and up 10 49% of the voters may be

unrepresented.

Ideally we would like 100% to win representation.
Now lets do a little out of the box thinking. Instead of dividing up the land into 9 districts, what happens if we
divide up the council into 9 at-large, with no numbered seats?

Total voters divided by 9 = 11%.

If the Council 1s divided by 4, each seat requires 25 %.
If divided by 5 each seat requires 20 %.

Now 89% of the voters have the power to clect a representative.

Election System

Seats To Be Elected

Percent of Votes To
Win

Wasted Voies - No Power to Elect

Winner-Take-All | I per district or 50%+11f2 Up to 49% might not elect someone
At-large by position finalists

Choice Voting 13 8% Up to 7% might not help elect someone
9 11% Up to 10% might not help elect someone.
5 20% Up to 19% might not help elect someone.
4 25% Up to 24% might not help elect someone.

2000 Presidential Votes - Seattle

E Republican

B Democrat

C Other
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Policy on Proportional Representation
Adopted by national Amenican Civil Liberties Union
April 1, 2001

T'he ACLU has long recognized the relationship between the rights of citizens and the opportunity to cast a
meaningful and effective vote. The denial or dilution of political representation violates the constitutional
principles of political fairness and equal protection.

One aspect of a meaningful vote is the opportunity to join with like-minded voters in support of candidates who
are committed to advancing that group’s shared interests. Another aspect is the availability of electoral
mechanisms that enable groups of voters to have a realistic prospect of electing candidates of their choice in
rough proportion to the group’s size and prominence in the electorate. When an electoral mechanism
compromises the ability of groups to share in the exercise of political power, it violates the spirit of the U.S.
Constitution.

The ACLU whole heartedly supports efforts to protect fair representation for ethnic and racial minorities
through the creation of majority minority districts. Since single member districting is sometimes unable to
provide sufficientlv diverse representation in elected bodies. we believe that alternative voting systems,
including single transferable vote {Choice Vote), cumulative voting, party list, and mixed member, as well
as other preferential voting svstems mayv enhance such diverse representation. Statutory barriers to the
adoption of such alternative systems should be removed, and the use of these systems should be adopted where
appropriate. (Emphasis and Parenthesis added by JA)

The League of Women Voters of Washington:

= Supports adoption of election methods that produce proportional representation when electing
representative government bodies such as councils, legislatures and Congress.

« Supports the concept of a majority vote requirement for winners of single offices such as mayor or
governor, as long as it is achleved using a voling method such as the Instant Runoff Vote, rather than a
second, separate runoff election.

= Believes that consideration should be given, when evaluating election systems, to how well they
promote “representative-ness," citizen participation and accountability.

» Supports state election laws allowing for more options for alternative election systems in gevernmental
jurisdictions at both the state and local levels.

The only major democracies in the world which do NOT use some form of election which produces
Proportional Representation are England and its former colonies of Canada, India and the United States.
Australia rejected winner-take-all voting systems long ago as did the Republic of [reland. New Zealand
changed their national system in 1993 and its smaller governmental units are gradually converting. 1t
appears that Scotland will convert to Choice Voting in 2007 and British Columbia has recently announced
the formation of a Citizens Assembly on Electoral Reform which could result in a referendum changing the
voting system 1n 2005, Although England has not yet changed its national voting system, it does use a
proportional system to elect its delegates to the European Union and required that a proportional election
system be included in Northern Ireland’s new constitution. In the United States a growing number of
Universities are adopting proportional systems for their student body elections.
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APPENDIX § Information on Cambridge, Massachusetis Elections

Eleciion Commission > Massachusetts General Laws, Chaptler 54A

Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 54A "Elective officer” or "officer” shall mean any officer of any
city or town, not a member of a body as herein defined,

ELECTION OF CERTAIN CITY AND TOWN who s elected at large.

OFFICERS 1Y PROFORTIONAL ' e e sl e g
REPRESENTATION OR PREFERENTIAL VOTING h‘;pm ¢ P eedtion authorized by this

"Preferential voting” shall mean the preferential voting
See. o methoed ol election provided for in this chapter.

1. Definitions; applicability of chapter. _ This chapler shall not apply to any town wherein official
2. Petitions; filing; cenification of signawures; referendum;  baliows are not used af town elections. Added SL.1938, c.
adoption. . 341, § 1, as amended 511941, ¢, 345,

3. Nomination of candidates.

4. Ballotls; form; contents.

Lo Cross References
3. Printing of ballots; arrangement of names; number of

ballots.

6. Central counting place of ballots; director. Applicability o district elections, see ¢. 41, § 114.
7. Challengers; witnesses, watchers; other representatives,

8. Use of ballot boxes; procedure. Applicability to town elections, see ¢. 41, § 6.

9. Rules for counting ballots and determining resulis,
10. Ballots; preservation; examination.

11, Publication of statements regarding ballots cost
1Z. Recount of ballots.

13. Vacancies in bodies elected by proportional

Appiicability to town elections and primaries upon
establishment of voting precincts, see . 43A, § 3,

representation; filling § 2. Pctitions; filing; certification of signatures;
k] =0 . . L e g

14. Ballots; rales for counting where ejection by referendum; adoption. A petition n 2 form prescribed as
preferenti al votine N hereinafier provided. signed in person by registered voters

i " Sav . N . R
15, Vacancies m single elective offices; filling. of any City or any lown as 1o which this chapter aPphes,
16. Mechanical ot other voting devices: methods of equal in number to at least ten per cent of the regisiered
countine first chojces - ' veters thereof, pettioning that all the members of any
17. Applicability of general laws relating 1o eiections and ~ parucular elective body as to which this chapter applies,
corrupt pr'actice.s i specified in the petition, to be composed of any eodd

number of members not more than fifieen in a city, or any
number then permitted by law in a town, which is specified
therein, be elected at large by proportional representation,
or that any particular elective officer, specified therein, be
elected by preferentiai voting, and that the question of
adopting the proposed change be submitted to the voters of
such city or town at a regular municipal glection, as
specified therein, may be filed with the city or town ¢lerk
Crass References not later than sixty days prior to such a municipal election;
provided, that this section shall net acthorize the filing of a
Arrest for violating provisions of this chapter, warrantnot  petition for the submission of such a question relative 10 a
needed, see . 56 § 57, body or officer except at the regular municipal election
next preceding a regolar municipal election at which
successors to one or more members of such a body are to
he elected or a successor to such officer is to be elected, as
the case may be: and provided, further, that this section
shall not authorize the submission of such a question
relative Lo any body the members of which are already
authorized 1o be elecled by propartional representation.

Original chapter 344 §§ 1-16, added by S1.J937, ¢, 3435,
which related 10 the same subject mutter as the present
chaprer, under a slightly differem heading, was stricken owt
ho St 1938 C 341, § 1, which inserted the present chaprer
344 §¢ 1-17 in place thereof.

Citles or towns, laws retating particularly o shall prevail if
a conflict, see . 30, § 6.

Counting ballows before voung ceased, see ¢, 54, § 105,

Definitions of terus used in this chapter, see ¢. 50, § 51,
The city or town clerk shall prescribe the form of the
Jurisdiction of courts enforcement of provisions of this aforesaid petitions which shall conform to the provisions of
chapier, see ¢. 56, § 59, section thirty-eight of chapier forty-three relabive 1o
initative petitions in citigs governed by said chapter,

Jurisdiction of supreme judicial and superior courts in

enforcing chapters 30-56 inclusive, see ¢. 50, § 59. Within twenty days after the filing of any such petition, the
city or town clerk shall transmit the same to the registrars
; ; : . fvoters shall certify such petition the 2
Laws relating particularly 10 any ciry or 1own, see c. 50, § of vaters who shall certify upon such p 12 number
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Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 544

16.

Prosecutions for violating provisions of this chapter not
placed on file, see ¢. 56, § 58.

Removal of baliots from bal

lot box, exception thereto, see
c. 54 § 105, :

Section providing for dewermination of results of election
not to derogate from this chapier. see . 50, § 2,

reedy trial of actions involving election faws, see ¢ 211,
peedy g

S
£ 594,

I

Temporary city clerk, appointment of, see ¢. 43, 1§ 14

Town boards, filling of vacancies in, exceptions theretg,
seec. 41, § 11, -

Town officers, election of, see ¢, 41, § 6.

& 1. Definitions; applicability of chapter. The following
words, as used in this chapter, shall, unless the context
otherwise requires, have the following meanings:

“Elected at targe” shall mean elected by and from all the
voters of a city or town.

"Elective body™ or "body" shall moean any body, board or
commission of any city or town, whether or not any or all
of its members are elected at large, including the school
committee, the selectmen of a town and the legislative
body of a city, or either branch thereof, but shall not
include the town meeting members of any town.

"Elective office” or "office” shall mean any office in any
city or town, other than that of a member of a body as
herein defined, the incumbent of which is elected at large.

(1) Referendum on the election at large by propartional
representation of the members of {insert name of the
elective body specified in the petition) of the (city or tlown
of

Shall the (insert name of the elective body specified in
the petduon) of this {city or town) be elected by
proportional representation as authorized in chapter
fiftv-four A of the Genersl Laws, said body to consist
of {insert number) members, all w0 be elected at large?

{2) Referendum on the elecuon by preferentiol voting of {insert utie of
the cleetrve officer specified m the petition) of the (eity or wwn) of

of signatures which are names of registered voters in such
city or town: provided, that the registrars need not certify a
greater number of names thas is equal in number o twelve
per cent of the regisiered voters therein.

Within twenty days afler the filing of any such petition, the
city or town clerk shall wansmit the same to the registrars
of voters who shail cersify upon such petitien the number

- of signatures which are names of registered voters in such

)

city or own; provided., that the registrars need not certify a
greater number of names than is equal in number to twelve
per cent of the registered voters therein.

i such a petition, signed by the requisite number of voters
of a city or town and otherwise conforming to the
provisians of this section, is filed with the city or town
cierk and the signatures thereon certified as hereinbefore
required, there shall be printed on the official ballot to be
used in such city or town at the election specified in such
petition, the question of the adoption of the change
petiticned for, in the form set forth in the first of the
following questions, in case the cliange will affect an
elective body or in the Torm set forth i the second, in case
it will afiect an elective officer, the blanks in either such
question to be properly filied in:-

YES submsmon e a vote 0 fhe quesuon proposed by the earher petion, Should 1
result of such vole b adverse thereto, procectings shall ther be had upos the
petinean under this chager as though i had been filed on the day when sueh v
on the rarbier penuon was cos. Added SUYE3E, e 341, § 1 as amended SULIE
c 378 17 501940 ¢ 640§ 0

NO

Cross References
YES  Initiative and referendum petitions. generally, see
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Shall the (nsert Htke of the glective officer peaified i the petivon] of
this {eity of town) be clected by preferemtial voting as authonzed in
chaper fifiy-four A of the General Laws?

i, pending the determination of the question of clecling by proportional
representation the members of any elective body prepossd by a petitian
already filed under this section, & petition presenting the question of so
clecung the members of such body but spacifving a different number of
members shall be presented [or filng with a city or toven clerk, no action
shall be taken upon £he Later patition exvept 1o file i, wil afier the
submission 10 2 vine of the question proposed by the earlier petition
Should the result of such voie be adverse therelo, proceedings shall then
be had upon the later potition as though it had been filed upon the day
when such vole on the earlier poliion wis casi.

If & majority of the votes cast upon any suck question relative W oa body
ot officer of a city or town is in the affirmative the following provisions
ol this chapter, so Tar us apy, shali apply with respect e such body of
efficer and shall hecomse aperative with respast to the regular municipal
ciection of such ¢ty or wown next suceseding the voie on such question,
provided. that if the terms of alf members of such 2 body in office
immedinely preceding such election will not 5o expive that succegsors to
all the members will be reguired by law to be elected at such election, the
operation of such provisions stall be suspended and, as the tarms of the
members 0 in office, other than those having the longest unexpired
terms. expire, their successors shafl be eléoted, by the voting system then
in eficet to serve onby for terms of such lenpth that the wrms of all
mambiers 5o in affice will expire at the same time

At the regular municipal election immedintely preceding the tlermination
of the tenms of all members of such a body, the full number of ity
members as specified i the question shall be elected at Jarge, 1o serve for
terms of the same fongth a8 the fongest term then established for any of
s members, by propurtional representation and in accordance with the
nrovisions of law govening elections to such body which are not
inconsistent with this chapier, and thercafier as the wrns of the members
so glected expire ther suceessors shall be elecled in the suine manner
and, except 23 otherwase provided by chapter forty-one in the case of 2
town, Tur the swme terms,

Alhe regular municips! election immudintely praceding the teymination
of the torm of such an clective officer. hus successer shall be clected, for
the same e of office as then provided by law, by preferential voting
and in accordance with the provisions of law govermng clections to such
office which are not inconsistent with this chapter,

1T, pending the determinabion of the guestion of the adaption of one of
the plans provided {or by chapier Torty-three, which has already been
filed, v petition under this chapler shull be presanted (o7 Hhng with the
ety clerk. no action shall be taken upon the petition wuder this chupter,
except to fiie i, until after the

NO

hitp:/iwww cambridgema. govi~Election/mgls.htm!
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Const. Amend, art. 48.

. Method of electing town officers, see ¢. 41, § 1.

Provisions of section not applicable, see ¢, 41, § 1.
Notes of Decisions

Library references

Statutes {keyv)344

C.LS. Statutes § 122

12 1o general

A difference among the several cities of the cormmenwealt
resulting from adoption by one of them of a form of
povernment providing for propartional representation
involving limited and preferential voting, is nof
constitutionally objectionable on ground of inequality in th
right of duly qualified vaters to elect officers amaong the
several cities of the commonwealth. Moaore v, Election
Commissioners of Cambridge (1941) 35 N.E.24 222, 309
Mass. 303.

§ 3. Nomination of candidates. Notwithstanding any
provision of general or special Jaw, nominations of
candidates to be elected to such a body or office shali be
made only by nomivation papers; and, except as hereinafie
pravided, the provisions of special law, if any, relative to t
nomination of candidates by nomination papers for electior
1o such body or office shall apply with respect 1o such
nominations ar, if there is no such special law, the
provisions of general law relative to such nominations shal
50 apply.

The number of signatures of voters of a city or town
required for nomination of a candidate for ¢lection as a
member of any such elective body shall be not less than or
nor more than two for every two hundred votes cast for
governor at the preceding biennial state election in such cil
or town, and for nomination of a candidate for election 1o
any such elective office not less than one nor more than tw,
for every one hundred votes so cast; and any nomination
papers for election to any such body or office bearing mor
than the maximum number of signatures permited by this
section shall be invalid. Nomination papers shall be issued
by the city or town clerk to any such candidate, upon
request, 1o such number as will provide spaces for
signatures equal to three times the number of signatures
required for the nomination of such a candidate, but no
more. A voler may not sign the nomination papers of more
than one candidate for election as a member of any such
body:; and if a voler signs nomination papers of more than
one such candidate his signature shall be invaiid on all suc
papers except the first one acted upon by the registrars of
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Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 34A Fage 4 of 12

voters. Added Su.1938, ¢, 341, 8 1.

Library references: Elections {key]126{1), 141; C.J.S.
Elections §§ 106, 111

Cross references

Nomination papers, number of voters can sign, exception
thereto, see c. 53, § 7.

Signing nomination papers generally, seec, 33 § 7.

§ 4. Ballets; form; contents. Al any election al which
members of such a board are to be slected by proportional
representation or such an officer is to be elected by
preferential voting, official ballets for such purpose shall &
prepared and furnished by the city or town clerk. There sh
be a separate Torm of ballot for each such body and for eac
such officer, and each such separate form of ballot shall be
of a different and clearly distinguishable color from that of
any ather form of baliot prepared and furnished at the publ
expense for use at the same election,

On such ballots for use in elections by proportional
representation or preferential voting, there shall be printed
the following directions to voters, the first sentence under
the heading to be printed in prominent bold-faced 1ype.

Direcior of count, penalty for interfering with, see ¢. 56, § 438,

DIRECTIONS TC VOTERS Failure to perform general duti.es, penalty for, sec ¢. 56, § 22
DO NOT use X marks. General penalty proyisions, See c. 56, § 22.
Mark youwr choices with NUMBERS only. bmproper disposition of ballots and lists. see ¢. 56, § 16
Put the figure 1 opposite your first choice, the figure 2 Municipal elections is city adopting charter plan, this section .
oppoesite your second cheiee, the figure 3 opposite your applicable, see ¢, 43, § 113, "

third choice, and so on. You may mark as many choices

as you please. Officers gualified o administer oaths, see ¢, 222, § 1.

Do not put the same figure opposite more than one NAME.  pepalry for interfering with election officials appointed under th
section, see c. 58, § 48,

if vou spoil this ballot, returp it for cancellation 1o the
etection officer in charge of the ballots and get another
from him. Added St.1938, ¢. 341, § 1.

Supervision of counting of baliots, see section § of this chapier.
Violation of provisions relating Lo disposition of ballots, penalty

Library references; Elections [key]166, 17¢; C.1.5. for. see ¢. 56, § 16.

Elections & 156.

§ 7. Chaliengers; witnesses; watchers; other representatives, ;
Al each election by the method of proportional representation o
preferential voting any candidate for election by such metbod

& 5. Printing of ballots; arrangement of names;
number of batiots. Ballots used in elections to such a
body or office by proportional representation or
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preferential voting shall be printed in as many lots as
there are candidates for election thereto, 1o the first lot the
names of the candidates shall appear in the alphabelical
order of their swmames. 1o the second lot the names shall
appear in the same order except that the fivst name in the
first lot shall be placed Jast. In each succeeding lot the
arder shall be the same as that of the lol preceding, except
that the first name n that preceding Jot shall be placed
fast. Sets of hallots to be used at the severa! polling places
shall be made up by combining ballots from the different
Jots in regular rotation, so that no two siecessive voters
shall receive ballets from the same lot, and so that each
candidate's narne shall appear first and in each other
position substantially the same number of tmes on the
ballots used. The number of ballots provided for each
polling place shall exceed by twenty per cent the number
of voters entitled to vote therealt, Added St.1938, ¢. 341, §
1.

Cross References

Applicability 1o municipal elections in cities under
sovernmental Plan E, see c. 43, § 113,

Municipal elections in city adopting charter plan, this
section applicable, see c. 43, § 113,

§ 6. Central counting place of ballots; director,
Immediately preceding an election by the method of
proportional representation or preferential voting, the city
or town clerk shall designate a central counting place
where baliots used under such method shall be brought
together and counted publicly, appoint a competent
person Lo act as director of the count. employ a sufficient
staff of assistants and make suitable arrangements for the
counting of such ballots.

The city or Wown clerk shall furnish the director of the
"count with a seal or suilable device with a designation
thereon of such central counting place, and such seal shall
be used in sealing all envelopes required by law to be
sealed at said central counting place. The director of the
count shall retain custody of the seal and shall afier the
election is at an end deliver it to the city or town clerk.
Before entering upon the performance of his official
duties, the direcior of the count and cach of his assistants
shall be sworn before the city or town clerk or any efficer
qualified o adminisier oaths, or, in the case of any such
assistant. before the director; and a record thereof shal be
made. The directar of the count and his assistants shall
receive such compensation for each day's actual service
as the city council or selectmen may determine. During
the absence or disability of the director of the count, such
one of his assistants as may be designated by the city or
wown clerk shiall perform the duties of such director.
Added 511938, c. 541, 8 1.

Library references: Elections [key]242; C.1.5. Elections §
273
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shall be entitied, upon written application 10 the ¢ity or town
clerk at Jeast ten days before said election, o exercise all rights
granted by the election laws o a pelitical party in regard to the
appoinument of challengers at the polling places. Such
challengers shall be permitied to remain at the poliing places
until the ballots have been transmitted 1o the central counting
place, and 0 accompany the batiot receptacles to the central
counting place.

Each such candidate shall be entitled to appont two witnesses
and two aliernate witnesses of the count of the baliots cast {or
election 1o the body or office to which he seeks to be elected, an
any such appointments shall become effective upon the issue to
such appointees of credentials as hereinafier provided. Such
credentials shall be issued by the city or town clerk, provided th
written noflce of the names and addresses of the appointess
signed by such candidate is filed with the city or town clerk at
least ten days before the election at which they are intended 1o b
used, Credentials issued to any such witness shall entitle the
holder to free access 1o any part of the central counting place
wherein the ballots cast at such efection for election 1o the body
or office to which the candidate seeks to be slected are belng
counted, to witness the counting of such ballots and o inspect 2
activities in connection with the counting thereof; and credentia
issued 1o any such alternate witness shall entitie the bolder to
exercise like rights in the ubsence of the principal wimess for
whom he has been appeinted 10 act as allemate.

Each such candidate shall also be entitled to appoint two
representatives o waich the ballots at the cental counting place
during recesses when the counting of ballots is not in progress,
Application for the appointment of such representatives shall be
made and credentials issued as provided in this section for
witnesses to the central count and their alternates. During any
time when the counting of ballets is not in progress, from the
time the ballots first begin o arrive at the central counting place
until the ballots have been sent from the central counting place (
the city or 1own clerk as provided in section nine (s). such
representatives shall have the right o be present, with facilities
for keeping in full view all the ballots cast in electing persons
il the office sought by their candidate, or the containers in
which such ballots have been placed, except during such time a
the baliots or containers of baliots may be kept in a locked sufe.
a vault, No such witness, alternate wimess or representative sha
be allowed lo handle any of such baliots.

Challengers, wilnesses, alternate witnesses and ropresantalives
provided for in this section shall serve without compensation.
Added SULE938, ¢ 341, § 1.

Crosy References

Applicability to municipal elections in cities under government:
Plan E.seec. 43, § 113,

Candidates may appoint member 10 board of review, see section
9(r) of this chapter.
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Cross Relerences

Page 6 0f 12

Municipal elections in city adapting charter plan, this section

applicable, see ¢. 43, § 113

Applicability 10 municipal elections in cities under
governmmental Plan E, see c. 43, § 113.

Political party comumittes empowered Lo appeint challengers, sed

€. 54, § §3A.

§ 8. Use of ballot boxes; procedure. Al each polling place
n any city or town where an election by proportional
representation or prefersntial voting is to be held as a pan
of an election by any other method or at which any question
is to be submitted on the ballot, an additional state ballot
box shall be used for the ballots cast under proportional
representation or under preferential voting, or under both,
as the case may be. In such case, the clerk of the city or
town shall, al the expense of the city or town, provide the
additional state ballot box for each polling place io the city
or town and shall deliver the same {a the clu:ticm oificers
thereat seasonably belore the election at which it is to be
used.

1o such case, as soon as the polls have closed and the ballot
box used Tor ballots other than thase cast under proporiional
representation or preferential voting, has been opened in
accordance with section one hundred and five of chapter
fifty-four and while such ballots are being audibly counted
as provided therein, the election officers shall sort out any
baliots cast under proportncmdl represc.mduon or preferential
voting which have been oeposmd in such ballot box and
immediately deposit such baliots in the additional ‘mllot
box provided therefor. Such additional ballot box shall t

be opened by the presiding officer and the ballots mken
therefrom and audibly counted one by one and the whole
number of ballets cast under proportional representation
and preferemial vouing shall be publicly announced by him
and a record made thereof in words at length and of the
ballot box register. Any baliots other than those cast under
proporticnal representation or preferentiat voting found in
such additional ballot box shall immediately be depesited in
the ballot box pravided therefor for cancellation and shail
‘then be taken ouwt and included for counting with the other
like ballots aiready audibly counted.

The presiding officer shall thereupon cause ali ballots cast
under proportional representation and preferential voting to
be publicly enclosed in an envelope or envelopes and sealed
up with the seal provided for the polling piace and also with
the private seal of any eleciion officer who may desire o
affix the same thereto. A majority of the election officers al
the polling place shall endorse upon such envelope or
envetopes the poliing place, the election and ddtL and also a
ceriificate that al] the ballots cast under proportional
representation and preferential voting by the voters at such
polling place and none others are enciosed therein.

The presiding officer shall cause o copy of the record of the
Lotal number of names checked on the vating lists. a copy of
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out, and the ballots spoiled and retumed and the ballots not
given out, all of which shall be enclosed in an envelope or
envelopes sealed and identified as aforesaid.

Proper receipts shail be required in connection with the
transmission of baliot bexes, ballots,; records and copies of
records.

The baliot receptacles shall be assembled by polling ptaces fo
counting at the central counting place in an order of polling
places determinead by the city o town clerk by lot. For such
purpose lots shall be drawn not tuler than the clesing of the
polls in the presence of such candidates or their agents as wisl
1o attend after due notification at least {ive days in advance.

The bailot receptacies shall be opened and the pumber of
ballots found therein recorded and the number thereof shall be
comnpared with the records sent from the corresponding
polling places. The records thus compared shall be made
available 1o the public with nowtions explaining any necessar
corrections therein and if any discrepancy appears in such
records which cannot be reconciled it shaif be noted on the
records. Added S1.1938, C. 341,

s
[

Library references: Elections [key
Elections § 194,

q217,227(8) LS

Cross References

Applicability ofthls su;'uon 1o rmunic
cifies, see ¢, 43,8 1]

ipal elections in Plan E

Applicability to municipal elections in cities under
governmental Plan E, see ¢, 43, § 113,

Srale ballot boxes. additional ones, see c. 54, § 67A,

§ 9. Rules for counting batlols, and determining results,
Ballots cast under proportional representation shall be counte
and the results determined under the supervision of the
direcior of the count appainied pursuant 1o section six,
according to the following rules:-

{a) The ballots in each ballor receptacie shall be examined for
validity and those which are found o be blank or otherwise

T



the record of the whole number of ballets cast under
proportional representation and preferential voting, a copy
of the record of the register of the ballot box used for such
ballots and 2 record of the number of such ballots given out
10 voters and of the number of such ballots speiled and
returned by the voters for cancellation, to be enclosed 1o an
envelope and sealed up as aforesaid and shall certify on the
envelope the contents thereof, He shall also enclose in an
envelope or envelopes in iike manner those of such ballots
wiich were spoiled and returned and these which were not
given oul.

He shall then personally deliver the said envelopes to the
central counting place or transmit them thereto by a police
officer.

1o the event that an election by propertional representation
or preferential voting shall be conducted but not as & part of
an clection by any other method or at which any question is
10 be submitied on the ballot, the presiding officer shall, as
soan as the polls are closed, seal the ballot box and deliver
it i person to the central counting place or transmit it
thereto by the police officer i attendance at the polling
place, topether with the voting lists, a record of the ballot
box register and of the number of ballots given

stage of the counting the number of ballows credited to 2
candidate becomes equal to the quota, be shall be declared
elecled. and ne ballos in excess of the quota shall be
credited to him except as provided in rule (f) or (1} of this
section.

(d) The ballots shall be sorted according to the first choices
marked on them, the ballots from each polling place being
handled touether, and those from differem polling places
being handied in the order of polling places determined
under the provisions of section eight.

(¢) 1f a candidate is elected while the ballows are being
sorted according 1o {irst choices, any subssquent ballots
which show him as first choice shall each be credited to the
second choice marked on i, or. if the second choice also
has been elected. 1o the next choies marked on it for a
candidaile not yel elected.

™y

(f3 If during the first sorting of ballots, ballots are found

htipi/Awww cambridgema. gov/~Elsction/mgls himl

wvalid shall be separated from the valid baliots. The number
of valid ballots from each precinct and the twtal number of
valid ballots shall be recorded. If a ballot does not clearly
show which candidate the voter prefers to all others, or if it
containg any word, mark or other sign apparently intended to
identify the voter, it shal] be set aside as invalid. Every baliot
not thus invalid shall be counted according to the intent of the
voter, so far as that can be clearly ascertained, whether
marked according to the directions printed on it or not. No
ballot shall be beld invalid becauvse the names of candidates
thereon for whom the voter did not mark a choice have been
stricken out, unless such striking out constitutes an idenufying
mark. A single cross on a ballot on which no figure 1 appears
shall be considered equivalent 1o the figure 1. If a ballot
containg both figures and crosses, the order of the choice
shown by the fgures shall be taken as the voter's intention in
0 far as the order is clearly indicaied. 1f the consecutive
rnumerical order of the figures on a ballot 1s broken by the
omission of one or more figueres, the smallest number marked
shall be taken to indicate the voter's first choice, the next
smallest his second, and so on, without regard o the figure or
figures otnitted.

(b} Each candidate shall be credited with ane vote for every
valid ballot that is sored to him as first choice, or othernwise
credited to him a2s hereipafler provided, and no ballot shall
ever be credited 10 more than one candidaie at the same time,

{c) A "quota” is the smallest number of votes which any
candidate must receive i ordet to be assured of election
without more candidates being elected than there are offices f
be filled. It shall be determined by dividing the total number
of valid ballots by one more than the total number of
candidates 1o be elecied and adding one 1o the result,
disrcgarding fractions. Whenever at any

quoeta was reached shall be completed, but immediately
thereafier 2!l continuing candidates shal! be declared defeated
and the election shall be at an end. Whenever all baliots of al]
defeated candidates have been ansferred, and it is impossibl
to defeat another candidate without reducing the coptinuing
candidates below the number still to be elected, all the
continuing candidates shall be declared elected and the
election shall be at an end.

(m} A record of the count shall be kept in such form as to
show, afier each sorting or tansfer of ballots, the number
thereby credited 1o each candidate, the number thereby set
aside as exhausted, the ioal for each candidate, the totai set
aside as exhausted. and the total number of valid baliots founc
by adding the totals of all candidales and the total sel aside as
exhausted.

() Bvery batlot that is wansferred from one candidate to
another shall be stamped or marked so that its entire course
from candidate 1o capdidate can be conveniently traced.
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which are marked for a candidate already elected as first
choiee. but show no clear choice for any unelected
candidate, such bailots shall at the end of the sorting be
wiven 1o the candidate of their first choice, and in their place
an equal nurnber, as nearly as possible, of the last ballots
sorted to that candidale which show a ¢lear choice for
unelected candidates, all as determined by the director of
the count, shall be taken and re-soried 1o unelected
candidates as if they were then being sorted for the first
imie.

(2) When all the ballots have been thus sorled and credited
to the first available choices marked on them, every
candidate who is credited with fewer ballots than the
number of signatures required for his nomination shall be
declared defeated.

() All the ballots of the candidates thus defeated shall be
tansierred, each to the candidate indicaled on 1t as next
choice armong the continuing candidates. A "continuing
candidale" is a candidate not as yet either elected or
defeated. Any ballottaken for transfer which does not
clearly indicate any ®andidate as next choice among the
continuing candidates shall be set aside as "exhausted”.

(i) When all the baliots of the candidates thus defeated have
been transferred, the one candidate who is then lowest on
the poll shall be declared defeated and all his ballows
transferred in the same way,

(j) Thereupon ihe candidate who is then lowest shall be
declared defeated and all his ballots similarly transferred;
and in like manner candidates shall be declared defeated
one at a time and all their ballots transferred.

) M, when a candidate is 10 be declared defealed, two or
more candidales are tied at the bottom of the poll, thal one
of the tied candidates shall be declared defeated who was
credited with fewest ballos immediately prior 1o the last
wansfer of hallots. !f two or more of the tied candidates
ware tied at that stage of the count, also, the second tie shall
be decided by referring similarly to the sianding of
candidales immediately prior to the last ransfer of ballots
before that. This principle shall be applied successively as
many times as may he necessary, a tie shown at any stage
of the count being decided by referring to the standing of
the tied candidates immediately prior to the last preceding
transfer of ballots. Any tie not otherwise provided for shall
be decided by lot,

In interprating this and other rules comained in this seclion
the transter of ail ballots from candidates defeated together
under rule () of this section, and the wansfer of all ballots
from each candidate defeated thereafier shall each
constitute s single separate twansfer.

(13 Whenever candidates to the number 0 be iccted have
received the guota, any transfer of ballots in progress when
the last

(0) i af any time afier the Nivst sorting of the baliots a ballol i
feund to have been credited to the wrong candidate, it may be
transferred, as pant of the ransfer that is in pregress, to the
continuing candidate, if any, to whom it should have been
credited at the time the ervor was made, or, il it should
previously have become exhausted, may be set aside as
exhausted as parl of the transfer that is in progress: provided,
that if the number of misplaced ballots found is sufficient o
make it possible that any candidate Tias been wrongly
defeated, so much of the sorting and wansferring as may be
required to correct the error shall be done over again before
the count proceeds,

17 in correcting an error any ballots are re~-sorted or re-
transferred, every ballot shall be made to take the same cours
that it took in the original count unless the correction of an
error requires its taking a different course. The principies of
the rules of this section shall apply also to any recount which
may be made afier the original count bas been completed.

(p) The director of the count and his assistants shall proceed
with reasonable expedition in the counting of the ballots, but
may take recesses at the discretion of the director. The city or
10wy clerk shall make proper provision for the safekeeping of
the baliots while the counting is not in pregress.

.

(Q) The candidates, their witnesses, allernate witnesses and
representatives accredited under section seven, representative:
of the press, and, as far as may be consistent with good order
and with convenience in the counting and transferring of the
ballots, the public shall be afforded every facility for being
present and witnessing the counting and transferring of the
ballots.

(r) Fach of the candidates entitled te appoint witnesses of the
central count as provided in section seven shall be entitled to
appeint & member of 2 board of review of the central count.
Such appoinunent shall be made within the time and in the
manner prescribed for the appointment of such witnesses of
the central count. In the central counting place 2 board of
review so constituted shall be given facilities for examining a:
the ballots in the quot of each elected candidate in order to
make sure thal all the ballots of such guota are rightfully
eredited 1o the candidate ioward whose election they have
heen counted, that the namber of ballots therein is actually
equal 1o the quota preseribed in this section, and that
"exhausted” ballots have been properiy so designated. Any
errors discovered by such a board of review shall be reported
1o the divector of the coun,

(s) When the election with respect Lo any particular body or
office is at an end the director of the count shall publicly
announce the result of the vate for such body or office. The
provisions of section one hundred and seven of chapler fifty-
four relative 1o
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presiding officers and other election officers at polling
places shall, so far as apt, apphy to the director of the count
and his assistants with respect to all ballots, records, copies
of records, envelopes and kallot boxes, transmitied Lo the
central counting place under section eight and to all other
papers, records and apparatus used in counting the votes at
the centrial counting place, except that ballots cast for a
particular body or office. as well as those spuiled and
retumed and those not given out, shall be enclosed, and the
envelopes sealed and delivered or transmitied to the city or
town clerk as soon as may be after the public announcement
of the result of the vote for such body or office.

(13 Mo canvass or count of the vote shall be made on the
Lord’s day, Added St.1938, ¢. 341, § 1, as amended
S1.1959, c. 28,

Historical Note

The 1950 amendment added paragraph (1), prohibiting
canvass or count of the voie on the Lovd's day,

Cross References

Application of proportional representation provisions of this
section 10 Plan E city elections, see ¢, 43, § 115,

Appiicability 10 municipal elections, see ¢, 43, § 115,
Determination of election results generally, see ¢, 50, § 2.

Municipal elections in city adopting charter plan, this
section and the following sections applicable, see c. 43, §
15

Preferential voting elections, counting ballots, see section
4 of this chapter.

Representatives of candidates to watch ballots, see section 7
of this chapter.

Notes of Decisions
o peneral |
Deatermination of voler’s intem 2

Library references: Elections [key]235. €15, Elections §

223
. In general

The lower Court and the Supreme Judicial Court may
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{a) The number of fivst-choice baliots cast for each candidate
at each polling place.

(b) The number of ballots from each poliing place finally
counted for each of the elected candidates.

(c} The number of the exhausted bullots from each polling
place which showed cne or more choices for elected
candidates and the number which did not show any such
choice. '

{d} The number of blank ballots cast for each body or office a
each polling place.

{¢) The number of ballots otherwise invalid cast for each body
or office at each polling place.

{f} The number of first cheices, second choices, third choices,
and so on. used in the election of each of the elected
candidates.

{g) Such other information in regard to the ballots as the city
or town clerk may desm of interest,

A copy of such statement shail be kept on file in the office of
the city or wown clerk open to public inspection. Added
St1938,¢.341, ¢ 1.

Cross Retferences

Application of proportional representation provisions of this
section 10 Plan E city elections, see . 45, § 115,

§ 12. Recount of ballots. Partial or complete recounts of the
ballots cast for any body or office in an election by
propertional representation or by preferential voting shall take
place in the manner provided in sections one hundred and
thirty-four to one hundred and thirty-seven, inclusive, of said
chapter fifry-faur, except that any petition shall be submitted
on or before five o'clock in the afternoon of the third day
following the public announcement by the director of the
count of the result of the vote for such body or office and shal
be on a form approved and furnished by the city or town clerk
and be signed in a town by ten or more voters of such wwn, I
a city, except Boston, by fifty or more voters of such city and
in Boston by two hundred and fifty or more voters of said
Boston and except that any such recount in any city or in any
town divided into preciness shall be conducied for the entire
city or lown instead of for specified precinets. 1f a partial or
complete recount of the baliots cast in such an election shall i
fact take place, it shall be conducted according 1o the rules
prescribed Tor the original count as nearly as is practicable.
Added 511938, . 341, § T

Library references: Elections [key]j245. C.).8. Elections § 2238

06/12/2003



Massachusetis General Laws, Chapter 544

correct any error of law, appearing on face of ballot, which
eiTor has been made by resurning board in counting baliot
as vote for a particular candidate. Contakos v. Election
Commission of Lowell (1954} 118 N.E.2d 736, 331 Mass,
254,

2. Determination of voter's intent

The will of a voter, if it can be deterimined with reasonable
certainty, must be givep effect. Contakes v. Election
Commission of Lowell (1954) 118 N.E.2d 736, 351 Mass.
254,

Where ballot, considered in light of character and location
of mark and conditions atlendant upon election, fairly
indicate voter’s intent, vote should be counted in
accordance with that intent, provided voter has substantially
complied with election law, but where ballot 1s marked so
as 1o teave voter's intent a matter of conjecture, the vote
should not be counted.

Ballots, on which voters had av first marked a cross in box
opposile certain candidate’s name and had them marked
over the crogs with what appeared to be the figure "1,"
would be credited 1o such candidate.

§ 10. Ballots; preservation; examination. The ballots cast
at each election by proportional representation or
preferential voting shall be preserved by the ity or town
clerk until the term of office of the members of the body or
of the officer elected thereby has expired, and shall be
available for examination contingously throughout the
business day, under supervision of the city or town clerk, on
written application signed by nat less than one hundred
volers of the city or town and the payment of a fee of
twenty-five dollars for each day on which such inspection is
held, Such application shall naine not more than three
representatives of the applicants to make such examination,
Added 511938, ¢, 341, § 1.

Cross References

Application of proportional representation provisions of this
section 1o Plan E city elections, see ¢, 43, § 113,

§ 11. Publication of statements regarding ballots cast.
Within thitty davs after an election to elect members ol a
body by proportional representation or an officer by
preferential voting, the ¢ity or town clerk shall cause the
ballots cast for such body or office 10 be examined and shall
publish a statemient showing-

{d) If no candidate receives more than half of such ballots,
the candidates lowest on the poll shali be declared defeated

Page 10 of 12

Cross References

Appheation of proportional representation provisions of this
secuion 1o Plan E city elections, see ¢. 43, § 115,

§ 13. Vacancies in bodies elected by proportional
representation; filling. When a vacancy oceurs in an elective
body whase members were eiected by proportional
representation, such vacancy shall be {ilied for the remainder
of the unexpired term by a public recount of the ballots
credited at the end of the original count 1o the candidaie
elected thereby whose place has become vacant, Except for
the following special rules, the provisions governing the
original count shall be in effect

{2) Al} choices marked for candidaies theretofore elected or
who have become ineligible or have withdrawn shall be
disregarded:

(b} The ballots shall be soned each to the earliest choice
marked on It for any of the eligible candidates,

() If any candidate has o his eredit more than half of the
ballots which show any preference among the eligible
candidaies he shall be declared elected to the vacant place.

Cross References
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one afler another and afier each candidate is defeated his
batlols shall be transferred among the continuing
candidates,

{e) The process hereinbefore provided shall be continued
until one candidate is credited with more babots than all the
other undefealed candidates together, when he shall be
declared elected to the vacant place.

If & vacangy in an giective body occurs for whick no
regularly nominated candidate remains it shall be filled for
the unexpired term by a majority vole of the remaining
members; and if but a single member remains or if a
majority vote of the remaining members is not obtained
within thirty days after the vacancy oceurs, it shall be filled
by a special election, in the case of & single vacancy, by
preferential voting or, in case two or More vacancies exist
at the same time, by propoitional representation. Added
St1938, c. 341, § 1.

Cross References

Application of proportional representation provisions. of this

seetion to Plan E city elections, see ¢, 43, § 1135,

§ 14. Balots; rules for counting where election by
preferential voting. Ballots cast wnder preferental voting
shall be counted In the cental counting place under the
supervision of the director of the count, in accordance with
the following rules:-

{a} The baliots shall first be soned according 1o the first
choices marked on them, and the total number of valid
ballets thus sorled to each candidate shall be ascertained.
The vahdity of ballots shall be determined according Lo the
principles laid down for the count of ballots in an election
by propartional representation in rule {a) of section nine.

(by If any candidate is found 1o have besn marked as {irst
choice on more than half of the valid ballots he shall be
dechared elected.

{¢) If no candidate is so elected afier the count of first
choices. every candidate wheo is credited with fewer ballots
thar: the number of signatres required for his nomination
shall be declared defeated.

{d) All the ballots of the candidates so deleated shal! be
transterred, each o the candidate indicated on it as next
choice among the undefzated candidates. Any ballot taken
for ransfer which does not clearly indicate any candidaie as
next choice amang the undefeated candidates shall be set
aside as "exhausied®.

http/www cambridgema. gov/~Election/mgls.htm]

Application of proportional representation provisions of this
section to Plan E city elections, see ¢. 43, § 115,

Notes of Decisions
In general 1
Reasonableness of pl;()ccdul'c 2
1. In General

The essential feature of "preferential voting” is that a voter,
though permitied 1o casl only one effective vote for an officer
is permitied 10 express not eoly a first choice for one
candidate, but alse one or more other choices, in the order of
his preference, for other candidates for the same office. Moon
v. Election Commissioners of Cambridge (1941 353 N.E.2d
222,309 Mass, 303,

ey,

2. Reasonableness of procedure

The method of counting employed in preferential system of
voting embodied in Plan E form of city governiment is not
unreasonable or productive of inequality because excess of
votes representing first choices for a candidate are counted fo
candidates who represent second or successive chojces of the
voters, in accordance with @ uniform principie. Moore v.
Election Commissioners of Cambridge (1941) 35 N.E.2d 222,
309 Mass. 303.

The provision for preferential voting embodied in Plan E forit
of city povernment, as applied to the election of mernbers of
the municipal council in the city of Cambridge, is not
unreasonable, nor does it impair equal rights of all duly
qualified voters of the city Lo elect members of the counell,
though in application to paiticular sifuations exact
mathematical equality may not result, since theoratical
perfection is net esseatial to constitutional validity. 1d.

The element of chance in determination of candidates that
from time to time are o be eliminated under preferential
systemn of voung embodied in Plan E form of city government
is not so great as necessarily to vitiate the method of counting
embodied therein. id.

§ 15 Vacancies in single elective offices; fitling. All .
provisions of law from tme to thue applicable in the case of 2
vacancy in an elective office shall continue to apply after the
filling of such office by preferential voting, except that any
election to fill such vacancy shall also be by preferential
voting. Added S5t.1938, e. 341, § 1.

Cross References

Applicavion of proportional representation provisiens of this
section 10 Plan E city clections, see . 43, § 115,
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(e) If, after this or any subsequent transfer of ballots, one
candidate is credited with more than half of the valid ballots
which have not become exhausted, he shall be dectared
etected.

(D) If no candidaie is 50 elected afier the transfer of the
ballots of candidates defealed under rule {c}, the one
candidate who is then lowest on the poll shall be declared
defeated and all his ballots transferred in the same way.

(2) Thereupon, if no candidale is yet elected, the candidate
who is then lowest shall be declared defeated and all his
bailots similarly transferred. Thus candidates shall be
deemed defeated cne at a time, and all thewr ballots
transferred untid some candidate has received the necessary
majority of the ballots which have not become exhausted
and 1s accardingly declared elected.

(h) Ties shall be decidad, & record of the count kept, ervors
corrected, recesses tken, and candidates and others
permitied 10 be present according to the principles
preseribed for elections by proportional representation in
rules (K}, (m}, {0), (p) and {q} of section nine, Atded
St1938, ¢. 341, § L

Library references: Elections [key]222. CLS. Elections §
203

Cross References

Application of propertional representation provisions of this
section to Plan E city elections, see ¢. 43, § 115,

§ 17. Applicability of general laws relating to elections
and corrupt practices. All elections by proportional
representation or preferential voting held in any city or
town under this chapter shall be subject 1o all general laws
relating 1o elections and corrupt practices, so Tur as
apphicable and not inconsistent with this chapter. Added
St.1938, ¢, 341, § 1.

Cross References
Caorrupt practices, generally, sse ¢. 35,5 § 1 et seq.

Determination of election results generally, see ¢ 30, § 2.

Page 12 of 12

§ 16. Mechanicat or other voting devices; methods of
counting first choices, (a) In conducting any election by
preportional represeniation or preferential voting, mechanical
or other devices inay be used, subject, however, 10 the
provisions of sections thirty-two to thirty-nine, inclugive, of
chapter fifty-four. if the ity counci! or the town passes @ vote .
providing expressly that such devices shall be used in such
clection,; and said sections, so far as apt, shall be apriicable in
ali respects in case of such devices so used. In case such
devices are to be used in any city or town, the city or town
clerk may modify the form of baliot, the rotation of names
thereon, the directions to voters and other details in respect 1o
the eiection process; provided, that ne change shall ke made
which will alier or impair the principles of voting or counting
the Ballots governing elections by proportional representation
or preferential voting, as the case may be, but the voler may
be limited to not less than fifteen choices {or any particular
body or office.

(b)Y In anyv city or town where elections by proportional
representation are to be held, any method of counting the
volers” first choices and treating any such choices in excess of
the quata, provided for under any system of proportionsl
representation which on January 0irst, nineteen hundred and
thirty-eight was in effect for the purpose of municipal
elections in any city of the United States, may be substituted
for the method of counting such choices set forth in this
chapter, if the registrars of voters determine that sach
substiwtion is advisable; provided, that they issue regulations
embodying the method so substituted and provided, further,
that such regulations shall not be effective with respect to any
election unless at least thirty days prior therelo copies of such
regulations arc available for delivery to such of the volers as
may request themn. Added 561938, ¢, 341, § 1.
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How The Ballots Are Counted

The count begins with the sorting of ballots by the first preference
shown on each valid ballot. That 1s the NUMBER 1 vote on each ballot.
This is generally known as the "First Count”.

Any candidates who reach the necessary quota with Number 1 voles are
declared elected. Anv extra ballots they receive beyond the quota are
redistributed to the candidates marked next in preference (the number 2
preference} on those excess baliots.

The count continues with the elimination of those candidates receiving
fewer than fifty votes in the first count. Their ballots are redistributed to
the other candidates according to the next preference marked,

Afier each distribution. the candidaie now having the lowest number of
voles 1s eliminated and his/her ballots redistributed 1o the next indicated
preference (number 2,34 etc.)

As candidates reach the quota through the addition of redistributed
ballots to their totals, they are declared elected and no further ballots are
transferred to them.

" This process continues until all candidates have been eliminated except
the nine winners.

Election Comumission > Proportional Voting > How Ballots Are Counted
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Cincinnat Method

Election Commission > Cincinnall Method

Cincinnati Method

The technique used by Cambridge for selecting ballots 1o transfer from
a candidate’s surplus 1o bring the candidate down to quota. The method
is as follows: the ballots of the candidate who has surplus are numbered
sequentially in the order in which they have been counted (that 1s, m the
sequence dictated by the random draw of precinets) and then every nth
ballot is drawn and transferred to a continuing candidate until the
original candidate 1s credited with ballots equaling no more than quota.
n is nearest whole number computed by the formula

n = Candidate’s Total Ballot
Surplus.

A ballot selected by this method that does not show a preference for a

continuing candidate 1s skipped and remains with the original candidate.

If not enough ballots are removed when ballots n, 2n, 35, ... have been
transferred, the sequence starts again with n+/, Zn+1, In+l, .

Fleciion Commission > Cincinnau Method
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" Campaign Finance
Reporting

" Ethies Drdinance
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Cambridge Election Commission

51 inman Street

First Floor

Cambridge, MA 02138

Fhone: (617) 3494361

Hours: 8:30-5:00

Email to:Elections@Cl.Cambridge. MA.US

Depariment Head: Board of Eleclion Commissioners

The Cambridge Election Commission is responsible for supervising all federal, state and munic
efections within the City; providing voter registration; certifying nomination papers and initiative
conducting.an annual census; administering municipal campaign and political finance reporting
City; and implementing Chapter 2.118 of the Cambridge Municipal Code known as the "Ethics
Ordinance”.

The Beard of Election Commissioners, two Democrats and two Republicans, are appointed to
four-year terms by the City Manager from a list of candidates submitied by the City Committee:
party.

Daily operations of the Commission are conducted by five full-time staff persons (an Execubive
Assistant Director, an Administrative Assistant, two dala entry staff) and two part-time clerical ¢
They are assisted al peak times by temporary pari-time employees in voler registration, censw:
canvassing, and signature ceriification, In addition, prior to each election,approximately 2680 ac
personnel are recruited, trained, and supervised by the Board to stafi each of the 33 poiling ioc
within the City.

Over 40,000 voler records (from a tolal of nearly 73,000 residents over the age of 17) are activ
maintained both in a computer database and in a cross-referenced card sysiem, with several tf
changes of party, name, and address annually, Confirmation of each change o 8 voler's recon
to the respective voler in accordance with statutory requirements. in order to preserve the inte
database for the street lists and voting lisls, the Beard of Election Commissicners personaily w
exislence of nonexistence of questionabte addresses within the City. They also prepare manui
guide poll workers’ eparations on election day.

You may find freguently asked questions aboul the following topics:

Proportional Representation Vobng in Cambridge Municipa! Elections
Voter Registration FAQs

Conducl of Elections

The Annual City Census

Public Reguests for Records and Documents

The Election Commission

Absentee Ballot Apphcalion {pdi format]

2002 Ward and Precinct Maps

2003 State Senale Districts

all 33 precincts as & Hist in 2 pdf downioadable format
2003 State Representative Districts

e ¢ ¥ & 0 & @ 8 8 & @

Send mail to Electons@CLCambridge MA.US
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cambridges

= Backto the City of Pian E is 2 City Manager form of government with nine Councillors and
Cambridge Home Page six School Committee members elected at large by Proporiional
Representation (PR) for a two yvear term. After members of the Council
take the oath of office in January, they elec! one of the nine to serve as
Mayor,

The City Council is the lawmaking body, appointing a City Manager, City
Clerk, ang City Auditor.

The City Manager is the chief administrative officer of the city carrying
out policies of the City Council for an indefinite term.

The Mayor is the official head of the city for all ceremonial purposes, the
presiding officer of the Council when it is in session, and the chairman of
the school Committee.

£20G2 City of Campridge, MA | search | publications | jobs | comtact | disclaimer | home
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APPENDIX 7

“Abstracts of Political Science Literature Commenting on Municipal
Electoral Structure”

The following abstracts of writings by political scientists on the topic of municipal electoral
structures are not intended (o be exhaustive of the literature in the field. Rather they are an initial
effort 1o present a cross section of such writings and reseurch specifically dealing with al-large.
single district and mixed electoral structures. Those wishing (o read for themselves the entire
works of the authors cited should review the list of citation references at the end of the paper that
can be used as a starting point for furiher research on this topic. Christian Gunter, Graduate

Student at the Evans School of Public Affairs, University of Washington.
Executive Summary:

Political scientists have thoroughly studied the link between election structures and the
impact these siructures have on the representation of certain groups and the
implementation of public policy {Banfield and Wilson 1963). Historically. electoral
structures were designed 1o remedy political or social problems within municipalities.
often transitioning between different electoral models. For instance, at-large systems
were largely created during the reformist “good government” period of the early 1900s to
eliminate the assumed negative influence of political machines ofien associated with
ward or district elections. These electoral reformers were also intended to bring in more

business-orientated council members (Welch and Bledsoe 1988).

More recently, single-district or mixed electoral structues have been considered as a
means of enhancing opporunities for representation of certain racial or ethnic groups in
local government structures. Those researchers interested in further municipal electoral
reform have shified their focus to mixed electoral structures which combine siructural

aspects of both at-large and district or ward structures.

Like many municipal governments, the electoral structure of the Seattie City Council has
changed a number of times, utilizing both the district/ward and at-large forms.
Nationally, most Jarge cities utilize some form of mixed or diswrict election structure for

city council elections. The modern trend associated with changes in electoral structure



seems 1o be heading towards district election structures and away from at-large elections
(Ebdon, Carol and Brucato 2000). Interestingly, western cities tend 1o use disinct
elections less often. The research and analysis evaluating the different impacts of at-large,
district and mixed electoral systems provide some clear analysis, but also seems 10 be
conflictitory and fragmented. When evaluating at-large municipal electoral systems the

following aspects are often raised both by critics and supporters:
Positive Aspeets:

1. City-wide interests and regional goals are advanced

2. Focus on “universal” rather than “particularistic” issues and less likelihood of
undue influence and infighting between neighborhood political interests
3. Increase in benefits for the Central Business District (CBD)

4. Greater efficiency in resource allocation and lower levels of corruption

Negative Aspects:

1. Less attention given o neighborhood concerns

N

(8]

Decreased proporiions of representation of racial groups and women

4. Potential for higher campaign costs

The current study of possible elecioral options for the Seattle City Council highlights a
number of important issues and potential areas of conflict which ofien swface in
academic literature evaluating electoral reform and should be considered as the advisory

panel moves forward. These 1ssues include, but are not limited to:

1. The role electoral structures play in improving the geographic and demographic
accountability and representation of residents and neighborheods.

2. The ability of certain electoral structures to ensure equal and efficient allocation
of public resources.

3. The level of public accountability produced by each structure.

b5

Lower likelihood that local, less affluent or recognized candidates will be elecied



4. The impact of different electoral structures on the creation and implementation of
public policy.

The monetary costs associated with running for office under each structure.

The type (socio-economic) of candidates each structure produces.’

The costs and benefits associated with altering electoral systems.

0 = o

The impact of the outcome concerning the transition from at-large to district
elections—specifically who wins politically, economically and socially and who

joses.”

This paper provides a cursory sumimary of the varied non-partisan, academic research and
literature relating 1o the different impacts of district, at-large and mixed electoral
structures on representation (of geography, gender and race), accountability, candidate

qualifications and campaign financing and incumbency.

General Overview: The following sections are organized by theme. Each section

inciudes abstracts or summaries of research conducted by the author(s) noted. s
impertant to recognize that some authors have been included in numerous sections

because their research sheds light on a number of topics included in the OVETVIEW.
Proportion of at-large, district and mixed clectoral style used:

James Svara (1977): Svara examines a number of general tendencies relating 10 electoral
structures. First, non-partisan cities oflen employ at-large elections. However, alimost
haif of the paniisan elections he examined were held at-iarge and a third of the non-
partisan elections were combined with the ward and disirict/at-large constituency types.
Likewise, a number of at-large systems were found in partisan cities and almost 30

percent of these used a mixed or combination system (Svara 1977).

According to Svara (1977), the most common electoral form is the non-partisan at-iarge

systern. This form was found to be the most popular when examining cities with

' According w Joel Liske (1989 it is common knowledge that upper-status candidates are favored al atl electoral
levels, particulariy in non-partisan. at large setting,

2 . . . -

? Unfortunateiy. little comparative rescarch has been done on his topic.
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populations over 10,000. The second most common electoral form 1s the district non-
partisan and third is the partisan district model. For cities with populations over 500,000
in 1972, 50 percent used a combined sysiem, 38 percent used district sysiems and 13
percent used at-large systems (Svara 1977). For cities with populations between
100,000-500,000 in 1977 such as Seattle, 30 percent used disiricts, 32 percent used
combined/mixed and 38 percent used at-large. Svara concludes that as cities decrease n
size, at-large structures are used more often. 1n the West, at-large non-partisan sysiems

are more likely te be used (Svara 1977).
Class and culture:

Helig and Mundt (1984): Helig and Mundt (1 984) conclude that the reform movement
and at-large elections have historically been neither ethn'ically or socially neutral. Thus
the battle of the “reformer” versus the “political machines” was often viewed as a conflict
between cultures, and especially classes. Likewise, the reform movement took root in
cities, which typically went through the urbanization and industrialization process later,

such as ¢ities in the West and South (Helig and Mundt 1984).

Geography:

David Berman and Bruce Merrill (1976): Berman and Merrill (1976) note that
municipal at-large electoral systems were intentioned to be insulated from partisan
politics found in national politics and designe;:i to operate on an eflicient, businesslike
basis under the leadership of those “concerned with the common good™ of cormumunity,
rather than peighborhood or geographic interests. Under this theory, the ability to
construct public policy beneficial to a larger geographic area is often mentioned when
discussing the value of at-large systems. This is especially true when discussing city

economic development policy (Berman and Merrill 1976).

Under at-large systems, city policy is created and implemented which aims to benefit the
entire city, including the Central Business District (CBD), an area that may not have a
strong residential constituent base (Berman and Merrill 1976). The confhict with the at-

large system arises when examining the ability of at-large counci! members to effectively
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address local neighborhood or district concerns when they do not represent a specific

district (Berman and Merrill 1976).

Carol Ebdon and Brucato (2000): Ebdon and Brucato note that district elections have
been found to increase the value of geographic representation, but the trade off for
efficiency is unknown (Ebdon and Brucate 2000). However, Eric Anderson {1989)
concludes that district elections actually increase atlention to special interests, ofien

associated with certain neighborhoods.

Welch and Biedsoe (1988): Welch and Bledsoe suggest that disirict counci! members are
more likely 1o focus on a narrow geographic constituency, while at-large members tend Lo
focus on citywide and business constituencies. According to Welch and Bledsoe (1988),
the interests of council members elected by single districts have led to greater levels of
conflict (especially geographic) compared to councils elected at-large. They also note
that studies suggest that citizens generally favor district elections when compared to at-

large elections and that voting participation is higher there (Welch and Bledsoe 1988).

The LBJ paper (1984):” The LBJ paper asserts that geographic representation
necessarily improves under district election systems. Geographic representation
improves more dramatically in cities that adopt single-member district systems than for

those that adopt mixed systems when transitioning from at-large sysiems.

The LBJ paper (1984) also concludes that at-large systems tend (o give disproportionaiely
large shares of representation to areas that are upper-middie class and white. However,
the LB paper (1984) also notes that the impact on the representation of neighborhood
interests is ambiguous at best. Generally, with the switch from at-large 10 district
elections, many neighborhoods and special interest groups feel that they have gained
access and power by having a specific council member to address neighborhood 1ssues.
However, others in the LBJ survey felt that they bad lost pov-ver when they had fewer

council members 1o lobby (LB 1984).

" The paper. “Local Government Election Systems.” published by the Lynden 13, Johnson Schoo! of Pubiic Affairs will
be referred (o as the LB paper in this summary.
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Representation:

Racial representation:

Research of the middle and late 1970s, revealed that at-large city council election
procedures resulted in a dramatic under-representation of blacks and of Latinos.
Recent studies have reached conflicting conclusions as to whether electoral
arrangements or socioeconomic factors are the major influence on how proportionately
blacks and Latinos are represented. Studies also suggest that voler attitude towards the
candidate plavs a significant role in whether or not minorities are elected. Under the
current at-large system, the Seattle City Council has enjoyed a far more racially diverse
council then the population as a whole.

-

Joel Liske (1989): Liske’s findings support several conclusions including the criucal
. .- .. . - 4 - . .
importance of political legitimacy in urban elections.” The most important predictors
of electoral success are those that measure the candidates’ relative political

acceptability. In approximate rank order, they are the candidates’ political following,

political resources, civic endorsements, and personal achievements (Liske 1989). Next,
the results show that two different voting models are necessary to explain the caiculus
of candidate choice; one for first-time candidates and a second for incumbents and

former losers.

For first-time candidates, the key credentials are narne familiarity and partisan and
newspaper endorsements (Liske 1989). In subsequent campaigns, what appears to be
decisive are the size of their political following and the racial and partisan coalitions
that coalesce around them, rather than the electoral system. Finally, the results suggest
that a candidate’s political following may play a role in local ejections sumilar o the

stabilizing function of party identification in national elections (Liske 1989).

" The study by Joel Liske (19891 analyzes the dynamics of urban vating behavior and the warth of different political

credentials in councit elections. Data for the analysis are drwwn from Cincinpsati, Ohio. o city whose eiecloral system is
representative of the majority of American cities of over 25,000 popuiation that currently employ nonpartisan, at-large )
chections. The data consist of a sampie of 103 counci! camprigns thal wers waged in five successive elections over a
ten-year e span.
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Welch and Beldsoe (1988): Welch and Bledsoe conclude that a central criticism of at-
large electoral systems is their inability to elect minorities in numbers which
sufficiently reflect racial proportions of the general population. In the 1970s, many
southern cities altered their election structures from at-large 1o districts to remedy the
discrimination against African Americans and Latinos that the at-large system

produced (Welch and Bledsoe 1988).

They also nole that the federal, district and appellate courts, have ruled in Paige v.
Gray (1971), Beer v. United States (1976) and Bolden v. Mobile {1976}, that at-large
systems are unfair to blacks. In each case, the courts decided 1n favor of single district
elections but did not rule at farge systems unconstitutional (Welch and Bledsoe 1983).
According 1o Welch and Bledsoe (1988), district elections ha\;e been shown to produce
a significantly higher representation of blacks in large cities (Welch and Bledsoe
reference Camipbell and Feagin 19731 Gelb 1970; Jones 1976; Karmg 1976; Karnig

and Welch 1979, 1981; Robinson and Dye 1978).

Helig and Mundt (1984): Hé].ig and Mundt state that at-large electoral systems tend to
be biased towards any geographically concentrated minority which cannot gain
substantial voting support from the majority group. They also note that the ransition
from at-large to single district elections in the 1970s, was more likely in cities where
biacks constituted the major minority group. They also conclude that switching from
at-large 1o district elections oflen results in an increase in the number of black
candidates (Helig and Mundt 1984 also reference Mundt 1979; Helig 1978; Davidson
and Korbel 1981).

When looking at the transition from ai-large to single districts elections, Helig and
Mundt (1984) alse conclude that the actual size of the city council has a positive
impact on the number of minorities elected to the city council. The size of the city

council is especially relevant in cases examining Latino representation.

LBJ paper (1984): The LBI paper concludes that minority representation on city

councils as a proportion of the population improves under single district representation,
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compared to mixed or at-large electoral structures (when examining trends in the 1960s
and 1970s). The LB paper (1984) notes that the changes from at-large to single
district council elections in San Antonio, Fort Worth and Richmond produced city
councils that more accurately reflected the racial compositions of the cities they
represented. LB survey respondents felt that the single-member district structure
provided for a higher level of representation of minority interests and issues than the

previous at-large system (LLBJ paper 1984).

Bezdek, Billeaux and Huerta (2000): Bezdek, Billeaux and Huerta {2000) note that
the impact of local election structures on Latino representation is less clear eut and
varies from region to region. They conclude that at-large election systems generally
disadvantage Latinos, resulting in under-representation on city councils (Bezdek,
Billeaux and Huerta 2000). They also conclude that at-large elections tend 1o
submerge minority populations in exfﬁ elections when compared to district electuons

{Bezdek, Billeaux and Huerta 2000).

According to Bezdek, Billeaux and Huerta, this conclusion is alse supported by Kobel L
and Davidson (1981), Helig and Mundt (1984), Polinard, Wrnkle and Longoria

(1990,1991). However, more recent research by Bezdek, Billeaux and Huerta (2000}

indicates that Latino candidates are increasingly becoming more likely to win in at-

large elections, especially with more racially polarized districts. Interestingly, higher

voter turnout of Latinos did not help elect Latino’s in at-large elections (Bezdek,

Billeaux and Huerta 2000).°

Susan Weleh (1990): Welch concludes that although at-large elections represent
blacks much better than they did a decade ago, there is still a small gap between the
representation afforded 1o blacks by at-large and district systems. Welch (1990) notes
that although nuxed electoral systems more equitably represent blacks generally,
blacks are drastically underrepresented in the at-large seals in mixed stuctures (Welceh

1990).

S =y - cor 1 :
Taebel (1978) and Davidson and Korbel (1978) also show that Latinos are dispdvantaged by at-large elections.
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Davidson and Korbal (1981): Davidson and Korbal state that at-large elections
historically dilute or diminish minority representation. Specifically, they note that the
mere presence of minority officials does not insure minority representation (Davidson

and Korbal 1981).

Richard L. Engstrom and Michael . McDonald (1982): Engstrom and McDopald
examined the relationship between the use of at-large clections and the representation
of minorities. They conclude that at-large electoral structures under-represent blacks,
compared 1o district-based electoral systems (Engstrom and McDonald 1982).
Although district elections are ofien gerrymandered, black communities can
statistically expect proportionate representation under these systems (Engstrom and
McDonald 1982). Thev also find significant differences between the representation of
blacks on city councils in the South compared to other areas in the country, suggesting

the possible presence of regional bias.®
Representation of Women on City Councils:

Similar to race, political scientists and civic leaders have often questioned the impact of
at-large and single-district electoral structures on the proportion of women elected to city
council positions. A major surge in the election of women 1o ¢ity councils occurred 11
1974 and the proportion of women elected 1o city councils has gradually increased since
then. By the early 1990s, women held over 20 percent of the city council seats in
medium and large cities. However, this figure was still below the proportion of women
in the population as a whole at that tine (Welch and Biedsoe 1993). Interestingly, the
proportion of women on city councils is higher than those in state legislatures and other

levels of government (Welch and Bledsoe 1993).

Nicholas Alozie and Lynne Manganara (1993): Alozie and Manganaro conclude that

electoral structure alone is not a significant explanatory factor in understanding either the

® {tis imperiant to note that Engsurom and MeDonald found that the electoral structure begins Lo have a discerniblie
impact on the level of black representation onee the biack populaion reaches 10 percent of the 1ol municipal
population. While one socioeconomic variable. the relative income of the city's black population. is found Lo affect
the election of blacks, its impact is greater than that of the electoral suuclure onty when the black popuialion is iess
than 15 percent.
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presence of women on city councils or the extent of women's representation on these
legisiative bodies. Bledsoe (1993) echoes the assertion of Alozie and Mananaro, by

concluding that women are just as likely to hold either district or at-large office.

However, Alozie and Manganare (1993) also note that the size of the legislative body has
a significant effect which, except among district election cities, largely improves the
likelihood of electing a woman to the council. Other results indicate significant regional
disparities exist when examining the proportion of women elected 1o city councils -
favoring the Midwest and West over the Northeast and South (Alozie and Manganaro

1993).

Charles Bulloek and Susan McManus (1991): Bullock and McManus surveyed 946
American cilies with populations in excess of 25,000 in 1980, Their research showed

~
very little correlation between election structures and the presence of women on their city
councils. Their evidence also failed to sustain their initial hypothesis that women would
be elected more frequently in cities where the city council position is more valued
(Bullock and McManus 1991). Finally, women serve somewhat more frequently in the

West (Bullock and McManus 1991).

Accountability: City Council Responsiveness to Constituent Issues

Helig and Mundt (1984): Helig and Mundt find that the lower socio-economic status of
a council member’s constituency was generally linked to the member’s view of
themselves as an “ombudsman.” Unsurprisingly, the more constituents residing in a
legislative district ofien increase the demand for service (Ilelig and Mundt relerence
Joannes 1980). Helig and Mundt {1984) also conclude that political culture nseif may
impact the level of constituent service demanded (Helig and Mundt reference liing

1979).

Welch and Bledsoe (1988): Welch and Bledsoe reveal that council members elected
from districts spend more tme (approximately 4 percent) focused on constituent services
compared 1o those elected from at-large districts. They conclude that ¢ity council

members elected in single-member districts are ofien exposed 1o direct commumty
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pressures associated with geographic districts and demands for personal attention, which

are often unknown to at-farge counciimembers.

Thus, election from a geographic disinct is shown 1o be strongly and positively linked 1o
first term council members atlention to constituent services (Welch and Biedsoe 1988).
According to Welch and Bledsoe (1988), distnct-elected council members spend 30
percent more time on constituent service than at-large council members. However, other
factors can determine the amount of focus on constituent services which that be
considered according to Welch and Bledsoe (1988). These include the impact of
“localism,” region, party intensity, and the politics of actually getting re-elected (Welch

and Bledsoe 1988).

Creation of Policy:

Clark (1968), Lineberry and Fowler (1967): Clark, Lineberry and Fowler conclude that
political structure does play an important role in determining policy output in cites, bul
they disagree on the actual level of the impact on public policy. Lineberry and Fowler
(1967) found “reformed” cities with at-large systems to have lower Jevels of laxing and

spending then unreformed cities.

Morgan and Brudney (1985): Morgan and Brundney conclude that there is a shght
tendency for reformed, at-large systems to have lower spending —~ although Clark (1968)
and Liebert (1974), and Morgan and Pellissero (1980) found political structure to have no

bearing on policy output or spending.

L.BJ paper (1984): The LBJ paper suggests that single member districts encourage the
city o address geographic or neighborhood interests. However, the paper also concludes
that under district elections, city councii members still adequately address citywide
issues, balancing neighborhood and citywide interests. This is especially wue for those
council members elected under mixed systems. The paper also speculates that cities
which shified from at-large 1o district elections witnessed an increase i the openness of
the pelicy decision-making process. including the creation of new voting coalinons (LB

1984),
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Helig and Mundt (1984): Helig and Mundt note some evidence exists which suggests
thal at-large electoral structures may restrict policy and decision making to the “safe
issues.”  According to Helig and Mundt (1984), this focus may be due to the fact that at-
large councils either produce councils that support the dominant community or majority
group’s values, or that they produce councils whose members are controlled by a “ruling
elite.” Helig and Mundt (1984) also conciude that diswiet elections tend to ncrease the
use of coalitions and that there s ltile evidence to suggest that district elections “slow

down” the administrative or policy process.
Campaign Costs and Resource Allocation:

Welch and Bledsoe (1988): Welch and Bledsoe {1988) conclude that the impdrtance of
money in winning campaigns screens oul candidates at every level, regardless of which
electoral structure 1s used. The key to camp'aign costs seems to be the size of the city, the
competitiveness of the race and the number of voters that must be reached (Welch and
Bledsoe 1988). Welch and Bledsoe reference Ingalls (1984} who concludes that
campaign spending is first or second in importance in predicting outcomes 1 a vaglety of
wpes of local elections. They also note that, regardless of electoral structure, the
competitiveness of the local race will increase the amount of moriey raised and spent.
Similarly, Helig and Mundt (1984) state that district elections have no clear impact on

campaign spending levels and do not affect voter turnout.

David R. Morgan and John P. Pelissero (1980): Morgan and Pelissero tested the
basic hypothesis that reformed cities {with city manager, at-large elections, and
nonpartisan ballots) tax and spend less than unreformed communities. Eleven cities
with pepuiations of 25,000 and larger. which significantly changed their politceal
structure between 1948 and 1973 were compared with 11 cities that made no electoral
changes. Morgan and Pelissero (19807 found that over an 1 1-year period, variations in

fiscal behavior were virtually unaffected by changes n city government structure,

The LBJ Paper (1984): The LB paper provides conflicting resuits when examining the

impact of electoral structures on resource allocation and service delivery. In cities such
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as Dallas, San Antonio, Charlotte and Fort Worth, survey respondents suggested that the
service delivery was more equitable under district systems than under at-large systems.
However, other respondents in Richmond noted that there was no change. The LBI paper
(1984) also did not find consensus from respondents from current at-large systems on the

“equity and effectiveness” of resource allocation and policy-making.

Helig and Mundt (1988): Helig and Mundt (1988) conclude that there 15 little evidence
10 suggest that electoral structures have any impact on resource allocation and spending.
Fowever, they also note that district elections do have an impact where new city facilities

are placed (Helig and Mundt 1988).
Candidate Profiles: Within district and at large elections

Carol Cassel (1985): Cassel’s comparison of council members elected by district and at-
large showed that those elected at-large were of higher occupational status, though the
differences were not significantly large. She also concludes that although the nonpartisan
ballot is essentially a regional phenomenon, non-partisan (most frequently within at-
large) electoral structures tend to elect council members who are older and more likely to
be attorneys or professionals with higher incomes, levels of education and social standing
than those elected within partisan elections {Cassel 1985)." Bledsoe (1993) reinforces
this point by concluding that city council members elected at-large have consistently
higher income and education levels when compared Lo those council members elected

from district elections, which is especially true in larger cities.

Timothy Biedsoe (1993): Bledsoe notes that council members in the West are often
considerably wealthier than council members from other areas. He reveals that 42
percent of council members in the West are {rom the highest income bracket {Bledsoe
1993). According to Biedsoe (1993), partisan councils atlract younger mose politically
active politicians and that younger candidates tend to be found in urban areas. Bledsoe

adds that unlike district elections, at-large electoral structures provide greater opportunity

=

7 These findings alse refleet work done by Feld and Lutz 1977, Cassel {1983) also concludes that non-partisanship
tends o benefit Republicans,
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for lateral entry into political office and therefore lessen the need to initiate an earky

political career (Bledsoe 1993).

Llectoral Structure on Conflict or Consensus:

Chester Newland (1993): Newland notes that district electoral structures in
municipalities ofien increase the amount of conflict among counci! members, which may
also impact the relationship of these members 1o the mayor or city manager. Therefore,
while not formally driving the policy making or legislative process, the introduction of
district elections does divide the electorate and those divisions may be mirrored in the

policy process (Newland 1995).

Eiectoral Structure on Partisan politics:

Welch and Bledsoe (1986, 1988)., Bledsoe (1993): Research in the carly 1960s found
that R.epublic‘an candidates benefited from the presence of nonpartisan ballots i
municipal elections. Welch and Bledsoe (1988) also reiterate this point, although they
note that city politics is ofien thought of ag the home turf of Democrats. Their
nationwide sample of almost 1,000 city counci! members revealed that partisan biases
within nonpartisan electoral structures remain under some circumstances, but the
changing nature of urban politics and the growth of new political forces, appear 1o
have substantially mitigated these biases (Welch and Bledsoe 1986). Although many
city council electoral structures are non-partisan, most elected council members carry 2
partisan bamner and the difference between the propdrtions of strong pariisahs n non-
partisan and partisan elections is very smatl. Regional differences also impact the
partisanship of city council races, with the Northeast exhibiting the highest level of

partisanship, followed by the West (Bledsoe 1993).
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APPENDIX 8
Districts vs. At-Large:
The optimal municipal council structure in Seattie

By: Charles T. Koon

The shoricomings of implementing a district system in Seattle outweigh the
benefits. Empirical evidence gathered from Seattle’s historical elecioral panemns,
statistical comparison between neighborhoods, and other cities that have changed from
at-large eleciions to districts supports a ﬁﬁdin o that implementing districts will not satisfy

the desired changes siated by the people of Seattle.

Seattle’s history of civic governance

Seattle and its citizens have always had a strong drive o maintain a representative
body that was responsive to the needs of the citizenry and effective at governing. The
ward (or district) sysiem has a checkered past throughout the United States and in Seattle
specifically. Between 1865 and 1910 the city went through fHive different forms of
sovernance before deciding on 1ts current design. The previous forms included pure at-
large elections, pure ward elections, and a mix of the two with a bicameral council.

An ungainly structure and lack of centralized power plagued the bicameral
council in Seattle. At a time the council held 30 members. and 30 standing commitiees,
many of which had overlapping jurisdiction. In lns book on the history of Seattle Richard
Berner describes the failure of Seattle’s bicameral council:

Information as 1o the deficiencies in the 1890 freeholders™ charer is meager. The

usual charges of ‘vice and extravagance’ seem 1o have been prominent .. . The

various commissioners therein provide for, particularly the police commission.

seenm to have been lacking in effectiveness, and it was thought authority was not
sufficiently centralized . . . In 1893 the then city wreasurer. Adoiph Krug,
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defauited in a large sum and left the city, He was captured, tried, convicted and

sentenced to the penitentiary for seven vears.
The ward system was eliminated under allegations that it promoted pork barreling instead
of sound policy decisions. There were also rumors and allegations of corruption and
kickbacks with the ward system, many of them regarding construction projects.”

The current form of nine at-Jarge councilmembers was established in 1910 and
implemented in 1911, A charter arnendment in 1946 changed the term of office from

three vears (o four.

Districting proposals
The most recent attempt for changing the structure of the counci) was in 1995, A
proposal to implement districts was put on the ballot and failed by & 55-10-45 percent
margin.” While this proposal is a major change 1o the city’s governing structure, the
baliot measure was short and simple. It 1s re-printed in its entirety below:
Shall the charter of the city of Seattle be amended 1o require that the city
council create nine council districts to require that candidates for the city council
reside tn the district which corresponds to the council position sought. and 10
require that each council member be elected by the voters in that district,
replacing the current at-large system?
The queston of districting Seattle is not new. It has appeared in the public forum a

number of umes during the current counci)’s tenure. Fach tme the citizens of Seatle

have voted 1o maintain the current system of nine at-large councilmembers.

The arguments for districts
The proponents of districting during the 1995 campaign argue that distrs cung

would increase councilmembers accountability to neighborhoods, the cost of campaigns
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for council would be reduced, and an increased focus would be brought on neighborhood-
specific issues.” These assumed effects of districts are reasonable, however, afier
examining cities that have made the change 1o diswricts it becomes apparent that these
desired results are not guaranieed.

Proponents of districts assert that if a councilmember is accountable for only one
district, then the citizens in that district would know exactly who to contact and have a
clear conduit for theiy requests and opinions. A 1995 editorial by Ed Striedinger states
“Afier being elecied from the district in which they reside. elected council members
would ther answer o the voters in their disuwict”™, This is correct, buf the current
structure of the council allows for a similar level of accountability: instead of knowing
who 10 contact based on geography, & constituent knows who to contact based on then
complaint. Any complaint can be directed to the appropriaie committee chair, allowing
the citizenry 1o voice their concerns to the best councilmember for the job.

The ever-rising costs of political campaigns are a national concern. Proponenis of
disiricts for Seattie argue that a districted campaign would be cheaper than a citywide
campaign. “City Counci) campaigns now cest more than 51 00,000 because of the
necessity 1o campaign citywide. District campaigns would be much b cheaper.™ The
hope is that this would allow for a greater diversity of candidates, and ncreased

opportunities for people currenily excluded because of the exorbitant costs of running a
campaign. However, evidence contradicts this: “Vower and Candidate Reaction 10
District and At-Large Elections Buffalo. New York™ by Michael V. Haselswerdt
investigates at-large campaigns and disiricied elections. In the stud v Haserlswerdt states.

“Generallv speaking, candidates for diswrict counciiman seals substantially out spend the
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at-large counterparts on the basis of dollar per registered voter”. Although each diswict
was 1/9 of the pepulation of Buffalo. some of the district councilmembers spent nearly
the same total amount on elections as their at-large counterparts.”

When a councilmember is elected by a small group of neighborhoods instead of
the entire city, a councilmember would focus more of their attention and funds towards
their home neighborhoods. Neighborhood activists believe tha this is the best way 1o
allocate funds. However, there are two fundamental questions 1o ask: one, 1s this
necessanly a good thing particularly in light of Seatile’s history of corruption during the
- ward (district) era in the early part of the 20" entury and. two, who will decide what
neighborhood projects, receive priority attention?

A case study of the impact of District elections in Raleigh, North Carolina
exanuned the changes in city politics after the city chaneed from at large elections 1o
district elections. In the study it was noted that a caalition of cCommunity groups became a
powerful political party in the city afier it changed from at-large 10 diswicts. " FPotentially
a single organized neighborhood group or coalition, could dictate what candidates oet
elected from their districts by acting as an electoral political party. This was the case in
Raleigh, and it could easily be the case in Seartle. Raleigh. as well as Seattle, officially
hias nonpartisan elections. Seattle has nonpartisan elections because of voter mandate, the
district system could create de-facto partisan elections. The two unintended effects of
disineting: unchanged costs of elections. and the potental for the formation of clty-
specific political parties work against the aims of disuicung proponents.

(riven the sometimes-heated debate and emotional aftachment 1o Jocal poliucal

1ssues, implementing districts in Seattle could cause a fracturing of the city. and the
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Council’s power. When finding funding for neighborhood programs Councilimembers
would be pitted against each other. and neighborhoods would be pitted aganst each
other. Joni Balier points o a possible negative outcome when she states: “Disinct
elections Jift the power of the mayor at the council’s expense™ . Assuning that the
nayor would still be elected at-large, the mayor would be given a sort of moral authority’
over ihe counci) because he would be considerad the voice of the entire city, whereas the
council would be perceived as only the voices the individual districts. Whenever the
counci) would come to disagreement, the mayor would have a great deal of leverage oves
the council with his vete powers. The mayor would have a greater effect over what
policy gels put into piace under the district system

Furthermore, it is possible that any citywide policies would not be as streamiined
as they are today. In order to pass legislation through a disuicted council, it 1s likely that
the policy would turn into a sort of “Christmas wree’ where a number of councilmenbers
wouid get 1o amend the proposal 1o include thelr own parochial interests. Consider the |
madel of the US Congress, the almost constant compiaint of pork barrel legislation and
charges of juicy add-ons in exchange for votes. Given the cwrent conext of major
budget shorifalls. and anti-tax initiatives the negative impact of a district system becomes
starkly apparent.
Arguments for the At-large system

The at-large system of election has merits which should be addressed: the at-large
system avoids parochialism and encourages a focus onviewing policy from a city-wide
perspective, cilizens have a broader pool of whom they can comact, and the ai-large

system has served Seattle well. Brewster Denny sums up these advantages when he
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stated: “The city of Seattle in its modern history probably had had the most successful
record 1n the country of attracting outstanding people to run for its City Council and. for
the most part, and excellent record in selecting the best of these™ . A Councilmember
elecied at-lay arge tends 1o think of the impact & policy will have on the city as a whole, and

approaches legislanon with the goal of achieving the Jong term best interests of the city.
District councilmembers are motivated 10 focus their attention on a specific region of the
city, and not necessarily take a broader and more objective perspective. This can be seen
by the change in legislative output in Raleigh, where the policy changed from being
oriented around developing planned growth in the city’s fringe 10 policy focused on the
neighborhoods inside the city, ®

Concentrating on neighborhood needs is not wholiy undesirable: but given the
vital role Seattle plays in regional and statewide economies. a provincial attitude 1owards
policy could be devastating. The policy set Torth by the counci) has 1mpact on all levels
of government, other cities inside the US. and inter nationally. 1 a counciimember’s
policy decisions are focused only on the needs of a few square mijes of Seattle. then the
councilmember is not acting responsibly as a member of the Seattle city council.

As siated before, increased acceuntability to citizens is possible through the
current at-large system; if a citizen has a complaint right now they can bring their
complaint o any and every member of the council because they have voted for each one.
Proponents of districts state that in order for @ citizen 10 be heard i1 is necessary that a
citizen have 1 allotted councilmember 1o contact. This model of gavernment assumes the
worst of the governing body. Richard Childs, the father of the council- -manager plan

wrote, “Dismal mediocrity of council membership. is the usual result of ward elections”
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The Seattle City council has a long history of being progressive. and eguitabie in
representing the city. It had its fust female members in the 19207 and has had a great
deal of ettmic diversity in it's membership. lmplementing disincts assumes the worst of
ihe councilmembers; that they have no sense of civie duty. District elections will cause
the council 1 drop to the Jowest common denominator.

A districted sysiem demands that each councilmember be an expert 1n all fields
and all issues in order o be responsive 1o their geographically based constituency. In
order 1o achieve such 2 level of authority on so many topics, a councilmembers office
would have 1o increase its staff %1 anificantly. - Seattle’s current council system, however,
allows for greater expertise in specific policy areas and jssues. as well as demanding
greater cooperation and collaboration with other members. This leads to more objective
analvsis of policy and political differences and motivations become secondary.

Statistical Findings

Methods-

As part of this analysis the electoral patierns i the city. y. demograpiie daia of
households. and neiehborhood representation was tracked. The initial step n tus process

establishing the location of residence for each member of the Seatde Ciry Council,
and measuring how many years they spent on the councll since 1911 (the year that at-
Jarge elections were implemented ). This information 1s available in various public records
(counci] membership records on-file at the city clerks office. old city directories, property
tax Tecords, and income tax records). The specific addresses of the councilmembers will

not be published at the council’s request. This data was used o plot the electoral patierns
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of the ¢ity over the past 90 vears. This information is shown on maps. wheye electoral
patterns are broken down by decade.

Although the city has no defined neighborhoods, the Seattle departiment of
Neighborhoods has defined the city inte 12 disticts. For fis project the Dellridge
district was combined with West Seattle - Using the 11 Department of Neighborhoods
distnets as the definition for a neighborhood. counci] representation was tracked 1o

neighborhoods. Data regarding Seatile’s s populanon was gathered from the census
epartment’s 2000 population census. The census tracts were grouped into the
cighborhoods’ as defined above, so that population statistics and demographics could
be generated.

Resulis-

Election wends indicate that there is a diserepancy between the population of
neighborhood area, and 1t°s leve) of representaiion in the ¢ity. However, there is no clear
correlation between the median income of a ne ighborhood. the size of 1ts minority
populauen, and inequities in the leve] of representation in the city council. In the past 40
the rend of councilmember turnover has increased, implying that the power of

incumbency has decreased.

Conclusion

In his essay “The Local Flection Svstem i Virginia's Cites & Towns” Timothy
G. O'Rowke wrote that the role of councilor is one that re cquires the greatest care and
thought. It is not sufficient for a counciimember to Just be the voice of the people.

because sometimes the people cannof reach a consensus. and sometimes what the people
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want is not in their own best interest, ¥ The City of Seattle has tried wards before, and
abolished them because they were an inefficient and troublesome form of governance.
The people of Seattle have since consisiently voted down districts, and this fact should be
waken inte consideration. The district system is not in the public interest and makes
producing streamlined policy almost umpossible.

The nature of representation inequity in Seattle has no demographic base, the 1]
districts used in this study significaptly different from one an@ each other. This reflects
the natare of Seattle. 1n a very short distance the demographics of an area can change
radicallv. Some unique geographic quality of Seattle causes a jack of bomogeneity 1 the
spatial makeup of jis populaton. This uniqueness makes it very difficult to attempt to
create multiple equal districts inside the city.

Presently there is a plurality of ciuizens that helieves the council needs to be more
responsive 1o the needs of specific nel chborhoods. But as we have seen. shifung the
electoral policy 10 single membey districts 1s nol a course of action that will sausiy the
needs of neighborhoods in te leng run. A public forum should be created to discuss this
supposed nead for change and alternative methods for creating greater elected
accountability and responsiveness. There are other options that could satsty the

citizenry, which need to be explored.
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APPENDIX 9
October 20, 1975

DON'T BREAK THE CITY COUNCIL INTO DISTRICTS
{Vote Against Alternate Secition 420)

On November 4, 1975, Seattle voters will decide: (1) whether
or not Seattle w111 have a new city charter and (2) ': the proposed
new charter passes, whether or not the current system of electing
nine Councilmembers at-large will be replaced by a "mixed system”
of electing thrree Councilmembers at-large and six by districts.
while the eight undersigned Seattle City Councilmembers have
different views on the proposed new charter, we are unanimous in
opposing the proposed mixed system of electing three Councilmembers
at-large and six by district. The people of Seattle will be best
served by a City Council with 2ll members elected on a city-wide
bazlis.

For +the fellowing reasons, among others, we urge you to keep
the current system of at-large City Councll elections by voting
againgt Alternate Section 420 (three Councilmembers elected at-large
and £1x by districts):

{1) Councilmembers elected on a city-wide basis are much more

: responsive to the needs of the entire City of Seattle
than would be Councilmembers elected by distriet. This
is important because the vast majority of the significant
issues decided by the City Council normally impact di-
rectly or indirectly a wide variety of communities in
Seattle. The parochial pressures placed on Council-
menbers elected by district would seriously hinder their
ability tc judge which policy or program best serves the
public interest of all Seattle residents. These pressures
would enccurage "logrolling," whereby Councilmembers would
decide issues on the basis of trading favors (“your
district's swimming pool for my district's park”), rather
than on the basis of overall City needs.

(2} Perhaps the best educatlion we received for service as
Councilmembers were the city-wide campalgns we waged to be
alected, Our campalgn appearances brought us in personal
contact with thousands of Seattle residents from a wide
V"rwetv of groups located in all parts of the City. Had

2ch of us run from only one district, we would not have
had the broad exposure to Seattle and the City's resi-
dents -- thelr ideas, concerns, and problems -- that we
received as citv-wide candidates, This broad campalgn
exposure is critical to our effectiveness as Seattlie

City Councilmembers.

{3} While serving on the City Council, we have continued %o
vigit and maintain contacts with a wide variety of grouvs
and individuals throughout the City. The incentives to
continue this broad exposure to Seattle residents from
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all vparts of the City would be much less were we each
elected from only one district. MNoreover, residents
from all parts of Seattle who want access to a Council-
member can currently choose from among nine Council-
members whose election they can directly influsnce.
Under a district system of elections, residents from a
distirict who feel uncomfortable about contacting their
district's Councilmember would have no other Council-
members to contact who would be directly accountable

to them.

(k) It is critical that Seattle's government maintain a
balance of power between the Mayor and the City Council.
Election of Councilmembers by district would seriously
reduce the Council®’s ability to "check and balance"
the Mayor. The Mayor would be able to play Council-
members elected by district against each other much more
easily than Councilmembers elected at-large.

(5) It is also important to maintain a separation of powers
between the Mayor and the City Council. The Mayor should
be responsible for administration and the Counclil should
be responsible for policy-making and legislative over-
sight of the Executive Branch., Electing Councilmembers
by district would seriously undermine this separation
of responsibilities, since Councllmembers would be
pressured by many to become involved as "mini-Wayors" in
the administration of City projects affecting their own
districts,

(6) Scme people claim that a Councilmember elected from
a particular district would be more concerned about,
accountable to, and representative of everyone living in
that district. This claim is based on a false assumptiona
That there 1s a greater community of interests among people
within. a particular geographic district than among various.
groups of people within the entire city. If Seattle were
divided into six geographic districts as proposed, there
would be as many different citizen interests within ezch
district as there would be among districts. The views
and interests of Seattle citizens depend on a wide
variety of social, economic, and personal factors, not
Just on where they live. INoreover, the responsibilities
of a Councllmember, as well as his or her particular
aptitudes and interests, do not divide neatly by geo-
graphic district.

(7) Some people argue that City Council elections should be
held by district to Llower the cost of city-wide campalgns
and to otherwise "open up the system" to gualified
candidates. However, the relatively low expenditure
Jimit (ten cents per registered voter) for Seattle City
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Council races already provides a reasonable opvortunity
for a wide varlety of quallfied candidates to seek
office and assures "people-oriented” campaigns. Kore-
over, reducing the size of the electorate would also
significantly reduce the number of peonle interested in
contributing to or working on a particular campaign.
Most important, elections by district in other cities
have often led to two devices for influencing elections
which are the antithesis of an open political process:
the "Chicago-ward” political machine and the "gerry-
mandering” of legislative districts. Nelther ward poli-
tics nor gerrymandering would serve the public interest
in Seattle.

(8) The proposed "mixed system” of elections (three
Councilmembers elected at-larze and six elected by
district) is an unsuccessful attempt to compromise
between those who favoer at-large elections and those
who favor district elections, Unfortunately, the com-
vromise "mixed system" demonstrates the truth of the
saying that "a camel is a horse made by a committee.”

The proposed compromise 1s even worse than a pure district
system of elections., In addition to the problems created
by a district system, the "mixed system" would create an
unworkable and divisive Council with some members (the
three elected at-large} "more egual®” than others (the six
elected by district). Moreover, the proposed preocess for
districting and redistricting would be subject to intense
political pressures and "gerrymandering." Under these
circumstances, it would be very difficult, if not im-
possible, to establish district boundaries fairly and
objectively.

Don't break the Seattle City Council into districts on
November 4th., Keep Seattle in one piece by voting against
Alternate Section 4201

SEAFTLE CITY COUNCILMEMBERS
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Appendix 10

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC TESTIMONY

T s : 1 - N - b i - . -
The Panel held two public hearings one on June 23" and one on June 30", where they received

testimony verbally and through e-mails. In total, 30 people gave verbal testimony.

a1 least four broad areas of concern, all of which the Panel previously identified. were articulated
by those giving public testimony af the public hearings.
I Those elected "don't represent me" -- districts or preference voling would result in my
vote being more "powerful” or my interests and values being represented.
2. The cost of campaigning for efection is o great—and district elections would let the

av have a chance. Under this topic they clearly wanted more campaign

o

"little” g

expenditure restrictions, but provided no input on how the Citv might limit campaign

spending.

3

Y. The current Council is not responsive, and a change to districts or preference voling
would increase responsiveness.
4 The current Council has favored downtown at the expense of the neighborhoods. A

district or preference voting system would bajance investment across the City.

A summary of westimony received at the public hearings is included i the Panel minuies.

The attendees at both hearings were asked (o vote on a ballot for their choice of election systems,

The results are shown on the foliowing page:
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TALLY FOR BALLOT ON ELECTORAL SYSTEMS FROM ATTENDEES OF THE

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Type of Flectoral Svstem Preference by Ranking
June 23 Tally Ist 20d 3rd 4th 5th 6th
At-Large Positions 0 0 2 i 2 4
At-Large/No Positions 0 0 2 ] 2 0
At-Large/Choice/Proportional 70 ] ] 0 0
Geographic Districts 4 2 1 1 ]
Mixed/Districts/At-Large By Position or No 1 ] 2 2 2 0

Position
Mixed Districts At-Large/Choice Voting ] .
Total 13 1z

June 30 Tally Ist 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th
At-Large Positions 0 0 ] 2 ] 5
At-Large/No Positions ] 1 3 3 2
At-Large/Choice/Proportional o2 1 1 0 0
Geographic Districts 2 0 2 9 2 4
Mixed/Districts/At-Large By Position or No ( ] 2 5 3 0
Position -
Mixed Districts At-Large/Choice Voting 0 7 2 0 2 0
Total 13 11 11 11 16 9
Overall Tally Ist 2nd 3rd 4th 5Sth 6th
At-Large Positions 0 0 3 3 3 9
At-Large/No Positions ] ] 5 4 4 {
At-Large/Choice/Proportional 17 2 2 2 0 {
Geographic Districts 6 2 3 ] 2 5
Mixed/Districts/At-Large By Position or No ] 24 7 3 0
Position
Mixed Districts At-Large/Choice Voting 116 3 ] 2 (4
Total 26 23 20 18 16 14
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Citizen Advisory Panel on Council Elections
June 23 Public Hearing for Comment on Draft Report
Council Chambers, Municipal Building, Seattie, Washington

Michael Tayior
Jay Sauceda
Monica Leigh
Don Alexander
Dick Nelson

Curt Firestone
Dennis Ross
Stewart Wechsier
Zander Batchelder
Robert Hill

Anne High

Jay O'Connor
Susan Harmon

June 30 Public Hearing for Comment on Draft Report
New Holly Gathering Together Hall, Seattle, Washington

Nancy Eitreim
Jonathan Gardner
Lori Glenn
Marjorie Rhooes
Herm Ross
Bernadette Logue
Carolee Coulter
Joe Szwaia

Mark Perry

David Nixon

Ann Manly
Robert Hill

Robert Yoder
Roger Baker
Steward Wechsler
Michael Welsman
Andrew Noet
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THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
OF SEATTLE

June 30, 2003
Testimony to the Citizen Advisory Panel on Council Elections

T am Nancy Eitredrs tesifving on bebalf of the League of Womer Voters of T Sea

Iam Lha ¥ dda 2

Ciur focus is on volers and would be voiers. We want them to be informed and we want
them 1o vole,

There are many factors which nelp us decide whether or not 1o vote.

)
AImong therm are:

Ease of regismaiion
Knowledge of ssues
Diversity of cendidates
Diversity of those elected
Responsiveness io all volers
Simpliaity

Stabiisty

RIS LN Y V% T NN R B

O

ur studies of the election process date rom 1983 through 1296,

4

osition which was first studied and adopted in 1973 and studied and re-adopled in

\

e
9 was thal Councll members should ot be elected exclusively by dist ncL

A
A

We zre aware of the wish forn “‘fghbcr‘dood: to have 2 Council meraber they feel is
o aware that most of the issues which come beforg te

57
3
p(
I
EJ
L77]

responsible 1o them.
Coungl] af“fc:g ‘e whole city.  Think of the CoL.m,.J comminess - most all discuss

Nl

1ssues which effect the whole city.

e do not want Council memberts discussing rhese Jssues on the basis of whal they can
ng 1o their neighborthood. Seattle has strong neiphborhood orgapizallons whose Toie

we have supporied. They are not without im]uen ¢ m Council deliberations.

You will pote that our pesition siates thal Council members shouid not be elecied
exclusively by diswict. To us this does pot eliminate plans which may inciude a
commnation of & ches which might help 1o achueve other goals such as giversity,

Any plun, however, which is a variation of our suppori for ar-large elections should
also achieve our geal of simpliciny.

/;"'L&,u/uf) % Ll - FPU;/M,LQ -

1407 Eighieenth Avenue » Seatle, Washington 981
Phonc: {206} 329-4858 ¢ Fax: (206} 326. 127

e-mail; Twyscattie @wol.com = Web., Lip/iwww sca.orgreivic/wvseatlle!
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Riancy Robert - st Feadack. Elecions Adviory Pans

From: Jules James <Eakeunionmai!@earth%ink.n‘eb
To: <Nancy.Roberts@Seattle gov>

Date: 6/25/03 4:54PM

Subject: Web Feedback: Elections Advisory Panel
Dear Folks:

| have read the draft Elections Advisory Panel report.

| am strongly of the opinion our current system of electing Gity
councilpersons is the best possible at this time.

Geographic districts effectively dis-enfranchise voters. | live in
Eastiake. But it is iikely my gecgraphic district would be considered
Capitol Hil. NO. The majority of my local political issues are shared
with others of the Lake Union basin. "My" Capitol Hill district
councilperson is fikely to be pubtically representing a liberal, gay and
non-caucasion consitituenrcy, That is not me.

The other basic concept of geographic districts is conceptually flawed.
Basic services that the city should provide must come through beaucratic
channels. If the request for fiiling a pothole has become a pofitical favor
-- the basic implication of district representation -- our city has just
insitutionalized politicat corruption.

"Broportional representation” - it all its various manifestations -~
seems just PC code for hyphenated-diversity. If we want one hyphenated each
Gay, African, Asian, woman, Hispanic, ADA, "Progressive”, Business and
fiberal Republican, than just iabel the seats clearly. Don't hide intent.

For more valuabie election change at City Hall, | offer twe proposals:

1. Return to an elected City Treasurer. We currently do not have any
elected official who can stand alone against the mayor.

2. Mandate all bond and levy elections to be held during the primary of the
mayorial election years. This would aliow us to consider our executive
officer candidates against real-world priority considerations.

Thank you for your considerations on this matter.
Jules James

28165 Franklin Avenue East
Sealtie, WA 88102

89



Nanoy Roberls - Web Feedback: Elections Advisory Panel

From: Richard Morrilt <morril@u washington.edu>
To: <Nancy.Roberts@Seattle.gov>

Date: B/26/03 11:15AM

Subject: Web Feedback: Elections Advisory Panel

Re: Seattle Districts
From: Dr. Richard Morrill, University of Washington

Thanks for the opportunity to share some thoughts by email. I'm a
retired professor of political geography, and involved in issues of
representation and redistricting for over 30 years, having been part of
several major cases, beginning with Prince vs. Kramer, in 1972, here in
Washington, and inciuding cases in Mississippi,. Catlifornia, Indiana,
liinots and North Carolina.

There are basically 5 cheices for local government elections (1) simple
at large, as Seattle has; (2) at large with proportional representation:
{3} single member districts (the norm in the United States): (4) at

large muiti-member districts; and 5) multi-member districts with
proportional representation. A variant is nomination by districts and
election at large.

it is probably accurate to say that among political scientists and
geographers cencerned with fair representation and the practice of
democracy, the preference ranking would be 5, 2, 3, 4 and 1. That is,
the academic community overwhelmingly prefers some form of proportional
representation, as the only means by which significant minority
interests have a reasonable chance at representation. But we know this
is a hard sell in thde US, although PR has been widely prescribed by
courts, as for county commissions, schoal districts, small cities and

the like, many in the south, in order to obtain some fairness in racial
representation. Personally I'd like to see a Seattle with three

districts, north, central and south, with 3 members each elected by
curmulative veting. Why not do it right?

However, the issue at hand is the current at-large system and election
by 8 single member districts. Single member districts (winnar take all)
are not great, and tend {o lead to serious voie versus representation
imbalances, but even so is vastly mere democratic and fairer than the
current at large system, almost universally condemned by students of
government as the most undemocratic, discriminatory and elitist possible
system. The map of who has served on the council, especizally for long
periods, over the last 40 years, attests to this unfair elitism. The at
large systern was evolved in the Progressive era (1910-1920) as an
antidote to corrupt ward politics, but the long tern: effect has been to
perpetuate election and reelection of an articulate, affluent, consensus
representation — often excelient persons, but profoundly undemocratic,
because it disenfranchises minority interests and constituencies,
geographic as well as substantive. “Parochial” is not peiorative but
what democracy is ait about, not area-wide blandness. The best
government comes out of the conflict of interests and the negotiation of
solutions. It is certainly time to learn to five with the real diversity

that Seattle is.
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Naﬂcy_Roberts_— Web Feédb“cf_j_s_::k: g!ections Advisory Panel

From: K Psterson <staffgage@yahoo.com>
To: <Nancy.Roberts@5Seattle gov>

Date: B/27103 12:49PM

Subject: Web Feedback: Elections Advisory Panel

Seattle City Counciimembers,

| have reviewed the draft Citizen Advisory Panel on Council Elections
report, and favor the proportional representation method described as
Choice Voting, Preference Voting, and Singie Transferable Vote.

It is important for the Council to support purchase of voting machines

by King County that will accomodate this method, and that will provide

a voter verifiable paper audit trail {a printed baliot). Currently,

the Secretary of State's plan doesn't require paper baliots with
touch-screen voting machines. The comment period for the state's plan

to implement the Hetp America Vote Act (funding machine purchases) ends
on Friday, July 11. | urge the Councilmembers to comment individually

if not as a group.

Kerry Peterson

Do you Yahoo!?
SBC Yahoo! DSL - Now only $28.85 per month!
http://sbc.yahoo.com
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"T\'imémcy Roberts\/\/eb Feedbad(_Elecnon'a Advisory Panel ) FPape 1

From: ‘ Peter Roth <peterbroth@yahco.com>
To: <Nancy.Roberts@Seattle.gov>

Date: 6/28/03 5:59FPM

Subject: Web Feedback: Elections Advisory Panel

I 'am commenting on the preliminary report by the Citizen Advisory Panel on
Council Elections. In evaluating the various election systems that the Pane!
was investigating, the Panel came up with ten criteria which, in my opinion,
are good questions to ask in designing a form of government and how to eiect
people to fill the roles in the government. Given my high regard for the
criteria, | decided that my public comment would center around these ten
questions. So, here they are:

1) Does the system iower election costs?

The cost of an election depends on how many peocple are administering the
glection and how many hours they work and how much they are being paid. It
also depends on the equipment and other resources like paper that are used.
Thus, minimizing the number of elections held will minimize the amount of human
and non-human resources needed and in turn, minimize election costs. Having
one election per year seems like a reasonable frequency of elections. Allowing
Choice or Instant Runoff Voting would eliminate the need of primaries.

2) Does the system promote voter participation?

Voters are likely to vote when they feel that their vote will make a

difference, especially if they have strong feelings about an issue or

candidate. The best way to achieve this is to make sure that voters are amply
educated and that campaigns are between "equals”. Thus, government, with the
aid of the media should hold numerous "town meetings” where all candidates'
views can be expressed. In addition, money should NEVER give one candidate an
advantage over another.

3) Does the system promote quality campaigning?

Quality campaigning will occur when candidates are given the opportunity to
frequently meet with each other in the presence of voters so that relationships
with voters and each others can be estabiished. Also, allowing voters to rank
their choices on a baliot will encourage candidates to look for ways to appeal
to the widest spectrum of voters, instead of writing off certain minority
segments of the populations as "lost causes”.

4} Does the system promote guality candidates?

5) Does the system promote guality government?

8) Does the system promote accountability of Counclimembers?

The quality of candidates and of government ultimately rests with the peaple
who run for office and who hold office. if people truly want to hold office
because they have a mission to fulfill for the common good, then quality will
be assured. if they are wanting fo hold office because its a good paying job,
or it beosts their ego, then quaiity will be saverly compromised. 1f

nstitutional practices are in piace to "protect" office holders from the

public, then accountability is nonexistent. Therefore, to weed out candidates
whose motives are not pure, require all candidates to attend a good portion of
meetings held by the holder of the office for which they seek. I they need
financial support to do this, then they shouid be supported so that they can do
s0. Once a candidate is voted into office, institutions should be in place so
that their basic needs are met, but that's it. They should not have any

special tittes and be addressed simply by their first name. All meetings they
attend and hold should be made publis. In summary, office holders should just
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be treated as another "working Joe".

7} Does the system promote Councilmember responsiveness?

8) Does the system promote Councilmember accessibility?

9) Does the system promote broad representation?

10} Does the system allow for addressing diverse issues?

These can be achieved when a council has sufficient quantity, diversity and
sufficient support. The smaller the council and/ar its staff, the more likely

that Councilmembers wiil not have the time to respond to and grant access o -
his/her constituents. if the council is not very diverse, means that possibly

no Councitmembers resonate with your issue, which in turn, reduces the
likelihocd that you will have access to a Councilmember, much less receive a
quality response from one. Diversity aiso has to be viewed over time. In

other words, if the same people get elected over and over again, litile

diversity exists over time (even though a council may seem diverse in‘any given
moment). Therefore, some form of term limits shouid be instituted (One of my
tavorites is to allow office holders io serve an unlimited number of terms, but
never more than 2 consecutively). The obvious form of government that
encourages the most diversity is one that uses proportional representation to
elect its office holders.

Given my commeants above, it is apparent that Instant Runoff {or Choice} Voting
and proportional representation along with campaign {finance) reform will go a
long way to optimize any form of governmeant.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Peter Roth

7415 - 5th Ave NE #208
Seattle WA 98115-5370

Do you Yahoo!?
SBC Yahoo! DSL - Now only $29.85 per month!
hitp://sbec.yahco.com
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From: "Mark S. Anderson" <mark@meanderinc.com>
To: <Nancy.Roberts@Seattle.gov=

Date: 6/30/03 10:53AM

Subject: Web Feedback: Elactions Advisory Panel

Hi,

I hope the panel inciudes some recommendations with this report. In my view
the status quo is just not working. You have the same majority electing all

ot the city councif members. Districts would not lead to much change in the
political make-up of the council. Proportional representation is by far the
most appealing option, and the best chance of introducing some diversity of
perspective into the council,

- Mark Anderson
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From: "Bob Dav'is” <hob@ecociope.com>
To: <Nancy.Roberts@Seattle. gov>
Date: 6/30/03 2:35FM

Subject: Froportional Representation
Greetings.

| have a number of comments on this and wonder when the comment period will
end. Thanks for your help.

Bob Davis
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From: “Bob Davis” <bob@ecotope.com>

To: “Nancy Roberts" <nancy roberts@Seattle. Gov>
Date: B/30/03 2:56PM

Subject: Re: Proportional Representation (PR}

Okay -- better co this now, then.

I helped some years ago to gather signatures for the PR council inititative
and have foliowed the current issue.

Here's several reasons why | prefer to keep at-large voting for CCouncil but
change the voting method to Propertional Rep (PR).

1) it encourages more people o vote, since they don't have fo worry abotit
supporting a "marginal” candidate. Even if a candidate doesn't win on first
chaice votes, they can still win with transferred votes. A most
discouraging thing in our voting system is that your candidate can get
48.89% of the vote and still lose. Transferrable votes mean more people
will vote and fewer votes will be wasted.

2) PR will turn out more candidates. With PR, all sorts of viewpoinis can
be heard during the campaign, the candidates will be much less inciined to
lean 5o hard toward the middie.

3) PR wili give incumbents a run for their maoney. Now, incumbents have a
huge advantage and this makes them complacent.

4) FR rewards motivated neighborhoods. With districts, you waulds get your
"own” representative, but that doesn't necessarily mean you get a better
council. Years ago, when | talked to pecpie in West Seattle about this

issue, | told them they had enough numbers to elect two counciimembers under
PR if they got a high turnout. They seemed to prefer having one "sure

thing” councilmember, perhaps as a hedge against laziness.

5} PR eliminates the need for a primary, which saves money and reduces voter
exhaustion. If you vote for 4 council members in cne cycle and 5 in the

next, you only need the top 4 vote getters in one general election and the

tep 5inthe next. Pretty simpie to understand.

B) PR teaches people at the local level so they can consider how it wouid
work at higher levels such as Congress. There's no reason why this system
wouldn't work for our House races. A corofiary to this would be the single
transferrable vote for single candidate offices like President. Just think
what would have happened in the last presidential election if we wouid have
had the single tranferrable vote (or if the electoral votes in FL had

actually been split down the middle, which would have been a much truer
reflection of the general vote in that state). We wouldn't have had the
disgrace tha! followed.

Side note: there is no "sleight of hand” with preference voting. Many
pecple seem to think it violates the “one manfone vote” rule, but it does
not. Transfers are fractional and no cne gets more than one full vote.
This stuff got worked out with computers a long time ago.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.
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Bob Davis
Seattle
————— Original Message —--
" From: "Nancy Roberts" <nancy. roberts@Seattle Gov»
To: "Bob Davis" <bob@ecotope.com>
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2003 2:36 PM
Subject: Re: Proporticnal Representation

> Please email your comments {0 me by no later than noon, July 2. Sorry
> for the tight twrnaround!
>
=

»»> "Bob Davis" <bob@ecotope.com> 06/30/03 02:38PM >>>

v

> From: Bob Davis" <hcb@ecotope.com>
> Sent. Monday, June 30, 2003 2:38 PM
= To: <Nancy Roberts@Seatile.gov>
= Subject: Propaortional Represantation

> Priority: Normal

v

» Greetings.

N4

RS

| have a number of comments on this and wonder when the comment pericd
will
end. Thanks for your help.

VoW

Bob Davis

\
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Appendix 11

Seattle City Council Electoral Systems
A Historical Timeline’

1869-1882. The City Charter provided for a Common Council that consisted of seven
members elected at-large for terms of one year.

November 25, 1883 The City Charter was amended dividing the City into three wards and
providing that the Common Council be increased to nine members elected for two years terms.

February 1886 The City Charter was amended 1o decrease the size of the Ci ity Councll to
eight members, elected for two-year terms, and to increase the number of wards to four,

1890-1896 First Home Rule Charter and the Bicameral Council. A new
Freeholders C iarter was adopted in 1890 that increased the number of wards 1o eight and created
a bicameral City Council composed of 2 Board of Aldermen and a House of Delegates. The nine
member Board of Aldermen was elected at large to four-year terms. The House of Delegates was
composed of two members elected from each of the City's eight wards.

1892 The City Charter was amended 1o increased the number of wards to nine
and provided that one member of cach house be elected from each of the Citv's wards.

1896-191¢ Return to a Unicameral City Council. A new Freeholders Charter was
adopted 10 1896 that returned the City Council to a single body with 13 members. The
amendment also provided that in the election of 1898, the City Council would be composed of
one member elected to a two-year term from each of the City's nine wards and four at-large
members elected 1o four-year terms.

1965 The City Charter was amended in 19035 10 add two new wards to the C iy's
1oht1c,al boundaries, increasing the size of the City Council to 15 members.

May 1907 The Charter was amended to add two new wards to the City, mcreasing the
Council to 17 members.

July 1907 The Charter was amended to add one new ward 10 the City, increasing the
Council to 18 members.

1910-1946 A City Charter amendment provided for a City Council of nine members
clected at large for three-year overlapping terms. The newly amended Charter also provided for
non-parusan elections.

March 1946-Present The City Charter was amended at the General Election to provide
that elections would be held biennially in even number vears. Terms of Councilmembers were
increased 1o four years and the President of the Council would serve for two Vears.

" Seattle City Councilmembers, City Archives. City of Seattle
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APPENDIX 12

Comments from Individual Panel Members

Chris Beer
STATEMENT OF ABSTENTION

There is no such thing as an election system that does not favor some interests
and disfavor others; there is no such thing as a “neutral,” “objective,” or “unbiased”
electoral law.! Every electoral system, including Seattle’s, has inherent biases for or
against certain segments of the City and every electoral system promotes or neglects
certain aspects of public policy.? The challenge for government and for the public is
to fashion an electoral system that more fully balances benefits to all segments of the
City, one that maximizes positive public policy outcomes while minimizing the
negatives.

The preceding Problem Statement strongly suggests that there are inherent,
syvstemic shortcomings in the current at-large system.”  Evidence presented to the
Panel also indicates that the at-large system, while promoting a beneficial universal
perspective, does so at the expense of some neighborheod concerns.” This does not
mean it 1s a bad svstem or that it should be replaced, but rather that it can and should
be improved. The City Council seemed cognizant of this need when it passed
Resolution 30309.

“The Pane] should be mindful of suriking a balance between geographic

accountability and an elected body that is able to balance neighborhood
needs with a citywide and regional perspective.”

It was therefore not surprising that in remarks to the Panel both George
Griffin, spokesman for the Seattle Chamber of Commerce, and proponents for Seattle
Districts Now (opponents in the current electoral debate) listed the following as
“flaws™ in the current system:

-The need for more accountability;
-The need for more connection to the people; and
-The need for greater measures to link government to the people.”

Unfortunately, the Panel was not able to fully engage in this inguiry. No
funding was provided to conduct accurate and relevant citizen surveys. No local
representatives of alternative electoral systems ever appeared or submitted testumony
despite the fact that Spokane, Tacoma and Bellingham exist under mixed systems.”
No gualitative or quantitative data was ever provided on the status of other western

' Submitted comments of Professor David Olson, University of Washington. May 1, 2003,

*d.

T M ajority Report, supra.

* Olson comments.

* See Panel Minutes of May 1, 2003, and April 16, 2003.

¢ Submitied comments of Stan Finkeistein, Executive Director of the Association of Washington Cities.
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cities that switched from wholly at-large to alternative systems.” The constriction of
time, especially given the polemics of pre-establish positions, severely limited
extensive debate and thorough attempis to objectively examine and challenge asserted
evidence and opinions.®

Given the foregoing, it is regrettable that the Council is presented with a
recomumnendation for retaining the status quo despite the admission that a significant
portion of the Panel was “not enthusiastic about the current system,” but felt obli ged
10 accept the status quo because “no such compelling evidence was presented or
found.™ The more compelling conclusion is that the findings of the Panel, while
representative of a tremendous amount of time and effort, are mcomplete and the goal
of Resolution 30509 but partially met.

In conclusion, the cwrrent system, while beneficial in many ways, has its
shortcomings. Preliminary evidence indicates that there are modifications which may
improve the electoral system and provide greater accountability.  Given that the
refinement of our electoral system so that it maximizes pubiic policy outcomes is
essential Lo Seattle’s success in the competition for buman t: alent, quality of life and
robust commerce, it is recommended that the Council acknowiedge that aspects of the
current electoral system can and should be improved. This acknowledgment should
be met with the requisite commitment of open inquiry, honest debate and critical
analysis 1o fully complete the task the Council has set for itself.

" 1d. Denver, Colorado and Tucson, Arizona both operate under mixed systems. San Francisco and San
Diego, California as well as Phoenix, Arizona all switched from at- -large 1o district svstems within the last
twunv years

* As an exam )l(, areview of Appendix 7 reveals numerous case studies which show improved government
'ECC.OUnlclbll)I\ when geographic compenents were incorporated into an electoral svstem, |t alse reveals and
disproves many of the pros and cons assertion oy polemics.
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Comments on Citizen Advisory Commities Report
Prewster C. Denny
July 23,2005

I concur fully with the conciusion of the majority. | particularly wish 10 compliment
Chairman Ford and Messrs. Revelle and Valdez for their ex cellent drafls which became
the problem statement and the recommendations section of the Report. Many good
stdies, imporiant lesiimony, and consultation with experts contributed 10 our work, ]
especially wish 10 praise the excellent paper by Charles 7. Koon and the work of the
League of Women Voters ol “Seattle. The League has studied this matier thoroughly over
the vears and their posﬁaon supports our findings and deserves special attention. Of
imporiance 10 this report 1s their long time position in favor of public financing of
municipal elections and thew efforts 10 publicize public and broadcasted hear ings and
debates by Counci) and Mayor candidates. ] understand that the Municipal League of
iing County, a long time public force on these issues will be preparing a positon on City
Counci] eiections for the Council. The Committee devoted considerable atienuon to the
proportional representation sysiem and 1. for one thought that the case was well made.
and intriguing, although not quite ripe for prime time and presenied real difficulues n
adapting 1o our polity. Turge the Couneil 1o keep the idea in mind as they tnk forward
on these 1ss5ues.

| think the report in , defective in three respects.

B 1 wish the Commitiee’s report had included more of the history. because |
helieve that the historical record and local expenence with both districts and at
Jarge. partisan and non-partsan s quite simply overwhelmingly against
slection by districts. The history is also very nnpoihmt with respect o
represemation of people of color and women in elecied. appointive and civil
service jobs. The Charter Amendment and Affirmative action activites of the
late nineteen sixties. largelv overiooked by the report have given us what
could well be the most diverse and representative government and public
service. especially public safety in the country. That work also gave us the
SIrONEEst Mavor system in our ustory. Clection by district would further
strengthen the Mavor al the expense of the Counci] — and further exacerbate a
cwrrent issue of great importance and conflict in City Ha .

2. The problem statement of the report says very correctiv what [ at jeast.
nelieve is the principal concern of the public that supports & change i the
clection svstem: “The current electoral system coninbules 10 the downtown
being a disproy )omomm beneficiary of the City’s public mvesument in
Facilities and services.” This perceived bias deprives neight borhoods of
essential invesument and services. From our hearings. it 1s clear that this
percepton in its Wn 1s rooted in the campaign financing system which. at
least as perceived by those who fee] disenfranchised. favors the
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“establishment™ and the CBD as opposed 1o the neighborhoods and the broad
and diverse base of the electorate. The best way 10 meer the needs which the
pro district efection movement s designed (o {ix is not election by disirict bui
campalgn inance reform. Pubbe financing and effective use and advertising
of the public television channels for candidare presemations and debates
would do the job. Iurge the Council 10 get 10 work on this now.

The Committee did not consider the other vital issue of representation in the
charge given to us by The City Council to “create an elected body that is able
10 balance neighborhood needs with a citv wide and regional perspective.”
The original Mewo system did an excellent job on bebalf of the Ciy and the
region 1o clean up Lake Washington and was on its way (o important work i
other aspect of the City’s stake 1 region wide problems. But, with the failure
of the City and King County to push for the adoption of the recommendations
of the Metropelitan Study Commission of February 1973 and the later take
over of Mewo by King Couwnty vital public work just hasn’t gotien done. This
fatlure has also connbuted o the feeling of many that the svstem is broker
and needs fixing. The fatlure of the King County takeover of Metro 1o
provide such a system for the vital mid Puget Sound area. particularly in the
provision and governance of major wholesale public uulity functions is very
high priority for the citizens of Seattle. 1t peeds urgemt attention. This City's
elecuon system is only a part of this. of course. The pubiic 10 be represented
in the process is located in thyee. perhaps four counties. But it is an urgent
matter for us all. probably this Ciy's highest priority. Jim Veselv. the Seattle
Lunes editonial page editor hus sad It all in the avached editorial of last Apri
207
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seattletimes.com

Sunday, April 20, 2003, 12:00 a.m. Pacific

Permission fo reprint or copy this article/ohoto must be obtained from The Seattle Times. Call 206-464-3113 or
e-mail resale@seatiietimes.com with your request.

Metropolis: the region that defines Seattle

Aw, heck, let's stop spinning our wheels and create a true metro government [or the Seattle
metropolis.

Turfdom is sucking the region dry of cooperation and the ability to dea) rationally with large sud}
solutions that should have no political boundaries. Political Seattle is so inward-Jooking it ha
redefined navel-gazing. The King County Council is a collection of fiefdoms and poliucal aspnaucm&
that have Jess and less to do with county services, which are declining. The Eastside thinks of jtself as
the family's little brother sent to sit af the children's table. South King County is less connected 1o
wban Seattie and the Bastside than ever.

There's more. Snohomish County's land-use practices are about 20 years behind King County's,
creating a region with strict growth limits in one county within a few miles of advancing sprawl just
across a county line. Within our cities and towns, we are proud of what we have achieved. Asa
region, we are living on vesterday's posteards. It's just not as pretly as it used to be.

Think about a multi-county metro council, clected nonpartisan. with the job of aking care of the
housekeeping: roads, facilities, transportation and green space. The region - from Everett o Elhon
Ray 10 North Bend to Tacoma — has tendons 1t isn't using. in Olympia and elsewhere. A single.
proficient metro government could bring cooperation, if not unity, to a region that must redefine and
reassert itself.

Instead, we continue 1o think smaller. Seattle is considering district elections for City Council. making
cach wedge of the pie that much narrower. The splintering effect of multiple governments shrouded in
self-importance overshadows planning. rational growth woals and imaginative thinking.

Take, for one small example, the grass-roots movement te bring monorail out inw the county. That
requires another monorail government and another level of public approval. Another level of this or
that, another office building of overseers. Each idea searches for its own %pecia} interest 1o fund it ;
own audience of riders. joggers. dog owners or airplane travelers. Each idea is of and by hself, i l\L a
toliey to Lake Union or a ferry to Bainbridge with litde to hink the tweo.

I would not expect metro government to make all our ills go away. Local contrel of some wuly
important things — schools are the easiest example -— should not disappear into regional policy-
making. Nor is this a way for government to grow bigger. [ want it to grow smarter and less fissure
epcompassing the way we live in a region of unique geography.

I've come 1o believe that our best future for housckeeping government is independent of political parts
Jabels. Nonpartisan election to a multi-county metro council may be the path o restering a sense of
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stewardship rather than political logrolling.

Metro government runs Nashville, Tenn.. and Davidson County with a rather large council of five at-
large members and 35 district representatives. Metro Louisville, which encompasses the city and
county, does 1t with 26 elected members: Meto Portland. the closest example. has an elected chair.
vice chair and five members, called councitors. Metro Portland is an interesting paraliel to metro
Seattle — regional respensibility for planning and other key issues for three counties. a population of
1.3 million and 24 cities. '

Not every comparison 1o another city is a good one. But see a region now split along county lines.
along partisan political lines, along peographic and institutional boundaries and consumed by
cancerous infighting. Instead of defining the region from the core city ouiward. how about a single.
nonpartisan government that has true regional vision and authority?

Colleague Im Fisher. editorial page editor at the Lewiston (1daho) Morning Tribune. chided me for
writing last week that hus paper called Seattle some nasty names. It was columnist Mike Costello in
the Morning Tribune who did the name calling, not the paper's editorial voice.

James 7

esely's column appears Sunday on editorial pages of The Times. His e-mail address is:
JE '

euttlelimes. com

Copyright € 2003 The Seattie Times Company
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