
Task Force on Elected Representation 

Meeting Minutes – December 6, 2019 

Agenda: 

1. Discuss/finalize recommendations 

a. At-large vs. single-member districts 

b. Odd/Even Elections 

c. Special elections for vacancies vs. team appointments 

d. Forced general elections 

2. Discuss draft/framework for final Commission report 

a. Meetings with appointing officials 

b. Schedule for report delivery/Commission presentation 

3. Conclusion 

 

Start Time: 8:38am 

Attendees:  

1. Doug 

2. Joe 

3. Becca 

4. Christine 

5. Nadine 

6. Rick 

7. Dan 

8. Joel  

9. Jennifer 

10. Dave 

11. Danielle 

12. Rich 

 

Meeting Notes:  

Goal for discussion: Establish clarity of how draft was complied. Start with debate over content then talk 

about structure of draft. 

- Starting with description of our values so we can make sure everything is accurately explained 

(minute to look over, discussion to follow). Page 3?  

Comments Before Issue 1 Starts: 

1. Christine likes the values, reporting strengths and failures. Thinks it should reflect how there 

was minimum feedback from the community. Flat out say there were 13 people?  

a. No posting feedback, there is a bit of a misrepresentation. 



b. Barriers: under resources and timeline.  

2. Rick stated the wording is strange on number 4. “Elevating” – could be worded a little better. 

Representation should be inclusive and diverse.  

a. Jennifer mentioned, “while ensuring the participation…” 

i. Want to avoid wordsmithing every line. Takes too much time.  

ii. Addresses concern: don’t want to indicate we are downplaying concerns people 

have so wording is very important during this process.  

Second Section: Describing the 4 issues.  

1. Christine and Jennifer think issue two is not represented accurately.  

a. Dave is arguing overall picture, not sentence by sentence.  

b. Take out a “past tense” sentence and state that the issues are verbatim from website.  

 

Diving into Issues on Draft Report: 

Side Note: Is it detailed enough? Add sources at end? People do not need to think we came up with 

random reports/ideas. For the sake of community members. Concern is making the report too long 

though. Under the assumption data is available so no need to go into crazy amounts of detail.  

Taskforce Recommendation/Conclusion Thoughts: 

1. Odd-Even Elections 

a. Move conclusion above paragraph, “In reviewing these election process….” 

b. Indicate the issues are complicated. No landslide... Not easy.  

c. Recognize the commissioners make final decision. 

d. Make a note that we believe the recommendations should be adopted after all the 

research and discussion, however, it is complicated and should be further 

discussed/debated.  

e. Jennifer says, “recommending”, but light points. Not strongly arguing  

f. Joe feels it is the taskforce job to recommend.  

i. Jennifer mentions the usage of the word “preliminary recommendations” 

ii. Rich argues the term recommendation conveys a strong stance, but do we have 

enough research or are we confident enough to strongly stand for these points? 

g.  Jennifer mentions the idea of using “the taskforce on electoral representation believe 

the council should consider moving the election to even years.” 

i. Christine like the word recommendation We are stating both sides. We are 

aware the commission knows what they need to do.  

ii. Becca is concerned about the perception of the community. Worried they will 

think after reviewing that the commissioners are just adopting what the 

taskforce recommended without full acknowledgment of what the community 

members think… 

2. At-large vs. single-member districts 

a. Christine mentions this section is where citations would be needed. 

b. Rich argues that this approach would require more time and research. 



c. Jennifer suggests using “our research has shown” if no sites/citations are used. 

d. Rick identifies the problem with being so direct with the 4-2 structure of wards. Not 

confident enough to state this.  

i. Joe argues our role is to make these recommendations. Maybe make a 

conditional statement? 

ii. Becca states this is a huge statement that is a much larger conversation than 

this taskforce. We are still making an argument against 8-1, but it’s about the 

wording. Still make a side without being so direct with the suggestion of “4-2”  

iii. Joe is hearing/noting: 2 Proposals going on – one is rejection of 8-1 keeping 

multi-member districts, second recommendation of 4-2 ward exactly.  

1. Also, special note: identify the “consideration” of these ideas by 

commissioner and that it is still up for debate.  

3. Forced general elections 

a. Dave thinks primary gives an advantage.  

b. Joel thinks if we have the option of rank-choice, he thinks no primary, but since no rank-

choice, yes primary.  

c. Jennifer concluded we want forced general elections.  

i. Adding reasons for or against (going around the room): 

1. Danielle: figure out in her mind how to reword the two against. There is 

a cost issue.  

2. Dave says voter frustration should be considered. 

3. Jennifer says ideas for these should be emailed to Joe. 

4. Special elections for vacancies vs. team appointments 

a. Joe – read of the room was we are leaning for keeping the current system. But didn’t 

want to say this without addressing everybody. 

i. Becca think the clarity of the system is in place, but it needs to be defined more.  

ii. Christine thinks the current system needs to be spelled out about current 

vacancies.  

iii. Jennifer argues what the charter says. 

1. Joel: for example – Mindy just got elected, something happens, and 

doesn’t want the job and doesn’t take oval office. 2021 election, 

vacancy is filled until election. After a year, the vacancy could 

potentially last 3 years.  

iv. Christine and Becca think what is noted in the draft is counter intuitive.  

v. Christine thinks there should be acknowledgment of the flaws in the system.  

vi. Dave thinks it goes against what we are going for. Over the last 20 years, 

increased diversity.  

1. NOTED: Systems, people/community, and people sitting are all tied and 

in the bigger picture are a function of the system.  

vii. Idea on Table: Recommend revision of the charter to clarify the appointment 

process. Maybe include language to limit the length of term that the appointee 

can serve. Maximize the concern of when the election happens.  

1. Somehow engage the public. Racial diversity has been encompassed, 

but not diversity in income, thought, etc.  



2. Joe: streamline the process, so elections are spread out, but appointees 

are not too long.  

a. Don’t have for or against. States that it meets  

3. Dave mentions that forced = legally have to. 

5. Additional Items for Discussion 

a. Jennifer is imaging a conclusion section but wanting to get rid of this section.  

b. Item 3 is important and needs to be addressed somewhere throughout the report.  

c. Don’t believe we need to say the system is “pretty good” because we aren’t saying we 

think the system is “pretty bad” 

i. Themes: 

1. Responsiveness of City Commissioners 

2. Transparency/Clarity 

3. We went through this process of what our values our and 

recommending that they do the same when decision making.  

4. More community engagement, not just at election time. Recommending 

the commissioners themselves go into the community.  

d. We emphasize these issues coming up identify opportunity on how the city can improve. 

Jennifer thinks we continue investigating the continuous improvement  

e. Christine: GRDI’s focus is the system. Not personal.  

f. Rich says this needs to be broader about improvement goals.  

g. The charter report needs to be assured that it needs review and improvement with the 

considerations of the taskforce arguments.  

 

Conclusion/Final Thoughts –  

1. Today is last meeting. 

2. The GRDI had a lot of skepticism about this taskforce and any/all of them (“for issues to die”) 

but Christine is very happy and proud of the meetings. 

3. Dave mentions how much insight and learning he received.  

4. Joel mentions the complexity of layers within these issues.  

5. Dan – thanks and it was very fascinating. 

6. Danielle loved getting to know everyone and learning more about the city government and 

hopeful with democracy because of it. 

7. Nadine is thankful. 

8. Rick didn’t dread the meetings. Loved having the opportunity to work with this group and the 

authenticity brought to the table. 

9. Rich – deliberation with the process of the topics. Didn’t get a ton of involvement, we got a ton 

of different ideas for the report.  

10. Doug – first experience in GR putting together a group like this. GR doesn’t give themselves 

credit for is the focused collaborative nature of the people that live here. From the first contact 

with Rich to the breakfast Jennifer and I have had to lay everything out. I’m a municipal nerd, I 

wanted to make sure we leave the structures of government better than we came. Thank you all 

for dedicating your time.  



11. Becca – loved being in a room with individuals with opposing views and coming to the common 

ground of wanting what’s best for the community. Lots of experience in taskforces, so 

understands the importance of them and how messy they can get. This was a great experience 

overall.  

 

Discuss draft/framework for final Commission report 

1. Meetings with appointing officials 

2. Schedule for report delivery/Commission presentation 

**Tentatively exploring deliver the written piece on the 17th, come back and do presentation in January.  

 

Meeting Adjournment: 10:05am 


