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Phase 1:  
Current State

Topic: At-Large vs. District Representation

	Municipality/etc
	Aldermen/Legislature
	School Committee 
	Mayor

	Newton-Charter

Total Pop. (2000 census): 83,829

(See attached document, “Elections – History” for background, starting at p. 8.)
	24 aldermen, elected every 2 years, not staggered. Semi-“HYBRID” system:

8 ward aldermen, elected only from ward (each represents 10,478 voters)

16 elected at large—two from each ward
	9 members

8 elected at large—one from each ward

Mayor serves ex-officio
	At large, elected directly

	Newton Ordinance
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Not applicable

	Model Charter
	At-large is preferable for city cohesion. Recommendation in Model Charter is 4-year staggered terms, no term limits.

By district prevents Voting Rights Act suits and gives marginalized areas more voice. Old model charter recc. a hybrid, such as we have. See http://www.ncl.org/npp/charter/memos/hybridelections.html

Except that they envision the at-large as truly able to come from any part of the city!
	Same as for alderman. 
	Elected at large directly.  The option for the mayor to be elected by the Legislature (aldermen) is not allowed in MA, unless "mayor” is really a board chair and the city is run by a strong manager.

Recommendation in Model Charter is 4-year staggered terms, no term limits.

	Cambridge

Total Pop. (2000 census): 101,355
	Nine city councilors, elected at large

System in place since at least the 1930s (Proportional Representation as well as at large—info provided by election department)


	Six, elected at large, and the mayor—who is ALWAYS the chair (this poses issues b/c mayor is often elected on one issue & forces it to the exclusion of more important things). Each SC member is paid $30,000/year, plus health benefits and pension—this gets them more diversity. No term limits/staggered terms. 2 year terms (way too short according to info provider). 
	Ceremonial—city manager (appointed by the council) is the executive. Mayor is equivalent to our Board Chair, except serves as Chair of the SC

	Lynn

Total Pop. (2000 census): 89,050
	Eleven councilors:

Seven elected from and by wards (each represents 12,721 voters) 

Four at-large. 
	Six, elected at large, and the mayor, who is ALWAYS chair. Mayor sets agenda, but can be either weak or strong. Lynn reporters say some mayors worked out the vote ahead of time, leaving meetings as rubber-stamps. Equity in funding is forced on Lynn by state & federal rules & funding—but some are lily white & others are minority, ESL & poor. At-large elections are not necessarily expensive. 
	Elected at large directly. 4-year term

	Somerville

Total Pop. (2000 census): 77,478
	Eleven aldermen (elected for 2-yr terms):

Seven elected from and by wards (each represents 11,068 voters)

Four at-large (set in early 1800s)

Reporters do see ward issues come up—not sure if at expense of whole city issues.

SC member sees good geographic rep., but balance with city-wide issues.
	Seven elected from AND BY wards (each represents 11,068 voters, each elected for 2-yr term), plus mayor and alderman chair. 

The structure can mean that ward issues trump system issues.

Paid $10K plus health (worth about $25,000), which is essential for minority representation. One interviewee on SC said he would like 4 @ large SC members to help with the work—many on the SC don’t do much.

Elected for 2 years, need more. Not term limited. Not staggered. BoA Chair usually fairly ineffective & would be better off board. Charter comm. called for two appointees (for more diversity and more educational expertise), which was adamantly opposed by community.
	Elected at large directly, for 2-year term. Explored 4 years via charter study—huge opposition b/c further strengthens mayor. 

	Haverhill

Total Pop. (2000 census): 56,500


	Nine councilors, all at-large, elected for 2 year terms with no term limits

Interviewee felt that the representation is not fair, since there are 8 male councilors, with 1 woman, and all are white.  Apparently Haverhill explored the idea of ward representation, but didn't do anything—believed to be  because those voting on it would lose their spots
	Six and the mayor, all at-large, elected for 4 years, with staggered elections (3 at a time), no term limits
	Mayor has 2-yr terms

	Waltham

Total Pop. (2000 census): 59,226


	15 councilors:

Nine elected by ward, each represents 6,581 voters, 

Six at-large.

All elected at the same time with no term limits [NOTE:  the president of the council can be either at-large or ward]

Interviewee thought that the city's diversity is well-represented with 3 of the at-large councilors being women.
	Six at large (with 4 year terms and staggered elections--3 elected every two years) plus the Mayor.

	Mayor—at large, 4 year term

	West Hartford, CT

Total Pop. (2000 census): 63,589


	10 Districts. All 9 Town Council members are elected at large for 2 year terms, none staggered, no term limits; partisan; includes a “mayor.”
Interviewee felt that there was diversity on the Council and the SC.  Not sure how much there is in the entire community, but there are elected officials who are people of color.
	Seven members, elected at large with 4 year staggered terms (one year elect 4, then two years later elect 3)
	Town Clerk, at large, 4 year term


Additional information from the State League:

All Aldermen/Councilors Elected At Large: Cambridge, Fall River, Franklin, Haverhill, Lowell, Medford, North Adams, Southbridge, Springfield, Taunton;

All Aldermen/Councilors Elected by District: Barnstable

Combo:

Most from Wards/districts: 32 towns/cities

Most at Large: 9 (including Newton)

Elections—History

Sources: John Stewart interview with Florence Rubin, 1966 BoA study, 1967 League study

WHY the Charter was opened (besides that the state constitutional amendment had passed to allow it):

FR: …The other thing is, there were a few issues in Newton that were really things that the aldermen were doing that were, I think, wrong and so did the public. And it wasn’t the size of the Board of Aldermen; frankly, it was more what used to happen more and more in elections where aldermen who knew that they weren’t going to continue, ran for office so that they could control the seat. Then when they were elected, they would resign and the board would replace and control the seat. To me it seemed like a real horrible practice.

JS: The Board could appoint someone to finish out the term.

FR: That’s correct. It would be almost the whole term. It was well known. So that more than the size of the board of aldermen, one of the League’s big concerns and certainly my concern, was the way aldermen are nominated and their lack of interest in the public’s interests. It was a real corrupt procedure. One of the major issues, for me personally and for the League organizationally, was to try and do away with the business of running for office and resigning so that your colleagues could fill the seats. I still think that’s a bad thing. It doesn’t happen now. It’s the kind of thing that shouldn’t happen.

League Reccs:

JS: For two years, apparently, The League conducted this study in 1966 and 1967. They came out with this report in April 1967 with seven major recommendations for reducing the size of the Board, retaining the residence requirements for School Committee, Special Elections, a four-year term for Mayor, four-year staggered terms for School Committee. (full set is at http://www.lwvnewton.org/charter/1967-LWVN-Charter-Study-Rpt.pdf p. 1)

FR: That last one never took off. We had open meetings all the time and people did come. We would not let them talk at will, but when we finished our formal discussion for the evening, I would open up the meetings and say if you have any comments you want to make, we’re eager to hear them. And they told us. Incidentally, that was the time when Newton North recently opened. We put some stuff in about the process that should be used because the other thing that everybody hated was Newton North. It astonished me. My kids went to Newton South so I didn’t know much about Newton North. But when we started having open meetings when we were discussing issues, instead of “how do you do the work” kind of thing, everybody who came, said “that awful, horrible school, we don’t know why we have that school and why it was allowed to be built that way”. It was flabbergasting, frankly. So we put into the Charter a provision about how to select an architect and the Design Review Committee. Some of them have been altered a little but they are still in the Charter or the ordinances. And that was because it was the most unpopular building I’ve ever seen.

Why School Committee is term-limited, and not Aldermen:

FR: This really was a League project that it did on its own. I had gone to some of the committee meetings because I went to a lot of the committee meetings anyway, and I came to all the aldermanic meetings. I used to come to every one of the budget meetings and everything else. But it was really a strange thing. Strange too that we came out with an item in the charter that we prepared that limited the consecutive terms of the School Committee, but not of the Board of Aldermen. People afterwards complained bitterly about why we let the Board of Aldermen… The reason we didn’t do it for the aldermen is that, generally, they served three 2-year terms and then left. It wasn’t a problem with the Board of Aldermen. Whereas everyone who came to a Charter Commission meeting complained about the difficulty getting elected to the School Committee and they were furious about it.

JS: Those people tended to stay on for years. 

FR: One person was on for 42 years. It was unbelievable. Our consultant looked up everybody and we had a whole list of the people. It’s not that they were horrible people, but once they got in they did not move. And the voters were angry about that. So we didn’t like term limits either and that’s why we made it a weak term limit instead of saying you may not serve after 4 terms or 2 terms, you have to get out at least for 2 years. That way you give other people a chance, and they don’t have to keep voting for the same person. The reason was, the School Committee was very group oriented when they decided who to support. And the aldermen were not except that most of them turned out to be Republicans, they didn’t prepare in a pack, shall we say.

On the size of the Board of Aldermen:

JS: How important was this whole matter to you and the people in the League of reducing the size of the Board of Aldermen?

FR: We felt that the Board was too large because mainly we found, in talking to people and we sure talked to a lot of people because we collected door to door, that most people did not know who the aldermen were. There is something wrong with an election if there are so many people that you’re voting for, that they don’t even know who they are. And they didn’t really. There were a few names that were recognized but they really just didn’t know their aldermen. So the idea that you needed a lot so that they could know who their aldermen were and the aldermen could really represent them was a lot of baloney. There may be other reasons. I can tell you what certainly made me negative about it. When I looked up in the library the reports of the city government departments and how they got to be the way they were, and it wasn’t because of any particular theory on the part of the office holders, it was because when they were changing to a city that was the way they wanted to get everybody a seat, and they had to put all the people who were there together. It turned out to be a lot of people. It seemed to me to be a pretty poor reason to have a lot of aldermen that people didn’t know and were just there because people didn’t want to give up their seat.

The BoA 1966 study says that some sentiment is for reduction of the size of the Board, but not a majority. 

For details, see p. 24-25 of the report, at http://www.lwvnewton.org/charter/1966-BOA-Legisl-Comm-Rpt.pdf On page 25 the size of the School Committee is also discussed.

The 1967 League study recommends a reduction in the size of the board, both to streamline the ballot and the business before the board. They don’t’ reach consensus on the term, but if 4 years rather than 2, recommend staggering terms.

The School Committee  size they leave untouched, but recommend 4-year staggered terms (the staggering was never done) because a member needs time to learn the ropes. The 

On the Full-Time Mayor/term:

S: I’d like to ask you to go through a number of the controversial issues and talk about your recollections of them. How controversial were they and the extent to which the Commission really wanted to make some changes but you couldn’t come to any kind of consensus. Starting with the mayor, for example, was there any serious talk of going to a city manager form of government, or having a city manager and a part time mayor.

FR: No there wasn’t. I mean there was within the Commission, but we asked everyone we talked to. We talked to almost everybody in the government and people in groups who were interested in government. We asked everybody, “What would you prefer for the city leader?” Because at the time the Charter Commission was going, the head of the executive branch was also someone who was a state senator. Ted wasn’t elected yet. Monty was elected in November 1969. The Commission came into being in 1970. 1969 and 1970 was when the Charter Commission went on the ballot, I mean the new charter. We were elected in ’69 and the charter that we developed went on the ballot and was accepted in 1971. The Mayor, Ted Mann, was elected in 1971.

…That was one of the reasons, probably the main reason, that we talked about the mayor not holding any other position or job or whatever, because we felt that the City was large enough to have a full time mayor. We made it a four-year term also to strengthen the office of mayor.

…at the time the Charter Commission was working, I had asked almost everybody in the city we interviewed about anything concerning the government. We made it clear we wanted a strong mayor. And obviously we could have had a city manager and I talked to Ted, no, he didn’t want it at all. I talked to a number of department heads, no, they didn’t want it. I never found anybody except maybe two members of the Charter Commission who were interested in exploring that. That’s why we asked everybody we talked to about it and there was very little enthusiasm about it until Ted was finishing his term.

…JS: Again, there was no dispute over having a four-year term for the mayor? Everybody agreed with that?

FR: I don’t remember that there was any dispute. We basically decided we wanted a strong mayor form of government. We wanted the mayor to have a reasonable salary, and we wanted the mayor to have an incentive to work through the whole term and so on. We felt there was no way we could strengthen the aldermen to that same degree because there were too many of them. But we did strengthen them in other ways by giving them authority to get paid more and hire staff and appoint the treasurer, which they lost subsequently. 

The 1966 BoA study said the issue was raised, but there was “significant opposition to” increasing the mayor’s term from 2-4 years.

On the question of Ward vs. At-Large:

The Board of Aldermen study of 1966 detects “some sentiment” to do away with ward representation on the School Committee (allowing more than one member to be elected from a particular ward), and to increase the number of ward aldermen without limiting the number of at-large aldermen.

The full discussion is on page 25 http://www.lwvnewton.org/charter/1966-BOA-Legisl-Comm-Rpt.pdf
It boils down to (PRO:) the current (24 member/hybrid) system works well; voters know they will be represented by someone from their ward who listens to them, but the at-large members also take into account a city-wide perspective. (CON:) voters are confused by the ballot—don’t know all the contenders because there are too many to keep track of, the ward residency requirement means the voters think at-large aldermen aren’t representing them if from another ward, and mostly that the system encourages provincial (or village) thinking vs. taking the wider view.

The 1967 League Study recommends retaining ward aldermen, but removing the ward residency requirement for at-large aldermen “thus the best men in the whole city can be chosen at-large…” (my emphasis). The reduction in the board would be accomplished by reducing the number of at-large aldermen.

On the School Committee, the League consensus was to keep ward residency requirements so that each village would be represented, but not have veto power over any member, who is protected by city-wide election. 

On elections

The BoA study of 1966 mentions “strong difference of opinion” on the matter of preliminary and run-off elections. I did not go into the details, since I think this is not a subject we would be interested in changing—or? 

Phase 2:
Evaluation

How does Newton’s government structure compare to the Model City Charter and other “role model” charters? – See Above.

Which opportunities for improvement are, or should be, directly governed by the charter? – Unaddressed.

Phase 3:
Opportunities for Improvement – To Be Completed

What elements of Newton’s government structure merit further study?  

What changes should be considered?

How might these changes be implemented?

What would be the impact of selected changes?

Phase 4: 
What are the consensus questions that result from the study?

1

