REPORT TO MAYOR AND COUNCIL RTC NO: 10-183

July 20, 2010

SUBJECT: Proposed Charter Amendment for a Directly-Elected Mayor for
the November 2011 Election

REPORT IN BRIEF

The Sunnyvale City Charter is the “Constitution” for the City and provides the
legal guidelines for the form and function of its government. The City Charter
currently provides that the City’s mayor is selected by the City Council from
one of its members for a term of two years. An alternate method of selecting
the mayor is by direct election as a separate position from that of a council
member. On May 25, 2010, the Council reviewed and discussed the Study
Issue on a directly-elected mayor and directed staff to return with a proposed
Charter amendment for Council consideration to place a Charter amendment
on the November 2010 election ballot providing for a directly-elected mayor for
a two-year or four-year term. Staff did so on June 15, and after consideration
the Council decided to not put a Charter amendment on the 2010 ballot due to
cost, unless the City has a ballot measure in addition to directly-elected mayor
in November 2010. Council also discussed options for term limits for a directly-
elected mayor and requested that the Charter amendment language be brought
back on July 20 with options for term limits.

This report provides proposed Charter amendment language for a ballot
measure changing to a directly-elected mayor, with options for the term and
term limits for the mayor. There are no other City ballot measures for the 2010
election so the Charter amendment would be on the November 2011 ballot. If
the Charter ballot measure is placed on the November 2011 ballot, the cost is
approximately $42,000. The City Clerk confirmed with the Registrar of Voters
that putting the Charter amendment on the 2010 election would be
approximately $167,000.

BACKGROUND

Sunnyvale is a Charter City and is governed by the terms of its Charter, which
was first adopted in 1949, and has been amended periodically. All Charter
amendments must be approved by the voters. Under the California
Constitution, Charter amendments may be proposed by the City Council, by
voter initiative, or by a Charter commission. The Sunnyvale City Council can,
by a majority vote, put proposed Sunnyvale City Charter changes on the ballot
for voter approval.

Issued by the City Attorney
Revised 04-12-2004
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On May 25, 2010, the City Council reviewed and discussed a study issue
report summarizing the history of Sunnyvale’s consideration of a directly-
elected mayor and advantages and disadvantages of having a directly-elected
mayor. At this meeting, Council members voted to move forward with
considering a directly-elected mayor to be elected to either a two-year or four-
year term. The June 15, 2010, Report to Council outlined alternatives for City
Council consideration in order to present the Charter amendment to the voters
in a November 2, 2010, special election. After discussion of the cost of
$167,000 for a November 2010 ballot measure, in contrast to a cost of $42,000
for a November 2011 ballot measure, the Council voted to not put a Charter
amendment on the 2010 ballot unless there is another City ballot measure also
going forward. There are no other City ballot measures on the November 2010
election ballot.

The proposed Charter amendment from June 15 would have allowed an
individual to serve as both mayor and councilmember for consecutive terms of
eight years each. A citizen raised questions about these term limits, and the
Council requested that several alternatives be brought back for term limits if
the mayor is directly-elected.

EXISTING POLICY
Section 605 of the City Charter reads, as follows:

Section 605. Presiding Officer. Mayor.

At the first regular meeting in January, at which the City Council
shall certify the election results, following each General Municipal
Election, and at the first regular meeting in January every two
years thereafter, the City Council shall select one of its members
as its presiding officer, who shall have the title of Mayor. Such
selection shall be by motion of the City Council. The Mayor shall
have a voice and vote in all its proceedings. He/she shall be the
official head of the City for all ceremonial purposes. He/she shall
perform such other duties as may be prescribed by this Charter or
as may be imposed by the City Council consistent with his/her
office. The Mayor shall serve in such capacity for a term of two
years from and after which the appointment is made, and until a
successor is selected; provided, that a person can continue to serve
in the capacity of Mayor only while that person remains as a
member of the City Council. In the event of a vacancy in the office
of Mayor, the City Council shall select one of its members to serve
as Mayor for the remainder of the unexpired term.

The Mayor may be removed from such office prior to expiration of
his/her term by a motion of the City Council adopted by the
affirmative votes of at least five members of the City Council.
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(Amended effective December 31, 1975, December 21, 1976,
December 21, 1987, November 30, 1995 and November 28, 2007:
previously Section 704).

DISCUSSION

The Council considered the pros and cons of a directly-elected mayor in the
May 25, 2010, study issue and directed staff to move forward with presenting a
proposed Charter amendment and resolution to place a Charter amendment for
a directly-elected mayor on the November 2010 ballot.! Accordingly, staff
moved expeditiously to return to Council on June 15, 2010, with proposed
ballot and Charter amendment language to enable the Council to put a Charter
amendment measure on the November 2010 ballot if it desired to do so.

After reviewing the 2010 election cost of approximately $167,000, in contrast to
the 2011 election cost of $42,000, the Council decided to defer any Charter
amendment ballot to the 2011 election unless there is another City ballot
measure on the November 2010 ballot. A councilmember asked for additional
research with the Registrar of Voters to determine why the costs are higher for
the 2010 general election. The City Clerk contacted the registrar and received
this response:

The UDEL or odd-numbered year election is the regularly scheduled
election for your City. You would have incurred the regular cost of
the election regardless whether or not you have a measure on the
ballot. To add a measure in the same UDEL election, the only
additional cost will be the cost of printing the information pages in
the sample ballot pamphlet, which is estimated at a cost of $42,500.

Although the general election is the cheapest type of election, that is
not your City’s regularly scheduled election year. Therefore, by
putting a measure in the general election, the City will incur an
additional cost of election in an even-numbered year election
which it otherwise would not have incurred had the measure been
included with your regularly scheduled UDEL election. The measure
in November 2010 will be considered as an initial issue and will be
charged the 1st issue rate. If your City’s regularly scheduled
election were a general election, the measure will be considered as
a second issue and will then be charged the lower additional issue
rate.

! The prior RTCs included copies of the reports from prior Charter Review Committees that
looked at the issue of a directly-elected mayor. Some additional historical materials were
located in archives after the June 15 meeting and copies are attached to this RTC for
Council’s information only and to provide as complete a record of prior review as possible.
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The Council must make a number of decisions on the term of office and term
limits for the mayor on the proposed Charter amendment. First, the Council
must decide if they want a two-year or four-year mayoral term. San Jose,
Santa Clara and Gilroy have four-year terms for their directly-elected mayors.
Morgan Hill and Milpitas have two-year terms for their directly-elected mayors.

Second, the Council must determine what term limits there will be for the
mayor position. Current Charter provisions limit Council members to serving
for eight years in any twelve-year period, unless appointed to serve an
unexpired term of less than two years. The proposed Charter amendment
includes a similar term limit of eight years, unless elected to fill an unexpired
term of less than two years. The Council could, however, decide to propose a
Charter amendment that would have no term limits for the mayor or term
limits of more than eight years.

The proposed Charter amendment allows for an incumbent Councilmember to
run for mayor, but the incumbent cannot run for both mayor and a council
seat in the same election.

Another term limit issue is whether election as mayor will count toward the
term limits for a council member. Options are to:

1. Treat term limits for the mayor and council as separate offices. This
would permit someone to serve eight years as mayor and eight years as a
councilmember for a total of sixteen consecutive years on the Council.

2. Provide that election as mayor will count as a council term for purposes
of term limits, thereby limiting service for any combination as mayor and
council member to eight years in any twelve-year period.

3. Provide that election as mayor adds one consecutive term to the council
member term limit, allowing twelve years of service in a twelve-year
period (1 term as mayor, 2 as council member; or 2 as council member, 1
as mayor). This is similar to what Milpitas does.?

If the Charter amendment for a directly-elected mayor is passed by the voters,
the proposed Charter amendment will need to specify when the first election for
a directly-elected mayor will occur — either at the 2012 election in the middle of
an existing two-year mayoral term, or in 2013 at the end of the existing two-
year mayoral term. It would be possible to hold a special election in early 2012

 Milpitas has a term limit of three consecutive terms for both the mayor and city council
members. However, a fourth consecutive term is allowed if either the mayor is elected as a
council member or a council member is elected as mayor.
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solely for the purpose of electing a mayor, but costs for such a special election
would be much higher than at a general election.

FISCAL IMPACT

If Council elects to place a Charter amendment on the November 2010 ballot,
the City will be consolidating its special municipal election with the state and
county election. The County Registrar of Voters charges the City for the costs
of handling the ballot measure, and actual costs depend on the number of
other ballot measures by the City and other cities on the general election ballot.
Estimated cost from the Registrar of Voters for putting the ballot measure on
the November 2010 ballot is $167,461. If the ballot measure is placed on the
2011 general election, estimated cost is $42,496.

If there is a change to a directly-elected mayor, there will be election costs for
each mayoral election. However, these costs should be approximately the same
as the cost for a regular council seat election provided the election for mayor
corresponds with the general election for Council seats.

PUBLIC CONTACT

Public contact was made by posting the Council agenda on the City's official-
notice Dbulletin board outside City Hall, at the Sunnyvale Senior
Center, Community Center and Department of Public Safety; and by making
the agenda and report available at the Sunnyvale Public Library, the Office of
the City Clerk and on the City's Web site.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Move to place a ballot measure for a Charter amendment to a directly-
elected mayor on the November 2011 general election and provide
direction to staff to draft Charter amendment language and resolution
based on Council selection from the options below:

a. Mayoral term of two or four years

b. Mayoral term limits of eight years in a twelve-year period, twelve
years in a twelve-year period, or no term limits.

C. Determination of whether election as mayor counts for term limits
as a council member, and whether to allow one or more additional
consecutive terms if elected as mayor.

2. Do not move to place a ballot measure for a Charter amendment to a
directly-elected mayor on the November 2011 general election
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RECOMMENDATION

Staff makes no recommendation on whether or not to propose a Charter
amendment changing to a directly-elected mayor, or the term or term limits for
a directly-elected mayor. Staff has provided the reports and recommendations
of the prior Charter Review Committees on the issue of a directly-elected mayor
for the Council’s information.

In view of current fiscal challenges and the substantially greater cost of placing
the Charter amendment on the November 2010 ballot in contrast to the
November 2011 ballot, staff recommends that if Council elects to proceed with
the Charter amendment it consider placing it on the November 2011 ballot.

Prepared by:

David E. Kahn, City Attorney

Reviewed by:

Gary Luebbers, City Manager

Attachments
Attachment A — Miscellaneous historical information re directly-elected mayor
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STUDY: DIRECTLY ELECTED l-iAYO(R :

e CONSENSUS QUESTIONS
1. Is a change to a directly elected mayor needed in the cities of
. West Contra Costa? Why?

- 2. If.mo, what should be the powers and ﬁutieé of tﬁe office?
_:j:fléh;ald compensation be for a part-time or full time office?
;-Should it be related to pay for council members? -
4., Should staff be provided? .
T BACKGROUND

The citiea 1n Weat Contra Costa County now operate under a council-manager form
of government. The voters ele¢t the city council on a non-partisan ballot. The
council employs a full-time executiVe, the city manager, to head the administrative
structure of the city. The council makes policy and the manager directs the de-
partments which cérry_put that policy. - The mayor is the council's presiding officer
and the ceremonial head of the city. He is elected by the council. members and the

position uaually rotates among the members. . -

Many citiea have directly elected mayore (see Appendix). The role of the
mayor has been broadened as local governments find local taxes inadequate to pro-
vide essential services for their citizens.and need to seek state and federal sources.
. The mayor.alao serves on regional boards if appointed through the Mayor's Conference.
The trend in California's cities is the change to a directly elected mayor.

4 chart of local cities compares the compensation and powers end duties. In-

. quiries of the League pf California Cities conclude that most mayors serve & year
terms. Almost all mayors may.vote, but with -certain limited exceptions (San Fran-
cisco and Los Angeles) none has 2 veto and most recelve some compensation although
not generally encugh to justify full time attention to mayoral duties. In every
city surveyed charter. nrovisions provided Ior the Council Manager form of government.

Charter provisions concerning the duties and responsibilities of a mayor pro-
vide almost exclusively for figurehead and ceremonial functions. As such the
mayor ig .generally responsible for presiding at meetings, is.recognized as the
official head of the city for.ceremonial purposes and is the .acknowledged leader
in times of crisis. He may use the title of mayor when signing legal documents
but otherwise his duties are limited to those that may be conferred by the council.
A review of the individual charters, however, reveals several exceptions that tend
to place more reaponsibility in the office of mayor.

For example, the Pamona Riverside and Anaheim charters contain language that
provides essentially as follows - . o

Among others, the mayor has the power and duty: (1) to report to the
‘council from time to time on the affairs of the city and to recommend
for its consideration ‘such matters &as he may deem. expedient. (2)

To assume the primary but not the exclusive responsibility for inter-
preting for the people the policies, programs and needs of the city
government and for informing the people of any change in policy or
. program. i , _ . .

League of omén Voters ~ichmond Area
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Glendale s charter provides that the wayor may ca11 epecial meatinga of the city
council while charter provisions for Burbenk states 'Mayor shall be the executive
head of the city " '

T

The strongest and most-,complete.rcspansase are in the fan Jose charter.

Bec. 501 ‘Political Positioa. It Is Che intent of this article that the

Mayor shall be the political leader within the communtty by providing
guidance and leadership to the Coumcil by expre¢sing and expldining to

the conmmity the city's ‘policies and ) programs and by assisting the

Council in the infoxmed, vigorous and effective exercise of its powers. Poli-

b tical leadership shall be .concerned. with the general development of the
""" community and the general level of’ ctty services and activity programs,

Sec. 502 FPowers and Duties° The Mayor shall have the following powers
"and duties:
.a. The Mayor shall have the _power to make reccmmendatione to the Council

- on watters of policy and program which raquire Council decision; pro-

vwided that if he. recommends any increases in the city budget, he shall

" recommend the method of financing such expenditurés; and provided,

* further, that if he prqposea curtailment of service, such recommendations
and his reasons therefor’ shall bk epecific. He may also on his own
account inform the ccmmunity on matters of policy or program which he

" believes the welfare of the community makes necessary; - - . °
“b. The Mayor shall preside at meetings of the Council and shall have a8

" vote as a member of. the, Cauncil.' He shall hdve no-'veto powers. -

" ¢. "The Mayor ‘shall have authority to preaerve order at all Council meetings,
: to remove or cause the removal of any person from any meéting of the

" Council for disorderly conduct,to enforce the rule of the Council and
_to determine the order of busineas under the rules of the Council.

d. _The Mayox shall exercise such ‘other powers and perform such other duties

Uns may bé prescribed by the Council provided the seme are nct incon-
aistent Hith the charter .

Nothing in this secticn ahall be construed in any way a&-an 1nfringement
or limitation on the powers and duties of the city manager as chief admini-

'strative officer:end head of the administrative branch’ of the city govern-
ment as prescribed in other sections of this charter. " Except as otherwise
herein provided, the ‘Mayor shall possess only such suthority over the city

) ‘manager and the administrative branch as he possesses as one member of the
' ‘Councilf .

at

Steve Bauer of the League of’ California Cities wrote' - '
L 1 - atrikea me that the role of mayor is composed of several sub-roles.
First he becomes the needed legal personification of the city as a corporate body.
Second, he'represents the city at all ceremonial occasions. Third, he £ills the
role of political identification for the community. Fourth, he acts as & txrans-
lator on policy decision between the council and the voters. As 'such, there is
little coercive power in his office. - For all their impressiveness, their roles
add up to little power for the Mayor. In most cases, he is not given the power
or the resources to cause change. He is primarily meant to be & buffer between
the council and the public.” T ' ! ' :

The International City Management Association reported that their group .favors
a direct election of the mayor, but opposes a full time paid mayor and full time
staff for mayor in cities less than 100,000. The largest cities favor a full time

paid mayor.
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' RICIDICND IROZNSAL
The Richmond Ci*y Counctl Vvéfﬁffb pLute ay the November 2 ballot a charter =
amendment providivg for 3 alrendyf electzrd mayor, but chaaged thesir minds and voted
;o ‘remove the matter and return to it after further study.

\
Said Council shall elect one of its members as its presiding officer, who -
shall be known as Mayor, to serve for one year after.his election. . In the
- absence or diaability of the Mayor, a Mayor pro-tem shall be elected.

~_The present Charter Article 3 Sec. 8 reads: _ '

-ﬂhe said‘Mayor shall preside at all meetinge of the Council, shall be the
Chief Executive of said city, and as such shall sign all contracts on
behalf of the eity, and perform such other duties as may from time to
time be assigned to him by the Council. :In all other respects he ahall
perform the same duties as any other member of the Council
The propoaed amendment provided for ' a mayor with a 4-year term with a limit
of two consecutive terms. The annual salary was set at one half of -a member of
Gongrees which would be approximately $22,300/year. Additional benefits as
medical and pension would be the same as those received by other city employees.

The powers-and duties stated in :ﬁé ﬁ§oposa1 included:

da. As chief elected officer ‘and ceremonial head,  the Mayor will provide
political leadership, taking issues to the people and marshalling
public interest in support for municipal activity. He will be concerned

s with the general development of the community and the general level of
city services and activities,

b. Shall have the power to make recommendations to the City Council on
matters of policy and programs. If any increases in the budget is
recommended the method of financing must also be provlded Reasons for
curtailment .0f services mugt aleo be given. :

¢. The Mayor shall have the authority to make appoin:menta and removals

.t from Boards and Commissions. The Council by 5 votes may overridel an

' appointment or removal 1f action is taken within 30 days of the Mayor 8

si*action,

d, The Mayor shall preside .over the Council and appoint council members to

© v roostanding committees. a 1
-@. The Mayor shall have authority to continue any item under consideration
. by the City Council for up to two weeks. .

f.. The City Manager remains the City's administrative head. The Mayor

shall work with the City Manager and City staff as necessary.

A person may not be 8 candidate fog both the office of council and mayor.

e "DISCUSSIDN
The League from time to time has met with Richmond mayors who have felt .that the
job was difficult to do adeguately while- -maintaining regular employment. Decisions
were made out of necessity based on staff reports and recommendations. Often.prior
to Council meetings voluminous materials were required reading and it was not
always possible to keep up with thé activities in ‘the city, The one-year term
meant that as one grew accustomed to_;be duties, it was time for a change.

£.
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{ [ ..
The constraints of & part-time job was also reflected in our observations
a8 we saw our cities being represented. At LAFCO. for instance, we noted.that staff
made presentation and gquestions were deferred to staf€, W4 failed in our Drown Beg
series “Meet Your Mayors'' to get respense bv our instruclons and only the Meyer of
El Cerrito met with the League. Ciby Renagers, on.the othexr hand, ail were able to
come. T ' Aot .

These reasons seem important ensugh to review the rele of the Mayor and compare

it with cities with directly elected mayors who serve for a longgr period.
}

As t.he study ahwa, -the duties are. ai\ﬁilar but the greatest diaparity 1s in
compensation. The size of the city seems to- determine whether the iob is considered
full-time or part-time. Hayward compensates less than '‘Oakland but considers the
job full-time and QOakland part-time S L )

R P N A

Workahop membera £ind merit dn a dixectly tlected mayor with a four year
term, . The prestige:and greater independence would provide a valuable balance to
the Council and the City Manager. The. potwer.of the Mayor in Berkeley to ask for
an independent ‘uniimited audit seems especially important. Some staff seewms
essential whether .the Job ia full or part t!.me : . .

There is some concem about what' 48" &:he appropriate reasonable .salary. The-
proposed sslary is in.sharp contrast to.the present $50 councilmen receive -and -
the disparity would need to be-corrected... i . :

. ORI A B . .

On the other hand, 1f Richmond is as polarized as the city manager believes
and the political balance so.precarious,.a -directly elected mayor-has.unpredictable
consequences. On a rotating basis,.all segments of the community will have the
opportunity of having & representative:act:ag the ceremonial head and-presidisg

officer. City services would bé less political..
L kb ok ik ik ok A Ve Lo
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California _Ci {es with a Directly Elect&d"Hayor o *.'General Law City

Alemeda - o *Font'ana —_ ‘- Ve -*Newmn - . ;. Sap Luis Obispo
-Anabteim— - . « . '.Fresno . - - 31 “#Qgkdale~ .. .-+ . %*San Marcos —
*Antioch - - 7. "'*G‘atéle‘ﬂa'* orost U Qakland. oot i L . %San Marino —
¥*Arvin = - -*Ggrden Grove — .. %*Qceanside - San Rafael
Bakersfield . % Gilroy i:iv " + 7 dgptario -~ - - * - .Santa Batbara
*Bel: ont — -+, . Calipatria - %*Qrange Cove'< '+ .1, Santa Clara
*Bengeld — ¥ . Hayward® . ¢ % "7 .O0rovilles: .- v .. *Santa Maria —
Berkeley . *Hollister =" ‘Pac{fic Grove ' ' ' *Seaside
*California-City~ - *Imperial- Beachs - . Potaluma - . i - '*Sierra Madre
*Carlsbad @ - Inglewood = - - *’Plymcvuth- ~ 07 %Tiburon -

Chino - ’ . *La Mesa = - Pomona | Torrance .

Chula Vista %La'Vernew '  TKedondo Beach *Trinidad =.
*Coachella~ Los Angeles " "*Rialto *Turlock

*Colton-~ Modesto - " "3 'Riverside *Ukiah -~

.Compton - . ' *Montclair . Sacramento - © ¥nion City
*Coronado Monterey - <"°* San Bérmardino - ' “#Upland’ .
*Desert Hot Springs . *McFarland «'--" 7. Sah Dikgo *° * “  Vallejo e
*E]1 Cajon - + - Hapa 4319y " Ban Fiancigeo “!° Watsonville i
Bureka  -- . *National City @ * - San José IS rord :
*Fairfield «" . *Newark . -0 Saw Leand'ro SR T LN

League of Women Voters Richmond Area




- CITY POPULATION TERM OF SALARY/FRINGE BTARY POWERS AND DUTIES
S, OFFICE e —— e -
\LANENA 74,500  4-year  $200/month : City Mgr. Official and ceremonial head and presides
vince 4/20/65 " plus $20/mtg -responsible at’ counc{l mﬁeting.
‘art time Iimited to 2/mo for staff " May comuand police and fire departments
i $50 expenses . and govern city by proclamation whenever
withéut- vouchers : . Council determines that public danmger or
S ° emergency requires such action.
+ councilmen Council gets " Nominates for Council approval members of
$20/mtg also Boards.
‘ Mayor,wAuditor and City Manager shall to-
gether count the money in the City Trea-
- sury at least once in every 3 months and
. ascertain the amount of money on hand and
’. " make a written report to Council within
- 3 days te show whether:it correaponds to
e l:he fiscal records. )
" - 4‘ - ~
LED . 400 4-year  $1000/month Adm. Asst . o One-of council “Full council appoints
io Public employee bene- -i% typiat ‘clerk .'.boards and commigsioﬁs. No spécial powers
il fits-health; dental- =~ - . . beyond council. -CEficfal and ceremonial
own. Budget meeting T head .and presidesiat touncil méetings.
expenses . - SN R .
L ccancilren o Council $450/mo  a
iERKELEY 116,000 4-year  $600/month Clerical staff Chairman of the council. presides at meet-
‘art time . Reimburse $6000/yr 'agsigned byicity 1ngs'and performs duties comsistent with
expenses, vouchers: manager in budget office as may be: imposed by the council.
required. N 0fficial and ceremonial head.
council Council $300/mo Emp¥oys CPA to examine City's books with
_members o . _ . pnlimited privilege of investigation.
AKIAND 360,000 4-year $15007year Secretary-and Hag one vote. Full council appoints
‘art time Car allowance Adm. Assist, boards. Presides at meetings.
Pension fund 2 clerks (1ireg. AR
Usaal employee and 1 fed.) T

§ crurcilmen

benefits

Courici. .$500/mo

Council-- 1 secty | :.i

League of Women Voters Richmond Area
- December 1976
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PRINC IPAL- FORMS OF CITY GOVERNMENT
Mayor-Council System

5 or more individually elected by voters Enact local laws and establish
city policy. :

-1 Cotunell appoints department heads " advic ory boards and ouhet personnel
Mayor selected from Council but may be elected by votare:

Weak-Mayor Council - ) i 5 ?.‘ G

' Either Council may elect cne of its members to serve as Mayor or he may

" be elected by voters.

City Council deals with each of the city departments and mayor is not the
the executive head of the various departments.

Strong Mayor Council - found in larger cities

City powers are divided between a popularly elected city council exercising
mainly legislative powers and a popularly elected mayor exercising mainly
executive powers.

Mayor appoints city executive subject ususlly to council confirmatzon ;
Performs ceremonial functions. Though he does not serve on the city council,
he generally has some form of veto power.

A professional adininistrative officer is generally ewployed. : Authority is
less than that- of a city manager.,

Council-Manager system,

"‘Most popular in med{fum-smaller cities.
Similar to weak msyor-council system except that the executive administrative
) responsibilities are exercised by profeeaional managers., Accordingly, the
council appoints a city manager, & ‘professional public servant with executive
ability but without political functions, who sees to the smooth functioning of
_“city organizatton. Responsible to the council

Council Admintstrator o .

* Varisnt, leaa-poWgr. ﬁo:aﬁthority to hire and fire."

-
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The Direct Election of. the Mayor

A Report 'fo_rﬁPres_entati'on
;o - o to the

Brea City Council

*

Barbara 5, Stone, Chair
Citizens Committee

.



INTRODUCTION : o

In early April, 1976, a citizens committee was appointed to study the
merits of a proposal for the direct election of the Mayor of Brea. This
conmittee was charged with examining both the positive and negative aspects

of such an election and reporting their findings back to the Council by May 1.

JTb.e_' comittee met a @:otal of three times. It was provided with voluminous
material by the City Clén'g and Assistant City Counsel. The me.m.bers of the
COmit;:eg themselves ir;tewie;aeé numerous relevant indiv.idﬁals In other general
l_aw 'L::'J.:.tie}s which eglre&c"iy' h‘ave so‘.me; experience with a directly elected mayor,

e including the cities of Montclair, Coronédo, Hemet, Upland, Colton, Ontario,

'Tracy, and Carlsbad. This report contains.the essence.of their findings.

OVEPVIEW ' R . ‘

The city of Brea currently operates under a council-manager form of govern-
ment. Th}'s is a normal practice in cities of Brea's size (popul;ation—approxi-
mately 22,060). The propdsai to; add a directly elected mayor .would not ‘drastic-
ally change ‘the. situation, al_thoug'h ‘it would mandate i.:o thé_ mayor @e power‘ which
is currently within the discretion of the Council. |

If the mayoxy of a‘ general law city is directly elected, he :mi.gt, with the

[

approval of the .E;"ity council, make all apﬁointments to boards, commissions, and




committees within the city (see appendix), While this is In fact what occurs

now, the discretionary power lies with the Council, which can remove the mayor’s

prerogatives if they disapprove of his actions. Thilsg would no longer be the

case if the mayor were‘direcfly elected: no:onelcould be appointed whom he did

not propose. This is not hecessarily'good-or bad, just a fact which the committee
) N N ' .

wishes to call to the attention of the Council. _ .

The committee also'wigheé tb make one other gene;él p;int. What is being
diséussed_in‘this repﬁrt:is a relatively minor structural change. Good men can
prob;blg make any strqctﬁre work; by the same token, bad men can corrupt almost
any for@ of government.-_While'adjusting the structures of goéernment in Brea
might lead to some potentially ppsitive'(or negative) changes, no structural
change can éuaraqfeé géod government. Thus, too.much should hét be read into

the'potential of this change for either good or evil.

. - o »

THE ARGUMENTS ‘ ' o

The citizen's committee has been asked to present the argumenté for and
against the direct election of the Mayor. The chart on pagé 3 summarizes the
major points.

Arguments for the Direct Election of the Mayor:

1. A directly elected mayor would represent the'ekpressed opinion of

all the voters,,not just the preferences which emerge from the nego-

tiations among the councilmen. The mayor is the most visible official
in Brea. He serves as its ceremonial head as well as its spokesman on
.broader arenas such as the League of California Cities. - It is appro-

priate that he be chosen directly by the voters rather than by the



DIRECT ELECTION OF THE MAYOR - ’

ARGUMENTS FOR

ARGUMENTS AGAINST

A directly elected mayor would represent the expressed
opinion of ‘all the voters, not just the preferences

which emerge from the negotiations among the council-
men. ' ' ' :

~ An independently elected mayor helps prevent cliquish

politics from dominating the city.

There is an advantage to the bontinuity:pibvided by -
a mayor elected to a two or four year term.

If there is a need for additional policy leadership

in the city, a-directly elected mayor has the potential
to provide it. . T

o

A directly elected mayor could result in some outstand-

ing men being unable to serve the city in an elected
capacity.

Brea needs a unified, integrated administration.

There is a need to guard against. providing too much
power for one man. )

In a city the size of Brea, there is no need for an
independent political executive to bring about change.

There is no ovekwhelming need to change.



o ’ compromise procedure demanded by the interplay of the personalities
‘on the Council, This method could also free the mayor, from having to

make promises to the other councilmen in order to achieve'his position.

2. An Independently elected mayor helps prevent cliquish_politﬁcs from
¥ N

dominating the éity. A city cén arrive at a point where a single clique
dominates the Council and elects only its own members as mayor. A
directly elected mayor would give outsiders a chance to go directly to

the people as_a way around such narrow politics.

3. .There is an advantage to the continuity provided by a mayor elected to

a two or four year term. The manager, the people, and other governmental

-bodies know who Wwill be there for what ‘period of time, which can contri-

bute to .the suqoth‘running of the city.

4. If there is a need for additiondl™policy*leadership in the city; a

directlg elected magof has the potential to provide it. Both his power -

to appoint commissioners as well as the informal powers of persuasion
which arise from his popular mandate could lend themselves to a mayor
who wished to take an active role in directing the policiles of the city,

Arguments.Against‘the Direct Election of the Mayor:

1. A diroctly elected mayor could result in some outstanding men being un-

able to serve the city in an elected capacity. Under the present system
the p%ople elect the five best (or most popular) men to serve on the

Council; one of these is then elected mayor by his peers. With a direct-




A : ? ; |
S . [ : -5 -
m - 1y elected magor,‘ two or more of these men could run for mayor, « th

the losers beiqg left out of city government. This could result in

the loss to the city of the services of some very able men.

‘2. Brea needs a unified, integrated administration, not the potential

disruption which could come from a directiy elected mayor. In the city
of Carlsbad, the committee uncovered a case in which a determined, strong-
minded mayor managed'to disrupt the functioning of the city's government

for an eight-year period.

3. There is a need to guard against providing too much power for one man.

Separate election can over-magnify the mayor so that he is temptéq to

presume hé is more important than he is or to justify his position by

interfering with administrative rESpoqsibilities of the manager.

-« W . ., -

4. In a city the size of Brea, there is no need for an independent political

.executive to bring about change. If the people really want change, they

have easy access to the ¢oﬁnci1, which is unlikely to ignore thelr wishes.

5. There is no overwhelming need to change. The current problem seems to

be based on personalities, not governmental need, which seems a poor

reason to chango a structure which has.served the city well.

A report of this type no:mally ends with recommendations. Since this was
specifically omitted from the charge to the committee, our task is completed

with the listings above.
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DIRECT ELECTION OF MAYORS

All cities in California have the choice of directly electing their mayor and, in recent
years, more cities have been leaning in this direction. The total number of cities directly

electing their mayor has almost doubled sinece 1974, going from only 60 to the 1981 total

of 111.

The authorizing législation for general law citles to adopt a directly elected mayor can be
found in Section 34900 of the Government Code:

"At any general munieipal election, or at a special election held for that purpose,
the city council may submit to the electors the question of whether electors shall
thereafter elect a mayor and four city councilmen, and whether the mayor shall
serve a two-year or four-year term. In cities presently having elected mayors, the
city council may also submit to the electors the gquestion of whether the mayor
shall thereafter serve a two-year or four-year term,"

Charter cities get their authorization under the "municipal affairs" definition of
Article XI, Section5 in the California Constitution, Several examples of Charter
Provisions callmg for a directly elected mayor include:

Bakersfield: "The Mayor shall be elected by the qualified voters of the City and
shall hold his office four years from and after the first Monday after
the first day of January subsequent to his election..."

Pacific Grove: "A Mayor shall be elected at each general election and shall hold
office for the term of two years from and after the Tuesday next
succeeding the day of such election and until his successor is elected
and qualified.”

San Bernardino: "There shall be elected at the general election in 1977, and every
fourth year thereafter, a Mayor who shall be elected at large for a
term of four years commencing on the first Monday in June next
- succeeding such election."

There does not seem to be any clear-cut pattern concerning the length of terms except to
say that a good portion of the Charter eities utilize the four-year term and, also, n good
portion of the larger cities utilize the four year term. One noticeable difference between
1974 and 1981 is that a 1974 League of California Cities information sheet on this subject
sald, " . .. most inayors serve a term of four years, although a few huve two-year terms.”
A quick scan down a 1981 list showing lengths of terms shows that approximately half the
cities with a directly elected mayor have the mayoral term set at two years.

P"W}J LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIBS
f\)& : 1400 K Street
Sacramsnto, California 95814

RETUEN IN 2 WEEKS PLBASE
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Advantages and Disadvantages Concerning the Direct Election of & Mayor

Source: League Library (pamphlets from city officials)

ADVANTAGES

A directly elected mayor would represent the expressed opinion of all the voters, not

. just the prefet-ences which emerge from the negotiations among the councilmen.

An independently elected mayor helps prevent cliquish politics from dominating the
city. _

A directly elected mayor provides continuity through a two or four yeer term,

A directly elected meyor has the potential to provide any needed additional policy
leadership in the city.

A directly elected mayor can assume a certain amount of independence in his views
since his office is not secured by a majority vote of the council.

A directly elected mayor is autonomous, to a degree, from the couneil and, therefore,
can take a stronger role in reglonal activities (i.e., a smgle voice for the clty)

A direetly cleeted mayor can be the foeal polnt for community involvement,

A direetly elected mayor can offer a more adept view of the eity political elimate.

" DISADVANTAGES

A dlrectly elected mayor could result in some outstanding men being unable to serve
the eity in an clected capaelty (i.e., the loser does not hecome a councilmember),

A directly elected mayor may control too much centralized power,
A directly elected mayor may create a divisive atmosphere in council relations.

A directly elected mayor may come into conflict with the city administration (e.g.,
political authority versus administrative authority).

: A directly elected mayor, as an independent authority, may have expressions which are
-eontrary to the whole of the eouncil.

A directly elected mayor cannot be removed from office, save in a recall election, for
unethical conduct for the duration of his term (unlike a mayor who serves at the

pleasure of the ecouncil),

A directly elected mayor, in general law cities, has no authority other than what state
law preseribes and this can create a conflict between political authority and statutory .

- authority (creating a frustration which might be shown negatively).

A directly elected mayor does not allow for each councilmember to sit as the mayor
and, therefore, revokes an honor that might otherwise attract qualified people to the

council,



CITIES WITH DIRECT ELECTION OF MAYOR — Compariscn between 1974 and 1981

SOURCES: League Library
State Department of Finance, Population Research Unit

Total number of ecities -
Total number of general law cities
Total number of charter cities

Total number of cities with D.EM.*
Total number of general law cities with D.E.M
Total number of charter cities with D.E.M.

Percent of total cities with D.E.M. .
Percent of D.E.M. general law cities of total general law ecities
Percent of D.E.M. charter cities of total charter cities
Percent of general law cities with D.E.M.

Percent of charter cities with D.E.M.

Cities with D.E.M. over 100,000 population

Total cities over 100,000 population

Total cities under 100,000 population

Total eities with D.E.M. under 100,000 population

Percent of cities over 100,000 population with D.E.M.
Percent of cities under 100,000 population with D.E.M.

*D.E.M. = Directly Elected Mayor

Calculation
1974 1981

Percent
1974 1981 1974 1981
4 426

335 345

76 81

60 111

23 74

37 37
14.60 20.06
6.87 21.45
48.68 45.68
38.33 66.67
61.67 33.33

11 17

21 26

390 400

49 94
52.38 65.38
12.56 23.50

60/411 - 111/426
93/335  74/345
3776 37/81

23/60  T4/111
37760 37/111

11/21 17/26
49/390  94/400
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CITIES OVER 100,000 POPULATION WITH DIRECT ELECTION OF MAYOR*

Angheim 225,100
Bakersfield ‘ 109,000
Berkeley 102,900 - |
Fremont 134,400°
] Fresno | 230,300
' " Garden Grove . 128,000
 Los Angeles . 2,979,500
Modesto 109,000
Qakland 340,000
Oxnard 111,600
Riverside 170,800
Sa'éramanto 281,100
San Diego 887,700
San Franeisco "~ 880,700
San Jose 654,8~00
Stockton 155,100

Torrance 131,400

*Population: 1/1/81 - Department of Finance, Population Research Unit



Cities which have gone to direct election of mayor (change from 1980

League Roster to 1981 League Roster) (5/20/81)

Clovis

Dorris

Huron
Monterey Park
Orange
'Urange Cove
Oroville
racific Grove
Patterson
Sutter Creek
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MEMORANDUM
) . LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES
To: - Files : 1400 K'Street
. Sacramento, Oalifornia 85814
From:  Joni RETURN IN 2 WEEKS PLEASE
Date: July 28, 1987 377
I3 /9

RE: DIRECT ELECTION OF MAYOR IN CALIFORNIA

AUTHORITY TO DIRECTLY ELECT MAYORS: Resides in Charters or Government Code
- Section 34900 (effective 1959) for general law cities.

GROWING TREND TOWARDS D.E.M.*

1974 - 60 D.E.M.
1981 - 111 D.E.M.
1984 - 119 D.E.M.
1987 - 122 D.E.M.

Recent Cities to elect D.E.M.

The cities of Greenfield, La Quinta, and Tracy elected their F%rst D.E.M. in
1986.

Pasadena, Long Beach, and Santa Ana voters approved a D.E.M. in November 1986
Election.

Long Beach will elect D.E.M. in either\Apri} of June of 1988.
Pasadena - will elect D.E.M. in May of 1988

Santa Ana - will elect D.E.M. in November of 1988,

Avalon will directly elect mayor in April of 1988.

* D.E.M. = Directly Elected Mayor

ANALYSIS OF CITIES WITH D.E.M.

Total Cities

Number of cities - 444
Number of cities with D.E.M. - 122
27% of all cities have a D.E.M.
















{

Saiection of Mayor in Nine Bay Area Counties

COUNTY!CITY U/Q 90.000 COUNCIL YOTERS
SANTA CLARA POPULATION | MAYQOR/TERM | MAYOR/TERM
Campbell U ' 1
. Cupertino U 1
GILRQY U 4
Los Alios U 1
Los Altos Hills U 1
Los Gatos U 1
MILPITAS /g 7& U 2
Monte Sereno U 1
Morgan Hill U 1
Mountain View U 1
Palo Alto U 1
SANJOSE 19647 0-798,000 4
SANTA CLARA O- 93,400 4
Saraloga U 1
Suvnnyvale 0-118,000 2
ALAMEDA(direct efec. only)
ALAMEDA 1907 _0rraial charter U - 4
BERKELEY 1909 ° 0-105,900 4
FREMONT /97171 0-175,200 2
HAYWARD 0-129,400 4
LIVERMORE ;9§0C U 2
NEWARK /972, U 2
OAKIAND /95 Y 0-356,200 4
PLEASANTON )48 ¥ U 2
SAN LEANDRO U 4
UNIONCITY ;914 U 4
CONTRA COSTA({6 largest)
ANTIOCH U 4
CONCORD 0-112,400 2
MARTINEZ U 2
Pittsburg N U 1
RICHMOND U 4
Walnut Creek U 1
MARIN(2 largest)
Novalo U 1
SAN BAFAEL U 4
NAPA(all cities. s&lect-only
largest noted here)
NAPA U 4
SAN FRANCISCO  |£5é 0-740,800 4

Page 1




S lion of Mayor in Nine Bay Area Count

SAN MATEO(4 largest)

Daly City 0- 93,700
Bedwood City U :
SANBRUNO /91§ U 2
San Mateo G- 90,700
SOLANO(all cities elect-3 |argest noted here)
FAIRFIELD U 4
VACAVILLE U 4
YALLEJO 0-108,600 4
SONOMA(2 largest noted here)
PETALUMA U 4
Santa Rosa 0-133,600

Page 2
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Choosing a mayor | M2

elect thelr mayor directly and for a four-year
term has been shot down, for the time being
at least, by a charter review committee considering
several changes for Cily Councll consnderatton in
June,
. The charter review panel has rejected member
Louis Cava’s elect-a-mayor proposal, which also is
ciamploned by second-term councilman and
former mayor Larry Stone, by a 10-4 vote. A follow-
up motion — for the direct elaction of a mayor
without deciding on the length of the term uniil
later — also was voled down, Cava then asked for a
committee vole on an elected mayor for a two-year
term, but he lost again,

Stone, a vigorous municipal practitioner who
can't run for a third term next year because of the
charter's two-term limit on councii duty, made a
hardy personal plich to the charter reviewers for,
the elected mayor setup. Current Mayor Ron Gon
zales also 15 tilting toward giving the change a try,
But Councilwoman Dianne McKenna, who wlelde

‘the mayor's gavel last year, Is challenging th
. Inayoral switch as a seli- -styled devil's advocate.
* Councllman Stone ‘contends that an elected
mayor would have more clout for the city in deal-
ing with federal, state and reglonal agencies on fi-
nanclal ald for priority Ms that
Sunnyvale is{"no longer a smail-potatoes town'Jand
i$ California's T8th Jargest olly. And, RS points oul,
of thé 17 citles In the state largér than Sunnyvale,
18 have directly elected mayors. Statewlde, 120
Citles elect their mayors, Stone stresses, so Sunny-
Viale's conversion to that method wouldn’t be ynusu-
al.

Stone’s immediate role model In urging the ele

’ AN EFFORT afoot In Sunnyvale to let voters

( Counciiwoman McKenna's chief hangup with the

mayor-city manager relationshlp because an ef
rénched mayor In such an arrangement would

ed mayor format is bigger sister San Jose and its \Qd‘ e
mayor, Janel Gray Hayes, a four-year incumbent v = .27

who indeed has been an effective lobbyist for that '
sprawling community. )

elected mayor concept is one we've long shared.
She fears that changing the current procedure, in
which council members generally are rotated to
the chairmanship every year by majority vote of
their colieagues, may create more tension in the

have much more authority because 6f his or her
longer term. This could poliiicize fhe mavorssiol
far beyond the current limitations - J
ng'agoral Toros. " ,
a population of about 108,000 — making it
the sixth-targest Bay Area city — Sunnyvale indeed
has grown bigger municipal muscles. But we think
its appointive mayor system gives both the City

Counci! and taxpayers flrmer control on account-
ability than would a leap in the other direction. ]

We think Sunnyvale voters, if the City Council
ts the ﬂrovoaatlve proposal on the Nove'nﬁx

— L
®

allot, shouid stick with the status quo.

— e e
Sunnyvale in recent years has been a model city
in frugal governmental management and relative

harmony. Charter reviewer Biit Thomas said it in a
nutshell Thursday when he declared, “An eledted
mayor inight get overly invotved. It's a drastic step,
The stakes are hr too high. We have a finely tuped
ma . &ﬁ-wﬁ__—_\x
In a clty the size of Sunnyvale, where grass-roois
candidates stiif have g chance to serve at City Haﬁ)
we say he’s rlght .
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By Cinde Chorness Ve % . .
Valley Journal staff ('/C (/ /7//"2‘1 LL"’ .~-”/

SUNNYVALE — A pmposal {o Jo
let Sunnyvale voters elect their 1
mayor was rejected this week by a (
citizens' group reviewing the cily
charter, despite an appeal from the
mayor himself that they approve C\
the idea. ,
Sunnyvale’s mayor now is etect-
ed {o a one-year term by the other i
six epuncl members, But a mem- l.\(gﬂ
ber of the committee, Lou Cava, ;
proposed that Sunnyvale voters be

allowed to elect the mayor to a )
four-year- ierm'/—’_L\\ : /0 >/

The cominitiee rejected Cava's j = ()

X Broupalso—rejected-atWwos
year term limit for a directly-elect-
ed mayor. The commitiee {finallty
turned down the whole idea when it
refused 8-6 to consider even the
concept of a directly-elected
mayor, p

The l5-member TimaTter TEView
.., committee was appointed by the )
Clty Councl! to study the charter — /

a document outlining the city's
form of povernment — and to
make recommendations for ' .

changeg;. :I fte BI'OUFMEM_]EMMB

handgul ’ election of /J 5‘(, ¢ )

cownTi MEmbers_and councll

mm I R
. “Commiltee member Bob Reese ,member Bob Reese i . & *"'
sald Friday he voted against the e ((. oo v (;‘_ ?
motions because he thinks the cur- b Y, J
rent system for electing the mayor S N ke
works well. ) - Lo ' ]
However, commltiee chairman ™, g(), 1 vk ( »k”\)'
Dave Barram disagreed, saying he g i (i LA
voted for the motions hecause, . — :‘ : ,__6
“When [ voie for a City Counell e
member, I don't think of them as a / AN

mayor, | think we should elect the CJ' “ N
best person for the job.” {r

Beauntilul Santa Clara Valley
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Why change way
of electing mayor?

The current issue simmering in
Sunnyvale is whether we should elect
our mayors by direct election or stay
with our time-tested method that ai-
Iows the city council to appoint one
from their number.

Why this should be an issue causing
expenditure of valuable {ime and
money to settle is puzzling to most
citizens in Sunnyvale, most of whom
are well pleased with the manner the
city has been operating. Most of us
like the responsive government we
enjoy, which has spared us the postur-
ing, showmanship and personal agen-.
da diplomacy evident in the cities that
have the direct election method to get
their mayors.

The situation is deserving of study
by someone heeding a thesis for their
doctoral degree in political science or
sociology. Sunnyvale is a city of mod-
erate size, compact and extremely
well-run, It has the perfect back-
ground against which one could mea-
sure the effect of forced political
change — with all the ramifications.
All the elements are there; personal
ambition, politicization, . agendas,
egos, press coverage, voter apathy,
votseil:;ui]nter?et and more.

. yvale has
city on how to nmbe?:?tyaguzﬁgg Iand
city government. An in-depth study of
the attempt to change its Syst{ek%
might show the way to other re ional
gm&s on how to get away fromgltheir

urden of directly elected mayors.
— WK. Walker

Sunnyvale
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THE MONDAY MORNING (6-5-91) MERCURY NEWS BUSINESS SECTION

PRESENTS THIS SIGNIFICANT DATA:

VENTURE CAPITAL INVESTED IN BAY AREA CITIES WITH COUNCIL MANAGER
FORMS OF GOVERNMENT DURING THE FIRST QUARTER OF 1991 :WAS SIX TIMES
GREATER THAN THAT IN CITIES WITH DIRECTLY ELECTED MAYORS.

THE RATIO BETWEEN THIS FORM OF VITAL CAPITAL AUGMENTATION ENJOYED
BY SUNNYVALE AND THAT RECEIVED BY SAN JOSE DURING THIS PERIOD WAS
ALSO SIX DOLLARS PER SUNNYVALE RESIDENT FOR EVERY ONE DOLLAR FOR
SAN JOSE.

THIS IS - ANOTHER SUBSTANTIAL INDICATION THAT THE COUNCIL MANAGER
FORM OF COVERNMENT,S0 WELL DEMONSTRATED BY SUNNYVALE,IS FAR MORE
"VALUED BY TODAY'S POTENTIALLY WINNING INDUSTRIES AND THEIR VALUE~
FOCUSSED FINANCIAL BACKERS THAN. THE BACKWARD-TRENDING .FORM THAT
DIRECTLY ELECTED MAYORS -HAVE "BEEN SHOWN.TO FREQUENTLY PRODUCE.



San Jose

ROBERT D. INGLE, Senior Vice President and Executive Editor
JEROME M. CEPPOS, Managing Editor

mcrcurﬁ Ncw ﬂ ROB ELDER, Vice President and Editor

One politician too many

Directly electing a mayor
wouldn’t necessarily make
‘Sunnyvale a better-run city

¢ X UNNYVALE City Councilman Lar-

ry Stone may be a visionary. Then
b again, he may be a guy who just
doesn’t know when fo quit.

Stone wants Sunnyvale residents to
-elect their mayor every four years in-
stead of letting city council members
‘choose among themselves every two
years,

He says a directly elected mayor would

_give the city’s 117,000 people more say in
“their local government and would give
the city a higher profile in the region. The
{ime has come, he says, for Sunnyvale to
act like a big city.
. Actually, Stone thought the time had
«come back in 1978 when he first proposed
this change. He raised it several fimes
since.

Each time his fellow council members
rejected it, saying the current system
works fine. The tired refrain, “If it ain't
.broke, don't fix it,” has been heard time
and again around City Hall.

But Stone isn’'t one to give up. He is
gathering signafures to put the directly
elected mayer issue on the November
ballot. He says that he already has gath-

ered about 3,000 of the 9,000 signatures
he needs and is confident that he will
meet the deadline.

1t is not surprising that Stone is finding
more support for his plan outside local
supermarkets than inside City Hall. Few
voters, when given the chance, are going
to say, “Let someone else choose my
mayor- for me. I don't want to be both-
ered.”

Yet the opponents of this proposal have
legitimate conceins. Sunnyvale has one of
the best-run city governments around. Be--
fore tampering with it, voters should
know whal the effecis would be,

A high-profile mayor could weaken the
position of the city manager, who has
been responsible for keeping Sunnyvale
running so smoothly. A high-cost mavoral
election could divert money and attention
from city council campaigns. A mavyor
who takes the position seriously could
turn it info a full-time job and ask for a

full-time salary.

Sunnyvale may be the second-largest
city in Santa Clara County, but it is not
yet big enough to need a full-time profes-
sional politician in the mayor's office.

Some say Larry Stone wants an elected
mayor because he wants to run for mayor
himself. While he doesn't deny that he
might run, he urges voters to consider the
idea on its merits, regardless of his moti-
vations.

Fine. On its merits, this is an idea
whose time has not yet come.

Labor and Material Donated
Save Qur Sunnyvale, P O Box 2645, Sunnvvale, Ca. 94087




JAVE OUR SUNNYVALE

Add vour name to the growing

list of Sunnyvale residents who

helieve that our current form of City Governmernt serves us well.
Fill out the coupon below and mail it in TODAY !!!

Print Name

Sign Name

Address
Phone - Don't change Sunnyvale Governrment.
Mail to: Save Our Sunnyvale, P.0O. Box 2645, Sunnyvale Ca. 94087

(408) 736-5070

_________________________ Cut Here

Should we have a directly
elected Mayor?

he Ad Hoc Charler Review Commitlee, of which I'm a

member, hus been working diligently researching informa-

tion [rom other cities, holding public hearings and inter-
viewing knowledgenble people on the subject of 2 Direcily Elected
Mayor vs. the Council/Manager type of cily government.

I hus been un cducation!

Did you know Sunnyvale is a mmonally recognized ‘‘model”’
city? Or that it is powerfully successful in its influence in the coun-
ty, it the State and the Nation?

Did you know our city’s performance-based budgeting technigue
wats introduced in the U.S. Congress as 4 bill in carly 19917 The

merits of this methad were recognized by our City Council taem-

bers, who then okuyed iis implemeatation, demonstrating the effec-
tiveness of their good judgement,

It is no wonder Ad Hoc Charier Review Commitiee arrived at
the decision it did.

The Ad Hoe Charter Review recommendation on the question
“Should the Mayor be directly etected by the volcrs'?“ is NO by a
12 1o Lwo vole,

The Commitiee came to this conclusion, all £cr its research, be-
Ciluse:

it1. There ure no major problems in Sunnyvale [o create a reason
to change its successful Council/Manager government,

2. Input from the public hearings, inlerviews with individuals
and o study of other cities with Council/Manager or Dircctly
Elected Mayor city governments resalted in strong support ol
Sunnyvade’s curront system from the Commiilee.

#3. Public opinion indicules there is public apprehension that a
Dircetly Elected Mayor would be inclined 1o move toward having
more power, An overview of reports indicuted this to be the pauern
i eitics who change from Council/Manager to a Directly Elected
Mayor.

When you are asked, *'Should the Mayor be directly alected by
the voters?"" pause and think on it, It seems to imply your right to

Voices

Confinued from page 4

eleet cily officials is being chal-
lenged. Acnally, you are already
clecting Sunnyvale’s Ciy Coun-
cil members who are our city of-
ficials und are responsible for our
city government. When the
Mayor is clected from the City
Council inembers,

I you don’t fully understand
our Council/Muanager system,
there’s « great brochure available
in the Cily Hull lobby called
“*The Council-Manager Plan:
Answers [0 your (uestions.”” It is
free (or the aking.

If one of your concerns is how
‘much citizen participation is pos-
lsible 1n this system, you'll [lind

it is your vole
. :tlml puts them alt in office. )

the answer (o your bking,

You may hear that a Directly
Elccted Muyor brings more
“eloul’” o the city, Sunnyvule is
abready wmationally recognized for
its excellence as a Council/Man-
ager type of government, ,

Former councilmenibers have
put themselves in the political
areny 0 become members of the
State Asserably, wre in high lev-
cls of the siate judicial syslem
and advisors at the federal level
as well as becoming members of
the County Bowrd of Supervisors,

AS onc committee member ex-
pressed it so welk Sunnyvale
has a ‘we' form of government
instead of an “F" onc, which in-
cludes the City Council and Ad-
ministration fistening (o the citi-
zens' ideas and opinions and Guk-
ing action on them,”

Let’s not spoil # good thing.
Valley Journal / Juno 19, 1991/ Page 3



GENERAL LAW CITIES

Number of general law cities - 362

Number of general law cities with D.E.M. - 82

23% of all general law cities have a D.E.M.

19% of all cities are general law cities with a D.E.M.

Charter Cities

Number of charter cities - 82

Number of charter cities with D.E.M. - 40

49% of all charter cities have a D.E.M.

9% of all cities are charter cities with a D.E.M.

Population Range

Cities 25,000 and under - 249 cities or 57% of all cities fall within
range

- 41 or 16% of cities within range have a
D.E.M.

88 cities or 20% of all cities within range

Cities from 25,001 to 50,000

- 31 or 35% of cities within range have a
D.E.M. -

45 or 10% of all cities fall within range

Cities from 50,001 to 75,000

- 17 or 39% of cities in range have a D.E.M.

Cities from 75,001 to 100,000 - 28 or 4% of all cities fall in population
' range

11 or 39% of cities within range have a
D.E.M.

Cities 100,000 and up - 34 or 8% of cities fall within range

24 or 71% of cities within range have a
D.E.M.

Jcfiles.pool



SUBCOMMITTEE |

Comparison of Recommendations-

Question #10

What should be the maximum length of time a member could serve continuously on
the Council as a Councilmember and Mayor?

Bricker/McComb

1. Primary Recommendation: two consecutive terms as Councilmember followed by
two consecutive terms as Mayor.

2, Alternative Recommendation: two four-year terms as a Councilmember followed
by one six-year term as Mayor.

Noli/Rowe

1. Primary Recommendation: eight-year lifetime limit as Counciimember or Mayor.
2. Alternative Recommendation: 12-year lifetime limit as Councilmember or Mayor.
3. Alternative Recommendation: Cycles of eight years on and eight years off.

Question #11

Should there be "lifetime" limits on total service as Mayor and on the Council
(whether continuous or not)?

Bricker/McComb

1, No "lifetime" limits.

Noli/Rowe

1. Primary Recommendation: Yes, there shouid be lifetime limits - eight years.
2, Alternative hecommendation: 12-years.

Question #12

How much time should elapse between the time a Councllmember leaves office and
the time he/she can again run for Council?



Bricker/McComb

1. Primary Recommendation: No change in the current two-year layoff.

Nolli/Rowe

1. Primary Recommendation: If consecutive lifetime term limits are not adopted, the
there should be an eight-year layoff period. :



May 21, 1931 i
Group 1 (Noll, Rowe)
Draft

Recommendations

It is our position that the Charter Review Committee should recommend
to the Council that a ballot measure relating to term limits be placed .
before the voters of Sunnyvale.

The Charter Review Committee should recommend one of the following term
limitation plans, listed below in order of preference:

A: "8 year style lifetime limit"

After one has served 6 or more years since the election at which this
term limit was approved, one may not be appointed or elected to office.

This term limit comes into effect on the election day, 6 years after
the election at which this term limit was approved.

B: "12 year style lifetime limit"

After one has served 10 or more years since the election at which this
term limit was approved, one may not be appointed or elected to office.

This term limit comes into effect on the election day, 10 years after
the election at which this term limit was approved.

C: "8 years on, 8 years off style consecutive limit"

If one has served 6 or more out of the past 8 years,'one must wait
a minimum of 8 years before being appointed, or elected to office.

This term limit comes into effect on the election day, 8 years after
the election at which this term limit was approved.

The {erm limit should apply to any time sexrved as Maydr or as a Councilmember.
than independent limits for each type of service.

The Charter Review Committee should make a term limit recommendation
regardless of if it recommends a directly elected Mayor or not,

If the Mayor is directly elected, a term of office should be 4 years.
The Charter Review Committee should recommend that a term limit ballot

measure be placed before the voters of Sunnyvale as a separate and
independent ballot measure.



Comments on term limit re. .mendation {A)

"8 year style lifetime limit"

After one has served 6 or more years since the election at which this
term limit was approved, one may not be appointed or elected to office.

This term limit comes into effect on the election day, 6 years after
the election at which this term limit was approved.

This recommendation would permit one to serve 2, 4 year terms. The phrase
'6 or more years' permits people who are served less than 1/2 of an
expired term to serve 2 addition 4 years terms,

This limit applies to the combined time served as a Councilmember or Mayor.

The 6 year delay will prevent this term limit from being applied to
service prior to becoming law. The existing term limit system for
Councilmembers would remain in effect until the 6 year delay has passed.

If an office of a directly elected Mayor is established during the 6 year
delay period, the current term limit system would be extended to include
time served as Mayor,

We believe that 8 years of office holding is long encugh.

If Sunnyvale elected officials to stay in office too long, they run.the
risk of becoming entrenched, unresponsive oxr corrupted. It has been
suggested by some testimony that the longer the term of office, the
greater the chance that such problems could arise.

Lifetime limits to not deny citizens the chance to obtain good elected
officials. 1In a city as large and diverse as Sunnyvale, one will always
find well qualified citizens that are willing and able to hold office.

Lifetime limits do not prevent an individual from service the public.
If somecone if well qualified one really wants to serve the public, one
may seek other forms of public sexvice such as a board or commission
-position, or seek some other type of public office.

This term limit permits other qualified Sunnyvale citizens to run for
office without always having to expend the effort of defeating an
incumbent, ILifetime limits reduce the chance that one will be challenged
by a former office holder. This will help reduce campalgn spending.

The people of Sunnyvale aré in favor of lifetime term limits, Of the
34,104 registered Sunnyvale voters who voted on Prop 140, over 51,9%
(17,714) voted in favor of lifetime term limits at the stdte level.




Comments on term limit rec_mmendation (B)

"12 year style lifetime limit"

After one has served 10 or more years since the election at which this
term limit was approved, cone may not be appointed or elected to office,

This term limit comes into effect on the election day, 10 years after
the election at which this term limit was approved.

This recommendation is a slight variation on recommendation (A). An extra
4 years is added onto (A) to permit an additional term of service.

It has been suggested by some testimony that the trend towards "self-gservice®
rather than "public-service" often begins around the 12th year of office.
This alternative is offered to permit someone to remain in office up to,

but not exceeding that observed trend.

With the above comment added, the comments on term limit recommendation (A)
apply to this recommendation.



;
Comments on term limit recummendation (C)

"8 years on, 8 years off style consecutive limit!

- If one has served 6 or more out of the past 8 years, one must. wait
a minimum of 8 years before being appointed, or elected to office.

This term limit comes into effect on the election day, 8 years after
the election at which this term limit was approved.

This recommendation is a variation on recommendation (A), where the
llfetime 1imit is replaced by an 8 year layoff period.

This recommendation would permit one to serve 2, 4 year terms. The phrase
'6 or more years out of the last 8' permits people who are served less
than 1/2 of an expired term to serve 2 addition 4 years terms,

Like recommendations (A) and (B), this limit applies to the combined time
served as a Councilmember or Mayor. '

The 8 year delay will prevent this term limit from being applied to
service prior to becoming law. The existing term limit system for -
Councilmembers would remain in effect until the 8 year delay has passed.

If an office of a directly elected Mayor is established during the 8 year
delay pericd, the current term limit system would be extended to include

time served as Mayor.

The present system of term limits requires a layoff period of only

2 years. This period is far too short. The name recognition allows
a regular office holder to maintain much of their incumbent power
after being out of office for only 2 years.

The layoff period of 8 years was selected to achieve a half on/half off
effect. Consider the case where an office holder stays in office for

8 yvears (2 terms). At the end of the Bth year, that person would have
been in office for more than 6 of the last 8 years, so they would step
out of office for at least 8 years. This 8 years on, 8 years off
achieves a maximum of 50% time in office.

Unlike a simple consecutive term limits, this recommendation would prevent
one from serving for a 4 year term, staying off 2 years, serving another
4 year term, staying off 2 years, and so on ...




Question 9

What should be the term length for the Mayor and the maximum number
of terms an individual could serve as Mayor?

The term of a directly elected mayor should be 4 years.

If the term limit recommendation (A) is adopted, the maximum number of
terms one could serve would be 2,

If the term limit recommendation (B) is adopted, the maximum number of
terms one could serve would be 3.

If the term limit recommendation (C) is adopted, the maximum number of
consecutive terms one could serve would be 2.

Because we recommend that term limits apply to the combined time served as
a Councilmember and Mayor, the above consecutive limits apply to both offices.

The term of a directly elected mayor should be the same as a Councilmember.
A Councilmember's term currently is 4 years. A limit of 2 years would
force an individual to run too many campaigns. A limit of 6 or more years
would result in too long of a gap between selections, and thus could reduce
accountabllity to the voters.



Questicn 10

What should the maximum length of the time a member could serve
continuously on the Council as a Councilmember or Mayor?

If the term limit recommendation (A) is adopted, the maximum length ohe
could continuously serve would be 8 years.

If the term limit recommendation (B) is adopted, the maximum length one
could continuously serve would be 12 years.

If the term limit recommendation {C) is adopted, the maximum length one
could continuously serve would be 8 years.

- Because we recommend that term limits apply to the combined time served as
a Councilmember and Mayor, the above consecutive limits apply to both offices.



Question 11

Should there be "lifetime" limits of total service as Mayor and on
the Council (whether continuoug or not)?

It is our primary recommendation that lifetime limits be imposed on the
Mayor and the Council. We favor recommendation (A), a lifetime limit
of 8 years.

If alternative recommendation (B) is adopted, a lifetime limit of
12 years would be in effect.

Because we recommend that term limits apply to the combined time served as
a Councilmember and Mayor, the above congecutive limits apply to both offices.



Question 12

How much time should elapse between the time a Councilmember leaves
office and the time he/she can run again for Council?

If recommendations (A) or (B) {1ifetime 1imits) are adopted, this queétion
becomes mute, :

Recommendation (C) would impose an 8 years layoff period.



TO:

FROM:

CITY OF SUNNYVALE
interoffice Memorandu’m

April 29, 1991

All Members - Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee

James Webb, Jr. - Administrative Assistant )r’

SUBJECT: Documentation and General Comments

Documentation

Attached are the following documents for your information and review:

an April 30, 1991 information report to Council on the appointment of Mr. Michael
Knaebel as the replacement for Committee member Marcello Lanfranchi;

the flyer that has been distributed to the public;
questions developed by Groups 1, 2, 3 and 4;
a chart prepared by Committee member Max Anning; and

the initial written report of Committee member Betty Nelson.

In addition, the City Attorney has prepared copies of ltems the Committee requested at

its last

hearing including:

the Government Code;

provisions from the Elections Code concerning election dates;
legal cases involving limits on successive terms of office; and

portions of the Charters of several Bay Area cities relating to service on the City
Council.

The City Attorney’s material may address a number of questions that members raised

during

the meeting of April 24. Accordingly, you are advised to review all the material

thoroughly to determine which of your questions it answers and which requires further
information.



(¢ .
Documentation and General Comments '
Page 2

Meeting Minutes

The official Minutes of the Committee will be prepared and distributed next week (most
likely at the May 2 public hearing) by Deputy City Clerk Carol Butler. You should be able -
to review them for approval at your meeting of May 6. .

Publicizing the Hearings

1,200 flyers announcing the public hearings (see attached copy) have been prepared by
staff. ‘500 copies were distributed by Committee member Fran Rowe (who indicated at
the meeting that she planned to distribute flyers in her neighborhood). Another 500
coples were given to Ann Hines of Leadership Sunnyvale for distribution at the State of
the City activities. The remaining 200 copies will be distributed to attending members of
the public at the hearings. Copies were also posted at the Library, the Senior Center,
City Hall lobby and the Council Chamber lobby. Finally, the Mayor was requested to
mention the hearings during his State of the City address. The Mayor considered the
request but decided that given the nature of his remarks, the amount of time he had to
give them and the short notice of the request, the availability of flyers at the Leadership
Sunnyvale exhibit provided. a sufficient avenue of publicizing the hearings at the State of
the City activities. '

Request for Council Input

In an April 26 memo, | requested members of Council interested in addressing the
Committee on May 6 - or at any other scheduled study session - to contact me so that
| could brief the Committee on who planned to attend and when. | emphasized that since
the Committee would be in an "intake mode" during the first week of May, Council input
would be appreciated sooner rather than later. | also made the same point in relaying
the Committee’s request for written clarification of the study issues.

Setting Due Dates for Subcommittee Reports

| would like to suggest that the Committee consider setting due dates for written
subcommitiee reporis to the full Commitiee so that the Commitiee may have the
opportunity to discuss and take preliminary positions on the issues it is studying. Setting
such a schedule would allow each subcommittee to plan its work according to when its
material would be due to the full committee for consideration and would allow the full
committes the opportunity to revisit particularly difficult issues in the month of June before
the full report is prepared for Council. In that regard, the Committee should also set its
June meeting dates as early as possible so that staff can have adequate time o secure
mesting facilities. | suggest that this item be placed on the agenda for the Committee
meeting of May 6.

cc:  City Attorney
Deputy City Clerk

Attachments: as stated
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REPORT TO MAYOR AND COUNCIL NO. 91-188

—

TO THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND COUNCIL
DATE: April 30, 1991

SUBJECT: COUNCIL APPOINTMENT OF AD HOC CHARTER REVIEW
COMMITTEE REPLACEMENT MEMBER - INFORMATION ONLY

REPORT IN BRIEE

- At its meeting of April 9, Council appointed a 15-member Ad Hoc Charter Review
Committee to study recommending possible revisions to the City Charter. Each
Councilmember appointed two Committee members with one member selected by the
Council as an entire body. On April 23, Mr. Marcello Lanfranchi, a Committee member
appointed by Councilmember Hanlon informed staff that due to unforeseen
circumstances he would not be able to continue his patrticipation on the Committee. The
purpose of this information report is to advise Council that Councilmember Hanlon has
selected Mr. Michael Knaebel to fill the unexpected vacancy created by Mr. Lanfranchi.

BACKGROUND

On April 9, 1991, Council appointed a 15-member Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee to
study a series of Council-identified issues related to the direct election of the Mayor and
service on the Council. In accordance with the appointment criteria established by
Council, each Councilmember appointed two Committee members with one at large
member appointed by the entire Council. Since its appointment, the Committee has met
twice (April 15 and April 24) and has held one public hearing (April 29). The Committee
plans to meet six times in the month of May (including two public hearings).

DISCUSSION

On April 23, Charter Review Committee member Marcello Lanfranchi informed staff that
due to unforeseen circumstances, he would be unable to participate in the Committee’s

study.

Since Mr. Lanfranchi was appointed by Counciimember Hanlon, Mr. Lanfranchi’s
departure meant that Councilmember Hanlon no longer had two appointees on the -
Committee. Accordingly, Councilmember Hanlon has selected Mr. Michael Knaebel as
his appointee to replace Mr. Lanfranchi.on the Committee. Mr. Knaebel is one of the 31
Sunnyvale residents who submitted applications for membership on the Charter Review
Committee. He met-the Council-established Committee eligibility requirements of being
a Sunnyvale resident who is currently a registered voter and was one of the 29

Issued by the City Manager - - —




Ad Hoc Charter Revi. . Committee
Replacement Member
Page 2

candidates interviewed by Council. He attended the April 29 public hearing as a
Committee member.

FISCAL IMPACT
None.

PUBLIC CONTACT

Copies of this report have been made available to the press and any interested members
of the public.

Prepared by L e W} jﬁ_
es Webb, Jr. &
ministrative Assistan

Reviewed by %Mﬁ? = &(M

Karén L. Davis '
Assistant to the City Manager

Approved by et
Edward R. Jame

%7 i: Assistant City Manrager

- Thomas F. Lefvcock
City Manager




SHOULD THE MAYOR OF SUNNYVALE
BE DIRECTLY ELECTED BY THE VOTERS?

The Council-appointed Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee is currently considering
whether it should recommend to the City Council that the City Charter be amended to
provide for the direct election of the Mayor by City residents. The Committee is
considering this issue as well as several other issues for possible Charter amendment
reflating to service on the City Council,

To assist it in developing its recommendations to the City Council, the Charter Review
Committee has scheduled three public hearings in three City parks. Members of the
public are invited to attend any or all of the meetings to offer comment and testimony on
the Charter issues the Committee is reviewing.

Any proposed changes to the City Charter must ultimately be approved by City voters.
Issues Under Committee Study:

For a complete listing of the issues the Committee is reviewing, please see the reverse
side of this flyer.

Dates and Locations of Public Hearings:

- Monday, April 29, Braly Park, 704 Daffodil Court
- Thursday, May 2, Lakewood Park, 834 Lakechime Drive
- Wednesday, May 8, Washington Park, 840 W, Washington Avenue

Time:

All public hearings will start at 7 p.m. For further mformation contact the Office of the
City Manager at 730-7599. :




CHARTER ISSUES FOR COMMITTEE STUDY AND RECOMMENDATION - -

The City Counclil has identified the following issues for study and recommendation by the Ad
Hoc Charter Review Committee: ' '

1.

2,

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Should the Mayor be directly elected by the voters?

Should the City Council return to the prior method of selecting a mayor to serve a term of one
year?

What would be the effect of a directly elected Mayor on the Mayor-Council relationship, on
the Council-Manager relationship and on how the City operates?

Should rebuttal arguments for and against a directly elected Mayor be included in the election
materials sent to voters?

Should Councilmembers who run for Mayor vacate their Council seats at the time of declaring
for Mayor?

Should Councilmembers who run for Mayor declare their intention in ample time to allow
potential candidates interested in Council service to qualify for November elections? (How
much is "ample time?") _

Which Council seat should be deéignated as the Maydr’s seat?
If approved by the voters, how should the transition to a directly elected mayor occur?

What should be the term length for the Mayor and the maximum number of terms an
individual could serve as Mayor?

What should be the maximum length of time a member could serve continuously on the
Council as a Councilmember and Mayor?

Should there be "lifetime" limits on total service as Mayor and on the Council (whether
continous or not)?

How much time should elapse between the time a Councilmember leaves office and the time
he/she can again run for Council?

How can it be ensured that members elected to fill unexpired terms will be able to serve the
maximum of two full terms as provided by the City Charter should the member choose to run
again and is re-elected?

How should the City Charter be amended to facilitate Council’s ability to determine special
election dates to fill Council vacancies that will encourage maximum voter turnout?

How much is to be deducted from the salary of a Councilmember who takes a voluntary leave
of absence? -




Charter Review Subcommittee Information Questions
April 29, 1991
- Group 1 (McComb, Rowe, Knall, Bricker)
Issues: 9, 10, 11, 12
For specific citl'_es:
- Do you have lifetime or consecutive terrh limits?
- If so, what are they?
- If you elect your Mayor directly, are the term limits applied to Council and Mayor
equally? (e.g., if there is a 2-term limit, is that 2 terms as a Councilmember and

2 terms as Mayor or terms as one or the other that equals 2 terms in total)

- If you have lifetime or consecutive term limits, were the limiis imposed by the
voters?

- If so, can we have copies of your ballot arguments?
Group 2 (Nelson, Davis, Knaebel) |

Issues: 5,6,7,8

For City Clerks:

- Do you have written procedures for how you made the transition to a directly
elected mayor? -7

- If so, can we obtain a copy?

- If there is no record of the process you used in transitio'ning to a directly elected
mayor, can you direct us {o an individual for information?

The Subcommittee is interested in information from at least the following cities who have
directly elected mayors: Livermore (1980); Pleasanton (1980); Fremont (1877); Milpitas
(1978); and Union City (1974).

Group 3 (Spitaleri, Norman, Schiavo)

Issues: 13,:14, 15



. ('
!nformation Questions - subcommittees
Page 2

- What are the total days needed for the state, federal and county requirements to
be met to conduct an election?

- What are the election results for regular municipal elections for the last four years
and special elections in the same time period?

Group 4 (Anning, Kapowich, Daley-McCrum; Gardner)
Issues: 1,2, 3, 4
- What changes occur when the Mayor is directly elected?

- How many cities in population from 50,000 - 200,000 have directly elected mayors?
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CONGORD 104
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ORANGE 91| i | I [
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POMONA 93| +— | ¥

RANCHO CUCAMONGA 551 &~ | &
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50| 41 (24 8] 5( 13




INCIDENTALLY: 375 CALIFORNIA CITIES HAVE ™ _..
POPULATIONS OF UNDER 50000.

160 OR 42.7% HAVE MAYORS, 20 OR)

8% OF WHICH WERE ELECTED BY

VOTERS. 137 OR ABOUT FIVE TIMES

AS MANY WERE.ELECTED BY CITY
COUNCILS.
TEN CITIES HAVE OVER 200000

POPULATION. ALL OF THEM HAVE
VOTER ELECTED MAYORS.

MAYORLITY VOTE STATISTIGC FOR CALIFORNIA §, PER PAGE 2 OF 2
CITIES WITH POPULATIONS BETWEEN 50000 [ & VOTE |[INITE
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1980 CENSUS AND RESOURCE MATERIAL . =3 Dy B '
. HANDOUTS 2. SURVEY AND 3. ROSTER. 5o St A Zlal
: i M ] Do
. o i ~f ol O | =
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"REDWOOD CITY 55| & v
RICHMOND 75
RIVERSIDE 171 ¢ [ £ Za 8
SALINAS 80 — :
- SAN BERNARDINO 119{ &~ | & [#
SAN LEANDRO 64] ¥~ |& ~
SAN MATEO 78] £ T~
SANTA BARBARA 75| #- |t~
SANTA CLARA ggl # | b {-
SANTA MONICA 88] & .-
SANTA ROSA 83) £~ |£- =
SIMI VALLEY 76| b~ | —
SOUTHGATE 67
STOCKTON 148 &= [
SUNNYVALE 106| & t
TORRANGE 132] & |t -
VALLEJO 80] ¥ |
VENTURA 74 '
VISALIA 50| £ =
WALNUT CREEK - 54
WEST COVINA 80| & -
WESTMINSTER 71| = | % F
WHITTIER 69] or | -] [
SUBSTOTALS 1 FHIS PAGE" 231 171121 51118
PAGE 1 50| 417124 8| 513
TOTALS ¢ 731 58 | 36]13] 621
SUMMARY: OF 73 CITIES IN THIS STUDY,
58 "HAVE MAYORS 36 ;0F WHICH,
41.4%, WERE ELECTED BY VOTERS
22 CITIES DON'T HAVE MAYORS
22 CITIES ‘HAVE MAYORS ELECTEY’
BY CITY COUNCILS.
& VOTER ELECTIONS WERE
AUTHORISED BY INITIATIVE




Seri ous Crim es | ‘ San Josg Mercury News, Monday, April 29, 1991

10 most crime-ridden cities in the U.S. plus selected California cities

rtford Conn.

. Ft. Worth, Texas |

. Little Rock, Ark.
10. St. Louis

22. Berkeley

42. Oakland

63. San Francisco
112. Salinas
138. Hayward
163. San Jose
170. Fremont .
172. Sunnyvale

* THESE CITTES HAVE DIRECTLY ELECTED MAYORS : Wes Killingbeck ~ Mercury News





