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PORTLAND CHARTER COMMISSION 
PUBLIC COMMENT REPORT 

Date range: May 3, 2022 – May 30, 2022 

On May 3, 2022, the Portland Charter Commission released its 5th progress report along with the draft text of the 

proposed charter amendments and a brief impartial narrative summarizing the proposed amendment for public review 

and comment. The official public comment period for the draft amendment text began on May 3rd and closed on May 

30th at 5:00 pm. Public comments were accepted through a variety of methods including via an online public comment 

form, by email, mail, by calling 311, and as verbal testimony at one of four hybrid public hearings. 

The Portland Charter Commission received a total of 330 public comments.  37 out of the 330 comments were made on 

behalf of a community-based organization. To date, we’ve received 1,600 public comments.  

Raw public comments received from May 3 through May 30, 2022 at 5:00 pm. Attachments are included at 

the end.  

For the fifth time - further propagating the commission form of governance dooms Portland to further decline due to 
incompetent groupthink, siloed functionality,  and an inability to marshal city resources in a coordinated manner 
across departments. It’s stunning that you folks somehow think tweaking a failed system is going to help. This is a 
Titanic of governance. 

The Charter Commission must pass the preliminary package of reforms, including: Establishing ranked-choice voting 
for Portland Creating four three-member geographic districts for a City Council of twelve Shifting to a new 
government structure with a City Council focused on passing laws and a Mayor & city manager focused on 
implementing them The Charter Commission must prioritize climate action and environmental justice in Phase II of 
the Charter Reform process by establishing a subcommittee to explore reforms such as: Ensuring our City has a 
Bureau that has climate justice and resiliency at the top of its agenda Establishing a bill of Environmental Rights and 
Responsibilities for the City and its residents Respecting Indigenous leadership and tribal sovereignty in City decision-
making processes Creating pathways for impacted communities to participate fully in City processes through 
participatory budgeting and democratic lotteries 

Please make climate justice a priority. This planet is quickly approaching the point of no return, and it is disturbing 
that leadership at all levels of government don't seem to acknowledge how serious the situation is. Urgent action is 
needed. 

Why so many Commissioners per district? 

Comments attached below  

Comments attached below 

I’ve been following the recommendations, and there is one aspect of the final recommendations that the Charter 
Review may want to look a bit more closely at – specifically, the firing of the City Manager. 
 
In a mayor-council form, the city manager works at the pleasure of the mayor. In a council-manager form, the city 
manager works at the pleasure of the Council (which includes the mayor). The hybridized recommendation under 
consideration attempts to remain consistent with the mayor-council structure by allowing the mayor to fire the city 
manager at any time while also acknowledging the value of the council-manager model that allows the people’s 
representatives to have a voice and granting power for the Council to also terminate the city manager. Yet, as argued 
in the most recent report, the rationale for adopting the mayor-council form was to allow the mayor to “be 
accountable for running of the city’s civic services,” (p. 32). So, in providing the Council the power to fire a city 
manager with 2/3 vote, the City Manager simply becomes a scapegoat when the mayor and city council are at odds 
because the council has no power to hold the mayor accountable.  
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Ultimately, City Manager is bound to follow the direction of the Mayor since the City Manager reports directly to the 
Mayor and the Mayor has the power to fire the City Manager at any time. Yet, by following the direction of the Mayor 
when 2/3 majority of Council is in disagreement with how the Mayor is running the city, the Manager can likewise be 
fired without any authority to resolve the political dispute between the mayor and the Council. This is an untenable 
position to place any employee. Additionally, the recommendation states that the goal of allowing a 2/3 majority of 
Council to fire the city manager is “to ward against the potential of a mayor and city administrator colluding against 
the public interest,” (p. 33). However, the mayor is the one accountable for the administration of government, and if 
the council fires the city manager, there is nothing prohibiting the mayor from requiring the next city manager to 
conspire against public interest. This is the key distinction between mayor-council and council-manager government. 
The separation of powers grants the mayor power to impose their own will in the administration of government and 
to argue politically what is in the “public interest.” In a council-manager form, the mayor and council must come to a 
majority consensus on public interest. Placing the manager/administrator in the middle of a political dispute will 
undermine public trust in government. 
 
If the goal is to assure Council has a voice in the termination of the City Manager under the mayor-council structure, 
then the most effective means for doing so is to remove the ability for the Mayor to fire the manager unilaterally. This 
will address the need to reduce the likelihood of collusion against public trust. Instead, have the mayor recommend to 
council the termination of the city manager. The Council would then have to hold a vote to maintain the services of 
the city manager. In this way, it would be a majority of council required to keep the city manager so that a tie vote by 
the council would still lead to the termination of the city manager that the mayor requested. So, the Council would 
not have power to terminate the city manager, but would have a voice in the termination recommended by the 
mayor. This immolates the council-manager model that requires a majority vote of the Council (inclusive of the 
mayor) while maintaining the separation of powers required of the mayor-council form.  

Oh, this hurts.  The commission had a chance to get it right, and instead chose to replace one bizarre system with 
another.  Three politicians per over-large district.  A recipe to continue the excuse "Not my job!" 

To Members of the Portland Charter Commission,  
  
As a lifelong Portlander, fourth generation Portlander on my dad's side of the family, I am extremely disappointed in 
the Charter Review Commission's recommendations for the following three reasons: 
  
First, elected city wide, the Mayor needs to be more than just a figurehead. At the very least, the Mayor should chair 
the City Council meetings and have a vote.   
  
Second, although a maximum of twelve city commissioners makes good sense; with only four geographic districts, the 
districts are too large for genuine district wide representation. There should be no less than six to eight or even 
twelve geographic districts with a total of no more than twelve commissioners.   
  
Third, with ranked voting and only four large districts, a coalition or alliance of candidates who represent only one 
segment of the population or area within a district that support each other with the same views or mindset could be 
ranked one, two and three. This would leave other voices in the district without bona fide representation. All voices 
should be heard and equitably represented. Additionally, Oregon's Governor, the Secretary of State, our state 
senators and representatives, Metro councilors, county commissioners and even our county sheriff are all elected 
through the primary/top two process.  
  
In conclusion, it seems like both the overly large districts coupled with ranked voting is a possible attempt to rig the 
election, possibly with stacked a deck of candidates that could easily facilitate only select communities. As for 
Portland's top city official representative and spokesperson, with only an administrative role, it downgrades the 
position for anybody who may want the job. Any bozo with a good tagline could vie for the office, become the Mayor 
and just want it for the perks.  
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First, I'd like to commend the Charter Review Commission for the thorough, transparent, and engaging process to 
inform the final charter revision recommendations. I have worked with many jurisdictions across the country on 
charter revisions, and this has been one of the most wel- organized efforts I have seen to date. Ultimately, the 
commission has chosen to recommend a hybridized mayor-council form of government that attempts to maintain 
some of the benefits of the council-manager and mayor-council forms of government. However, in doing so, there is a 
significant risk to the future stability of the government operations that I wish to bring to your attention. Specifically, 
the recommendation that the Mayor and the Council each being granted authority to fire the city manager 
independently of the other. In a mayor-council form, the city manager works at the pleasure of the mayor. In a 
council-manager form, the city manager works at the pleasure of the Council (which includes the mayor). The 
hybridized recommendation you offer here attempts to remain consistent with the mayor-council structure by 
allowing the mayor to fire the city manager at any time while also allowing the people’s representatives to Council to 
have a voice in holding a city manager accountable. Yet, as argued in your report, the rationale for adopting the 
mayor-council form was to allow the mayor to “be accountable for running of the city’s civic services,” (p. 32). So, in 
providing the Council the power to fire a city manager with 2/3 vote, the City Manager simply becomes a scapegoat 
when the mayor and city council are at odds. The City Manager is bound to follow the direction of the Mayor since the 
City Manager reports directly to the Mayor and the Mayor has the power to fire the City Manager at any time. Yet, by 
following the direction of the Mayor when 2/3 majority of Council is in disagreement with how the Mayor is running 
the city, the Manager can likewise be fired. This is an untenable position to place any employee. If the goal is to assure 
Council a voice in the termination of the City Manager under the mayor-council structure, then the most effective 
means for doing so is to follow the council-manager model and require a majority vote of the mayor and council to 
fire the City Manager. This would take away the ability for the Mayor to fire the manager unilaterally, but instead 
have the mayor recommend to council the termination of the city manager and a majority vote of council to deny the 
termination request. In this way, it would be a majority of council required to keep the city manager so that a tie 
would still lead to the termination of the city manager.  

I firmly support the recommendations put forth by the Charter Commission! We need this NOW in order for Portland 
to continue to grow and prosper for all constiuents. You get my full support!! 

The proposal has too few districts and too many commissioners.  It would create another large deliberative body 
when what we need are representatives for residents who know their districts and who will be held accountable for 
delivering results demanded by district residents.  Much better would be smaller districts (maybe 6, 7 or 8) each 
represented by one commissioner.      

The city of Portland, Oregon is a failed state.  Just walk around downtown Portland. The loss of the monopoly on the 
legitimate use of physical force, the erosion of legitimate authority to make collective decisions, and the political 
corruption at city hall. How's that baseball stadium coming a long? No! The one when Vera Katz was Mayor. All this 
tells me is that Phil Knight or some man wants to buy the Portland city government and not make it look so ob·vi·ous!  

I think 3 representatives from each district is too many.  In the current election for two seats there are 20+ candidates 
but there aren't 6 good candidates. Two commissioners from each district is more reasonable.  

Please get this done quickly. We need professional staff oversight of day-to-day civic affairs.  

Hello 

Hi Sofia, I have a long career Iin state and local government and chaired the sustainable Portlland commission for 
almost ten years. 
 
I love the charter  commission recommendations except for the multiple council members from each district.   I feel 
this will further avoid accountability.  I would highly recommend more districts with one council member each. 
 
Thank you for your great work! 

Hi.  I’m all for change, improvement, and more councilors. 
If I read the article correctly, noted as #3, in actuality, ya’ll propose a total of eight councilors 
(after ‘voting where the top three finishers would win in a single election’).  That’s fine too, better than five and better 
than a mayor having a vote and his/her overseeing bureaus assigned by him/her.  Sounds pretty political to me; to 
you? 
The current administration has left Portland in peril, from the wealthy to the poor, economically destructive, 
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unthinkable and inhumane.  Yes, it was a tough road.  I know. I live downtown, but I still love Portland. 
Two commissioners I think highly of are Dan Ryan and Sharon Meiren(sp?).   
It will take a good two years as it is to get this city turned around.  We don’t have time to wait for positive changes.  
We need them in place asap. 
Yes, it’s a given: We need Affordable housing, for the demographic of the middle-to-low income person/family, 
And also for those on the street, a 2nd complex demographic. 
The FIRST thing that needs to happen is get the DRUG dealers out of Portland, and simultaneously 
have active and competent addiction programs in place.  Once that is in line, the 2nd street-people demographic can 
start to get their lives back together. 
And it DOES take Working Together. 
Thank you for what you do. 

The Charter Amendment document is impressive in many ways, but I'm having a hard time figuring out how Desired 
Outcomes/Considerations relate to the amendment language in the charter itself. 
 
One example: One outcome/consideration states, " Bureaus function efficiently and don’t duplicate work."  Is this 
mere background aspiration?  Or is there somewhere in the revised charter that addresses how that aspiration would 
be implemented and who would be in charge of that implementation? 
 
In brief, how should we regard the effect of the Desired Outcomes and Considerations?  As a voter in November, will I 
be voting on the tracked charter changes only, or on some larger document as well? 
 
I will appreciate your guidance.  I imagine others would as well. 

Since the city of Portland was founded in 1851 it has grown, and so has its people. But its government has remained 
frozen in time. With so few representatives, many people in Portland are not represented. For example, people of 
color are not the majority in any district, so for most elections, there voice is not heard.   The proposed Charter 
Amendments would be an excellent fist step to change our city for the better as it would add more representatives, 
and it would allow for more diversity in Portland politics since it would let people have some power, even if they were 
not the majority in there district.   The Charter Amendments are essential to improving our democracy, and I will be 
voting for them this November if I can.  

I support the idea of a move to a Strong Mayor Model/Expanded Council, or City Manager Model/Expanded Council. 
Every other city our size has an effective city management system (mayor or city manager) with expanded 
neighborhood or "ward" representation. Take for example the failure to create a city wide parking regulation and 
night parking permit model. Cities the size of Portland, OR such as Sacramento, CA, Milwaukee, WI, and Cleveland, 
OH, all have 24/7 parking regulation enforcement (unlike Portland) and raise $20 million or more in revenue annually. 
Cities must enforce parking restrictions, but the system we have leads Council members to not want to push city wide 
enforcement for fear of losing votes. So the city loses all that non-property revenue that no city the size of Portland 
just ignores. What could the city fix with an extra $20M a year from parking tickets?  Any city manager or mayor 
would see that parking regulation and permitting is an effective tool to keep the streets free of abandoned vehicles, 
illegally parked vehicles, and those with expired tags that litter our streets.  

I support the election of 12 city commissioners representing 1 district each, NOT the creation of 4 districts and 3 
elected in each. The latter opens the door to too much chicanery as we've already seen with powerful, well-monied 
interests being more easily able to dominate the outcomes. With smaller 12 districts, rather than 4, direct democracy 
is more able to accomplish the goal of representing the direct interests of the 8-9 neighborhoods within them. 

I like most of the proposed charter amendments. However, my read of the combination of mayor no longer being a 
voting member, the council approving the budget, the mayor having no veto is that scale and approach for all 
initiatives and policy changes will be developed and approved by council, while political accountability for 
effectiveness for executing on these ideas will rest with the sole citywide office - mayor-i.e., much of the 
accountability has been separated from the decision makers (the council). This is likely to both generate ideas and 
approaches that exceed the city's execution ability and also may make the mayoral role difficult to fill because the 
policy discretion has been removed.  
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One approach to fixing this is adding back a veto for mayor - if this isn't satisfactory, is there either a way to connect 
accountability back to the council members who voted for budget or a policy? Maybe an annual report on execution 
and budget choices by an independent commission and an annual opinion poll of the citizenry about recent 
initiatives? Spitballing here...  
Are current firm of government is a miserable failure, an embarrassment. Run poorly by amateurs. We must make the 
recommended changes. Departments brun by amateurs are leading to a failed city.  

Please split the proposed reforms into separate ballot measures. Putting them all into one ballot measure is not 
effective and forces people to vote for the entire package, when they may only some parts of the reform package. 
Thank you 

I do not support rank choice voting. I also do not support 3 city council members from each district. Either make it 12 
city council members and 12 districts, or 4 districts and one council member from one district. There current 
proposals appear to ensure we have gridlock again in City Council. Thank you 

Hi 
I am very excited about the proposals put forth by the Charter Commission. I am very much looking forwad to working 
on the campaign to get them passed into law. The current system is archaic and denies people their electoral power. 
We need these changes to our local elections so that everyone has an equal voice in how the city is run. We also need 
to make our city government more effective and efficient. 
 
Please refer the proposed reforms to the November ballot. 

Yesterday I was talking to a couple of friends eager to learn about the CRC's proposals for charter reform.  One had a 
specific question about the powers of the new City Administrator to (potentially) abuse his/her appointment powers 
(favoritism and such).  
 
Here is the language of the proposed charter amendment on that subject: 
 
"(d) Except for the City Attorney and the Chief of Police, [the City Administrator shall] appoint, reassign, discipline and 
remove all directors of bureaus and departments and all employees, consistent with all laws and collective bargaining 
agreements. The Administrator may delegate to directors the authority to appoint, discipline and remove subordinate 
employees. "  [2-406]. 
 
I'm guessing that "all laws and collective bargaining agreements" include due-process requirements and ethical 
standards for hiring and firing, but I don't know that for sure.   
 
Can you, or one of the Commissioners, answer that question?  Or give me the name of someone (perhaps in the City 
Attorney's Office) who could? 
 With many thanks for your time and energy 

I strongly oppose the creation of four districts instead of 12 districts, one for each elected commissioner. That 
provision seems intentionally written to please big-money interests who can consolidate their investments into slates 
of candidates for the bigger districts, as opposed to individuals from each smaller district actually individually 
representing the districts where they reside. I see no practical need for four districts instead of twelve. 

Comments by the public about this issue should be put into the city's public comments system for everyone to be able 
to view, not hidden somewherein Survey Monkey.  

Comments attached below 

As a lifelong resident of Portland I have witnessed the downside of our current form of government.  I strongly 
support moving rapidly away from a Council which acts like bureau staff versus a true policy making board.  As many 
know, our current form of silos results in lack of coordination, lack of accountability and competition for resources.  It 
will be important to have a manager with strong experience and authority to remedy the many problems that exist 
and begin to make our city one that works.  That includes reducing unnecessary costs from the overlap and lack of 
coordination among and between our bureaus.  I am concerned with expanding the Council to 12 given that the costs 
should be more clearly prescribed if this moves forward.  Reducing the staff is imperative and using shared services 
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should be a requirement.  Additionally, it has been my experience working in the Oregon legislature and on local 
issues that if the public is confused by a complex proposal the default vote is usually "No."  While the ranked choice 
voting has some merit, it might result in a rejection of an otherwise needed proposal  

(Sorry if this is a duplication - my original comment may have been deleted by accident.  so I'll keep this short.). I 
wholeheartedly support restructuring our form of government.  I could cite a laundry list of reasons for the change, 
but the overarching reason is that our current form of government creates a disconnect between the purported 
duties and responsibilities of Council members, and the incentives for taking particular actions.  From my perspective - 
and this is a personal observation - because the council members don't represent anyone in particular, they tend to 
gather political juice and support from advocacy or position groups.  As a result, they respond to issues important to 
those groups, but not necessarily to issues important to "regular" voters.  If councilors had to canvas a district to find 
out if a particular proposal had their support, the councilor would get much different responses than if they canvas 
various advocacy groups.  As a result of all this, approaches are taken that fundamentally aren't responsive to citizens' 
actual needs or interests.  This NEEDS to change.  I've known about his issue since I was in high school, in the 1970s 
(!!).  As to changing the election process, I advise going slow.  This is not a necessity, but instead a POTENTIAL 
improvement.  Changing two complex systems at the same time will add to the chaos and stress of the restructuring 
process.  Instead, I think its best to wait, implement the governance restructuring, SEE HOW IT WORKS - including how 
our current voting process works - then make changes to the election system during the next charter review.  Ideally, 
if this comes to a vote in November, the two issues will be proposed independently, so that the voters don't feel like 
they're being forced to accept the election restructuring in order to get the change the city really needs.  That feels 
like a form of political blackmail ... 

We DO NOT need 12 commissioners - that is government bloat period. ONE PER DISTRICT!!! ONE!!! If you want 12 
people being paid 120K+/year, with the added expenses of their staffs, office spaces, vehicles, computers, all that 
extra "stuff" that comes with each commissioner's office, then you are going to have to raise taxes during rampant 
inflation, record homeless population on our streets, and paychecks not going as far they need to, you are going to 
look exactly like the bureaucratic, red tape loving, ineffective clowns you always get accused of being by the public. It 
is stupid beyond words to expand to 12 commissioners, but only have 4 districts. What in hell would we need that 
for????One reason only - BLOAT! Stupid stupid stupid stupid waste of taxpayers hard earned money. We are 
supposed to be protecting the public from this exact kind of governmental idiocy and piss poor thinking.  8 
commissioners, their required staff, offices, etc. - how damned much will it cost the taxpayers????? TOO EFFING 
MUCH!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! Thankfully I do not live in Portland (can't afford to despite earing 70K+/yr - how the hell does 
that work???) so I do not pay city taxes. So, at least my money won't get wasted on any of these 8 un-needed 
electeds. What about having to cut our bureau budgets every single damn year I have been employed by this city? 
Every year my colleagues have to wonder is this the year my program/job gets cut because of idiotic city budget 
decisions? What services will be cut to fund these 8 new electeds + staff?? I don’t care if it gets me trouble at the 
office, because this needs to be asked about this moronic idea - what the F*** is wrong with all of you??????? ONE 
COMMISSIONER PER DISTRICT ONLY!!!!  

Please separate the proposed amendments on the ballot. I fully agree with rank-choice voting, the mayor and city 
administrator to run day-to-day operations. However, creating 3 council members from four districts for a total of 12 
council members does not seem like an effective way to make decisions or get work done.  I think you will have more 
accountability if you have one council member from each district and create 5 districts, so you have an odd number. 
When there are too many, it is hard to hold anyone accountable when nothing gets done. Too easy to blame it on the 
others. When there are only 5, it is easier to keep track of how individuals voted and whether they are actually 
representing your interests. 

I fully support the Charter Commission's proposal to expand the City Council, create districts, and hire a City Manager. 
The current system is a relic that puts power in too few hands, and allows moneyed downtown interests too much 
control. Also, as a City employee, I've seen first hand how silly it is to have elected officials with zero management or 
related experience in charge of bureaus. They should have no power of the personnel or daily decision-making that 
goes on at the bureau level. 

The Commission's work on a Strong Mayor/City Administrator form of government will be an important aid to the 
effective functioning of City Bureaus and the efficient delivery of services to Portlanders. Thank you for your work on 
these amendments. 
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Is this really the direction the commission is going? Multiple commissioners per district? The whole point of a 
commissioner having a geographic area they get elected from is so they will have constituents to hold them 
accountable from the district they are supposed to be representing. Putting multiple elected officials in one district 
lacks accountability to the voter/resident of the district the elected is supposed to represent. Besides the obvious look 
of a lack of accountability it creates, it also creates some serious budget questions. How are we as a cash strapped 
city, going to cover the costs of 8 new commissioners and the required staff, office spaces, supplies, everything that 
comes with creating those un-needed and expensive positions. Every year I have worked for the city we have been 
told to cut our operational budgets by a minimum of 5%. My colleagues worry about losing the program they work in 
and likewise their jobs, but we are about tell the tax payers of this city we are going to expand the city council and 
have less accountability at the same time? No thanks.   I have to interact with the public daily in my role. I can’t 
support this if this is the direction this city will go. The public is not happy with this city (direct feedback from public I 
get too often) and the way it has been administered for a long time. This direction the charter commission is pointing 
us in is not how we show the citizens of this city we are good stewards of their tax dollars, or of their best interests. 
This will cost tax payers money, and the results won’t be much better without accountability. We absolutely need, 
can, and should do better.  

Thank you for inviting City employees to also share our perspectives.  I am 100% supportive of the new form of 
government, with a strong mayor/city administrator and legislative Council.  My perspective is as an 18-year 
employee, having worked for a large bureau and in City Hall.  Having elected Commissioners in charge of the overall 
direction of bureaus which they know nothing about is nonsensical.  We have had wonderfully talented and 
knowledgeable public officials elected to do jobs they are wholly unprepared for. Please, please let bureaus be guided 
by public employee professionals who actually understand how to do the work of their bureaus. 

What reason is there for three elected officials for each district? One should suffice per district. Why the need for 
three commissioners from each district? That makes so little sense and I did not see any rationalization for it in the 
186 pages of the charter revisions I looked at. Why 3? That is wasteful spending on un-needed extra elected officials, 
staffs, office spaces. $120K+ per elected official. Chiefs of Staff are not cheap at also around $100K/yr. Not even 
getting into the cost of the benefit packages.  Where is that money going to come from? Magic? A Fairly god mother? 
Are we going to see taxes go up? - YES, gotta pay for those new positions somehow...  Budget cuts for city offices? 
That has happened every single year since I've been here we have had to prep for 5% across the board cuts in my 
bureau. This is not sensible stewardship of public tax dollars creating more elected officials. It is not smart 
governance, it is bureaucratic gluttony. Stop adding to the giant pile of stupid that we already have.  

I am generally very supportive of these new proposals. However, as a City employee, there is an issue I am aware of 
that I do not see addressed. Under the current system, bureaus of the City are very 'siloed' and there are many 
barriers to collaboration and cooperation, even when interests are aligned. This is true from the smaller-scale of 
projects to re-build a street that includes PBOT, Water, and BES for different elements to larger-scale policies and 
procedures not aligning and sometimes even conflicting. It is my hope that this reorganization of the City government 
would help to unify the different bureaus into a single City that can row in unison. This significant efficiency increase 
would benefit the taxpayers/ratepayers, residents, visitors, as well as City employees. 

A couple other things  
 
How do the three items mentioned 1) ranked choice 2) a 12 member council 3) council-manager form of government 
make the City accessible and/or transparent? 
 
Also, how will the charter demand that the City Manager and directors of each department be required to report on 
what they are doing to make the city a prosperous, healthy, affordable, beautiful and safe place? 

Are you the ones reviewing the reform package from Charter Review Commission to see if all three proposals can 
make it into a single ballot amendment under Oregon law? If so, I wanted to share my thoughts as a voting person in 
Portland.  
 
Would it not be better for voters in Portland if all of the reform package items were listed separately on the ballot? 
That would give Portlanders the best way to exercise their freedom of speech, because voting is speech, right? 



Page 8 
 

 
Thanks for taking my feedback. 

Charter Commission, 
Please ensure that Portlanders have the chance to vote on changing the Portland Charter this fall. We desperately 
need to update our election process and allowing voters to rank candidates is a vital way to do so. Increasing 
representation of our communities on City Council is another way we need to improve our local governance. We need 
more voices and representation to get the work done that needs to be done! Please send this to the ballot.  
Thank you, 

Comments attached below  

Comments attached below  

Comments attached below  

Given the majority public request for geographic representation, the proposed quadrants are inadequate. The most 
affluent neighborhood in each quadrant could all 3 commissioners. Additionally, we would have a government of 4 
winners and 8 losers. Better to elect a representative from each of the 7 neighborhood coalitions. This would include 
an existing hierarchy neighborhood representation down to the individual. All of Portland would have a voice 

Hello, 
I am not able to attend the entire meeting tonight. 
I hope to attend one of the other three. 
 
With regards to form of government and elections, (phase I) 
I found Commissioner Bryan William Lewis' introduction to be quite excellent and informative. 
 
Accessible and Transparent -  
 
1-ranked choice 
2-12 member council 
3-council focused on policy w/city manager. 
 
I have a couple questions: 
 
A-How many people on the charter commission have Public Administration knowledge/training? 
 
B-Has there been any comments tonight about the influence of money in mayor and council elections and therefore 
the influence of money on mayor and council policy decisions?  

I have led Best Practices trips to cities all over the US and world, exploring what works and does not work elsewhere.  
Given our charter reform, I have been focused on what I have observed in other cities.  I admire what the commission 
has advanced, yet I am very dubious of a council without any at-large representation.  District representatives, by 
nature, will argue and advocate for what is best for their district, even if the greater good is not considered. I would 
think a better outcome would be 2 representatives from each district with 4 at 2 or 3 at-large members, so policy 
could better be focused on what is best for the entire city.  I am not committed to that proposal regarding the total 
numbers of council members….just the concept of having some at-large representation. Thank you. 

I realized that I had not heard any discussion regarding the position of Police Commissioner. 
Currently I believe the Mayor delegates that position and Ted Wheeler delegated to himself. In the reformed 
organizational structure, how is this handled? Does it imply that the Police Commissioner is elected or is that still a 
mayoral power? 
 
Thank you for taking my question. If my statements are inaccurate please clarify. 

I wish to send an email to understand the mayor's responsibilities besides the carrying out the day to day tasks with 
the help of a professional City Administrator.  As I understand it, the  12 City Council members sets policy, and the 
mayor caries it out?  If I'm correct, then couldn't the the Administrator handle it without a mayor?  Or do we really 
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need another weak mayor for public relations purposes. 
Will this email suffice? If not could you please advise me to whom it should be sent 

To the Commission members: thank you for your time and dedication on this important project. I enthusiastically 
support all of the proposed changes to the Charter. 
 
We have lived in Portland since 1978, and have experienced the growth from a medium-size, fairly provincial city to a 
larger, more complex and more diverse major urban city. I have felt for several years that our city government has not 
yet figured out how to be a large city. A large part of the problem has been the format of the City Council, and the 
silos of independent bureaus.  
 
Your proposed changes are spot on. City Council members should represent their constituents, and be elected based 
on their ability to do that. The workings of the City, coordinating bureaus and all other functions, should be done by a 
professional manager. The Mayor should have the power to get things done, as a leader elected by all Portlanders and 
charged with running the City, with the help of a professional manager. 

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing 

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

Verbal Public comment at the May 10th hearing  

With the Charter Commission's proposed 12 City councilors, who breaks a tie?  

We should be electing a strong mayor with veto power. This person has to be the adult in the room to reign in the 
nonsense. we need a city manager to manage the bureaus and their budgets and to implement the Mayors plans and 
directives. Have 12 community activists but they have to pass an I.Q. test, phycological evaluation, and a DEI panel 
prior to being allowed to be elected by their districts. 

Bureau directors need to be overseen by someone who is formally trained in how to do so. Council needs greater 
capacity to hear, consider, and respond through action to the public's comments, concerns, and ideas. A bigger 
Council with a more narrow focus (policy) will help to accomplish this. Districts with 3 representatives from each 
districts will better represent Portlanders and create a closer connection and understanding of Portlanders.  

I think the Mayor should preside over city council meetings and be the tie breaker since your plan has an even 
number of commissioners. I also think veto power is appropriate, so that the executive doesn't have to implement 
policies they don't agree with that were passed by a mere majority of council.  If not, how is the position distinct from 
the city manager other than being elected? 

Charter Reform needs to address the Fair and Moral claims clause. It is currently misunderstood and not used often. It 
will take a focussed review of the Risk Management Liability Claims department operations and goals. 

https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/10/charter-commission-public-hearing-1-hybrid
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I think you should consider changing the position and office of the Auditor.  I'm not sure whether recent dysfunction is 
because of personalities or structural issues. But perhaps having someone appointed like the Budget Director and City 
Attorney rather than elected could help. 

If the budget increase to go to 12 commissioners and an expanded Mayor's office with capacity to manage all city 
bureaus is daunting, an easy way to reduce costs but stick with the basic proposal, you could elect two people from 
each district not three.  A smaller group might be able to work better together. As the city grows you could expand. 
Going through the form of government change process with fewer people (still more than now) could make 
coordinating easier. Too many cooks cans spoil the soup. A streamlined 6 person counsel could move a lot of 
legislation quickly. A larger group could be slower to gear up.  

I love the instant run-off proposal! Top three from each district might be a bit confusing. My suggestion is start with 
two Commissioners per district not three. So the runoff would be top two.   

Ps to my earlier comment--additional reasons for and 8 person council rather than 12.  If history is a guide, there 
might not always be more than two stellar qualified candidates, especially at the start.  Also having 3 people per 
district sets up a potential for triangulation--a two against one dynamic with an odd person out. With two from each 
district, they will have to cooperate. 

I fear that the commission is proposing something that is too complex and will risk being turned down by voters. More 
districts (7?) with a single representative would allow citizens to know who is the one person representing them. And 
adding rank-choice voting is just one more complicating factor and will be a reason that some will decide to vote 
against it. Keep it simple! 

We definitely need to get away from citywide elections for all positions but the multi-member districts don't have a 
clear reasoning. Why not single member districts? Also are we going to get away from political Representatives 
running City departments? That has been a disaster. 

One councilperson, rather that three, per district is preferable. City Manager  needs to be the one implementing 
policy. 

TESTIMONY TO THE CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION Jan Carpenter representing Willamette Indivisible, a concerned 
citizens group May 17, 2022  I appreciate the opportunity to participate in these proceedings on the threshold of 
significant change in our city government.  I speak to you on behalf of Willamette Indivisible, a local group of voters 
actively involved in civic life.  We have closely monitored the proceedings of the Charter Review Commission and 
applaud your success in widening engagement of a broad spectrum of community members.    We support many of 
your proposals  (as outlined in the Support section, below), and we hear plenty of support elsewhere for the general 
ideas for charter reform.  But your proposal needs significant refinement before it's ready for the ballot.  We see 
three major problems in your proposal as it now stands:  its packaging for the ballot;  its support for  multi-member 
districts, and its depiction of the role of the Mayor.  Packaging for the Ballot. Your Progress Report 5 includes 39 pages 
of summaries, 6 desired outcomes with some 50 “considerations,” extensive background on public engagement, 
timelines for future engagement, an assessment of fiscal impact by the City Budget Office, and two appendices 
including some blank pages, an abbreviated City Attorney summary,  and a tracked version of the charter marked with 
proposed additions and deletions.  In this bulky document,  it's hard to tell what language you propose to put on the 
ballot.  On what would we be voting?  This is an essential question.    Clarity in form is a matter of substance. 
Presenting recommendations for a major overhaul of city government in a confusing form puts the substance of your 
proposals at risk of failure on the ballot or in implementation if they do pass.  Many voters may have limited time and 
capacity to digest such massive change all at once.  Given the complexities of your proposals, the scale of the reform 
document, and this city's history of resistance to charter reform, we urge you to restructure your proposals.  We 
suggest you consider breaking your recommendations into smaller clusters to place on ballots over a series of 
elections, rather than creating a single omnibus package that could be difficult for the typical voter to comprehend 
and assess.   Presenting your recommendations in one large package runs the risk that a single controversial, 
unpopular, or misunderstood element could act as a “poison pill,” infecting chances of  success of passage or 
implementation of the whole package.  Please avoid such risk.  We want you to succeed.    Multi-member Districts.   
We oppose your proposal for multi-member districts.  The better choice would be to create multiple districts---as 
many as you think best--- with one Councilor elected to represent each district.  You state several goals in Councilor 
representation of geographic districts:  more voices heard, more accessible and accountable Councilors, and easier 
representation by Councilors.  (See Progress Report 5 at 3,7, 8, 28, and elsewhere).  Each of those goals would be 
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better achieved with one Councilor in each  district because: Residents could easily identify the one Councilor 
representing his or her district, rather than puzzling over which of three Councilors to contact;  A single Councilor 
would be easier to hold accountable than a trio of Councilors;  Representation through a single Councilor would be 
easier for both Councilor and constituent; Representation would be sleekly unified, rather than funneled through a 
three-headed creature; Running for office would be less costly in a smaller district with one Councilor only; Vote-
counting would be simpler in a smaller district with one Councilor only;  Increasing the size of the Council and the 
number of voices heard remains achievable through choosing the number of districts to be mapped (calling for 12 
districts, for example, rather than 4).  Multi-member districts with several officials elected from each seems a 
confusing undertaking.  Single-member representation in each district would offer more advantages and fewer 
disadvantages than multi-member districts.  Mayor as Leader.   We urge you to rewrite your proposed charter 
revisions to clarify that the Mayor would serve as  the primary spokesman for the city government.  Mark the mayor 
as the one elected to provide a city-wide view, charged with central authority for communicating and negotiating with 
other government leaders, and empowered to lead city responses to major emergencies.  Identify the Mayor as the 
elected official who attends to  the  long-term and city-wide effects of  public decisions, especially those with 
implications for climate change (including transportation and land-use planning).  While the City Administrator 
manages the work of the bureaus and the Councilors represent the needs of the districts, the Mayor must provide the 
larger and longer view.   Equally important, the Mayor must be able to back up his or her  views with a vote on the 
Council, as a tie-breaker or as a veto, when necessary.  We urge these mayoral powers to protect the city against the 
possibility that districts become silos, their leaders coalescing to support narrow interests without consideration of 
broader needs (city-wide, long-term, or other).   The Charter Review Commission also should needs to clarify or 
eliminate other confusing descriptions of the mayor's role.  For example, at several points, you refer to assignment of 
the Mayor to “day to day” work.  Surely a high-level leader elected to serve the whole city should not be relegated to 
unspecified “day to day” tasks.  The Mayor, in language now in your document, also is expected to exercise “careful 
supervision” over “the general affairs of the city,” with no indication of what those “general affairs” might be.  In 
some cases in your document,  both the Mayor and the City Administrator are expected to “Advance” some objective.  
Such language must be altered to make clear the appointed City Administrator serves the elected Mayor; they are not 
equal in power.  Some mayoral actions  are deemed “subject to Council confirmation” in your document without 
explanation. You need to specify the nature of the confirmation as “by majority vote” or other appropriate definition.   
Support. If adapted to our concerns noted above, we would endorse your proposals for:   A larger City Council City 
Councilors elected in geographic districts City Councilors assigned legislative roles and relieved of bureau 
administration A City Administrator hired to oversee bureau administration The elimination of primary elections A 
form of Ranked-Choice Voting   With the same caveat, we would support these supplemental features of your reform 
package: Formation of an Independent District Commission  Criteria for district mapping  Adoption of an Election 
Code by the City Council Initiation of a Voter Education Program Creation of a Salary Commission  We believe these 
supplemental features could further chances of success of your recommendations on ballots and aid effective 
implementation of the landmark changes you propose.  We thank you for your open minds and your attention. 

I support the charter commission recommendations for ranked voting (something my deceased father would love to 
have seen), increased council size with geographic districts, commissioners creating policy, mayor and manager 
responsible for running the city.  It’s about time we make these changes! 

I think the proposed Phase I reforms are a step in the right direction, though I would like to see council members 
elected along the lines of established neighborhood boundaries rather than being elected at large within the four 
quadrants. I think the four quadrants is marginally better but each of those four slices contains a whole lot of white 
people and will still favor wealthy white members of the establishment, which is the last thing we need. As for Phase 
II, I think the charter must include binding provisions that: 1) Require a zero emissions/zero waste economy, 2) 
Establish a climate czar, for lack of a better word, with the office, budget, and authority to get us to that zero 
emissions/zero waste economy, and 3) Require all council decisions to contribute to a more sustainable, just, and 
equitable world seven generations into the future. 

Commission form of government is outdated.  Portland needs a city manager to oversee all city bureaus. 

No to ranked choice voting. 
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No to districts.  No to 12 city council candidates.  Too many.  Not enough room in City Hall to house 12 city councilors.  
Too many bureaucrats will stonewall progress for improvements.  Keep 4 city councilors & 1 mayor only.  Portland 
doesn't need 3 city councilors per district.  All should be elected city wide, not by district which is the current practice 
city all city councilors represent all Portlanders as well as the mayor. 

The proposed new form will enhance accountability and place responsibility for every-day management in the hands 
of specialists - where it belongs. I strongly support the proposed changes both to the form and to the manner of 
election.. 

There is much to the charter. Please send it to the ballet as three different measures. I fear people will vote no if there 
are parts they don't agree with and we will have no forward movement. 

Comments attached below 

Dear Commissioners, 
 
At your hearing last evening (May 10), commenters offered various perspectives on multi-member districts.  We 
support a larger council and election of councilors in geographic districts, but we join those who oppose multi-
member districts.  We state our reasons below. 
-Willamette Indivisible 
 
Multi-member Districts. 
We oppose your proposal for multi-member districts. The better choice would be to create multiple districts---as 
many as you think best--- with one Councilor elected to represent each district. You state several goals in Councilor 
representation of geographic districts: more voices heard, more accessible and accountable Councilors, and easier 
representation by Councilors. (See Progress Report 5 at 3,7, 8, 28, and elsewhere). Each of those goals would be 
better achieved with one Councilor in each district because: 
• Residents could easily identify the one Councilor representing his or her district, rather than puzzling over which of 
three Councilors to contact;  
• A single Councilor would be easier to hold accountable than a trio of Councilors;  
• Representation through a single Councilor would be easier for both Councilor and constituent; 
• Representation would be sleekly unified, rather than funneled through a three-headed creature; 
• Running for office would be less costly in a smaller district with one Councilor only; 
• Vote-counting would be simpler in a smaller district with one Councilor only;  
• Increasing the size of the Council and the number of voices heard remains achievable through choosing the number 
of districts to be mapped (calling for 12 districts, for example, rather than 4). 
 
Multi-member districts with several officials elected from each seems a confusing undertaking. Single-member 
representation in each district would offer more advantages and fewer disadvantages than multi-member districts. 

Dear Commissioners, 
 
The form of charter review proposals on the November ballot was highlighted in the public hearing last evening (May 
10).  Here are our views and suggestions on that subject. 
 
Packaging for the Ballot. 
Your Progress Report 5 includes 39 pages of summaries, 6 desired outcomes with some 50 “considerations,” extensive 
background on public engagement, timelines for future engagement, an assessment of fiscal impact by the City 
Budget Office, and two appendices including some blank pages, an abbreviated City Attorney summary, and a tracked 
version of the charter marked with proposed additions and deletions. In this bulky document, it's hard to tell what 
language you propose to put on the ballot. On what would we be voting? This is an essential question.  
 
Clarity in form is a matter of substance. Presenting recommendations for a major overhaul of city government in a 
confusing form puts the substance of your proposals at risk of failure on the ballot or in implementation if they do 
pass. Many voters may have limited time and capacity to digest such massive change all at once. Given the 
complexities of your proposals, the scale of the reform document, and this city's history of resistance to charter 



Page 13 
 

reform, we urge you to restructure your proposals. We suggest you consider breaking your recommendations into 
smaller clusters to place on ballots over a series of elections, rather than creating a single omnibus package that could 
be difficult for the typical voter to comprehend and assess. Presenting your recommendations in one large package 
runs the risk that a single controversial, unpopular, or misunderstood element could act as a “poison pill,” infecting 
chances of success of passage or implementation of the whole package. Please avoid such risk. We want you to 
succeed. 

Dear Commissioners, 
 
The role of the mayor was a subject of lively comment in your hearing on charter reform last evening (May 10).  Here 
are our views and proposals on that subject. -Willamette Indivisible 
 
 
Mayor as Leader. 
We urge you to rewrite your proposed charter revisions to clarify that the Mayor would serve as the primary 
spokesman for the city government. Mark the mayor as the one elected to provide a city-wide view, charged with 
central authority for communicating and negotiating with other government leaders, and empowered to lead city 
responses to major emergencies. Identify the Mayor as the elected official who attends to the long-term and city-
wide effects of public decisions, especially those with implications for climate change (including transportation and 
land-use planning). While the City Administrator manages the work of the bureaus and the Councilors represent the 
needs of the districts, the Mayor must provide the larger and longer view.  
 
Equally important, the Mayor must be able to back up his or her views with a vote on the Council, as a tie-breaker or 
as a veto, when necessary. We urge these mayoral powers to protect the city against the possibility that districts 
become silos, their leaders coalescing to support narrow interests without consideration of broader needs (city-wide, 
long-term, or other).  
 
The Charter Review Commission also should needs to clarify or eliminate other confusing descriptions of the mayor's 
role. For example, at several points, you refer to assignment of the Mayor to “day to day” work. Surely a high-level 
leader elected to serve the whole city should not be relegated to unspecified “day to day” tasks. The Mayor, in 
language now in your document, also is expected to exercise “careful supervision” over “the general affairs of the 
city,” with no indication of what those “general affairs” might be. In some cases in your document, both the Mayor 
and the City Administrator are expected to “Advance” some objective. Such language must be altered to make clear 
the appointed City Administrator serves the elected Mayor; they are not equal in power. Some mayoral actions are 
deemed “subject to Council confirmation” in your document without explanation. You need to specify the nature of 
the confirmation as “by majority vote” or other appropriate definition 

Dear Commissioners: 
 
In your opening-night public hearing on charter reform last evening (May 10), Nathan Nayman spoke about the 
problems with your draft delineation of the role of the mayor.  We too see significant issues in that area.  We too urge 
you to give more thought to the mayor's position in Portland's city government, as spelled out below.  Thank you for 
your consideration 
-Willamette Indivisible 
 
Mayor as Leader. 
We urge you to rewrite your proposed charter revisions to clarify that the Mayor would serve as the primary 
spokesman for the city government. Mark the mayor as the one elected to provide a city-wide view, charged with 
central authority for communicating and negotiating with other government leaders, and empowered to lead city 
responses to major emergencies. Identify the Mayor as the elected official who attends to the long-term and city-
wide effects of public decisions, especially those with implications for climate change (including transportation and 
land-use planning). While the City Administrator manages the work of the bureaus and the Councilors represent the 
needs of the districts, the Mayor must provide the larger and longer view.  
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Equally important, the Mayor must be able to back up his or her views with a vote on the Council, as a tie-breaker or 
as a veto, when necessary. We urge these mayoral powers to protect the city against the possibility that districts 
become silos, their leaders coalescing to support narrow interests without consideration of broader needs (city-wide, 
long-term, or other).  
 
The Charter Review Commission also needs to clarify or eliminate other confusing descriptions of the mayor's role. 
For example, at several points, you refer to assignment of the Mayor to “day to day” work. Surely a high-level leader 
elected to serve the whole city should not be relegated to unspecified “day to day” tasks. The Mayor, in language now 
in your document, also is expected to exercise “careful supervision” over “the general affairs of the city,” with no 
indication of what those “general affairs” might be. In some cases in your document, both the Mayor and the City 
Administrator are expected to “Advance” some objective. Such language must be altered to make clear the appointed 
City Administrator serves the elected Mayor; they are not equal in power. Some mayoral actions are deemed “subject 
to Council confirmation” in your document without explanation. You need to specify the nature of the confirmation as 
“by majority vote” or other appropriate definition.  

Dear Commissioners: 
 
Willamette Indivisible and I have submitted  comments voicing concerns about three major features of your charter-
reform proposals:  packaging for the ballot, role of the mayor, and multi-member districts.  At the same time, we 
applaud other aspects of your proposal, as expressed below.  We trust each of you will be open to our critique as well 
as our praise.  Thank you for your consideration. 
 

-Willamette Indivisible 
_____________________________________________ 
 
Support. 
 
If adapted to our concerns noted elsewhere, we endorse your proposals for:  
 
• A larger City Council 
• City Councilors elected in geographic districts 
• City Councilors assigned legislative roles and relieved of bureau administration 
• A City Administrator hired to oversee bureau administration 
• The elimination of primary elections 
• A form of Ranked-Choice Voting  
 
With the same caveat, we would support these supplemental features of your reform package: 
 
• Formation of an Independent District Commission  
• Statement of Criteria for district mapping  
• Adoption of an Election Code by the City Council 
• Initiation of a Voter Education Program 
• Creation of a Salary Commission 
 
We believe these supplemental features could further chances of success of your recommendations on ballots and aid 
effective implementation of the landmark changes you propose. 
 
We thank you for your open minds and your attention. 
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I'm opposed to adding four new council members and an administrator. 
 
The Federal Government was discussing adding four new Supreme Court Justices, 
but maybe they needed to take away two of them. 
Term limits for Justices. 
Maybe adding two more Justices might benefit us. 
Start with two. 
Not four or a dozen or however many new political positions of power in split into how many new jurisdictions in 
Portland. 
 
Nobody is asking the big questions like why don't we have  
people in there really trying to make it a more level playing field between business, and community interests. 
A dividend for residents paid by big business specifically these housing conglomerates on the water front and off 
Burnside, for example. 
I didn't sign off to grid lock on the roads. 
Or 200,000 new residents in high rises, choking out the Sun. 
If I wanted to live in Los Angeles or San Francisco, I'd have moved there. 
 
It's not being discussed how it's all take take take. 
Taking full advantage of our tax codes. No sales tax. 
Giving nothing back for years from tourists coming in buying 
billions of dollars worth of electronics, jewelry, high end merchandise and shipping it home. 
A three percent luxury tax on foreign bought purchases. Buying without an Oregon resident I.D.  
this money would pay for free parking downtown at least during the weekend. 
What happened to all the marijuana tax money the promised would go to our kids schools. 
Where is that money going? 
Little of tangible value seems to be going back into our community coffers. Sure, more money for policing. 
But, the cat's already out of that bag what with population explosion. 
 Folks from parts unknown, mass migrating here by the tens of thousands. 
 
Is it so surprising we have a poverty issue. It's social poverty. I am not so different from you Joanne. 
But, there is little opportunity for working together in proximity. 
This is a recipe for mistrust and estrangement. I have lived other places and there is definitely 
a difference here how people to relate to one another. 
There is a problem here. Everything isn't broken down into political terms. 
We need to gather and gathering places where we can brainstorm and where we can acquaint ourselves with one 
another. 
Everyone is a hologram now. I have never met you. So, that reduces you to a symbol from where I sit. 
This is beyond sad. It's set up to keep us apart. The system is salty. We are constantly reminded we have no say in any 
matter. 
That others know what's best for us. Don't worry about it, you're a civilian and it's none of our business. That's the 
message. Meanwhile 
our city is being stolen away from us with our beads being bartered for blankets. These blankets are infested with 
smallpox. A social pox. 
Nothing is ours, except the out of doors. Keep the rabble outside, cold, wet and tired... 
Don't do a thing for us. No activity centers. No indoor public access or day lockers for the  needy and those who want 
to make a day of it. 
Put in bikes and scooters that cost money. Litter the public spaces with these obstructions. Assimilate to the mono-
culture that tells a black person for example they can't wear their hair naturally, in braids, and they have to cut their 
hair or straighten it. 
You bucked the system. I admire that. 
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But, there is a push to  Bury residents with greater and greater taxes, restrictions,  higher housing and living costs. 
In the meantime, yank our bull run water system, and sell it to Nestle's. 
Take away the fireworks sales, a thriving commercial enterprise here, in Portland. 
In the name of safety. 
Life is about risk. Any way we slice it. Minimize risk, but do it wisely. 
Civilization has served as a buffer between cruel nature, which is random, bubbling over with uncontainable energy. 
We delude ourselves to think we are able to suppress nature's fury. 
We are fooling ourselves if we think we can control and contain all explosive events and child proof  the streets. We 
can, however, better 
serve and inform the people. This is the best recipe to mimimize the risk of catastrophic social collapse. It's going to 
take work from the top down and the bottom up. Government must get agreement with big business to give 
something meaningful and substantial back to  the rest  of us. 
We have an opportunity to deal a different hand. Play a different card game. 
On our table. 
Instead of saying yes to everything that big money is proposing, say, yes with conditions. And, hold their feet to the 
fire. 
When are we going to see more regulators of these bandits. Fewer people would be out here pitching a tent and 
they'd need fewer authorities 
busting camps. We need to work smart. I don't feel we have done that. 
The families who own the parking downtown have taken with both fists. 
For years. Either they give something back in the way of acTivity centers located in or near their lots for the kids 
whose parents are shopping 
driving in to park from Vanport and Lake Oswego, give their kids something to do. A game to play together, A problem 
to solve. A cooperative puzzle to work on. 
Something of value. I bet the killings and the beatings will go down. 
Because, these kids would find out they have more in common than differences. 
Understanding one another is the key to a safer, and more functional city. That only occurs with proximity. And, 
investment in bringing folks together. to work on projects together. Learn, fundraise. etc. It isn't just a high school car 
wash and it isn't just about one age or ethnic group getting all the gravy. 
The need to bring us together is vital and entails more than sending Junior to school. It's a municipal responsibility to 
provide some kind of linkage 
between commerce and their responsibility their social responsibility to look at the bigger picture, which means 
investing in where they do business. in it's city government's duty to see to it, theyas well as the rest of us, have the 
tools to do our part. 
 
When we restrict freedoms to create an illusion of safety, it too often makes matters worse. Suppressing the natural 
ebb and flow only puts more pressure on folks, making our streets more dangerous from more and more  steam  
building  up in the social pressure cooker. 
More council people could just make it harder to get anything meaningful  passed. More corruption. 
More favoritism. More knee jerk laws that put more people at risk. 
 I hope who is in office right now, begins to take a longer view of how to solve our social ills. If we want to be the big 
city we were always meant to be. 
That is going to take sharing and creative solutions. 
Not orange bicycles. And rented scooters.  
 
More of you visionaries, in  council positions.Great guns, but you don't persuade. So, I am not sold on that idea.  It can 
lead, sadly to more headaches. More urban sprawl. More corruption, more tensions due to overcrowding, rising, 
crime, distrust, isolation, apartheid, with all the lonely people here residing in 1700 dollar a month sardine cans. 
  

Tie votes help no one. 
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using geographic districts, though handy..i believe would under represent the Eastside, think #'s of reps from 4 
districts should be based on population of districts..remembering how RIP was passed by Planning and Sustainability 
Commission by the the Westside members who are least effected by it..and how the Eastside has not had very many 
City Council members.. 

I am very supportive on having a city council that focuses on setting policy and a mayor elected citywide to run the 
city’s day-to-day operations, with the help of a professional city administrator. I also am supportive of commissioners 
being elected by geographical districts. My one concern is the number of commissioners and would recommend 2 per 
district at the most vs. 3. I'm afraid this whole plan may not pass if it looks like we are growing the council to the 
recommended extent. 

I reviewed the Charter Commission’s proposed changes to the City Charter and noticed a concern regarding the hiring 
and removal of the FPDR Director.   The proposed Charter amendment to Section 2-406(d) says, “The [City] 
Administrator … has the following responsibilities: (d) Except for the City Attorney and the Chief of Police, appoint, 
reassign, discipline and remove all directors of bureaus and departments and all employees, consistent with all laws 
and collective bargaining agreements.”   This section appears to conflict with Charter Section 5-202(a), which says the 
[FPDR] Director “shall be appointed by the Mayor, approved by the [FPDR] Board and confirmed by the City Council.” 
and “The Mayor may remove the Director for any reason, after seeking the advice of the Board.”   I shared my 
concern with a Senior Deputy City Attorney. They agree there is ambiguity between the two sections noted above and 
recommend resolving it.  Sam Hutchison (He/Him), Director  Bureau of Fire and Police Disability and Retirement  

The Mayor needs veto power. The Mayor should be the only one able to fire the City Manager.  

PortPortland today is essentially ungoverned & disfunctionall so badly organized 

Hello Charter Commissioners,   My name is Erika Leung. I use she/her pronouns. Thank you for the opportunity to 
share a comment.   I’m a student from Lincoln High School, a co-president of my school’s Environmental Justice club, 
as well as a resident of northwest Portland. Today I’m here to call on the importance of rank choice voting. As a young 
activist passionate about environmental and social justice, my experiences with the Portland city government have 
been dismal.   With the current city government, I’ve found there’s been a lack of accountability and action to uplift 
student voices. In the face of mass, city-wide, student protests for climate justice, officials often shut down, brush off, 
and ignore student’s demands. When volunteering at a cooling shelter during the heatwaves in 2020, I saw these 
impacts firsthand especially on communities of color. With only five city council members, it is simply unrealistic to 
expect that council members can take into account the diverse perspectives Portland has to offer.   That's a failure of 
not only our government system, but those of authority’s responsibility to your future, the youth, as well. When it 
comes to the most pressing issues such as climate change, our government structure should not be an excuse for 
inaction.     Through ranked choice voting, this new system of government will expand the number of councilors to 
create a more diverse group of people that can hear from young Portlanders like me to enact effective climate 
legislation. For us to come together to solve our world's most existential issues, we must mend the way our 
democracy operates first.   Thank you, Erika Leung 

Please please please let this charter commission be separated into a 3 line item vote!! 

Comments attached below  

Comments attached below  

Comments on proposed charter submitted by Bob Weinstein, May 12, 2022 
 Commission members: 
Thank you for your efforts and hard work. I think that overall the current draft is a huge step in the right direction, 
especially insofar as it substantially changes the roles of council members so that, instead of individually running 
various bureaus and offices, they provide oversight and accountability as a group to all city operations.  Having the 
Council “focus almost exclusively on legislation and policy development,’ as well as approving the budget, would 
result in more efficient and effective government in Portland. 
I should note that, among other things, I had 18 years in elected office in Alaska, 6 as a city council member and 12 as 
mayor.  I am generally familiar with charters, roles of elected officials, and operations of a city government.. 
 1. Expansion of City Council to 12 and electing three members each from 4 geographic districts. 
 A. Number of seats:  While I support increasing the number of seats from the current 5, I would urge you to consider 
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having an odd number, and no more than 11.  I think it is a mistake to have an even number, as the council could very 
well become hopelessly deadlocked over issues that need to be resolved.  While the number 12 may possibly be 
derived from the proposed 4 districts with 3 members each, having an even represents a potential serious flaw in 
having a new government that works well. In looking at some other city charters, such as Seattle, San Diego, and 
Anchorage, I did not come across a city with an even number of council members.  
 Furthermore, the only well-designed study I could find concluded that “assemblies with an odd number of members 
are more likely to pass proposals under absolute majority rule” than those with an even number of members, 
meaning that “they do a better job of producing good judgements.” 
 (https://www.researchgate.net/publication/231894266_Odd_or_Even_Assembly_Size_and_Majority_Rule  Doughety 
and Edward, Odd or Even: Assembly Size and Majority Rule, The H=Journal of Politics, April 2009) 
 B. Number of Districts: 
While I agree with the move from at large voting to voting by districts, it seems to me that only 4 huge districts is 
problematic for a number of reasons.  I would suggest that having more, smaller districts would enhance both the 
relationship between voters and the representative(s) of a given district, as well as the accountability of individual 
representative(s) of that district. 
It seems to me that, having smaller districts would better help achieve the criteria specified for the initial 
determination of the districts (which must of course first be of equal population), such as enhances the chances that 
communities of common interest are not divided. While this might result in some districts having 1 or 2 
representatives based upon population, I think it would enhance the relationship of council members and people in 
the district they represent. 
Furthermore, the charters I reviewed, including Seattle, Anchorage, and San Diego all had a greater number of 
districts with less than 3 members each, rather than just a few super-districts. 
2. Role of mayor: The proposed charter makes it clear that “all executive and administrative authority is vested in the 
mayor,” while legislative power is vested in the council. 
However, there also needs to be some checks and balances between the executive and legislative branches of city 
government.  Specifically, the mayor should be given the power to veto an action of the council, with the council able 
to override the veto on a two-thirds vote. 
 In the charters I reviewed, including Seattle, San Diego and Anchorage, the mayors have veto power. 
3. Election by ranked choice voting: While ranked choice voting may be a better way to elect candidates, I have 2 
concerns.  First, in districts with multiple seats (3 at present), there is a strong possibility that voters would be faced 
with a large number of candidates, including incumbents and challengers.  Having both 3 member districts and ranked 
choice voting could very well bake in an advantage for an incumbent who would have name recognition while 
challengers would have greater difficulty in breaking through to the voters.  We currently have about 20 candidates 
running for 2 council seats.  It is difficult for me to see how a ballot with 30 or more candidates for 3 seats would 
increase informed voting. 
 Second, voters are going to have to spend considerable time learning about the proposed new form of government 
as proposed by the charter.  While ranked choice voting might or might not become controversial, there is little doubt 
that it could very well be confusing to voters.  In my experience, when there is confusion on the issue, voters have a 
greater tendency to vote no. 
 For that reason, I suggest that you consider proposing that the ranked choice election method be a separate ballot 
issue from the form of government ballot measure.  In my opinion, this will lessen the chances of the ranked choice 
election proposal having an unintended consequence of voters voting no on what, from my perspective, should be the 
top priority- changing the form of government itself. 

Dear Charter Commissioners, 
 
I’m writing to urge you to prioritize environmental justice and climate action in the Charter Review process. Our city is 
facing overlapping and intersecting challenges -- from the high rates of poverty and houselessness, to deep racial 
injustice, to the worsening effects of the climate crisis. These challenges hit hardest in communities still reeling from 
the pandemic, who are already more vulnerable to extreme weather events and involuntary displacement. The 
Charter Review is a once-in-a-decade chance to comprehensively address the most pressing issues facing our city—
without leaving anyone behind. As you make your considerations for Phase II of the Charter Review, I urge you to 
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establish a subcommittee to explicitly address environmental and climate justice in our city’s governance.  
 
Environmental justice is a framework that can enable our city to rise to meet this moment to correct system problems 
that worsen inequities that have burdened the city and have prevented its progress to become a city that works for all 
Portlanders 
 
[Share a little bit about why the charter/these reforms matter to you and/or your community specifically, or more 
specific changes you’d like to see  - more talking points below! Delete this sentence if you don't want to personlize] 
 
Many cities and states are now moving quickly to establish stronger environmental rights and protections for their 
residents, to create new offices or structures to address the climate crisis and its implications at a systemic level, to 
ensure that their most vulnerable constituents aren’t bearing the greatest health and economic burdens of climate 
adaptation in the form of energy bills, hazardous living conditions, and more. Because of the severity and wide 
ranging and complex problems that the climate crisis involves, gathering a Sub-committee composed of community 
experts that can inform and contribute to policy solutions is critical to addressing these issues in the City’s charter.   
 
The climate crisis is here, and we are running out of time to prevent catastrophic levels of warming and to begin the 
critical work of adapting to a hotter, drier, and less predictable world. Portland is trailing behind on this front, and we 
cannot afford to wait until 2032 to take action. Cities such as New York, Baltimore and Honolulu, and San Francisco, 
Salt Lake City, and Houston have already included specific charter language such as green amendments to move their 
municipal governments towards solutions to address climate change and tackle the problem from many angles. 
Portland’s Charter Commission must take this once-in-a-decade chance to prepare our City and our most impacted 
communities to adapt and thrive through the challenges to come. 
 
Please establish a subcommittee to explicitly address environmental and climate justice in our city’s governance. 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and for your ongoing work towards building a more equitable and functional 
city. 

Dear Ms Alverez-Castro, 
 
Thank you for letting me know about the charter commission proposal. I support all the recommendations except the 
ranked-choise voting proposal, which I strongly oppose. Ranked choice voting is an attempt to transfer power from 
ordinary citizens, who don't follow politics all that closely and who are unaware of most candidates aside from the 
few they support, to activists, who are knowledgeable about all the candidates and are prepared to rank them. The 
result is to dilute the votes of ordinary citizens who continue to vote for their favorite candidate and no one else. This 
seems quite unfair to me and I oppose it.  
Dear Portland Charter Commission, 
 
I want to thank you all for the hard work you have put into this process. It is essential work and comes at a critical 
time. The Charter Commission has identified clear areas that need improvement: district representation with a larger 
council, council/mayor structure, and instant run-off voting.  
 
I listened to the first public hybrid hearing on May 10th. 
 
I heard several comments from folks that I felt were important: 
 
- It makes sense to give the Mayor veto power over the budget and other items passed by the council. Of course, the 
council could override the veto, but it gives the Mayor some say over policies adopted by the council that are the 
responsibility of the Mayor to implement. Veto power is an important check and balance typical in our governments. 
 
- Having three members per district is confusing and may have unintended consequences. It is not clear to me what 
the advantages are. Still, I can see disadvantages: adding additional complexity to voting, confusion about who people 
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should contact concerning issues in their district, confusion over how to hold district leaders accountable, and 
questions about how three members elected in a competitive race are supposed to work together without clear 
definition. It may also be a hard sell to the public, who must approve these changes. A single commissioner per 
district with an expanded number of districts (10-12) would be a lot cleaner and easier to explain and match 
structures already familiar to people. Instant run-off voting should still be part of the election process. 
 
- Selecting one set of commissioners in non-general election years and another set during the general election raises 
an important issue. There is a good argument for offsetting terms so that new people can come into a system that has 
people with experience still in office. But it is a valid concern that voter turnout will be higher in a general election: 
Some districts will always be in an election cycle with a smaller voter turnout. 
 
Thanks again for your work and for gathering public input to refine the critical pieces of this restructure.  
Greetings, 
 
I am writing to show my support for all of the proposed changes to the city charter. I truly believe these changes will 
make for a more equitable, democratic, and stronger Portland. Please pass all of the proposed changes on to us 
voters so that we may ratify them. 

hi, 
 
we urge this review to require commissioners to live where they represent... 
 
we urge this review to change to two members per 4 catergories, not three per each... 
 
we support a city mgr too... 

Hi, 
Thanks for the notice. 
My comments in case I do not make the sessions. 
1. I am not sure the ranked choice is the best option. I could support it.  
2. I like four districts. I think that 12 is too many to function efficiently. How do you get 12 cats to work together? I 
would have nine with an option to expand after they figure out how to work together. 
3. I support the City Manager form of government. I have worked in that system for 20 years. Having a city 
administrator helping the mayor run the city is not much better than the mess we have today. 
Portland needs professional department heads that lead their departments. The professional department heads meet 
as a management team with the City Manager. The City Council and Mayor are not part of the day to day 
management team. 
The mayor and council set policy and get out of the day-of-day management.  The City Administrator will be a clerk for 
the mayor. I had hoped the Charter Commission would propose change. It appears to be a power play for the mayor’s 
office. It seems to me all of the same issues of micro-managing will remain just as is only in the Office of the Mayor. 
 
Portland can do much better and must.  

I support the charter review but think 12 is too large of a number of representatives, particularly with three per 
district. This will get confusing and what if they don't all agree, it gets unwieldy. I think 3 representatives for each new 
district is unmanageable and should be just one.  
 
I also think voting for the charter reform should be separate that voting for new representatives. 
 
I support a strong Mayor with a City Manager running the day-to-day concerns. 
 
I strongly support removing unqualified but elected officials from running City bureaus, it has proven itself over and 
over again to result in political but untenable decisions and management.  
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I support your recommendations as summarized in this email  
Sent from my iPhone 

I would like to submit some brief comments regarding the 3 major Charter changes under consideration for the May 
12, 2022 public hearing. I will be brief in my thoughts here. 1) Re: Ranked Choice Voting - I have been supportive of 
Portland’s local election procedures and would support continuing our system of a 50+1 margin for a candidate to win 
in the Primary and a General election between the two top vote recipients if that threshold is not met. The focus on 
changing Portland’s election processes is not directly related to the most urgent needs of our community to reform 
and modernize the basic structure of how the City government functions. Changing the electoral process may change 
WHO gets elected, but the priority should remain on the structure of government and moving away from the 
Commissioner/Bureau system we currently have. 2). Re: the proposal to divide Portland into 4 districts with 3 
representatives each - I am absolutely opposed to this proposal and believe it not only detracts from other, much 
needed reforms, but could serve as a “poison pill” that could lead charter reform to defeat. My primary objections are 
that having multiple Representative for each district will result in poor communications and constituent services to 
the public, and dilute accountability. There does not appear to be a good, equivalent model that uses this form of 
representation - while Washington state does have 2 representatives per Senate district, that is in the context of a bi-
cameral body that covers significantly more geography. This is a poor idea at this time. I would absolutely support 
smaller, more geographically diverse districts each with their own representative in the alternative. That would have 
the benefit of both enabling greater voter contact and accountability. There has not been a clear, cogent explanation 
for the currently proposed districts and multiple representative model. 3). Re: moving to a policy setting city council, 
at-large mayor, city administrator model - I am in strong support for this much-needed reform. This will both 
professionalize and de-politicize city bureaus, create more robust city-level policy setting, and frankly be more 
analogous to forms of government most citizens are familiar with and can interact with. A city administrator will 
restore confidence that Portland will have professional and accountable staff that will focus on City, not individual 
politician priorities. Thank you for considering my comments. 

Love the work you are doing with charter reform. I think it is necessary and the representation from different parts of 
the city are really needed. However, I think it would be good to reduce the number of district representatives to two 
and add some at-large representatives that would be representing the city as a whole. Also, how about an odd 
number of councilors in case of tie? 
 
Thanks for doing this work. I really look forward to any kind of charter reform.  

Verbal Public Comment at the May 12th Hearing 
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Verbal Public Comment at the May 12th Hearing 

Dear Portland Charter Commission,  I want to thank you all for the hard work you have put into this process. It is 
essential work and comes at a critical time. The Charter Commission has identified clear areas that need 
improvement: district representation with a larger council, council/mayor structure, and instant run-off voting.   I 
listened to the first public hybrid hearing on May 10th.  I heard several comments from folks that I felt were 
important:  - It makes sense to give the Mayor veto power over the budget and other items passed by the council. Of 
course, the council could override the veto, but it gives the Mayor some say over policies adopted by the council that 
are the responsibility of the Mayor to implement. Veto power is an important check and balance typical in our 
governments.  - Having three members per district is confusing and may have unintended consequences. It is not clear 
to me what the advantages are. Still, I can see disadvantages: adding additional complexity to voting, confusion about 
who people should contact concerning issues in their district, confusion over how to hold district leaders accountable, 
and questions about how three members elected in a competitive race are supposed to work together without clear 
definition. It may also be a hard sell to the public, who must approve these changes. A single commissioner per 
district with an expanded number of districts (10-12) would be a lot cleaner and easier to explain and match 
structures already familiar to people. Instant run-off voting should still be part of the election process.  - Selecting one 
set of commissioners in non-general election years and another set during the general election raises an important 
issue. There is a good argument for offsetting terms so that new people can come into a system that has people with 
experience still in office. But it is a valid concern that voter turnout will be higher in a general election: Some districts 
will always be in an election cycle with a smaller voter turnout.  Thanks again for your work and for gathering public 
input to refine the critical pieces of this restructure.   

I am very much in favor of adopting the city manager form of government.  However I believe that 12 council 
members is way too many.  There should be fewer - such as 7 - and each member should be assigned one district.  Not 
multiple council members per district.  The number of council members should be odd so that ties can be broken 
through voting.  In this proposal the mayor seems to have no real power to do anything.  They should be able to veto 
certain items and they should have some executive authority to act on certain issues.  As proposed our Mayor would 
be a budgetarian and little else. 

Now that you have wisely chosen to adopt the kind of ranked choice ballot that requires voters to mark ovals (instead 
of writing numbers as Austrailian voters do), you need to specify how many columns of ovals -- labeled "first choice," 
"second choice," "third choice," etc. -- to print on the ballot.  The Cambridge (MA) city council elections use lots of 
columns of ovals, as shown in this sample ballot that has 15 columns for the 22 candidates: 
https://ourcambridgeorg.files.wordpress.com/2019/11/2019-ballot.png  This grid of 330 ovals would be 
overwhelming to many minority voters, many female voters, and even to many white male voters.  This barrier would 
undermine your goal of getting proportional representation.  Plus, it would increase the cost of voter education.  The 
FairVote organization (just outside of Washington DC, led by Rob Richie) will try to convince you that limiting the 
number of columns is easy.  But they won't tell you that their "simpler" ballot format only works for partisan single-
winner general elections.  This means they won't work for the three-seat districts you have wisely chosen for the non-
partisan Portland city council elections.  Another disadvantage of the Cambridge ballots is they are counted using 
software that discards lots and lots of ballots as "spoiled" just because some voters mark more than one candidate at 
the same "choice" level.  Specifically the ballot instructions tell voters not to mark more than one oval in the same 
column, and voters who accidentally (or knowingly) violate this limitation get their ballot discarded.  Fortunately you 
can simplify ballot-marking instructions by requesting software that correctly counts more than one marked oval in 
the same column.  Just use words such as: "Voters must be allowed to rank two or more candidates at the same 
ranking level."  And you can clarify: "This flexibility reduces the number of 'spoiled' ballots, and it allows a voter to 
mark their most-disliked candidate lower than all the other candidates."  The issue of being allowed to rank the 
voter's last choice last can be confusing when expressed in words, so I created this infographic to clarify this important 
concept: https://www.rankedchoiceoregon.org/img/two_marks_same_column.jpg  Yet another secret the FairVote 
organization will try to hide is that their recommended software has very rarely been used with paper ballots that are 
marked at home, without any assistance, which is our situation here in Oregon.  There are machines that can be used 
in polling places to check for marking mistakes, but that option won't work here in Oregon.  Instead, we need to 
choose software that is capable of counting any marking pattern.  The fact that you mention a "threshold" (quota) of 
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25 percent to win a seat suggests that the FairVote organization is being given more credit than they deserve.  That 
quota is appropriate for use with their flawed software (because it reduces the number of spoiled ballots), but it's not 
the best choice for maximizing proportional representation.  In case you can't find software that does what I'm 
suggesting, here's a link to open-source software that counts ballots in the flexible way I'm advocating: 
https://github.com/cpsolver/VoteFair-ranking-cpp/blob/master/rcipe_stv.cpp  I wrote it over the last three weeks.  It 
implements the "single transferable vote" (STV) method you've chosen for city council elections, and it implements 
the "instant runoff voting" (IRV) method you've chosen for mayoral elections.  If you have any doubts that I'm 
qualified to write advanced election software, keep in mind that I'm the "VoteFair guy" (here in Portland, OR) and I 
wrote the software at VoteFair.org that has been used for hundreds of non-governmental elections (and thousands of 
surveys and polls).  If you have concerns about software certification, remember that in my earlier written testimony I 
pointed out that here in Portland there's a business that has experience certifying election software.  If you specify 
something like the wording suggestions I recommend above (in quotes), then I and many other Portland election-
reform advocates will strongly support your ballot initiative.  If, instead, you fail to specify this very important 
requirement, we are likely to oppose your ballot initiative as seriously flawed.  Keep in mind there will be big-money-
backed special interests who will denounce your ballot initiative either way, and they will call attention to the 
confusing ballots used in Cambridge (MA) city council elections.  Also, remember that the people who promote STAR 
voting switched from being fans of IRV ("single-winner ranked choice voting") partly because they recognized the 
ballot-marking issues I'm explaining here.  So, in summary, please request that the ranked choice ballots used in 
Portland city council elections (and Portland mayoral elections) allow marking more than one oval in each column.  
This simple request will dramatically simplify voting and dramatically increase representation for currently under-
represented voters.  (If anyone on the charter commission prefers video or audio testimony, here's a video I created 
that includes the concepts explained here: https://vimeo.com/690734251 )  In advance thank you for choosing wisely 
and demonstrating how voting should be done. 

I came to work for the City over 5 years ago. I was managing the COOP program and worked with each bureau to 
update, improve, and in some cases help create their COOP plans. When I came to the City I was told that the 
commission form of government would be a pain to deal with but I had no idea why it would matter. It took only a 
few months for it to make a lot of sense. Some bureaus I worked with had discretionary budgets and plenty of 
resources to work with to increase emergency preparedness and COOP planning. For others, I was working with one 
individual who was responsible for sometimes 5 roles. Bureaus compete against other bureas during the budget 
hearings. Some commissioners are assigned bureaus to manage that are way out of their expertise and comfort 
zones. There is a reason all other municipalities of our size have dropped the commission form of government. It isn't 
efficient and it is often not effective. I am in favor of a system that has a professional, experienced city administrator 
who works with the mayor to implement policies decided on by an expanded and geographically determined city 
commission. The City could achieve significant cost savings if there were more centralized services so bureaus didn't 
all need their own HR person, finance people, facilities people. 

NO way to handle tie votes with 12 members?  Fix that! 

12 is an even number, subject to ties, and too many for productive collaboration.  Also 4 districts is too small.  
Portland has many distinct neighborhoods.  Will you combine Eastmoreland with Lents?  Solution to both… 7 (or 9 if 
you must) single member districts, respectful of the unique interests of each region.  

I fully support all of your proposals.  These are necessary changes required for Portland to be fairly and effectively 
governed.  Thank you for bringing these proposals to a vote by the residents. 

I am generally in favor of the charter commission representations, including change of form of city government and 
election of commissioners by districts. I recommend more than four districts. The commission has correctly identified 
disenfranchisement of East Portland in the current system. With only four districts it would be too easy to fragment 
East Portland and combine its districts with other wealthy and less racially diverse districts.  

Given the majority public request for geographic representation, the proposed quadrants are inadequate.  The most 
affluent neighborhood in each quadrant could all 3 commissioners.  Additionally, we would have a government of 4 
winners and 8 losers.  Better to elect a representative from each of the 7 neighborhood coalitions.  This would include 
an existing hierarchy neighborhood representation down to the individual.  All of Portland would have a voice. 
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Please consider splitting the 3 proposed changes into 3 separate votes on the November ballot. While I fully 
understand the reasoning behind the decision to push for a single line item vote, I am hearing a lot of growing 
sentiment that people are against one or more of the proposals, and I would hate to miss this opportunity to make 
some much needed change in Portland that seemingly everyone agrees we need. No city in America has tested both 
multi-member districts plus rank choice voting and with some of the more radical candidates this election, it is making 
people nervous that we would end up with a bad situation. If any one of the three proposed changes then failed, I 
would hope you could create a caveat that says we can revisit that topic in a few years once we have the other items 
in place and have tested the waters. Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter! 

I strongly support the commission's decision to recommend several multi-winner districts, with a proportional-
representation system for choosing the winners within each district. 12 total councilmembers seems reasonable, as 
would 9 or 15 to make ties less likely. I would prefer having both city-wide and district-level seats (all elected 
proportionally), but I'll still strongly support the change if it keeps just district-level seats.  I strongly support the 
change to separate the policy-oriented council from the administration-oriented mayor and city-manager. I don't have 
a strong opinion on the exact powers the mayor keeps, but the commission's plan seems reasonable. 

In order to best serve the interests of all Portlanders, I suggest that the city be divided into 11 Geographical Districts 
by a Citizens Advisory Group much like your own Charter Review Committee, and be comprised of 20 average citizens 
sworn to design the districts with equal numbers of residents. It would be best to choose from only independent 
voters with no Party alliance.This will ensure that politics and it’s inherent thirst for power is not in any way a factor in 
designing these Districts to best serve only the residents within the specified area. A great amount of research has 
proven that odd numbered Councils have consistently produced better policies in a much shorter time. 

Having moved to Portland from well-run Fairfax County, Virginia, I was appalled when I learned about Portland's now 
apparently unique form of government.  I want to see it changed,  However, I would rather it have 9-12 districts, each 
with a single representative. 
  
    For many years I was involved in land use issues on behalf of my neighborhood homeowners association.  I knew 
my Mason District representative (Penny Gross, who was from Portland) and worked though her staff.  It would have 
been much more complicated and difficult to deal with either three sets of staff or a staff which needed to be aware 
of and responsive to the views of three representatives. 
  
    Simply having districts will be sufficient to end the historic dominance of the Council by the western side of 
Portland.  Having a city manager will end the idiocy of Council members running departments any the consequent lack 
of coordination among agencies (as well as errors like the water house).  More districts would put each representative 
in closer contact with the neighborhoods and businesses in his or her district. 

I support and agree with the package of reforms the Charter Commission is proposing.  Hope to see them on the 
November ballot. 

Please instate STAR voting rather than Ranked Choice voting. Although Ranked Choice would be an improvement over 
our current form of voting, STAR voting would be a much great improvement over Ranked Choice than Ranked Choice 
is over our current system. For instance, STAR is a much more democratic system than Ranked Choice, and eliminates 
the spoiler effect that splits the vote between candidates or ballot questions with similar ideologies.  

Reading through the 5th report, I see a major problem with ranked-choice voting and multiple representatives for a 
district. 
 
If the line for getting elected is the number of offices up for election divided by the vote, then if there are 3 
representatives for a district, election will occur for candidates who receive 33% plus one vote. 
 
However, here is the flaw, quoting your document:  “If a candidate has more than enough votes to win over the 
threshold, these extra votes, called surplus votes get transferred to the second-choice preference of the voters.” 
 
Here’s the problem.  Candidate A needs 33% to win, but receives 55%.  That gives 22% percent of the votes to the 
‘second choice’ of those 22%.   
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BUT…Voter 1 picked A first, then B. 
Voter 2 picked A first, then C 
Voter 3 picked A first, then D. 
 
Which of the these voters is declared “Surplus?”  If a voter’s ballot is counted after candidate A has been declared a 
winner, are only those votes “Surplus?”  If voter 1 is the ballot that pushes A over the top, and Voter 2’s choice of C 
carries more weight than voter 1.  Voter One only got their first pick, but voter two gets their first pick and their 
second. 
 
I can live with ranked-choice voting, but when that is paired with multiple office holders for each district, you’ve got a 
nightmare, uneven ballot weights, and a chance of corruption. 
 
This needs to be thrown out! 

I am very glad to see the proposed change to Ranked Choice Voting. I think this is a wonderful idea and I hope it will 
become more widely adopted. 

Please consider splitting the 3 proposed changes into 3 separate votes on the November ballot. While I fully 
understand the reasoning behind the decision to push for a single line item vote, I am hearing a lot of growing 
sentiment that people are against one or more of the proposals, and I would hate to miss this opportunity to make 
some much needed change in Portland that seemingly everyone agrees we need. No city in America has tested both 
multi-member districts plus rank choice voting and with some of the more radical candidates this election, it is making 
people nervous that we would end up with a bad situation. If any one of the three proposed changes then failed, I 
would hope you could create a caveat that says we can revisit that topic in a few years once we have the other items 
in place and have tested the waters. Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter! 

Please consider splitting the 3 proposed changes into 3 separate votes on the November ballot. While I fully 
understand the reasoning behind the decision to push for a single line item vote, I am hearing a lot of growing 
sentiment that people are against one or more of the proposals, and I would hate to miss this opportunity to make 
some much needed change in Portland that seemingly everyone agrees we need. No city in America has tested both 
multi-member districts plus rank choice voting and with some of the more radical candidates this election, it is making 
people nervous that we would end up with a bad situation. If any one of the three proposed changes then failed, I 
would hope you could create a caveat that says we can revisit that topic in a few years once we have the other items 
in place and have tested the waters. Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter! 

If you don't allow us to vote separately on each of these I don't think it will pass.  I agree with having a city council 
that focuses on setting policy and a mayor elected citywide to run day to day, with a professional city administrator.  I 
agree with geographic districts.  I VEHEMENTLY DISAGREE with having three councilors per district. That's zero 
accountability. With public financing of campaings it's also very expensive. Already we have grifters like AJ McCreary 
funneling campaign money to her family.  Blech!!!! I will vote against the entire package if this is included. And I know 
that the city government is hideous in it's current form.  Rank choice seems risky. I don't know about this. You don't 
either, as you haven't provided much in the way of examples. You have no way to know what would happen, and 
neither do voters. I bet a lot of people are going to look at this and think, "nope, nope, nope" just because its 
complex. 

Please consider splitting the 3 proposed changes into 3 separate votes on the November ballot. While I fully 
understand the reasoning behind the decision to push for a single line-item vote, I am hearing a lot of growing 
sentiment that people are against one or more of the proposals, and I would hate to miss this opportunity to make 
some much needed change in Portland that seemingly everyone agrees we need. No city in America has tested both 
multi-member districts plus rank choice voting and with some of the more radical candidates this election, it is making 
people nervous that we would end up with a bad situation. If any one of the three proposed changes, then failed, I 
would hope you could create a caveat that says we can revisit that topic in a few years once we have the other items 
in place and have tested the waters. Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter! The reason every 
charter reform ballot has failed in the past is because it was an all or nothing single vote presentation.  As I am sure 
you know, voters (not homeless people, not teenagers) are very dissatisfied with the commission – there is no way 
that the majority of voters, at this time would vote yes on that part.  You need to think about who the ‘I always vote’ 
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person is – over age 50, a homeowner and invested stakeholder in the city.   Please ignore the fringe.  It is 
disappointing that for the most part; the most likely voters have been ignored.  I know that many on the charter 
commission are altruistic and well-intended but now is not the time to expand – if that were to be today, some very 
unsavory candidates would come in 2nd and 3rd.   There is nothing to lose and everything to gain by breaking up the 
ballot.  This will fail if it’s not done right.   

If the mayor is not given more authority and power I will vote 'NO' on all the changes. 

I am writing in support of the proposed changes to the city charter. I think ranked-choice voting is an excellent idea, 
and reforming the size of the council and shifting to a separation of executive and legislative branches could simplify 
and clarify city operations. One important detail that is not clear in progress report #5 is the geographic boundaries of 
the proposed (or existing?) 4 districts for city council members. I'm curious to know what these boundaries are, and if 
their boundaries risk splitting marginalized communities and thus diluting their vote. 

Hello, 
 
Thank you again for your service and professional dedication to researching best practices and developing this 
proposal to advance to voters. 
 
I am in general support of the proposal. I think moving to a geographically based representative council to set policy, 
with an empowered mayor and professional administrator to run the city on a day to day basis, can fundamentally 
improve the functionality and health of this city. 
 
My one comment is on the proposed approach to establish four geographic districts with three elected commissioners 
each. 
 
I fear that having more than one elected person representing a district will undermine one of the primary purposes of 
this change, which is providing us as residents a known person to talk to to advance our concerns and perspectives. If 
there are three people representing my district, who do I go talk to? You risk watering down the ability of elected 
representatives to represent their constituents because you'll run into a similar problem that we have today -- we 
don't really have an elected person representing our district's interests. 
 
I would strongly advocate that we have only one person representing each district. I would also recommend we have 
more than four districts.  
 
I think the easiest and most intuitive option would be to draw the district boundaries by our existing "quadrants" and 
neighborhoods: North Portland peninsula, inner N+NE, outer NE, inner SE, outer SE, NW, and SW+S. (There could be 
additional districts too). The dividing line between "inner" and "outer" would be 82nd. Portlanders are very familiar 
with which area they live in and each area is very unique and distinct from another. 
 
For example, I live in the North Portland pensinula. If there was an elected official representing the North Portland 
peninsula, I would know who to talk to when I have a concern about something specific to my neighborhood, such as 
Columbia Pool and Park maintenance, or Lombard, or general violence and theft and litter in our neighborhood. As of 
now, I can only contact the specific bureau in charge of each area (Eg, Parks, or PBOT, or one of the many bureaus 
involved in safety). This is an extremely ineffective way for me to communicate with elected officials as there is no 
reason for anyone to follow up with me -- their reelection is not dependent on my neighborhood. 
 
Similarly, under the proposed commission reform, if there were three elected officials for my district, the following 
challenges would occur. First, the district would be much broader than the North Portland peninsula. The issues we 
have up here on the peninsula are very different than the issues in inner N/NE Portland (say, Lloyd or Williams). I 
would like to have my representative familiar with my area's needs, a one-stop-shop for advocacy. If I had three 
representatives representing a much broader area, who would I talk to? I would like choose whoever is most 
responsive to my particular issue. You may very likely get "in fighting" among the three elected officials representing a 
broad geographic area. Or, perhaps worst of all, you'll wind up with three representatives not representing their 
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district very well at all because they are able to only focus on representing a particular subset, either geographically or 
topically. In other words, you risk having the same issues with "elected at large" as we do now. 
 
I have not seen an explanation or justification for why the charter review committee chose three representatives to 
represent each district as opposed to one representative per district. If the concern is having only four 
representatives, then the solution should be to create MORE districts with one representative each. 
 
I fully support geographic representation. However, I strongly urge you to allow only one representative per district 
and to increase the number of districts. Set this up so we can truly have someone representing our local interests, 
instead of setting us up for another game of "hot potato" where we still have no one person representing our district, 
but instead three people who may or may not be responsive to their constituents. I think that sets us up for special 
interests to take over (Eg, whichever advocacy group is the loudest or most organized) instead of allowing the regular 
people (Eg, a resident who has a concern about their neighborhood but has neither the time nor the energy to 
participate in an advocacy group) to have their voices heard. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 

I really support all three of the proposed amendments. I think it will help the city function in a more streamlined and 
organized way and enhance democracy in our local region. I am very hopeful these changes can help put Portland in a 
very positive direction 

I strongly hope that these three proposed changes be split into three separate measures. Changing the way the city 
council is set up is my top priority which is the third point above. This change NEEDS to happen to have the 
government run more effectively. Also, I do not agree with having 12 new members right off the bat. Much less seems 
more realistic to try to tackle homelessness and crime that our city faces. 

Separate the vote on ending the commission from questions about number of districts, type of voting and the 
purpose statement listing social diversity as a goal. I wholly support charter reform but if locked into these specifics I 
will be an opponent. 

Are they any other cities using this "several reps in larger district model"? If the answer is no, then it's a pass for me. 
This is not the time for innovation, it's a time for fixing the problem with time-tested solutions. We really don't have 
any more room to make a mistake. The main selling point of implementing reforms is to get rid of at-large 
representation, yet we essentially still end up with districts that are very large with their own at-large representation. 
4 districts for a total pop of 650K that is still 162K per district, too much. The cities I know and have lived in: 
Washington DC, 670K pop, 8 districts, 83K average per district. Brussels Belgium, 1.2M pop, 19 districts, 63K average 
per district. What other cities have you studied and how big are the districts there in pop? 

Make it 6 (six) districts, not 4, roughly along current "districts" of the city - NE, SE, NW, SW, N, and S.  Two (2) 
commissioners elected from each district.  Fewer people in each district, gets the commissioners closer to their 
voters, more accountability. 

City Charter Commissioners, 
Dear Commissioner on the Portland Charter Review Committee,  
I urge you to continue your service as a Commissioner by voting to strengthen democracy and expand decision-
making power in the City of Portland. Specifically, I write urging you to vote to refer the following City Charter 
changes to Portland voters:  
Expand City Council to at least 23 seats, and adjust the size of council in the future to maintain a ratio of 
residents:councilors of no greater than 30,000:1  
Implement multi-member districts, elected with proportional representation, with a minimum of 4 councilors per 
district  
Change the city's voting method from First-Past-The-Post to a method that allows voters to express preference levels 
for multiple candidates  
Eliminate Primary elections  
Establish a City-wide participatory budgeting process with an allocation to such a process of a minimum of 10% of the 
annual General Fund budget and a minimum of 5% of annual parks and transportation-related capital improvement 
expenditures  
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Establish City standards and programs to ensure fair and equitable opportunities for all Portlanders to engage and 
participate in government decision making, including fair and equitable opportunities to serve on City-administered 
commissions, boards, advisory committees, task forces, or other such groups – standing and temporary – charged 
with making or recommending City policy  
Establish new policies and programmatic capacity for using democratic lottery for selecting some or all participants on 
City-administered commissions, boards, advisory committees, task forces, or other policy making or oversight bodies  
Open the civic participation process outlined in the previous three reforms to non-citizens and people age 16 and 
older, with the goal of reforming Oregon state law to expand voting rights to non-citizens and people age 16 and older 
In 2022, it is time we commit to Portland’s Charter a full program of guaranteed representation and decision-making 
power distributed throughout our neighborhoods and communities. Rather than staying in our current structure or 
settling for modest changes, I urge you to vote to refer these deep changes to the Charter.  
For a City where power is held by all of us,  

City Charter Commissioners, 
Dear Commissioner on the Portland Charter Review Committee,  
I urge you to continue your service as a Commissioner by voting to strengthen democracy and expand decision-
making power in the City of Portland. Specifically, I write urging you to vote to refer the following City Charter 
changes to Portland voters:  
Expand City Council to at least 23 seats, and adjust the size of council in the future to maintain a ratio of 
residents:councilors of no greater than 30,000:1  
Implement multi-member districts, elected with proportional representation, with a minimum of 4 councilors per 
district  
Change the city's voting method from First-Past-The-Post to a method that allows voters to express preference levels 
for multiple candidates  
Eliminate Primary elections  
Establish a City-wide participatory budgeting process with an allocation to such a process of a minimum of 10% of the 
annual General Fund budget and a minimum of 5% of annual parks and transportation-related capital improvement 
expenditures  
Establish City standards and programs to ensure fair and equitable opportunities for all Portlanders to engage and 
participate in government decision making, including fair and equitable opportunities to serve on City-administered 
commissions, boards, advisory committees, task forces, or other such groups – standing and temporary – charged 
with making or recommending City policy  
Establish new policies and programmatic capacity for using democratic lottery for selecting some or all participants on 
City-administered commissions, boards, advisory committees, task forces, or other policy making or oversight bodies  
Open the civic participation process outlined in the previous three reforms to non-citizens and people age 16 and 
older, with the goal of reforming Oregon state law to expand voting rights to non-citizens and people age 16 and older 
In 2022, it is time we commit to Portland’s Charter a full program of guaranteed representation and decision-making 
power distributed throughout our neighborhoods and communities. Rather than staying in our current structure or 
settling for modest changes, I urge you to vote to refer these deep changes to the Charter.  
For a City where power is held by all of us,  

City Charter Commissioners, 
Dear Commissioner on the Portland Charter Review Committee,  
I urge you to continue your service as a Commissioner by voting to strengthen democracy and expand decision-
making power in the City of Portland. Specifically, I write urging you to vote to refer the following City Charter 
changes to Portland voters:  
Expand City Council to at least 23 seats, and adjust the size of council in the future to maintain a ratio of 
residents:councilors of no greater than 30,000:1  
Implement multi-member districts, elected with proportional representation, with a minimum of 4 councilors per 
district  
Change the city's voting method from First-Past-The-Post to a method that allows voters to express preference levels 
for multiple candidates  
Eliminate Primary elections  
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Establish a City-wide participatory budgeting process with an allocation to such a process of a minimum of 10% of the 
annual General Fund budget and a minimum of 5% of annual parks and transportation-related capital improvement 
expenditures  
Establish City standards and programs to ensure fair and equitable opportunities for all Portlanders to engage and 
participate in government decision making, including fair and equitable opportunities to serve on City-administered 
commissions, boards, advisory committees, task forces, or other such groups – standing and temporary – charged 
with making or recommending City policy  
Establish new policies and programmatic capacity for using democratic lottery for selecting some or all participants on 
City-administered commissions, boards, advisory committees, task forces, or other policy making or oversight bodies  
Open the civic participation process outlined in the previous three reforms to non-citizens and people age 16 and 
older, with the goal of reforming Oregon state law to expand voting rights to non-citizens and people age 16 and older 
In 2022, it is time we commit to Portland’s Charter a full program of guaranteed representation and decision-making 
power distributed throughout our neighborhoods and communities. Rather than staying in our current structure or 
settling for modest changes, I urge you to vote to refer these deep changes to the Charter.  
For a City where power is held by all of us,  

Dear Mr. Taylor:  
 
Please consider splitting the three city charter proposed changes into three separate votes on the November ballot.   
My understanding is that the consensus is that the structure of Portland government should change.  However, my 
understanding is also that the reason these charter reform efforts have failed in the past is due to an “all or nothing” 
presentation of charter reform on the ballot.  
Most people I have talked to are against one or more—but not all—of the proposals.   
In the event that you do split the proposed changes into three separate votes, and if any one of the three proposed 
changes fails, please create a caveat that says we can revisit that topic at a later date.  
I am concerned that charter reform will fail if each change is not separated on the ballot to allow people to vote on 
each change individually and as a separate matter.  
Thank you for your consideration.  

Do not have the vote on an all-or-nothing ballot. That does not give the correct emphasis to any one topic on the 
ballot. We need to know how the voters feel about each of the topics, not the entire ballot. 

The ballot to change the Charter needs to have optional measures to vote on, not just one measure that provides an 
“all or nothing” option. Also, adding more Commissioners will just make this bad form of government worse. Divided 
responsibility equals no responsibility.  

 Please consider splitting the 3 proposed changes into 3 separate votes on the November ballot. While I fully 
understand the reasoning behind the decision to push for a single line-item vote, I am hearing a lot of growing 
sentiment that people are against one or more of the proposals, and I would hate to miss this opportunity to make 
some much needed change in Portland that seemingly everyone agrees we need. No city in America has tested both 
multi-member districts plus rank choice voting and with some of the more radical candidates this election, it is making 
people nervous that we would end up with a bad situation. If any one of the three proposed changes, then failed, I 
would hope you could create a caveat that says we can revisit that topic in a few years once we have the other items 
in place and have tested the waters. Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter! The reason every 
charter reform ballot has failed in the past is because it was an all or nothing single vote presentation.  As I am sure 
you know, voters (not homeless people, not teenagers) are very dissatisfied with the commission – there is no way 
that the majority of voters, at this time would vote yes on that part.  You need to think about who the ‘I always vote’ 
person is – over age 50, a homeowner and invested stakeholder in the city.   Please ignore the fringe.  It is 
disappointing that for the most part; the most likely voters have been ignored.  I know that many on the charter 
commission are altruistic and well-intended but now is not the time to expand – if that were to be today, some very 
unsavory candidates would come in 2nd and 3rd.   There is nothing to lose and everything to gain by breaking up the 
ballot.  This will fail if it’s not done right.   

Hi, thank you for this opportunity. I am a grad student at PSU and have a partner who resides in North Portland. I 
think, the rank choice will only really work if money in politics is properly regulated. I also feel that either 15 council 
members or 9 council members are better numbers than 12 for the simple reason that they offer more and yet are 
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not even numbers so there will be more policy passed by the city council without a stale male happening and I 
support the city council concentrated on policy and but can regulate and monitor contracts made to ensure 
accountability happens. Phase 1 of the charter needs to strengthen accountability 

> Are you the ones reviewing the reform package from Charter Review Commission to see if all three proposals can 
make it into a single ballot amendment under Oregon law? If so, I wanted to share my thoughts as a voting person in 
Portland.  
>  
> Would it not be better for voters in Portland if all of the reform package items were listed separately on the ballot? 
That would give Portlanders the best way to exercise their freedom of speech, because voting is speech, right? 
>  
> Thanks for taking my feedback. 

From what I understand, you are considering grouping the 3 distinct amendments to the Charter into a single yes or 
no vote. If that is correct, it is a slap in the face of our democracy. Voters may be passionately in favor of 2/3 of the 
amendments, but strongly opposed to the third... so their only choice is to just suck it up and vote for something they 
don't believe in, or vote no on the whole lot?  
 
How will the outcome of that vote be representative of the voters of this city? It won't. If you truly want to put this 
issue to the voters, the only fair option is to separate the individual amendments on the ballot. Please give us a 
chance to do the right thing for Portland. 

Hey Julia, 
I am so glad to read that my police commission proposal will go before the CRC. Thank you so much for getting back 
to me. I know how busy you are.  
 
I do have a public comment for the Charter Review Commission. I have a Phase II proposal that is a response to the 
Phase I recommendations. You are free to treat it as a Phase I comment. Please see the attached file below.  
 
I will not be able to attend the May Sessions this month (I’m grading finals), but please let me know if I can be of 
assistance.  
 
Best of luck to you all.  

I am submitting comments regarding the proposed Charter revisions as a resident of Portland and as a retired civil 
servant with 25+ years experience. I will provide a summary of those experiences at the end of this commentary  
 
First, I want to say I think the Charter Commission is on the right track with most of the reforms I have seen and heard 
about. In particular I support: 
1) creation of new council positions each representing one of four total districts in the city 
2) addition of a chief operating officer as manager of the various departments who serves the elected mayor and city 
council 
3) the creation of the strong mayor position, elected at large, to direct activities of the chief administrative officer and 
to conduct meetings and hearings as required 
4) the establishment of rank choice voting for elected city positions 
 
While I understand the purpose and intent of creating a larger city council body I am concerned about the total size of 
this new council. In my experience as a staff person to boards like planning commissions, tax increment finance 
authority boards, downtown development authorities and similar organizations, large boards can be contentious, 
inefficient and difficult to administer with fairness in a way that all members will be heard. 
 
As a comparison, let's look at the advantages of the proposed board vs the existing council size. With the present 
council including the mayor, comments can be offered with participants only needing 1/5th of that part of the 
meeting devoted to council discussion. With a city council of 13, the time will be divided up at meetings among 13 
persons who may struggle for the opportunity to be heard.  
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If these discussions become too long it will likely cut into the public comment period or the meetings will be so long 
that participants will become weary and drop out. In addition, the city council will need to allot time for reports and 
comment by the chief administrative officer, in effect a 14th member in discussions. A more significant concern is that 
it may be difficult to reach resolution on important issues.  
 
When the Charter Commission started this process Portland was likely a city with important issues, but not laden with 
as many urgent issues as the ones facing the city today. Decisive timeliness is becoming important to the problems 
facing the city, some of which have already become overwhelming. 
 
At first look the apparent appeal to establishing a board of 13 is better representation of the broad range of people 
and perspectives on the city. But with Portland being blessed with many activists and a diverse range of perspectives, 
it may be difficult to assemble these differences with the expediency needed in these rapidly changing times. 
 
Again, looking at representation, it might appear that enlarging the board to 13 people will help better represent 
minorities. But again, comparing a potential board of 13 to present conditions with only 5, will a board this large 
achieve the 40% representation of African-American minorities on the board today? And if so will they obtain access 
to 40% of the meeting time to present their concerns?  
 
In response to the proposal presented by the Charter Commission I would offer a couple of alternative proposals, 
friendly amendments if you will, to downsize the board yet still enlarge and improve the representative capabilities of 
the board and retain the professional executive leadership features added. 
 
Proposal 1). That the new city council be made up of two elected representatives from each district and the elected 
at-large, strong mayor with the technical assistance and administration of a newly appointed professional. This would 
create a board total of 9 elected officials. 
 
Proposal 2). That the new city council have two representatives from each district, plus two at-large city council 
members and one at-large elected mayor, with a new appointed city administrator. This would create a new board 
total of 11 elected officials. 
 
Proposal 1 that I have offered is a simple downsizing of the total board and would likely operate the same as the 
proposed 13 member board, but at a scale that might assist the mayor and administrator in responding to issues in a 
timely manner, and provide opportunity for everyone on the council to be heard. Both of these alternates retain the 
geographic representation that attempts to remedy the present lack of representation of neighborhoods and people 
in parts of the city 
 
Proposal 2 is a hybrid of the present council format of 5 elected at large officials and the new proposals to create 
districts and their representatives. I have not seen this model used elsewhere but I can envision some pros and cons. 
Having two at-large members might provide ballot access for minorities or others who are a very small minority in 
their own district. It also might retain the citywide perspective to balance the geographic lobbying of district 
representatives. 
 
The cons are that the two at-large members might continue the problem of over representation of some parts of the 
city. They could also possibly cloud the role of the mayor, although they would perhaps be allies at times. 
 
Proposal 2 does downsize the council by two members for better decisiveness. Under either proposal with a 
downsized board and a professional administrator it seems the council could be more efficient and successfully 
implement initiatives to improve the city to the benefit of all neighborhoods and residents. 
 
Overall I really support what the Charter Commission is proposing with potential of these or other considerations 
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offered at the hearings. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and for the time and sacrifice in researching, negotiating and presenting 
your proposed Charter improvements  

I like what you are proposing. What is next? Is someone going to set a political process to get this passed.  what are 
the mechanics going forward?  Salaries of city commissioners should go way down. Staffing of commissioners should 
go way down.  Is there a transition period because existing commissioners have a job that they  want to complete.  
What is job description of all the people who would be involved in this I see this failing unless there is a process to 
help the voters particularly older voters understand why this is being proposed.  In other words what is the plan?  

Please give Charter Reform a fair shot as separate items on the ballot. The single vote, all-or-nothing approach is not a 
fair or democratic way to put this issue to a vote. It's underhanded to bundle the issues as a single take it or leave it 
offer. The voters of this once-beautiful city deserve a voice – we want to work together to fix the city we love. Please 
don't accelerate the downward spiral by caving to the smallest (but loudest) faction of extremists who are intent on 
tearing the city down. 

Thank you for your hard work on this charter review . 
I am very excited about true district representation . 
Pls : 
 
Let voters vote on each proposal separately— not as a whole package. 
 
I don’t think we need to expand city council. 
 
I think we need a strong mayor with veto powers. 
 
We do not need rank choice voting. 

I fully support all three current proposals by the Portland Charter Commission for the modification of the structure of 
our city government and elections. I appreciate the hard work involved in the development of these proposals and the 
opportunity to comment on them. It’s noteworthy that there is a consensus of support for the proposals from all 
commission members.   Ranked choice voting will provide the opportunity for all candidates and voters to participate 
in free and fair elections. It will also remove the overwhelming advantage our current system affords the two most 
powerful parties. It will abolish the expense and effort of holding primaries, in which those voters not affiliated with 
the two main parties are shut out. In addition, it eliminates the possibility of a “split vote” whereby additional 
candidates syphon votes from the two-party candidates, creating a disadvantage for all challengers.   Devising four 
geographic districts with three City Council members for each will improve the effectiveness of elected representation 
for all residents and establish more equity for currently marginalized communities. An expanded 12-member City 
Council will help each member achieve a more granular understanding of the issues, in order to formulate better 
solutions in their respective communities and the city overall.  Establishing a government that allows the City Council 
to focus on legislation, while the mayor works in tandem with a professional city administrator to help implement 
new laws will build a more responsive, accountable government for all.  Thank you for these well-considered 
proposals.  

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I am a City of Portland employee, a parent, and an East Portland resident. I 
strongly support the Charter Commission's package of Phase I reforms to create a more functional governance 
structure. Climate change, houselessness, and other overlapping challenges facing our community can’t be addressed 
effectively by just one bureau, program, or commissioner. To rise to these challenges, we need a City government that 
prioritizes high-level coordination, makes collaboration across departmental boundaries the norm, and engages the 
most impacted and knowledgeable communities as essential partners in developing solutions. I believe that the 
changes proposed by the Charter Commission--a city council focused on policy setting, a professional city manager, 
ranked-choice voting, and four new geographic districts with a total of 12 council members--represent a significant 
step in the direction of a more equitable, functional, and livable Portland. Thank you for your time and attention to 
creating a more responsive government that better serves all constituents. 



Page 33 
 

Comments attached below  

Comments attached below  

Hello, 
I just found out about the hearings and can not attend due to business travel and family obligations. 
 
I strongly support a change of government in Portland. 
 
• Allowing voters to rank candidates in order of their preference, using ranked choice voting 
• Four new geographic districts with three members elected to represent each district, expanding the city council to a 
total of 12 members 
• A city council that focuses on setting policy and a mayor elected citywide to run the city’s day-to-day operations, 
with the help of a professional city administrator 

It is imperative that the city administrator position be structured such that they are charged with implementing policy 
made by the city council, and generally run the day to day operations of the city. The city council should set priorities 
and make policy and have no part in running the day to day operations of the city. The city administrator should serve 
at the pleasure of the mayor and council, but needs to be independent from the council so that the person in that role 
doesn't end up as the council's errand person. This should be a role for a person who knows what they are doing and 
they should be allowed to do their job.  

Charter Review Testimony May 17, 2022  My name is Harriet Cooke, I live in SW Portland, 97219. I am a retired 
physician with an MPH, a member of 350 PDX, a  climate advocate in two congregations, mother and grandmother of 
one year old Izzy who is living into this world we leave behind.  I want to begin by thanking you for all of your work, 
and the work of the charter commission to comprehensively review the city charter and make many excellent 
recommendations.  I have attended one of the virtual hearings and have learned from many speakers regarding the 
charter amendment recommendations.  I am here to support the commission’s recommendations from March with 
the changes below.   Regarding the city governance structure reforms in Phase 1:  1.  Expand Council and establish 
geographic districts. I agree with expanding the council and establishing districts. However I share the 
recommendations of speakers who suggested 9-11 districts (odd number), each with only one commissioner per 
district to support personal accountability as well as agency.   2. Shift to a Council/Mayor model of government with a 
City Manager. I agree with this model with the council functioning with oversight while the manager maintains day to 
day functioning and weaves overarching issues such as climate solutions into city policies broadly, integrating city 
services in this and many other ways described in the amendment recommendations, particularly related to 
environmental justice and transparency.  3. Establish Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) in City elections. I agree that this is 
vital for the best expression of democracy, and I would further recommend the commission look into star voting as 
the most reliable form of RCV and the easiest form to explain to voters and reflect our values and choices. 4. I further 
agree with speakers that each of these different ideas must be described in separate ballot measures or it is unlikely 
any of the suggested changes will pass.   In Phase II, I fully support  integrating anti racism, equity, and overarching 
efforts to mitigate the impacts of the climate crisis, manifest our share of solutions, and prioritize environmental 
justice initiatives.   Every year we watch emissions rise and more catastrophic events The IPCC report gives us only 3 
years before we absolutely must start bringing down emissions, and reduce them by 43% by 2030.  The report also 
concludes that Urban areas have a big role to play in creating opportunities to increase resource efficiency and 
significantly reduce GHG emissions.   The amendments proposed by the Charter commission, particularly with the 
additional recommended changes, are an essential step in making this shift.  We are not a small city anymore, but 
part of a large world of problems, integral with a world community. We need a governance structure that can support 
our size and crises, improve democracy, hear from constituents, and optimize coordination between bureaus to reach 
our climate and justice mandates.  The Charter Commission amendments can help us get there.  Thank you, Harriet 
Cooke 

I wholeheartedly support the charter changes. 

I fully support ranked-choice voting for city elections and beyond, and the proposed changes to the role of the city 
council vs the mayor on day-to-day operations, etc.  I also fully support expanding the City Council with 4 new 

https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/17/charter-commission-public-hearing-3-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/17/charter-commission-public-hearing-3-hybrid
https://www.portland.gov/omf/charter-review-commission/events/2022/5/17/charter-commission-public-hearing-3-hybrid
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geographic districts as well.  I'm wondering why there would be 3 members as opposed to just 2 per district.  Seems 
like 2 would be better because it would be less candidates to evaluate in elections and it would still provide alternates 
for each district in case one was sick or otherwise unavailable.  

I think that all three changes that have been proposed are needed to help Portland be a better city that works better 
and is able to help all the people who live in it and not just a few people. I think that starting a geographic districts will 
help the diffrenet issues that each area faces be better dealt with. Rank candidate voting will help allow for better 
conection for voters. Finally I think the issues that have come up in the last few years show that we need a 
professional city administrator in Portland. 

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing  

Verbal public comment at the May 17th hearing 

While I'm glad to see the commission proposing geographic and multi-member districts, I'm concerned that electing 
three members through a rank-choice process will make it impossible for voters to hold politicians accountable. It's 
easy to imagine a scenario where an unpopular incumbent is reelected either because of a lack of viable alternatives 
or because voters fail to unify around lesser-known alternative candidates. I'm also concerned that this controversial 
decision will lead voters reject to the charter amendment entirely, forcing Portlanders to wait another ten years for 
another chance to pass a reform that is urgently needed. I imagine the commission would agree that the most urgent 
reforms needed are geographical districts and a move away from commissioner-style government. We don't want the 
"perfect" to become the enemy of the "good". I would encourage the commission to consider reducing the number of 
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members per district and either accepting an eight-person council or increasing the number of districts. I would also 
like to see the commission come up with a tiebreaking process, given the council will have an even number of 
members and a much wider diversity of opinions than we have currently, making consensus more difficult to achieve. 
Our current city council already splits frequently on high-profile votes, so one can only imagine the gridlock that 
would ensue if there was no way for tied measures to pass. 

Yes. Please. Ranked voting, 4 geographic districts, 12 members, and a council that focuses on policy makes a lot more 
sense. I work for the Housing Bureau and every time we change mayors or commissioners it is chaos. Commissioners 
should function more like a board of directors, with a focus on setting policy and long term planning and visioning, not 
everyday operations. Operations should be directed by professional staff who know the business. Portland has 
suffered from new inexperienced commissioners, no matter how good their intentions are. 

i love that the mayor's and the city manager's duties include:  (a) Advance the City’s core values of anti-racism, equity, 
transparency, communication, collaboration and fiscal responsibility. (b) Advance the City’s efforts to mitigate the 
human-made climate crisis and prioritize environmental justice initiatives. 

Comments attached below 

Dear Commissioners: 
 
        Re:   Ranked Choice Voting 
 
At the public hearing last evening (May 17), you heard many remarks on your proposal for adopting Ranked Choice 
Voting for use in city elections.  Some speakers expressed concerns about RCV, urged you to consider alternative 
approaches, asked you to put RCV into a separate ballot measure, or to consider postponing the vote on RCV.  Some 
voiced distrust of change in such an essential and sensitive area as voting;  some voiced confusion about technical 
aspects of RCV (such as determination of "threshold" and the handling of "surplus" votes).  I trust you will take those 
remarks seriously as you go forward. 
 
Also please pay heed to the news this morning about significant delays in the counting of votes in Clackamas County.  
Among other considerations, those problems are a reminder that your proposal will affect Portland voters in 
Clackamas and Washington counties as well as Multnomah County.  So your deliberations must take those counties 
into account. 
 
These concerns tell me you should be thinking hard about modifying your recommendation for Ranked Choice Voting:  
how to handle its placement on the ballot and when to schedule the vote on an RCV proposal, how to coordinate with 
Clackamas and Washington counties with respect to Portland voters in those counties, how to call for election codes 
and voter education programs that address new vote-counting methods as well as new voting methods, and more.  
You also will want to assure voters that the new voting systems will be tested in trial runs, shakedown cruises if you 
will, long before used in actual elections.  This latter seems especially critical given the wide number of computer-
system problems experienced in Oregon government in recent years. 
 
In short, you are receiving many signals to avoid rushing into new voting and vote-counting systems.  That doesn't 
mean don't change those systems.  It does mean go at a pace suitable to voters, to technology, to county election 
departments, and more.  This is an arena where particular care is needed.  Please take the time needed to do the job 
right. 

I write in complete and full support of the proposed amendments from the charter review.  
 
At this point I think it would be easier to answer the question: “Why wouldn’t we pass these amendments?” Portland 
has foolishly relied on its parochial “Keep Portland Weird” ethos to excuse the fact that our government is better 
structured to manage a small New England village than a growing metropolitan area of > 2 million people.  
 
These amendments are well structured, logical, and desperately needed. Please put the ranked choice voting, new 
city council, mayor, and manager structure before voters largely as written (I bow to legal experts on any language 
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changes that may be needed here) so that we can get Portland back to being the “city that works”.  
 
Thank you, 

SCRIPT FOR ORAL TESTIMONY ON MAY 17 TO CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION  Introduction. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment. I am Jan Carpenter, here for Willamette Indivisible, a local group active in local, state, and 
federal elections. We value your work and applaud your success in widening engagement of a broad spectrum of 
community members.   We also support most of your recommendations---but not all. Last week we submitted written 
comments explaining our positions. Tonight I will focus on  the major changes we want to see.  Specifically, we urge 
you to: 1. Enlarge the role of the mayor, 2. Modify your proposal for district representation, and 3. Rethink how and 
when you put your proposals on the ballot.  THE MAYOR. In your document, the mayor too often appears as a minor 
character on the city stage, described vaguely as attending to “day to day” work. We need a full-service mayor who: 1. 
Acts as primary spokesman for the city 2. Leads city responses to major emergencies 3. Breaks ties on the Council 4. 
Vetoes Council action that fails to take into account city-wide, long-term, or other larger perspectives.  So, while the 
City Administrator oversees the bureaus and Councilors represent their districts, we want a Mayor who provides the 
larger and longer-term perspective.  DISTRICT REPRESENTATION. We're with you on many aspects of your vision of 
the new City Council---larger, more representative, accessible, and accountable.  But we, and others,  believe those 
goals will be  better achieved by a combination of smaller districts with one Councilor per district.  Your proposal for a 
trio of councilors in each of four large quadrants strikes us as a recipe for weak representation.  Multi-member 
districts will amount to multi-leveled confusion, likely to lead to less accessibility, less accountability, and thereby to 
fewer voices really heard.    DESIGN FOR THE BALLOT. Progress Report 5 presents your recommendations in an 
omnibus package, complex as well as bulky.  We urge you to break your recommendations into smaller packages for 
several ballots, packages easier for voters to digest and support.    Your one-time-all-at-once approach may well 
generate confusion, even opposition.  We want you to succeed.  To do so, you need to ease the way for voters in the 
packaging of  your recommendations.    Again, I refer you to our written comments for further explanation.  I thank 
you for your attention, and for your open minds. 

Portland recently made changes to how zoning works allowing more multi-plex buildings in more locations. This is a 
great change and hopefully we can also allow more mixed use (ie: Commercial/residential buildings). However, this is 
ultimately a wasted discission if the contractors or anyone who may want to build constantly gets delayed. It is well 
known to anyone that needs or has needed to get a permit for any reason that the process of acquiring one is 
loathsome and often can take months or years to finish construction projects. The more time it takes the more it will 
cost any company or individual who wants to build. What does the Charter commission plan to do to speed this 
process up? If there is no plan, What steps can the public take to helping streamline the process of getting permits? 

We NEED a City Manager!  It is hard to see such a great city suffer due to lack of continual administrative support that 
is not mired in politics.   Rank choice voting just makes sense and saves us money.    I like that council members would 
represent their districts, however I am skeptical that 12 is the right number - it seems too high!  Too many cooks in 
the kitchen, but maybe they will take on more committees and get more done for this fine city.  WE NEED A CITY 
ADMINISTRATOR!!!!!!!!! 

All of the proposed changes are great and may help to move Portland out of its policy/management lethargy. I hope 
that, at every step of the process, there is a focus on how to break down the silos that exist between bureaus. That 
change will take time, but is necessary for city government to become functional again. 

Hello, 
 
I am in support of this Charter Commission reform package.  The current city council is not accountable to a small 
enough group.  This causes nothing to get done and responsibility to be pushed off on others.  When city council is 
responsible and accountable to a specific group of people there is better communication, understanding and 
knowledge.  I have seen this in the last city I lived in, Cleveland, where there are small wards with a council person 
elected for each.  Please include this reform on the fall ballot.  Thank you.  

I fully support switching Portland's government to a charter format and the use of rank order to elect commissioners.  
I have just a couple of suggestions for modification: 
 
1.  Twelve commissioners is too many.  It will be nearly impossible to get anything done with such a large group.  
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Reduce the Commission size to eight. 
 
2.  Make the elected mayor a voting member of the Commission.  That will provide an odd number of voting members 
to allow tie votes to be broken, and it gives the mayor a voice in policy.  Without that, who would want to become 
mayor with all responsibility and no authority. 

I strongly support the Charter Commission's proposed changes of ranked choice voiting, and an 
expanded/geographically representational city council. 

Mayoral Veto 
 
Hello Charter Commissioners, my name is Hank Schottland, I live in Downtown Portland and would like to present my 
thoughts on the topic of Mayoral Veto.  But more generally, it’s about checks and balances. 
 
The theme of “Checks and balances” has been on the radar throughout many of the Commission meetings over the 
past year, and has been highlighted as a crucial part of governance.  The current Charter Change proposals don’t have 
the most common form of check-and-balance that exists broadly today at federal, state, county, and city levels in the 
U.S. - that’s the ability of the executive branch to veto legislation and then for legislators to override that veto with a 
supermajority vote. 
 
Without veto power by the mayor, it’s not difficult to imagine that Council could pass legislation that ends up having 
unintended negative consequences for the city and city residents.  For example: 
 
● legislation that lacks financial sustainability over a multi-year period 
● Or legislation that didn’t adequately define accountability, and therefore doesn't include a way to enforce 
accountability year after year 
● or legislation that would be so expensive to implement that it causes pain elsewhere, to the detriment of the city as 
a whole 
● All of these highlight the fact that we are counting on the at-large mayor to watch out for the entire city, in a way 
that individual council members in a District model may not 
 
These are just a few examples, but they all point to areas where the executive leadership (mayor plus city manager) 
would have significant knowledge beyond that possessed by council members.  The new council members, because 
they will not be involved in the day-to-day, nuts-and-bolts activities of running the city, have a built-in blind spot that 
needs a solution.  Otherwise, new legislation that has serious implementation issues could end up creating more 
problems than it solves. 
 
With the strong position that the Charter Commission has taken to separate executive and legislative functions, 
including keeping the mayor off the council, adding the veto/override check-and-balance would strengthen what you 
have already agreed to. 

My name is Annabelle Valdini, I’m 14 years old, and I live in Sellwood, zip code 97202. I’m submitting a public 
comment in support of Phase I of the proposed changes in the charter review. These changes, the new geographic 
districts and councilmembers, proposed ranked choice voting system, and shifting to a council/mayor form of city 
government, would all be very beneficial for the city and every person living in it. If the Charter Commission amends 
the Charter, we will have a fairer, more representative, and better functioning City Council that is better able to deal 
with this city’s mounting issues, especially climate change. Even more importantly, the city will be able to deal with 
the climate crisis much more than it is able to now. Right now, all the committees and bureaus in the government of 
Portland are not coordinating and communicating with each other, so they aren’t able to get as much done to combat 
climate change as we need them to, especially with all the evidence piling up on impending climate disasters.  
 
I am really scared of the climate crisis, so much so that, instead of working on my math homework or going out with 
friends tonight, I’m submitting a public comment on a charter review none of my classmates have ever even heard of, 
just in the hopes that there might be an actual change that would fix this mess. If we don’t do something drastic now, 
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we will never get another chance to fix this. If we simply continue blithely on our path to complete climate 
destruction, every single warning we’ve been given by climate scientists over the past four decades will come true, 
and all the climate crisis’s effects will be inevitable.  
 
The truth is, the climate crisis has arrived in our city, and we have the power to fix at least most of its worst effects if 
we act right now. We cannot afford to delay any longer, so please, the Charter Commission needs to pass these 
reforms so that the city can fight climate change more effectively, to guarantee a safe future for my generation and 
every generation after mine. To guarantee a safe future for my little sister, who has never known a world without 
disastrous wildfires every summer, and of devastating heat waves that kill more people every year. For all the children 
of Portland, I ask the charter commission to pass Phase I of the proposed reforms, so we can grow up in a world not 
marred by disasters caused by the failures of our predecessors.  
 
When I was little, I loved reading comic books and adventure stories where the heroes, when faced with the possible 
destruction of their city or world and everyone they know and love, rose to the challenge and saved the world. I never 
thought we would have the chance to save the world in real life, but right now, the Charter Commission does have 
this chance. Climate change is a threat to everyone I know and love, to everything from my city to my country to my 
planet. The Commission desperately needs to pass these reforms now if we ever want to make any progress on 
stopping the climate crisis in the city of Portland, so please, pass Phase I of the proposed reforms. The Commission 
now has the chance to save the city and get a little closer to saving the world, and I’m begging you to take it. Please 
don’t let me down.  

Please add the removal of the weatherization prohibition (Section 1-108) from the charter. This is an outdated 
prohibition, especially in the face of climate change. Policy makers should be able to use the existing policy 
development frameworks that exist in City government to consider opportunities to reduce climate emission, improve 
energy efficiency and save homeowners and renters money on their utility bills. Thank you for your consideration. 

You appear to have a 12 member council with no tiebreaking mechanism. These is a recipe for gridlock either go with 
an odd number of council members or make the mayor a tie breaking voter. 

Comments attached below 

Dear City of Portland - : 
 
My name is ____. Thank you for the opportunity to share a comment. My experiences with the Portland city 
government have been _____. It is important to me that a Mayor has the role of _____. I would like City Council to 
have the role of ____. I think our current form of government structure is _____. Reaching out to the city government 
would feel easier if _____. Our city government would feel more responsive if _____. I think the proposals the Charter 
Commission is considering about the government structure are _____.  The values I would like our city government to 
uplift are ____.  My experiences voting in Portland City Council elections have been _____. I think our current voting 
system is _____. The changes I would like to see to our voting system are _____. The values I would like our voting 
system to uplift are _____. 
 
Sincerely, 

I support district reps ,  
 
I do not support ranked voting as I believe measurecwill not pass with it included. Most people donor understand 
ranked choice and fear it. Spend the next 10 years educating people.  

Comments attached below 

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing 

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing 

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  
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Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  
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Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  

Verbal Testimony at May 22nd hearing  

What good does it do to make new laws if you can not enforce or manage them? It’s 11:40 at night and they have 
been drag racing for hours on Marine Drive in North Portland. This will go on until 1am!!!  
 
It’s hot and it would be nice to open a window but even with them closed it’s impossible to go to sleep with cars 
backfiring constantly like machine guns.  
 
Getting through to POLICE NON EMERGENCY  is impossible.  
 
I have been on hold since 11pm for 40 MINUTES! I am going to hang up like many others so how the hell will you 
know what’s going on if nothing gets reported? 
 
PROOF OF TIME IMAGE ATTACHED 
 
Commissioners…. GET YOUR SHIT TOGETHER and manage this city you have literally destroyed.  
 
How long must we live in this Mad Max hell scape? The incompetence is mind boggling.  

 Comments attached below  

Dear Charter Commission, 
 
I gave a public comment in March on Portland Fire & Police Disability & Retirement, which is preserved here: 
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2022/0317022_publiccomment_website.pdf 
 
I gave verbal public comment on May 22 and I am submitting my notes as written comment for your convenience: 
 
Thank you. I’m Kevin Machiz. I’m the father of a 21-month old toddler named Alexandra. We call her Alex. Those of 
you who have experienced parenting or know a parent understand that we adults have a responsibility to teach our 
kids about far-reaching principles like fairness. At the same time, something amazing happens, which is that kids have 
the potential to make you as a parent into a better person. It’s in this spirit that I’d like to use my daughter as an 
example to discuss one specific type of fairness with the Charter Commission called Intergenerational Equity. 
  
On March 10, I urged you to take action on the Portland Fire & Police Disability & Retirement Bureau in Phase 2 of 
your process. I observed that the Charter puts FDPR on a pay-as-you-go basis. As a reminder, pay-as-you-go means 
that the city does not set aside money by spending from the budget to fund pension benefits as they are accrued by 
employees. Instead, the necessary property tax is only collected after the member retires and starts receiving a 
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benefit payment from the pension. 
  
My opinion was that this is a curse on the long-term financial condition of Portland, and I observed that it puts us out 
of line vs. peers, as well as best practices. Indeed the only other pay-as-you-go public pension in the United States is 
Puerto Rico. I recommended that the Charter require a comprehensive actuarial funding policy and state that future 
cost of living adjustments would only be considered if the plan is fully funded. 
  
I pointed out four benefits to funding the pension: transparency, intergenerational equity, cost savings, and risk 
management. So let’s get into the example of this second benefit, Intergenerational Equity, with my daughter as an 
example. She was born in 2020. Now imagine a hypothetical male firefighter who retired in 2019. He worked his 
entire career for Portland and did his job fighting fires for decades up until 2019. Based on actuary Milliman’s 
assumptions, he retired at his expected age of 55 and is expected to live approximately 30 years.  
  
My daughter could spend her whole life in Portland, but remember she never received any service from that specific 
firefighter because he was already retired before she was even born. It was the adults here in the room that were 
able to benefit from that firefighter’s service, but the adults never set aside any money for his pension benefits while 
he was working for them. Let’s assume she is lucky enough to buy a house in Portland before she turns 30 years old. 
Her property tax bill would still be expected to pay for both his benefit as it comes due, as well as all the actuarial 
funding necessary for the younger firefighters who were first sworn starting in 2007. 
  
In summary, while the older generation of employees were serving the older generation of taxpayers, no money was 
spent to fund their pension. That burden was passed down to younger generations of Portland taxpayers, such as my 
daughter. This is the inequity and the unfair practice that I observe. 
  
Require a comprehensive actuarial funding policy. State that future COLAs would only be permitted if the plan’s 
funded ratio were above 100%.  
 
Thank you, 

I weighed in with unequivocal support on these proposals.  

The city should be divided into more than four districts. North, northwest, southwest, inner northeast, outer 
northeast, inner southeast, outer southeast, downtown...and each district should elect one representative who lives 
there. Ranked choice voting will only result in electing more kooks who grandstand instead of working with others to 
address issues the city has been dragging its feet on for years if not decades. Finally hiring a city administrator is a 
good idea, though. 

Thank you for all your work on this, I have been very impressed with the overall effort and am excited about your 
proposed changes. I have 3 comments I'd like you to consider: 
  
1. Please consider six districts with two members each instead of your proposed four districts. The commissioner 
mentioned in today's town hall for city employees that since Portland has four quadrants, Portlanders should be used 
to the idea of four geographic areas. Portland does not have four quadrants, it has six sextants with the recent 
creation of south Portland. My recommendation would be the following: central city, southeast, northeast, north, 
southwest, and east Portland each having a district. Central city (inner southeast, downtown, the Pearl, etc) is 
especially important as a standalone even though the river divides it.  
2. I don't have a clear picture of whether ranked choice voting and the form of government change will be on the 
ballot as a single measure or two separate measures. My fear is that Portlanders will be very in favor of form of 
government change, but will be confused or skeptical about ranked choice voting. I would hate for the form of 
government change to go down just because ranked choice voting is a seemingly novel approach to some.  
3. Please leave the door open for future changes to how bureaus operate. I work in PBOT capital projects and one of 
our largest issues is the city's lack of a Public Works bureau. I spend so much time going back and forth with the other 
infrastructure bureaus (water, BES, forestry, etc) and wasting time and money because there isn't a centralized place 
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where right of way issues are sorted out before a capital project comes along. It is incredibly frustrating that the city's 
bureaus sometimes have adversarial relationships despite all being part of the same city. It makes no sense and is a 
waste of taxpayer dollars. 

Comments attached below 

The notion of a 'professional' as it is commonly used is ambiguous. Most people are unaware of the historic 
development of the notion of a 'professional'. I've updated the Wikepedia page on 'professional' so please read it.   As 
it pertains to the concept of a professional city manager - particularly one employed to deal with the houseless -, in 
his seminal work "From Poor Law to Welfare State: A History of Social Welfare in America"  Walter Trattner argues 
that after the depression era social workers began to emphasize individualized casework at the expense of alternative 
holistic methods which treat individuals as members of a community, not because such strategies work to address 
social issues, but because they enable social workers to specialize; a thing that enables them to claim professional 
status.   Just FYI so you know; professional has little to do with quality outcomes or a high level of skill, least not in this 
case. Social work and city management are things which simply have the advantage of dealing with interactive and 
complex systems such that they can always scapegoat onto someone or something else when their 'professional' 
strategies don't pan out.    A facet of 'professionalism' that is applicable in this case is exclusivity; we are relinquishing 
our ability to have a say in the management of these things so that an 'expert' can descend from above to manage 
them for us. It is all a game. We don't need a city manager undermining what little democratic power which remains 
to us citizens. 

The city has declared the climate crisis an emergency.  It is only appropriate that the city charter addresses this 
emergency with specific language directing the city to take action in combatting climate change and mitigating it's 
effects. 

Thank you for all your work on this, I have been very impressed with the overall effort and am excited about your 
proposed changes. I have 3 comments I'd like you to consider:  1. Please consider six districts with two members each 
instead of your proposed four districts. The commissioner mentioned in today's town hall for city employees that 
since Portland has four quadrants, Portlanders should be used to the idea of four geographic areas. Portland does not 
have four quadrants, it has six sextants with the recent creation of south Portland. My recommendation would be the 
following: central city, southeast, northeast, north, southwest, and east Portland each having a district. Central city 
(inner southeast, downtown, the Pearl, etc) is especially important as a standalone even though the river divides it.  2. 
I don't have a clear picture of whether ranked choice voting and the form of government change will be on the ballot 
as a single measure or two separate measures. My fear is that Portlanders will be very in favor of form of government 
change, but will be confused or skeptical about ranked choice voting. I would hate for the form of government change 
to go down just because ranked choice voting is a seemingly novel approach to some.  Please leave the door open for 
future changes to how bureaus operate. I work in PBOT capital projects and one of our largest issues is the city's lack 
of a Public Works bureau. I spend so much time going back and forth with the other infrastructure bureaus (water, 
BES, forestry, etc) and wasting time and money because there isn't a centralized place where right of way issues are 
sorted out before a capital project comes along. It is incredibly frustrating that the city's bureaus sometimes have 
adversarial relationships despite all being part of the same city. It makes no sense and is a waste of taxpayer dollars. 

Multimember districts (MMDs) are great- the gold standard for representation, but Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) is a 
mistake. RCV is a fad and it is not a transparent approach. Please get rid of the RCV piece. But please definitely keep 
the MMDs. https://electionscience.org/voting-methods/runoff-election-the-limits-of-ranked-choice-voting/    

We should not have a Chief Administrative Officer that reports to the Mayor, we should instead have a City Manager 
that reports to the City Council, this is consistent with the Council-Manager form: 
https://icma.org/documents/council-manager-form-government-what-it-how-it-works-and-benefits-your-
community-brochure 

As much as I love the idea of the multi membered, districted style of city council, the population of each district needs 
to be relatively similar, otherwise we will end up with the possibility of some council members representing more/less 
population than the others.  

The last 18 months has seen this Commission creating important and beneficial structure and ideas for a new way to 
govern this city.  As a civil servant for this city and its community, I believe these proposed changes are well thought 
out and will be transformative for this city. 
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Having worked at the City for 8 years in different bureaus and under many commissioners and mayors, I think 
expanding to 12 members is ridiculous, it's also an even number, so if that isn't rectified by a mayoral vote, then it 
there could always be a stale mate.  Having that many people on a board of directors is already difficult to navigate 
for non-profits, I can't imagine that many folks for Council when it already is challenging to get things moving.  I agree 
it should be by geographic boundary but I think outer east should have been it's own, or line them up with the 
Neighborhood Coalition offices.   If these items are voted on separately, we could end up with 12 commissioners and 
a mayor and no other changes, but I don't think they are a great package together.  I think a city administrator is a 
perfect choice, but should report to all of council, not just the mayor, and I am not in favor of a strong mayor form of 
government after having worked/lived in one.   

I would like to encourage that the following questions be answered in the process of making the final decision.1. How 
will responsibilities be shared between the Mayor and City Manager? Example: Would the Mayor lead the councillors 
around setting policy while the Manager oversees implementation of policies coordinated across bureaus?  2. Will 
there be measurable outcomes set (& by whom), and transparent reporting about steps toward meeting those 
outcomes, on the City's progress? Note: Years ago there was a push to establish Benchmarks at the city, county and 
state levels - will that be resurrected to save time toward setting/updating goals and benchmarks toward those goals? 
--  Benchmarks, etc. HAVE TO last longer than terms of elected officials!!!  3. What will the 'job description' be for the 
expanded number of councellors? It would be ideal if each brought insight from the sub-communities they represent 
to the policy table turning those voices to refining how policies, goals & benchmarks are set, refined and measured.  

I'm encouraged by the proposals from Phase I of the Charter Review. I hope all are advanced to the ballot so the 
people can have their say.  

May 28, 2022   The following are changes needed by the City of Portland, for African American sustainability.  A 
strategic approach on the following areas: Diversity initiatives, goals, objectives and targets; Cultural competency 
training - Provide adequate training, goals, targets, timelines and accountability for culturally competent managers 
and staff with lived experiences; create bonuses for those achieving goals  Reassign managers and executives unable 
to attain goals, show disinterest or provide unreasonable excuses in achieving goals.  Equity and inclusion of adequate 
effective delivery of services, positively benefiting and impacting BIPOC communities for:  adequate services, taxes, 
affordable housing, hiring of upper management,  policy, training, economic prosperity, affordable housing, taxation, 
funding; adequate, equitable and effective programs, systems, regulations, data collection and algorithms, consulting, 
contracting, access to information, technology, additional resources, services and funding for working class families, 
similar services provided to other communities, for the sustainability of the African American community.  
Reorganization of Bureau Services, staff and volunteers – Improve: operation of services, processes, policies, 
engagement with community, barriers to communities, staff services, inefficient spending of 
resources/finances/budgets.  Policy – Develop fair, adequate and effective policy with inclusion of the African 
american community and their partners for cultural   Committees & Volunteers - Select or appoint volunteers and 
paid committees with lived experiences, cultural competency and accountability to: engage with, provide services to,  
adequately collect and assimilate information, and represent the concerns and issues of the African American 
community, for their sustainability.   Services - Provide timely and adequate services, staffing, funding, customer 
service, proper and effective communication of staff, timely return of phone calls and needed information, adequate 
access to information.   Non-Profits - Provide adequate funding, resources, oversight for delivery of services and 
collection of private data, and reduction of administrative costs over 8 percent, for non-profits.   Staffing - Provide 
adequate staffing and hiring of bureau employees representative of the diverse community.  Hire more African 
American management and Executive staff to assist in achieving  diversity goals, issues, training, policy and support 
services. 

I am hopeful that the charter commission’s recommendations will help the city become more functional.  at this 
point, it seems like nothing is really done to addressed some serious issues that Portland is facing. I hope that a 
council that sets policy, to which the elected mayor must listen, will help addressed some of these issues, including 
houselessness, climate change, and the cost of living for the average Portlander.  The current model is not 
sustainable, and nothing can get done. 

For the past three years I have volunteered with Extinction Rebellion, an organization that has worked tirelessly on 
climate justice issues and focused on City Council decisions.  We have experienced the dysfunction and lack of 
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comprehensive multi-bureau coordination without an accountable approach with deliverable outcomes, actions, and 
timelines.  We applaud the hard work and tenacity of this Commission in reaching amendments to put forward on the 
November ballot.  To ensure that the goals of broader representation and regular citizens actually being able to 
influence policy are actually met by increasing the number of districts and Council members, we encourage the 
Commission to pursue a policy of juried equity redistricting and institute lower limits on campaign finance.  The 
business community has been effective in undermining climate policy and we need to ensure that they are not better 
resourced in their ability to influence multiple Council members and multiple election campaign results in this new 
system. We also believe that the City manager should be selected by the full City Council and not just hired or fired by 
the Mayor, although the Mayor may participate in the day to day supervision of this position. We urge you to 
unanimously pass your proposed amendments to the City charter. In Phase 2 we encourage an emphasis on climate 
justice reforms as this urgent crisis can’t wait until 2032 according to the science.  Along with PEACE (Portland 
Employees act on Climate Emergency), we are pushing for the establishment of a Climate Emergency Bureau, an 
empowered Climate Emergency Director, and a Climate Emergency Commission with a more open governmental 
approach involving Bureau climate managers, climate experts, frontline communities and Indigenous leaders working 
on climate challenges as well as concerned citizens and organizations and other stakeholders in setting annual 
concrete actions and evaluating progress quarterly.  We believe that a goal of 10% annual reduction in GHG emissions 
with supporting equity policies in place is necessary upfront to start a substantial downward decline by 2025 and 
reach 50% net zero by 2040 as the science demands.  This takes into account the unknown factors related to feedback 
loops and tipping points which could lead to unanticipated exponential increases in GHG releases, and concedes that 
once "low-hanging fruits" in terms of reduction policies are accomplished, it will become increasingly difficult to 
maintain that rate over time.  But if we are successful, it could buy us the time needed to figure out the technologies 
(such as improved, lower cost battery storage for community solar) and the structural changes this challenge 
demands.  Thanks for your important work and look forward to supporting it on the November ballot. 

I have been a city employee for 14 years and was a Portland resident from 1999 to 2017 although now reside in 
unincorporated Washington County and the comments I submit are my own. In addition, I am a member of PEACE, 
Public Employees Acting on the Climate Emergency, a group of city employees advocating for city leadership to take 
action to address climate change as part of the City Charter reform effort.   I support the City Charter’s 
acknowledgement that Climate Action should be added as a City Core Value. I also believe that the Mayor and Chief 
Administrative Officer should be tasked with implementing Climate Action initiatives based on recommendations 
from the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability and the PEACE Climate Proposal and provide the needed funding to 
make those happen. I hope that you will use this City Charter amendment process to include meaningful amendments 
to address the climate emergency and provide funding and direction for Bureaus to take action to mitigate and adapt 
to the climate crisis. Thank you for the amazing work that you have done and for the opportunity to comment. 

The climate crisis is the most important issue facing our city, and fuels all out other crises, of houselessness, 
affordability, racial injustice, etc. To tackle all of these, a more fair and functional form of government is essential, so I 
am so pleased that these proposed changes are proposed. Please accept these changes! 

I support all of these proposed changes. I think some or all of them will be unfamiliar to many voters, so would you 
please list them as separate ballot measures. That way, if voters are not yet comfortable with ranked choice voting 
(which I am personally) then they can still vote for the other two. Also, regarding constituent services, once there are 
three commissioners per district it will be important to establish accountability.  I am looking forward to improved 
constituent services once these changes are made.  

Hello members of the Charter Commission,  I write today urging you to form an Environmental Justice/Climate sub-
committee to address climate issues in phase 2 of your work this summer. Barriers to climate action and 
environmental justice are baked into our city’s structure. Our solutions must be as well. Also, to rise to meet the 
climate crisis, Portland needs a fair, functional, and representative government. The Charter Commission must pass 
the Phase I reforms and make this possible! Thanks so much for your time! 

I support the concept of geographic districts and a city administrator to manage the bureaus.  I am very concerned 
about a 12-person city council without any role for the mayor.  Without any pro/con analyses on issues on your 
website, I cannot give as thoughtful opinion as I would with more research.  I prefer more districts and fewer city 
council members.  I prefer for the Mayor to preside over meetings and vote to break a tie.  I’m concerned about the 
fiscal impact of your proposal and not convinced why you need 2 offices for every council member.  I’m not convinced 
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rank choice voting is more beneficial than the primary/general elections we have now.  Too many city council 
members, too few districts, too little role for the Mayor without really laying out pros/cons of your proposal.      

Portland is facing complex challenges, and we must ensure our city government is equipped with the tools to 
strategically plan long-term and develop a uniform vision to address these challenges. With a mayor-council 
government structure, our City Council will have more capacity to focus on understanding community needs and 
setting policy. A professional City Administrator will increase the efficiency and responsiveness of our city’s delivery of 
services.    As I’ve listened to public comment and engaged in conversations, I find myself in agreement with two 
straightforward modifications to the current proposal to further strengthen this government structure: Our future 
Mayors should have the direct tools to 1) champion community needs by introducing legislation and 2) resolve 
essential policy and budget determinations by having a tie-breaking vote.   A Mayor that can proactively channel 
community concerns through legislation and be another voice shaping policy is essential for his or her political 
leadership. And a tie breaking vote will reduce political gridlock and increase efficiency in our government. We ask 
that you include these common-sense tools to position our Mayor to be better accountable to voters while 
maintaining the balance of power envisioned in the Commission’s recommendations. 

Council focuses on policy, mayor and professional administrator run day today operations of city government. Yes, on 
this. We need good qualified business minded individuals in charge of the actual running of City Government. City 
Council members are conduits and idea makers but have no concept on the operations, overlapping of departments, 
budgets and development of a strategic business plan. Department Leader's is where are money should be spent for 
the best, with the ability to easily "fire them" should they fail the taxpayer. The pressure to pick these individuals 
would be up to the Mayor and his Administration Assistant who will be held ultimately accountable of City 
Government performance. 

Four Districts, 12 members: A definite NO. In the proposed changes to City Government, Council members are more 
like conduits between the people in their District and City Government. They carry the message from the voter's in 
their District to a table of discussion. There is NO NEED to have 3 messengers per District. We need just 4 Districts, 1 
ELECTED Council Representative per District. In addition, the money spent on the proposed 8 additional Council 
members would be better spent on hiring "qualified competent agency heads" to assure City Departments are run by 
top notch people.  

Rank Choice Voting:  I do not want rank choice. I see no benefits to rank choice voting and thus the cost to change the 
system is a costly waste. 

While district representation would be a major improvement for Portland's city government, four districts are not 
sufficient to represent the many and diverse neighborhoods.  A good start would be to use the existing seven 
neighborhood coalitions as a basis for districting, with districts for other non-coalition neighborhoods drawn up in 
addition.  In this manner, no area of the city would be "left out" of city governance.  Moreover, instead of three 
representatives per district, there should be just one -- that way there is no question of accountability within a 
district.  One district, one representative. 

Yes.  This makes sense if current number of Commissioners remains at 4. 

12 Commissioners are not needed.  1 Commissioner per district is adequate.  I do not understand how you can 
decrease duties but increase Commissioners.  Much to expensive. 

No.  Ranked choice voting is confusing and expensive to implement.  Our current system has worked well for over 150 
years.  If it's not broken don't fix it. 

I believe the mayor should be more a strong mayor and not just a figurehead.  The business of the council requires a 
leader, identified as such, with the explicit job of organizing and leading council activities internally and as seen by the 
public. Thank you. 

Ranked Voting: The recommendation is to have 4 geographic districts with three representatives each. It seems 
ranked voting is redundant; the top three vote getters are basically already being ranked by each voter when they 
cast their vote; it seems that achieves the goals of having meaningful and preferred choice; why complicate it w/ 
ranked voting too?  12 Member Council:  I agree with District voting, but believe 3 members/ District is too many; a 12 
member CC seems ripe for inaction; this seems especially the case when also recommending that the Mayor has no 
policy or legislative role; the proposed Council (along with the proposed ranked choice voting) has the potential to be 
a committee of process orientation discussions, rather than a policy making body that provides legislative leadership 
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for the city residents, the city as a political unit, the metropolitan region and the state; the ineffectiveness of the 
current system (melding political with administrators) is not solved with having 12 people, a 1/4 of whom represent 
their 4 individual districts; it would seem that having ranked voting and 2 persons per district resulting in a CC of 8 
would increase the chances of decision making and meaningful votes.  Division of Responsibility between Mayor and 
CC: I strongly support hiring a professional city administrator; I do not support the mayor position having no 
policy/legislative role; the mayor should be the one city wide elected position on the CC with both policy and 
administrative/executive responsibilities; the mayor should be a voting member of City Council; this is important for a 
number or reasons: having at least one person bringing a city-wide constituency not only a district constituency to the 
CC; having a member that is equally responsible for policy as well as the administrative functions results in better 
outcomes, not a CC that is only process oriented; having an odd number of voting members of CC, ensuring that 
legislative decisions are made (mayor position as an equal vote as all members of council, not a veto vote); this 
system would not dilute the district model or the council member's influence and power from those districts, but 
combines the best of policy making and administration in a system that is not biforcated into process and 
implementation, but rather brings process (policy) and implementation (administration) together in the City Council, 
while at the same time having a professional city administer with strong mayoral engagement and CC oversight.       

First, I would like to say I appreciate the hard work of the Charter Commissioners in conceptualizing, drafting ideas 
and soliciting public comment.  Thank you.  With respect to the draft proposed charter amendments published May 3, 
2022, I have brief comments regarding: • Ranked-choice voting, allowing voters to rank candidates in order of their 
preference • Four new geographic districts with three members elected to represent each district, expanding the city 
council to a total of 12 members • A city council that focuses on setting policy and a mayor elected citywide to run the 
city’s day-to-day operations, with the help of a professional city administrator   Ranked-choice voting: Great idea.  If 
marketed/explained clearly, it should have a very positive public buy-in.  Four new geographic districts with three 
members each: Districts:  It seem apparent to me that, given the current population (666,453) and complex makeup 
of the city, four large districts would not be adequate to recognize the diversity and provincial nature of the existing 
95 officially recognized neighborhoods and their corresponding eight neighborhood associations: 1.1 Neighbors West-
Northwest 1.2 Southwest Neighborhoods, Inc. 1.3 North Portland Neighborhood Services 1.4 Northeast Coalition of 
Neighborhoods 1.5 Central Northeast Neighbors 1.6 East Portland Community Office 1.7 Southeast Uplift 
Neighborhood Coalition (SE Uplift) 1.8 Unaffiliated with a coalition  My recommendation is to increase the number of 
districts to 8 as identified above.  Each is  an already known commodity within the city and this would eliminate (or at 
least mitigate) the sense now that residents would not be adequately represented in a larger and less local district.  
Numbers of Commissioners:  12 commissioners (three per large district) is not the best idea for a number of reasons.   
8 commissioners (one per district) is a better idea for the following reasons: 0. Accountability to residents:  As 
proposed, a resident would need to contact three commissioners in their large district to express their concerns or 
make suggestions.  In an eight district/one council member per district system a resident would only need contact one 
council member.  It seems obvious which system would be more favorable for a resident’s sense they are being heard 
and that their ideas have a better chance of finding their way to the Council because commissioner has proportionally 
more impact (because she/he is one of eight, not one of 12). 0. Attaining consensus at the Council level:  When it 
comes to attaining consensus in a group, as my mother used to say, “Too many cooks spoil the broth”.  Too few is too 
autocratic.  Eight is about right.    The Mayor The Mayor should be able to vote on matters brought before the City 
Council, but not be a member of the City Council. After all, the Mayor is one of a few individuals elected by the entire 
city populous.  The Mayor should not head the City Council or function as it Chair Person, nor should the Mayor have 
veto authority.  Again, thank you for your service and for affording the public the opportunity to provide input into 
your endeavor. 

Must be changed. 

We need to change our outdated system of city government.  We have departments under the direction of council 
members who have no qualifications to run them.  No wonder our city is declining so rapidly.  

SE sidewalks near David Douglas HS: Division to HS 

Please consider splitting the 3 proposed changes into 3 separate votes on the November ballot. 

My wish is that these not be packaged together as a single prix fixe option on a ballot. I am quite supportive of one of 
the proposed changes. I am OK with one of the proposed changes. And I see problems with one of the proposed 
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changes. I don't see the need for these three changes to be bundled into a single vote and am concerned the vote 
could fail. A voter with a split / diametrically opposed perspective on the set may vote no. Please consider an ala carte 
type ballot. Thanks for considering my input.  

It is time for a change.  Our city is drowning under the current model of leadership.    

Ranked Choice plus multi member districts is a convoluted mess which seems only  to empower special interests that 
don't have enough popular support to acheive a majority.  Just make more districts.  12 single member districts with 
ranked choice, or 6 dual member districts w/no ranked choice. 

I'm all in favor of creating geographic districts and correlating councilors to them. I would love to see the map -- I am 
concerned that SW and NW Portland would continue to be overrepresented. Like the PPS boundaries, the devil is 
often in the details. Yes, please professionalize, hire a professional city administrator. Ranked voting is good, but 
much less desperately needed than the other two changes.  

Environmental and Financial Sustainability Requirements (including adequate Climate Action/Justice) should be 
embedded in the Charter i.e. not optional for future councils to decide whether or not they should be prioritized or 
not. 

As a City of Portland employee, I fully support the proposed changes. Before coming to Portland, I worked in city 
government at a mid-sized city on the east coast. That government included elected City Council and Mayor with a 
City Manager. From my experience with both, I can easily say that Portland's current system is much more difficult to 
work with and for. Having a stable City Manager kept us from needing to pivot with the whims of the Council 
members (appointed by the Mayor, changing at any time, which is a terrible system.) There is predictability and 
stability in having many more Council members and a City Administrator that saves time and efforts of city 
employees. It allows us to stay out of politics and focus on core functions. I am very excited that the Commission has 
included ranked voting as I believe this is a great way to be more inclusive and fair. Finally, I fully support at least 
three members from each district; any less and it becomes a "mini-fiefdom" with a lone ruler and too much power. It 
would be nice if there were a few at-large seats for the entire City - more than just the Mayor's position. Hopefully a 
larger number of Council members will keep them focused on setting policies and helping people rather than playing 
politics, "working the system," or getting involved in day-to-day operations of the city. Thank you for including city 
employees in your information sessions and welcoming our feedback. 

I support the Commission's proposed package of amendments (phase I issues). 

Please consider splitting the 3 proposed changes into 3 separate votes on the November ballot. While I fully 
understand the reasoning behind the decision to push for a single line item vote, I am hearing a lot of growing 
sentiment that people are against one or more of the proposals, and I would hate to miss this opportunity to make 
some much needed change in Portland that seemingly everyone agrees we need. No city in America has tested both 
multi-member districts plus rank choice voting and with some of the more radical candidates this election, it is making 
people nervous that we would end up with a bad situation. If any one of the three proposed changes then failed, I 
would hope you could create a caveat that says we can revisit that topic in a few years once we have the other items 
in place and have tested the waters. Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter! 

Too many people to actually get things done. Too much power given to a Mayor. The proposed change would make 
for less accountability.  

Please consider splitting the 3 proposed changes into 3 separate votes on the November ballot. While I fully 
understand the reasoning behind the decision to push for a single line item vote, I am hearing a lot of growing 
sentiment that people are against one or more of the proposals, and I would hate to miss this opportunity to make 
some much needed change in Portland that seemingly everyone agrees we need. No city in America has tested both 
multi-member districts plus rank choice voting and with some of the more radical candidates this election, it is making 
people nervous that we would end up with a bad situation. If any one of the three proposed changes then failed, I 
would hope you could create a caveat that says we can revisit that topic in a few years once we have the other items 
in place and have tested the waters. Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter! 

As a 15 year employee of the City of Portland, I strongly support all three proposed changes.  These changes will move 
our City in the right direction and significantly improve the overall function of our work. 
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Only residents with homes should be able to vote. People paying property tactless either as a renting or tenant 

I support allowing the Mayor to have a tie-breaking vote, veto power, and a formal avenue to introduce policy 
changes. I believe it is important for a citywide perspective to be represented both in the executive and legislative 
branches, and for the Mayor to be able to directly translate issues that arise from the management of the City into 
policy change where appropriate.  

Why not 12 districts, each with its own representative?  Certainly, this would result in more diversity of opinion and a 
closer connection between each representative and their district.  The proposal for 3 reps per district makes me 
suspicious about why that is being considered. 

I am concerned about the lack of a tie-breaking vote. Is there evidence that this will result in more collaboration 
rather than more proposals failing due to stalemates? 

Portland is broken and desperately needs a new form of government. Get rid of the commissioners, they are all stuck 
in an active game of hot potato and nothing is accomplished. I'm sick of paying for this garbage town and having no 
representation or progress on homelessness, garbage, and violence. 

I am writing in support of the three proposed changes to Portland's charter: ranked choice voting, new geographic 
districts with multiple councilors for each district and the addition of a city administrator. I believe that the move to a 
city administrator will have the most significant impacts for hastening the multiple and important improvements we 
need to see from our city government. I hope that these modernizing initiatives will be allowed to move forward. 
Portland's current system is not working and change is clearly needed.  

Speaking from my experience as a physician on medical staff committees, I feel that a 12 person council involves too 
many people to get anything done. 

This is 6th city I have lived in and 3rd city I have worked for as a point of reference for my comments.   1.  I feel that 12 
Council members is too many.  I do like the idea of multiple reps from various districts.  I recommend either 3 districts 
with 3 reps each or either 4 or 5 districts with 2 reps each.   2.  Recommend that Mayor have the power to break 
council tie votes but NOT veto power.  As an Employee I am excited about this change and subsequent changes 
because I know it will improve services for the community and improve working relationships between Bureaus.    

I am in favor of these proposed changes but want to see the issue of conflicts of interest of landlords who are not 
residing in a district vs. residents representing their districts. Will there be firm policy on determining actual 
occupancy of a candidate in their district (via voter registration, vehicle registration, etc.) before allowing them to 
legally submit candidacy? It would be a glaring conflict of interest to let someone permanently residing in NW 
Portland vote on policy decisions for the tenants of their properties in East Portland. 

I am fully in support of the charter changes checked above.  I strongly believe it will make Portland City government 
much more effective and representative of Portlanders. 

Attorneys should have civil service protections so that they can have candor in their advice to elected and bureau 
directors.  By being at will employees, they may be less forthright in their advice.  It makes sense that the City 
Attorney itself would not have civil service protections, but there should be some room for protections for the other 
40 attorneys in the office. 

Comments attached below 

I’m concerned that the expansion from 4 to 12 commissioners may be overwhelming.  It may be more difficult to 
make decisions.  I’d prefer to have 8-10 total commissioners.  Would 5 districts with 2 commissioners be preferable?  
Districts could generally align with the existing city layout - SE,SW etc.  I am also concerned that will increase 
expenditures per commissioner (staff, offices etc). 
 
I really like the City/commissioner form of govt proposed.   I agree with separate election of police chief and auditor.   
 
Thank you for doing this great work. 

Comments attached below  

Comments attached below  

To the Charter Review Commission, 
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Thank you for all your hard work to change Portland’s form of government.  I think the Commission has put together a 
proposal that will be a major improvement to our present system which everyone agrees is archaic and not workable 
in 2022!   
 
As I mentioned in a previous email, I am opposed to a “City Administrator” position in this proposal - another layer of 
bureaucracy and high salary.  We need a strong Mayer and council. I moved here from Denver  after living there for 
40+ years and the strong  Mayor and City Council form of government was effective.  I believe that the Mayor in 
Denver appoints the heads of the major departments, ie. Police, Fire, Water Bureau, Parks & Recreation etc. as is the 
case in other cities.  If your proposal passes there will be many  critically important job openings!  
 
Best wishes, 

Greetings 
 
Thanks for your work so far. I heartily endorse Charter Reform for the simple reason: How could anything be worse 
than what we have? 
Two things should be different - the number of commissioners must be odd, and ranked choice be seperated from the 
form of government for voting. It would be tragic if the electorate, confused by either of the two, voted against both 
at once. 
 
Regards, 

 Comments attached below 
Please consider the following amendments on behalf of the Auditor’s Office to the Charter Commission proposals 
discussed at its April 27, 2022 meeting (also attached as a Word document): 
 
 
Chapter 2: Government 
Section 2-218. City Budget 
 
Rationale for Requested Amendment: To protect the credibility of the Auditor’s Office, the Auditor should propose a 
budget directly to the legislative budget committee, not the executive Mayor who is subject to audits and 
investigations conducted by the Auditor’s Office. This is the procedure used at Metro. The Metro Auditor and its Chief 
Executive both propose budgets to the Metro Council. The process is facilitated by early communication between 
Metro budget staff, the Chief Operating Officer, and the elected Metro Auditor. 
 
Language proposed at April 27, 2022, Charter Commission meeting, with Auditor’s amendment: 
 
The Mayor must submit a proposed budget to the City Council by May 5 of each year. The Auditor must submit a 
proposed Auditor’s Office budget to City Council by May 5 of each year. The Council functions as the budget 
committee and is responsible for approving the budget. City funds may only be expended in conformance with a 
budget approved by Council. 
 
 
________________________________________ 
 
Chapter 2: Government 
Section 2-207 Salaries. 
 
Rationale for Requested Amendment: Auditor is missing. 
 
Language discussed at April 27, 2022, Charter Commission meeting, with Auditor’s amendment: 
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The Council appoints a five (5) member salary commission, composed of qualified human resources professionals with 
compensation experience, by January 1 of each odd year. The salary commission sets the salaries for the Council, and 
the Mayor, and Auditor, documenting the basis for its decision. Elected or appointed City of Portland officials and 
employees are prohibited from serving on the salary commission.  

I would first like to say that I'm truly appreciative of all the work undertaken by the charter commissioners to create 
these recommendations representing feedback of Portland communities. 
 
I am very pleased to see recommendations for the following: 
- expansion of the number of city council members and separating the city into districts 
- 3 council members per district to improve community representation and allow more opportunities for typically 
underrepresented Portlanders to run for office 
- having offices of council members in their districts to increase access to the communities they serve 
- shifting of the role of the mayor and city council to create checks and balances 
- hiring of a city administrator to take public services out of the direct control of individual council members who may 
or may not be qualified to oversee these important functions and reduce political impact 
- districting formation process and creating an independent committee to set salaries for city council members 
 
One recommendation: 
- as the city administrator is supervised/overseen by the mayor, I would like to see some way that the city council 
would have power to intervene with the city administrator in situations where the mayor may not be appropriately 
addressing concerns or problems with the administrator 
 
I will support the commission's recommendations in the November election.  Thank you for your work. 

Comments attached below 

First I should thank those who called for the Charter review as well as those community members who have worked 
on revisions.  I absolutely agree our form of government has long been ineffective and inefficient for a city of our size.  
I am however skeptical these ‘three major changes unanimously recommended’ by the Charter Commission have us 
moving in the right direction.  I listened to the first Town Hall on Tuesday and heard many concerns with which I 
agree. 
I will start with proposal #3: I don’t believe we should move to a system with an even weaker Mayor.  Currently our 
Mayor essentially holds 20% of the power in the City with his vote on Council.  If we remove his vote and withhold 
veto power, City Council effectively holds both legislative and executive powers unchecked.  In Article 4, Section 2-401 
(Duties of the Mayor), I am frankly aghast at the prioritization of the proposed ‘responsibilities.’  Surely the current 
state of the City would indicate (a) and (b) are the least of our problems; (c), (d), (i), and (k) seem to be more dire 
responsibilities at this time.  I have the same concerns with Section 2-406 (City Administrator); similarly, items (c), (d), 
(e), and (h) should hold higher concern than (a) and (b).  In my opinion, many of the problems the City faces currently 
are a result of its hyper-focus on these two items, allowing many issues to careen out of control. 
Proposal #2: I believe a 12 member City Council based upon four districts is fraught with peril.  First, how did the 
Commission determine 12 was an appropriate number?  That triples the amount of salary, benefit expenditures, not 
to mention the corresponding support from Fleet, IT, and Facilities.  I wonder from where that funding will magically 
appear.  It also seems nonsensical to have three Council members representing the same District.  Where is the 
accountability with that, especially if we have the ranked voting?  It would be nearly impossible to unseat incumbents, 
and how could the division of work / power be held in check?  Perhaps we should start with seven or nine Council 
members, each representing their own district, and see how that works out for a while? 
Proposal #3: I can see some value in moving to Ranked Choice Voting for Mayor and Auditor.  However, if the City 
moves to the 3 Councilors per District model, I believe it minimizes the power of voters to remove elected officials as 
they see fit.             

This comment pertains to Commissioner Rubio’s question about the auditor at the Charter Commission’s May 
27/2022 meeting with the City Council. 
  
Performance audits of city bureaus and programs is a core function of the Auditor’s office and the independence of 
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the Auditor in carrying out that function must be maintained. Currently, however, suggestions and criticisms in an 
audit report are frequently ignored or even attacked by the Commissioner-in-Charge who views them as an affront 
since they are managing the bureau. Other Commissioners have all too often ignored important audit findings 
because of a “not my Bureau” attitude. 
  
Due to jettisoning the commission form of government, the post-reform Council can make more effective use of audit 
reports to improve the policies that drive city operations. Also, the Auditor does seek input on audit ideas ( 
https://www.research.net/r/suggest-an-audit-topic ) and the larger post-reform Council, elected in a manner to 
enhance geographic and proportional representation, is well positioned to urge constituents to suggest audit ideas or 
to make audit suggestions themselves. To be clear, an audit report may well criticize an underlying Council policy that 
is not working out well “on the ground” and this underscores the importance of  Auditor independence. Nevertheless, 
one positive outcome of ending the commission form of government is the enhanced potential for collaborative 
interactions between the Auditor and the post-reform Council in terms of audit topics and effective follow up to audit 
reports.  
 
--  

My name is Bob Shotland, and I am a resident of the Pearl District. When I first started submitting comments to the 
charter commission around 8 months ago, my priorities were to change from at-large elections for commissioners to 
geographic district elected commissioners, and also to get the commissioners out of the role of managing city bureaus 
and departments, with the mayor and a professional city manager/administrator taking on that role. 
 
I appreciate the amount of research that has been done by the commission, and the progress that has been made in 
developing proposals for the November 2022 ballot. I am pleased with the direction we are going in, redefining the 
role of the mayor. While we’re at it, why not add a veto power to the mayor’s functions, and let’s also give him or her 
a tie-breaking role, since the commission’s proposal calls for an even number (12) of councilors.  
 
I also have some misgivings about where things currently stand. In my previous comments, I called on my experience 
in other cities I have lived and/or worked in, namely Berkeley and San Francisco, as examples of how much things 
improved when they changed to district representation, with one representative per district. That representative, 
who lived in the district, was much more likely to be aware of the specific issues that were important to the residents 
of my neighborhood. This could include mundane city services like replacing burned out streetlights and fixing 
potholes, or focusing on specific blocks that seem to be a magnet for criminal activity, addressing traffic issues with 
certain intersections that seem to have more accidents involving vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles, etc. 
 
I feel like the decision to only have 4 districts, each with 3 elected commissioners defeats the purpose of having one 
accountable commissioner who is the go-to person for residents of that neighborhood. I understand that having only 
one representative for 25% of the population would result in that representative having way too many constituents to 
be effective; and the districts would be so large that there would be the real possibility that no one was really 
representing my neighborhood. A better compromise would be to have a few more districts with maybe 2 
representatives per district. 
 
I also have opinions about the proportional ranked choice voting proposal, but have decided to state those in a 
separate comment, so as to not have too much going on in one of my submissions. 

My name is Bob Shotland and I live in the Pearl District. This is my 2nd comment submission; I have decided to 
address another issue in the commission’s proposals in a separate comment: 
 
The decision to have proportional ranked choice voting on the same ballot measure with all the other proposals 
seems risky to me. The problem is not with the filling out of the ballot by ranking candidates, but rather with the vote 
count allocations after the first round. While I understand that this method of vote counting tends to result in the 
most diverse representation, anyone mounting a campaign against it could easily point out how complex the vote 
counting process is, with the possibility of unexpected winners potentially beating out candidates who had more 
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votes than them on the first round of counting. I feel that it’s asking a lot of voters to include this in the same ballot 
proposal. I’d hate to see the whole charter ballot measure fail, due to one component that many voters don’t 
consider as essential anyway. 
 
A member of the Coalition of Communities of Color recently referred me to a Sightline Institute article that implied 
that proportional ranked choice voting guaranties such fair outcomes, that you don’t even need district elections. I 
have my doubts about that. Since everyone lives and/or works in some neighborhood, and relies on city services to 
that neighborhood, I have trouble thinking of the residents of a geographically defined neighborhood as just another 
special interest group, in the way that racial and ethnic minorities, or renters, or users of public transit, or drivers are. 
Everyone in the neighborhood, by definition, is part of that group, and can also be part of a special interest group or 
groups. 
 
My perception is that strong believers in proportional ranked choice voting feel that it is part of a 3-legged stool, 
along with the other 2 components of the Charter Commission’s proposals. If you tear off that one leg, it destabilizes 
the entire proposal and makes it more difficult to achieve the fairest representation goals. But it doesn’t have to be 
that way. Put it in a separate ballot measure and try to educate voters about its importance and let them decide if it’s 
essential to include it in the charter revisions. 

I was unable to attend the final set of charter reform meetings ending on May 22. On the progress report #5 you sent 
out. 
 
Regarding the independent commission for redistricting, I think that the charter should at least list some guidelines 
for what general goals the commission should attempt to fulfill when redistricting. While I applaud the work with 
MGGG on simulating outcomes, I don't believe that redistricting based solely on maximizing representation of 
minorities is a good idea. Some good additional objectives I think would be: making geographic sense (try not to split 
neighborhoods, and make really odd shapes), try to keep populations between districts similar, and minimize the 
amount of people that swap between districts on redraws (to eliminate confusion). The risk I see is that the 
commission goes about fulfilling its own objectives that don't correspond with or aren't transparent to the citizens of 
the city. This outcome could sow distrust in the system. For this reason, I would also like the charter commission to 
publish more detailed guidelines on how members of the commission would be selected. 
 
In terms of pay, I only care if the salary will be enough to be full-time. I would rather have a smaller number of full-
time city council members than a larger number of part-time ones. 
 
In terms of public outreach, I think it would be effective if there was a 1 or 2 page summary of the changes to the 
charter or a short animated video to be distributed at community meetings, on the charter commision website, etc. I 
doubt that many citizens of the city are willing to comb through the 14 pages (23-36) that summarize the changes to 
the charter. 
 
Overall however, I'm very happy with the work you guys are doing. Keep it up! 
 
 
In a somewhat unrelated note, I encountered an organization called the ICMA, which has published a model city 
charter here: Model City Charter - 9th Edition | icma.org. Maybe it will be helpful in phase 2? 

To whom it may concern: 
1.  Mayor should have veto, with the council able to override with supermajority (e.g. 2/3). Otherwise an important 
check and balance- similar to that of federal and state governments, and many cities (e.g. Seattle, San Diego, 
Anchorage) is missing. 
2. There should be an odd number of council members to avoid deadlock on issues that need decisions.  Every other 
large city government I looked at has an odd number of members just for that reason. 
3. There should be more than 4 mega-districts, so that each council member is more accountable to the people they 
represent, and so people know who to contact on a given issue.  I would tend to support single member districts, and 
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believe that the creation of 4 mega-districts with 3 members each (especially combined with ranked choice voting) 
may be intended to favor certain constituencies at the expense of others. 
4.  Ranked choice voting: While perhaps simple on the surface, this is a complicated form of voting relative to what 
exists today that will require a lot of voter education.  I am concerned that having this on the ballot may be 
controversial and/or confusing; in my experience, voters tend to vote no when presented with confusing issues, never 
mind controversial as well. 
5.  Once the City Charter revisions are final and in-place, all Bureau Directors and the chairs of all committees and 
commissions under their purview should be asked to submit their resignation letters and they may or may not be 
reinstated after a lengthy review process. 
 
Best of Good Luck in the November election. 
 
Regards 

Not sure about RCV - this should be a separate ballot measure (Yes: RCV, No: straight ballot voting). 
 
I am also concerned about whether a radically new charter can be amended without waiting ten years, and what the 
process for amendment would be. 
 
Will be interested in seeing actual details in the ballot measure, since the final(?) “deliverable" of the Charter 
Commission appears to be a one-page chart “Package of Reforms” from 3/31/2022. Hoping ballot measure drafts will 
be available in good time. 

Comments attached below 

Dear Commission,  
 
Thank you for your hard work and strong desire to change Portland's form of government. We do need a change and 
we support your general concepts.  However, we offer these suggestions in order to improve the proposal. 
 
Mayor: this proposal is good with this proposed change. The mayor should be able to veto the Council's budget or 
budget line items. However, the Council should have the ability to do veto override by a 2/3 vote. 
 
Council:. Having multiple councilors representing the same district doesn't make sense and seems to be a costly 
option. Also, an even-sized council and no city-wide representation seems to create unfortunate challenges.  Instead, 
we recommend a council of 9 members, which would serve 6 geographic districts and 3 at-large members. We need 
at-large to enhance city-wide consistency and to better serve very important parts of the city which have smaller 
population bases - like downtown.  Both Seattle and San Francisco are larger cities with only nine and eleven council 
members respectfully. Why does Portland need to be bigger? 
 
Ranked Voting: we support this concept but ask that it be a separate ballot initiative.  Changing the form of Portland's 
government is the number one priority.  Linking the proposed change in form of government with ranked voting 
increases the possibility that the ballot initiative will fail.  Ranked voting is more of an unknown and may be 
controversial. Please don't doom this proposed revision to Portland's form of government with the risks of ranked 
voting in the same ballot initiative. Please bring them forward as separate ballot initiatives.  
 
Future Modifications:  The passage of this charter revision would represent a large change for Portland. It will likely be 
messy and some modifications may be needed. It would be prudent to build in a mini-charter review in say two years 
to fix problems than wait another ten years. 
 
Again, thank you for your hard work and your consideration of these suggested modifications. 

Comments attached below 
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Dear Members of the Charter Change Commission, Thank you for the incredible amount of time and hard work you 
have devoted to improving our City government.  Such reforms are long overdue. Below please find my comments on 
the proposed changes to the Charter. 
 
1) Packaging of charter changes for the November ballot.  I am concerned that the complexity of the proposed 
changes may be confusing for voters causing them to vote NO or to avoid voting despite the general agreement that 
changes are needed.  (We believe our household was one of those included in your earlier polling & I found the 
stricture of the questions to be frustrating and somewhat confusing although I had been following the Commission’s 
work from the beginning.) 
 
For example, could the process for conducting elections under the new system be a separate ballot title from the 
proposed changes themselves, e.g., number of City Council members, new role for the Mayor, etc.? Can the proposal 
be packaged in such a way that if all the pieces don’t pass in November, those that fail can be more fully explained or 
perhaps modified slightly so they could pass in a subsequent election? 
 
2) Revisions to elections process — I strongly support the elimination of the May primary in favor of a single election 
in November with staggered 4-year terms for Council members (with necessary adjustments to lengths of some initial 
terms to align seats in 2026, 2030) and city-wide elections for the Mayor & City Auditor. I also support ranked choice 
voting, but am concerned it may seem confusing to voters. 
 
3)Small Donor Elections Program — Under Small Donor Elections it is assumed that district-based elections are likely 
to reduce the cost of campaigning because candidates will be focusing on a smaller constituency. This also assumes 
lower match caps.  Even though the primary will be eliminated leaving candidates with only their campaigns for the 
November election to finance, candidates for Mayor & Auditor will still be running on a city-wide basis.  I continue to 
remain concerned that the amount of public dollars available through the Small Donor Elections program will no 
longer be adequate to meet candidate needs as it has in the past. 
 
4) Role of the Mayor — I appreciate the desire for a system of checks & balances to prevent too much power being 
concentrated in the hands of one person.  As proposed, it seems the Mayor will have a great deal of responsibility and 
will be called to account come the next election.  However, the Mayor can too easily be blamed and become the 
scapegoat for the behavior of a dysfunctional City Council.  What happens if the Council refuses to consider and/or 
pass legislation the Mayor considers essential? Even though these offices are all nonpartisan, how do we prevent the 
kinds of stalemates we have been seeing in DC from occurring in Portland? The Council can remove the City 
Administrator “for cause”, seemingly beyond the control of the Mayor, but the Mayor has no corresponding check on 
City Council, such as a veto, that could be overridden, e.g. by a 2/3 vote of the Council. 
 
Thank you again for all your work on this proposal and for your consideration of my concerns. 

I write to make some specific suggestions for changes in the proposed draft charter that I believe will result in a better 
city government for all Portlanders.  As I mentioned at the May 12 commission meeting, I had 18 years in elected 
office in Alaska, 6 as a city council member and 12 as mayor.  I am generally familiar with city charters, roles of elected 
officials, and operations of a city government. 
 1. Expansion of City Council to 12 and electing three members each from 4 geographic districts. 
A. Number of seats:  I reiterate my belief that the council should have an odd number of seats to avoid needless 
deadlock on important city issues.  All cities of size of which I am aware, including Seattle, San Diego, Denver, Los 
Angeles, and New York City, have an odd number of council seats.  There is good reason for that. 
Suggested change:  The proposed number of seats should be an odd number, no more than 11. 
B. Number, Maps, and Criteria for Establishment of Districts: 
(1) While I agree with the move from at large voting to voting by districts, it seems to me that only 4 huge districts is 
problematic for a number of reasons.  I continue to believe that having more, smaller districts would enhance both 
the relationship between voters and the representative(s) of a given district, as well as the accountability of individual 
representative(s) to the people of that that district. 
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Furthermore, a review of other cities of size, including Seattle, Denver, San Diego, New York, and Los Angeles, shows 
that they have provided for single member districts in most cases. Seattle has 7 single member districts, and 2 at 
large, while Denver at 11 single member districts and 2 at-large. 
(2) Maps: I am also concerned that the charter commission will not be publishing any maps of their proposed 4 
districts prior to the election, choosing instead to have those drawn by another commission created within the draft 
charter.  I think that’s a mistake, and it brings to mind Nancy Pelosi’s ACA quote (taken out of context) about the need 
to “pass a bill to know what is in it.” In my opinion, we should not have to pass the charter to know what is in it. 
Suggestion: Have initial maps drafted prior to any vote on the charter so that voters know what they are voting for, 
with a commission developing maps in the future after each decennial census. 
(3) Criteria for establishment of election districts: My understanding is that the overriding constitutional provision that 
is applicable here is the “one person, one vote” requirement of equal population of districts. I would suggest that the 
commission provide clarification on this matter in a manner- similar to that in the Oregon Constitution- that assures 
that equal population is the primary criterion, so that unnecessary legal and other disputes can be avoided in the 
future. 
The current draft states in Section 3-110. District Plan Criteria, that “the Commission, or the City Council if the 
Commission is unable to adopt a plan, ensures that each district, as nearly as practicable, will be contiguous, utilize 
existing geographic or political boundaries, not divide communities of common interest, be connected by 
transportation links, and be of equal population. No district may be drawn for the purpose of favoring any political 
party, incumbent elected official or other person. No district may be drawn for the purpose of diluting the voting 
strength of any language or ethnic minority group. Additional criteria may be considered, consistent with state and 
federal law.” 
Suggested language: “The District Commission, or the City Council if the Commission is unable to adopt a plan, 
ensures that each district shall contain a population as nearly as practicable to the quotient obtained by dividing the 
population of the City by the number of council seats. Thereafter, each district, as nearly as practicable, will be 
contiguous, utilize existing geographic or political boundaries, not divide communities of common interest, and  be 
connected by transportation links. No district may be drawn for the purpose of favoring any political party, incumbent 
elected official or other person. No district may be drawn for the purpose of diluting the voting strength of any 
language or ethnic minority group. Additional criteria may be considered, consistent with state and federal law.” 
2. Lack of Checks and Balances in Draft Charter: The Charter Commission, in its “Desired Outcomes” document 
(https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2021/charter-desired-outcomes-17-x-12-in_1.pdf) stated that an 
“accountable government” means that “there are checks and balances on Council law-making and a separation of 
powers.” The draft charter in fact has absolutely no check and balance on “Council law making” because the 
commission has not provided for a check on potential misuse or abuse of the power of the City Council. 
Article I, Section 7, clause 2 of the U.S. Constitution gave the President the power to veto acts of Congress to prevent 
the legislative branch from becoming too powerful. This is an illustration of the separation of powers integral to the 
U.S. Constitution. By separating the powers of government into three branches and creating a system of “checks and 
balances” between them, the Framers hoped to prevent the misuse or abuse of power. The veto allows the President 
to “check” the legislature by reviewing acts passed by Congress and blocking measures the President finds 
unconstitutional, unjust, or unwise. Congress’s power to override the President’s veto forms a “balance” between the 
branches on the lawmaking power. 
Article V Section 15b of the Oregon Constitution provides for a veto by the Governor, with the ability of the 
Legislature to override the veto by a two-thirds vote. 
The mayoral veto is an important check and balance, and should be in the proposed charter. In the charters I 
reviewed, including Seattle, San Diego, Denver, Anchorage, Los Angeles, and New York City, the mayors all have veto 
power.  The absence of the veto in the commission’s draft charter directly contradicts one of the Commission’s 
desired outcomes. 
Specifically, the mayor should be given the power to veto an action of the council, with the council able to override 
the veto on a two-thirds vote. 
Suggested language: “The mayor has the veto power. The mayor also has line item veto power. The mayor may, by 
veto, strike or reduce items in a budget or appropriation measure. The veto must be exercised and submitted to the 
city council with a written explanation within seven days of passage of the ordinance affected. The city council, by 
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two-thirds majority vote of the total membership, may override a veto any time within 21 days after its exercise.” 
3. Election by ranked choice voting:  
For several reasons, I previously suggested that the charter commission consider proposing that the ranked choice 
voting (RCV) election method be a separate ballot issue from the form of government ballot measure.  In my opinion, 
this will lessen the chances of the RCV proposal having an unintended consequence of voters voting no on what, from 
my perspective, should be the top priority- changing the form of government itself. 
At the May 12 hearing, the commission member providing an overview stated that 43 cities are using RCV. The 
reference to 43 jurisdictions using RCV is also in the document produced by the City Attorney’s office. 
I do not know if the repeated reference to 43 jurisdictions is used to somehow imply that RCV is commonly used 
throughout the country- including in multiple member election districts.  What I do know is the repeated statement 
omits the following facts that should be included in any discussion of RCV: 
https://www.fairvote.org/where_is_ranked_choice_voting_used 
A. The use in only 43 jurisdictions means that only about .22% of the current 19,500 local governments are using 
ranked choice. 
B. Only 23 elected local governments outside of Utah- where the state legislature authorized an opt-in pilot program, 
use RCV voting. In the 20 Utah municipalities that use RCV, it is generally used on a very limited basis for district or at-
large council seats in what appears to be only a portion of mayor/council seats. 
C. RCV does not appear to be used in multiple member districts as is proposed in the draft charter.  A cursory review 
shows that ranked choice is used to elect city council members from single member districts in cities such as Berkeley, 
Minneapolis, San Francisco, and New York City. 
This raises the question as to whether Portland should become the first and only large city in the United States to use 
RCV in multi-member districts. 
Suggestion: If RCV is used in Portland, change the nature of the districts to single member. 
  
4. Initial Terms:  The draft charter provides for, in “the November 2024 election, the Mayor and all Councilors from 
District No. 1 and District No. 2 are elected for a term of four years. At the 
same election, the Auditor and all Councilors from District No. 3 and District No. 4 are elected 
for an initial term of 2 years.” 
  
This strikes me as unfair to residents in Districts 3 and 4 with respect to council members, as it means that they might 
have all of their elected officials replaced after 2 years while residents of Districts 1 and 2 have a seeming advantage 
of having all of their council members stay for 4 years. In other words, residents in Districts 3 and 4 would potentially 
have a completely new set of council members with no experience, while those in Districts 1 and 2 will have the 
advantage of council members with experience, institutional knowledge and memory, and so on. I support a relatively 
equal distribution of 2 and 4 year seats across all districts. 
  
Suggestion: While the simplest solution would be to move to single member districts, other alternatives such as 
designating seats in each of the 4 districts as 2 and 4 year seats prior to the election, “drawing straws” after the 
election, exist to eliminate this problem. 
  
In closing, thank you for the opportunity to provide comment. While I strongly support charter reform in Portland, 
especially with respect to the roles and responsibilities of the mayor and council members, I am concerned about a 
number of provisions as expressed above, and hope that you will give fair consideration to suggested changes made 
by me and other persons providing you with comment. 

Hello, I read through most of the background info and survey results, etc. Obviously a lot of volunteer work has gone 
into this effort.  Thank you. 
Below are my brief comments. 
Keep it simple. This is too complex.  You don’t have to do everything right now.  I read in your information that the 
Charter needs to be reviewed at least every 10 years.  You can do it earlier. 
The bottom-line concern is the form of government (survey responses at over 58%).  For years all I’ve heard is that we 
need a city Manager/Administrator/COO for this City.  Heard that we are the only City who still has this outdated 
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mode of operating.  That is the question that needs to be put to the voters right now.  Need to take immediate action 
to get this city moving forward.  The hiring of a city administrator frees up the Councilors to do Policy, engaging the 
community with what’s working/not working, and let the professionals put these policies in action, and hold the 
appropriate accountable. 
Maybe with this change in form, we won’t need additional councilors.  Maybe we will.  If it’s decided we need to 
change our Council composition, then put that vote to the people.  
If it’s decided to change council structure you could put change to how we vote at that time.  Doing it now is just to 
confusing, overwhelming, and unnecessary. 

Dear Charter Commission members: 
 
I support the effort to amend the City Charter.  However, I differ with some of the conclusions you have reached, 
specifically: 
 
1.  I support the concept of having councilors elected from geographic districts, however I object to retaining the 
historic tendency to separate the City into four quadrants.  Four quadrants does not fairly represent the diverse 
communities and histories of the many neighborhoods now within the City.  Instead, I would propose six geographic 
districts: In addition to Northwest, Southwest, Northeast and Southeast, I believe there is a need to create two more 
districts: one for North Portland and a second for East Portland, east of 82nd Avenue.  
 
2.  I object to having 12 "legislative" councilors.  Twelve full-time councilors seems to me to be an unnecessary and 
extravagant waste of money.  And, does nothing to assure a more diverse council.  Instead, I would propose one 
councilor from each of six districts (See Number 1 above); and to give the mayor a tie-breaking vote. 
 
I hope you amend the proposed charter accordingly. 

Hello Ms. Álvarez-Castro,  
 
I simply want to express my approval of the proposed amendments to the structure of Portland City government and 
the Charter Commission. I’ve read much of the material online at portland.gov. 
 
That is all.  

 



Multi-Member Districts
A Better Outcome for Portlanders

Hank Schottland



MMD - Hopes and Concerns

● H: MMDs will help produce a council that is more diverse 
(race, ethnicity, gender, etc.) because Single Member Districts 
(SMDs) are often dominated by “majority profile” candidates

○ “Proportional Representation”

● C: Multiple representatives for a district can lessen 
accountability because “there’s no one person to hold 
responsible”



Another Perspective - a thought experiment

● Imagine you’re a first-time candidate who runs for city council and wins election 

○ In an SMD, you need to represent 10’s or 100’s of thousands of 
constituents by yourself, and you’ve never done it before

○ In an SMD, your constituents have just one person (you) to participate in all 
of the committees that affect them…and there are many… 

○ Other newly-elected councilor are doing the same, focused on their 
districts, with limited collaboration

● How good a job can you do under these circumstances?  Would you be able to 
achieve what you had hoped for when you decided to run?



MMDs to the Rescue

● Having multiple representatives in a district means being able to share ideas, 
work through knotty issues together, share the load on committees, etc.

● People work best when they can collaborate with others on common 
goals…”None of us is as smart as all of us.”

● Many researchers believe our brains are wired for group-collaboration, 
and that groups who bond and work together consistently produce better 
outcomes than those that don’t

● Accountability is achieved at the ballot box…because all members in a 
district are up for re-election at the same time.



Conclusions

● There are no perfect systems for district-based representation

● MMDs have many benefits that outweigh potential downsides, especially 
regarding teamwork and collaboration within districts

○ Many benefits accrue to the people we elect, and through them, to us as 
constituents

● Accountability is achieved at the ballot box

Thank You !



   
 

The League of Women Voters of Portland: 
To promote political responsibility through informed and active participation in government. 

 

May	12,	2022 
	
To:		 	 Portland	Charter	Commission		
From:		 League	of	Women	Voters	of	Portland		
	 	 Debbie	Kaye,	President	

Debbie	Aiona,	Action	Chair	
	 	 Audrey	Zunkel-deCoursey,	Board	member	
	 	
Re:		 	 Suggestions	on	Draft	Amendments	–	Appendix	B	of	5th	Progress	Report	
	
	
For	over	a	century,	the	League	of	Women	Voters	has	helped	strengthen	democracy	and	
empower	voters.	As	indicated	by	our	previous	testimony	and	oral	testimony	provided	on	
May	12th,	the	League	of	Women	Voters	of	Portland	(LWVPDX)	has	been	following	the	work	
of	the	Charter	Commission	with	interest	and	enthusiasm.	
	
LWVPDX	is	excited	about	the	direction	our	city	will	be	headed	should	the	Commission’s	
reforms	pass.	We	particularly	support	these	elements	of	your	proposal:	
• Expanding	the	size	of	Portland	City	Council	
• Using	ranked	choice	voting	for	Mayor	and	Auditor	citywide		
• Using	multi-member	districts	with	ranked	choice	voting	for	councilor	elections	to	

advance	both	proportional	and	geographic	representation	
• Ending	the	commission	form	of	government	and	shifting	the	City	Council	to	

legislative	functions	
	
We	support	your	proposal	to	have	the	Mayor	play	an	administrative	and	executive	
leadership	role,	even	though	our	position	on	some	aspects	of	the	Mayor’s	role	does	not	
fully	align	with	your	recommendations.		
	
Because	it	is	so	important	to	us	that	these	historic	reforms	pass,	we	wanted	to	share	a	few	
comments	about	specific	language	in	some	of	the	amendments	you	have	presented	in	
Progress	Report	#5,	which	may	have	unintended	negative	consequences.	We	also	have	
clarifying	questions	that	we	request	the	Charter	Commission	ask	the	City	Attorney,	to	
ensure	that	Appendix	B	of	Progress	Report	#5	is	more	transparent	and	accessible	for	
voters.	
	
Our	comments	are	on	the	topics	outlined	below.	We	appreciate	your	consideration	of	our	
suggestions.	
	
• Clearer	Budget	Development	Guidance	
• Contract	Authority	to	Mayor	but	with	Council	Oversight	
• Draft	Charter	Clarity	Suggestions	
• Emergency	Council	Replacement	Concern	
• Charter	Should	Guide	but	Not	Hinder	Election	Administrator	Expertise		

	

 League of Women Voters of Portland  
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1) Clearer	Budget	Development	Guidance	
	
Development	of	the	city	budget	is	one	of	the	most	important	functions	of	our	government.	Overall	guidance	
of	the	budget	development	process	belongs	in	the	charter,	but	LWVPDX	suggests	replacing	the	current	
draft	since	it	contains	a	problematic	date,	does	not	adequately	delineate	roles	of	the	Mayor	and	Council,	
and	does	not	ensure	financial	analytical	resources	for	the	Council.		
	

Current	draft:	
The	Mayor	must	submit	a	proposed	budget	to	the	City	Council	by	May	5	of	each	year.	The	Council	
functions	as	the	budget	committee	and	is	responsible	for	approving	the	budget.	City	funds	may	only	
be	expended	in	conformance	with	a	budget	approved	by	the	Council.		

	
The	problematic	date,	May	5,	seems	to	be	based	on	when	a	Mayor	submits	their	budget	to	the	Council	in	
time	for	adoption	before	the	beginning	of	the	next	budget	year,	which	runs	from	July	1-June	30.	The	actual	
budget	process,	however,	starts	the	previous	fall	and	begins	with	the	Mayor	issuing	a	budget	guidance	
memo	that	identifies	major	priorities	or	budget	constraints.	The	current	charter	provision	could	mean	that	
the	Council	could	have	only	two	months	to	discuss	the	Mayor’s	budget	prior	to	adoption.		
	
Indeed,	the	Mayor	does	need	to	develop	the	budget,	since	they	and	their	City	Administrator	will	be	running	
all	the	bureaus	and	handling	other	city	operations,	which	confer	essential	knowledge	for	budget	
development.	The	Council,	though,	has	an	important	role	in	the	budget	process:	Council	should	set	the	
budget	development	timeline	that	includes	the	Council	providing	initial	budget	guidance	about	its	
priorities	to	the	Mayor.	The	budget	process	also	needs	to	include	public	input,	although	the	details	of	
improvements	(such	as	more	public	involvement	from	within	Council	districts)	are	too	specific	for	the	
charter.	The	Council	will	appropriately	serve	as	the	budget	committee	and	the	final	decision-making	entity	
on	budget	adoption.		
	
Given	their	administrative	role,	the	Mayor	and	City	Administrator	will	have	financial	and	budget	staff.		The	
Council	also	needs	its	own	financial	budget	capacity,	independent	of	staff	that	answer	to	the	Mayor	and	City	
Administrator.	
	
Therefore,	we	suggest	consideration	of	the	following	charter	language	for	Section	2-128.	
	

Proposed	draft:	
The	Council	establishes	the	budget	development	timeline	that	includes	providing	initial	budget	
guidance	to	the	Mayor	and	opportunities	for	public	input.	The	Council	will	be	provided	financial	
and	budget	analytical	staff	capacity.	The	Mayor	will	develop	a	proposed	budget.	The	Council	
functions	as	the	budget	committee	and	is	responsible	for	approving	the	budget.	City	funds	may	only	
be	expended	in	conformance	with	a	budget	approved	by	the	Council.		
	

2) Contract	Authority	to	Mayor	but	with	Council	Oversight	
	

LWVPDX	is	concerned	about	the	draft	charter’s	total	transfer	of	contract	authority	to	the	Mayor.		We	are	
concerned	that	this	could	unintentionally	lead	to	loss	of	transparency	and	public	oversight.		
	
Currently,	contracts	come	before	City	Council	for	a	vote.	This	process	ensures	that	the	public	has	access	to	
background	information	and	contract	details.		This	decision-making	transparency	should	be	maintained	in	
any	charter	reforms,	not	removed.			
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An	example	of	how	important	this	can	be	is	that	some	years	ago	an	advocacy	organization	noticed	that	the	
Council	agenda	included	a	Memorandum	of	Understanding	(MOU)	between	the	city	and	the	FBI	for	Council	
approval.		The	draft	MOU	made	available	to	the	public	shed	light	on	the	city’s	involvement	with	the	FBI’s	
Joint	Terrorism	Task	Force.		That	knowledge	has	led	to	years	of	activism	aimed	at	protecting	Portlanders’	
First	Amendment	rights	by	limiting	the	city’s	involvement	in	the	task	force	and	requiring	annual	reports.		
	
Another	important	example	of	Council	oversight	of	city	contracts	pertains	to	whether	or	not	contractors	or	
others	receiving	city	resources	are	meeting	equity	goals	related	to	hiring	and	other	contractor	actions.	

	
LWVPDX	recommends	the	Charter	Commission	change	the	wording	about	city	contracts.		Contracts	can	be	
prepared	by	the	Mayor,	but	should	continue	to	come	before	City	Council	so	the	councilors	and	public	are	
aware	of	and	have	a	say	in	those	decisions.	This	might	take	the	form	of	a	charter	amendment	that	provides	
for	Council	hearings	on	contracts	that	exceed	certain	dollar	amount	thresholds	(adopted	by	ordinance)	and	
also	contracts,	MOU,	or	intergovernmental	agreements	of	great	community	interest.		
	
One	response	to	the	concern	we	raise	here	might	be	that	the	Mayor	wouldn’t	be	making	contracts	that	
aren’t	consistent	with	the	adopted	budget.	However,	the	budget	focuses	on	how	much	to	spend	on	expense	
categories,	but	doesn’t	get	into	the	details	of	exactly	how	city	dollars	are	spent,	particularly	in	regard	to	
contracts.	In	this	way,	our	suggestion	for	Council	approval	or	some	form	of	oversight	of	certain	contracts	is	
consistent	with	the	Council’s	legislative	function.		It	also	advances	the	key	value	of	transparency	in	city	
government.	

	
3) Draft	Charter	Clarity	Suggestions	

	
The	following	are	places	in	the	draft	amendments	that	raised	confusion	for	us.		We	recommend	reviewing	
these	sections,	to	help	voters	better	understand	the	changes	they	will	be	voting	on.	

	
a) Given	a	commitment	to	transparency	and	facilitation	of	public	involvement,	LWVPDX	requests	that	

the	Charter	Commission	ask	the	City	Attorney	to	provide	an	annotated	version	of	Appendix	B	of	
Progress	Report	#5.	Annotations	will	enhance	a	reader’s	understanding	of	the	draft	charter	
amendments.	This	assistance	to	the	reader	is	important	because	it	is	the	specific	language	that	
warrants	particularly	diligent	review	and	can’t	be	replaced	by	the	initial	section	of	Progress	Report	
#5.		Chapter-specific	summaries	should	explain	the	overall	purpose	of	that	part	of	the	charter,	any	
pertinent	history,	and	key	points	about	the	amendments,	with	a	focus	on	how	city	governance	and	
elections	will	differ	from	current	practices.	
	

b) We	have	a	question	about	the	repeated	replacements	of	“Council”	with	“City”	throughout	Appendix	
B.		Who	at	“the	City”	is	meant	by	this	new	language?			We	might	infer	that	the	term	“City”	means	
“Mayor”	when	pertaining	to	administrative	or	executive	functions	and	means	“Council”	when	
pertaining	to	legislative	and	quasi-judicial	matters.	Could	the	City	Attorney	confirm	whether	this	
assumption	is	correct?		If	our	assumption	is	incorrect,	then	even	more	thorough	review	by	the	
Charter	Commission	is	recommended,	to	clarify	to	which	person	or	entity	the	term	“City”	refers	in	
each	of	these	word	replacements.		Voters	deserve	to	understand	whether	powers	are	being	
transferred	from	Council	to	Mayor;	they	also	need	to	have	faith	that	one	branch	or	another	will	be	
responsible	for	specific	city	functions,	and	not	have	responsibilities	fall	through	the	cracks.	
	

c) Due	to	the	League	commitment	to	transparency	and	facilitation	of	public	involvement,	LWVPDX	
requests	that	the	Charter	Commission	ask	the	City	Attorney	to	identify	replacements	of	“Council”	
with	“Mayor”	and	prepare	a	list,	with	short	descriptions	of	all	the	administrative/executive	
functions	that	are	proposed	to	be	transferred	to	the	Mayor.	This	information	will	allow	the	Charter	
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Commission,	LWVPDX,	and	the	public	to	consider	the	tradeoffs	and	whether	or	not	some	
administrative	functions	are	important	enough	to	merit	involvement	of	a	Council	with	a	legislative	
focus.	In	an	earlier	section	of	this	testimony,	we	highlighted	this	concern	regarding	contract	
authority,	but	a	comprehensive	list	of	the	transferred	administrative	functions	would	facilitate	
identification	of	possible	similar	concerns.	
	

4) Emergency	Council	Replacement	Should	Not	Include	the	Mayor	and	City	Administrator	
	
Provisions	pertaining	to	maintaining	a	seven-member	Council	quorum	in	the	event	of	a	natural	disaster	
or	similar	calamity	in	Section	2-206	(f)	include	the	Mayor	and	City	Administrator	in	the	sequenced	list	
of	persons	who	would	fill	these	emergency	Council	vacancies.	This	seems	inappropriate	given	the	
allocation	of	administrative	and	executive	functions	to	the	Mayor	and	City	Administrator	while	the	
Council	focuses	on	legislative	matters.	Additionally,	the	inclusion	of	City	Auditor	and	City	Attorney	on	
this	list	merits	discussion	by	the	Charter	Commission.		Including	Council	chiefs	of	staff	seems	like	a	
more	suitable	emergency	provision.		
	
It	also	is	unclear	how	emergency	replacement	of	the	Mayor	and	Auditor	is	to	be	handled.	In	general,	
more	discussion	of	this	important	section	seems	appropriate	and	could	include	review	of	how	this	issue	
is	handled	in	other	political	jurisdictions.	
	

5) 	Charter	Should	Guide	but	Not	Hinder	Election	Administrator	Expertise	
	
We	know	that	it	is	a	challenge	to	achieve	an	appropriate	balance	between	needed	guidance	and	
implementation	details	in	charter	language,	but	we	suggest	further	review	of	Section	3-102	on	ranked	
choice	voting.		It	is	not	currently	clear	that	an	appropriate	balance	has	been	achieved.	Our	particular	
concern	is	that,	although	election	administrators	need	adequate	guidance,	their	implementation	
experience	and	expertise	should	not	be	hindered	by	charter	provisions.	

	
In	closing,	we	are	excited	about	the	reforms	you	have	proposed.		Thank	you	for	taking	on	big	challenges	
with	bold	ideas.		These	comments	are	intended	to	strengthen	the	charter	amendments	and	make	them	
sustainable	into	the	future.	
	
This	will	be	a	historic	year	for	our	city.		Thank	you	for	your	service.	
	
	
	
Sincerely,	

	
Debbie	Kaye,			 	 	 	 	 Audrey	Zunkel-deCoursey,	 	
LWVPDX	President	 	 	 	 	 LWVPDX	Board	Member	
	
Debbie	Aiona,	LWVPDX	Action	Chair	
Chris	Cobey,	LWVPDX	Voter	Service	Chair	
Linda	Mantel,	LWVPDX	Development	Chair	
	
	



To: Charter Commission       May 12, 2022 
From: Janice Thompson, Portland resident 
Re: 25%+1 threshold to win in multi-member district equals more votes than what is needed to achieve a 50%+1 
win in single member district  
 
I support the Charter Commission’s proposal to elect a twelve-member council with three Councilors elected from four 

multi-member districts. A concern I hear, however, is that the 25%+1 to win threshold for each of three candidates 
from these four districts using ranked choice voting, seems too low compared to the Commission’s proposal to ensure a 
50% +1 winning threshold for the citywide Mayor and Auditor contests even though these are single winner races.  
 
This concern is addressed by pointing out that the appropriate comparison to the 25%+1 threshold to win in the 
proposed multi-member Council races, is to the 50%+1 threshold to win in a single member Council district. A reminder 
about the concept that a smaller percentage of a large number can be higher than a larger percentage of a small 
number is also needed to address possible math confusion.  
  
Below is the math based on 240,000 potential voters in terms of the the number of votes needed for each of 3 
candidates to meet the 25%+1 thresholds in four multi-member district compared to the votes needed for a candidate 

to meet the 50%+1 threshold to win in twelve single member districts. Each example results in a twelve-member city 
council.  
 
Single member district example 

• 240,000 potential votes divided by 12 districts equals 20,000 votes 

• 75% turnout would mean 15,000 votes cast per single member district 
• The 50% plus 1 threshold in terms of actual votes is 7,501 per winning candidate 

 
Multi-member district example 

• 240,000 potential votes divided by 4 districts equals 60,000 votes 

• 75% turnout would mean 45,000 votes cast per multi-member district 

• The 25% plus 1 threshold in terms of actual votes is 11,251 per each of the three winning candidates 
 
In other words, the 25% plus 1 threshold in the Commission’s proposed multi-member districts (4 districts that each 
elect 3 councilors) may seem to mean fewer votes compared to the 50% plus 1 threshold in 12 single member districts. 
But the opposite is true because these percentages are applied to different numbers of votes cast in these two 
scenarios. As per the two examples, the actual number of votes needed to meet the multi-member district threshold to 

win (11,251) is significantly higher than the number of votes (7,501) required to meet the single member district 
winning threshold.  
 
It may also be helpful to share a tip I got when I was sorting out why the winning threshold when electing three 
candidates from a multi-member district is 25% plus 1 instead of 33.3% plus 1. Once three candidates have earned 
more than 25% each, it is then impossible for any other candidate to meet that threshold which means that those three 
people win. It can be helpful to think about a single winner race, like a mayoral contest, because in those elections once 
somebody has earned 50% plus 1, no other candidate can win. Just as it is understood that a mayoral candidate does 
not need 100% plus 1 to win, we wouldn’t say that someone in a three-seat district must earn 33.3% plus 1 to win.  
 
Another reason for submitting this comment is that it seems that math confusion may be a factor in assertions  

that an incumbent could have an advantage due to ranked choice voting and that the threshold to win in a multi-
member district appearing to some as being inappropriately low. As noted above, though, the appropriate comparison 
is to twelve single member districts in which, though the percentage to win threshold is higher, that percentage is of a 
smaller number of votes with the final result being that fewer votes are required to win compared to multi-member 
districts.   
 
In general, how a Charter Commission proposal may affect – or not affect – incumbent councilors should not be a 
deciding factor in your work, especially since the goal should be incumbent improvement via greater choice for voters 
and more effective governance structures. Indeed, assertions of incumbent advantages such as name recognition can 
be countered with assertions of disadvantages such as incumbents having a record that some voters may dislike.  



Future-Proof the City Council: Pick a Formula for Representation 
Overview 
I am delighted with the amendments proposed in Phase I; I think they will transform my city for the 
better. While the Charter Review Commission (CRC) is still “under the hood” so to speak, I firmly 
believe that the CRC must  provide a mechanism for increasing the size of the city council as 
Portland continues to grow. I know that settling on four district and twelve members was not an 
easy process, and my recommendation does not touch it. I propose the following:  
 
Proposed Amendment: At the conclusion of the 2030 census, and thereafter, the number of seats on the Portland City 
Council will be determined by the fifth root of the city’s population.  
 
Rationale 
The city needs a way to determine the size of the city council that is independent of politics, 
predictable, and fair. This issue should not be left to the council for several reasons. Most cynically, 
politicians are used to playing the game with the rules they know. (De)increasing the size of the 
council creates uncertain politics and they usually prefer the devil they know. The CRC’s very 
existence is proof that the “rules” of the political process should not be left to politicians alone. 
More charitably, the City Council and public of the future are going to have more pressing 
substantive matters to deal with than structural ones. We would all rather have our city councilors 
focused on crime, homelessness, transportation, etc. rather than the size of their own body. Even if 
you all decided to leave this to a future CRC, there is no need to do so because the same questions 
and arguments apply now, and can be solved—now, as I’ll argue below.  
 
Options 
(a)  Twelve (in perpetuity): This is possible. The CRC could leave twelve until “the time is right”. 

Again, I will defer to this body’s dissatisfaction with five commissioners and the failures to 
increase the size of the city council as my sole argument against leaving the number fixed with no 
principled way of increasing the size.  
 

(b)  Fixed Ratio:  This is an old idea. When James Madison proposed the Bill of Rights, the original 
first amendment created a 1:30,000 (one representative for every thirty-thousand residents) ratio 
for the House of Representatives. If the states had ratified Madison’s proposal, today the House 
would have 11,023 members. This is obviously impractical—but it is illustrative of the problem 
with a fixed ratio: the growth is linear—and possibly unending. Table One, below, shows the top 
ten US cities, their populations and related data. For your purposes please see the far right 
column, which shows the size of those cities’ councils if they adopted the CRC’s proposed ratio 
of 2:100,000 or 1:50,000. The CRC, by picking twelve members, still seems to want to keep the 
council somewhat intimate and manageable. Picking a fixed ratio, even a high one shows the 
problems with picking one.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table One : Comparison to Top-Ten Largest US Cities 
City Name  Population  Members of City Council   Ratio    1:50,000 Ratio 

NYC 8,622,698 51 169,073   172 
LA 3,999,759 15 266,651   80 

Chicago 2,716,450 50 54,329   54 
Houston 2,312,717 11 210,247   46 
Phoenix 1,626,078 8 203,260   33 

Philadelphia 1,580,863 17 92,992   32 
San Antonio 1,511,946 10 151,195   30 
San Diego 1,419,516 9 157,724   28 

Dallas 1,341,075 14 95,791   27 
San Jose 1,035,317 10 103,532   21 

 
(c) Fifth Root of the City’s Population: Another solution is to use a formula—the root of the 
population. I recommend the fifth root (a number multiplied by itself five times). Using a root, fifth 
or otherwise, allows the city council to grow, but in a logarithmic way, rather than a linear one. In 
other words, the city council can grow, but slowly, and this growth levels off as the city continues to 
grow. Table Two below shows logarithmic growth at work. Assuming that Portland grew to the size 
of Houston (approximately 2.3 million people), under a fixed ratio of 1:50,000, the city council 
would have around 46 members (see previous table), but with the fifth root, it’ll only have 18. Much 
better.  
 

Table Two: Fifth Root of the Portland Population 

 Population  Fifth Root/Number of Seats  
Ratio: One Representative per “x” 

residents 
759,375 15 50,625 

1,048,576 16 65,536 
1,419,857 17 83,521 
1,889,568 18 104,976 
2,476,099 19 130,321 
3,200,000 20 160,000 

 
Responses to Objections 
1.) Isn’t picking a root equally as arbitrary as picking a number or a ratio?  
The optimal ratio of representative to constituent is a value-laden question. No science, political, or 
otherwise, can answer that question. It is ultimately up to each community to determine whether it 
has enough members representing it. Choosing a formula helps alleviate the problems outlined 
above.  
 
The choice of the fifth root was not arbitrary. Roots less than five and the Council grows very 
quickly. Roots bigger than six and the council grows very slowly. Please see the appendix for the 
other roots. The fifth root strikes the right balance and provides a city council with a size close to 
twelve. Table Three below gives you a sense of the alternative roots given the city’s current 
population.  



 
Table Three: Roots Compared: Portland’s Current Population 

Root Population Number of Commissioners Ratio 
3Ö 647,805 87 7,487  
4Ö 647,805 28 22,834  
5Ö 647,805 15 44,582  
6Ö 647,805 9 69,642  
7Ö 647,805 7 95,772  

 
2.) Will the public understand this? This is not the easiest to wrap your head around.  
People can literally do this on a calculator. If people multiply the number of seats by five they would 
get the (approximate) population of the city.  The fifth root is: 15x15x15x15x15. When the city 
grows to 16 seats it would be 16x16x16x16x16. This is the easiest way to explain what’s going on, 
but I do not want to negate the difficulties of conveying mathematical concepts to the population, 
but it can be done. In the 2018 opinion piece “America Needs a Bigger House” the New York 
Times proposed the cube root for the US House: https://nyti.ms/32uZ2BV. Adjusting the size of 
the House was the Times’s first proposal followed by multi-member districts.  

3.) The current plan is equal in district (4) and number of seats (12) yielding three seats per district.  Your proposal 
disrupts this symmetry. It also creates additional problems: (a) the number of seats may not be divisible by four (ex: 15 
seats) and (b) number of seats may be a prime number (ex: 17 seats). What to do? 

Eventually the alignment between the number of districts and an equal division of seats is going to 
be impossible because the city may grow evenly; some parts of the city may have more (less) people 
than others. I have two ideas for dealing with the problems above.  

(a) When the number of seats isn’t divisible by four, the remaining seats become at-large. For 
example, if the city council increased to fifteen seats in 2030 with the fifth root (likely) then three of 
the seats would be at-large. When the city grows to sixteen seats, then there’s no need for at-large 
seats.  
 
(b)  Divide the seats as equally as possible, but bigger (population) districts get extra representatives.  
This solution is simple, and seems closest to the ideal of proportional representation. More people 
should get more of a say.  

 
Conclusion 
I prefer determining the size of the council via a formula to settle the issue. I appreciate, however, 
that the solutions that I provide above may not appeal to the CRC. If that is the case, please build in 
a mechanism for a regular (20-year?) interval for increasing the size of the city council. This could be 
settled by the independent commission that does districting proposed in Phase I. I return to my 
main point in the introduction, however, please don’t leave increasing the size of the city council 
unaddressed and to be determined by the public or the city council when “it sees fit”. I worry that it 
never will.  
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
Dr. Paul Snell  



Appendix  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Cube-Root Projection 
# of Seats City Population Ratio 

1                               1                            1  
2                               8                            4  
3                             27                            9  
4                             64                         16  
5                          125                         25  
6                          216                         36  
7                          343                         49  
8                          512                         64  
9                          729                         81  

10                       1,000                       100  
11                       1,331                       121  
12                       1,728                       144  
13                       2,197                       169  
14                       2,744                       196  
15                       3,375                       225  
16                       4,096                       256  
17                       4,913                       289  
18                       5,832                       324  
19                       6,859                       361  
20                       8,000                       400  
21                       9,261                       441  
22                     10,648                       484  
23                     12,167                       529  
24                     13,824                       576  
25                     15,625                       625  
26                     17,576                       676  
27                     19,683                       729  
28                     21,952                       784  
29                     24,389                       841  
30                     27,000                       900  



 
Fourth-Root Projection 

# of Seats City Population Ratio 
1                                  1                  1  
2                                16                  8  
3                                81                27  
4                             256                64  
5                             625              125  
6                          1,296              216  
7                          2,401              343  
8                          4,096              512  
9                          6,561              729  
10                        10,000          1,000  
11                        14,641          1,331  
12                        20,736          1,728  
13                        28,561          2,197  
14                        38,416          2,744  
15                        50,625          3,375  
16                        65,536          4,096  
17                        83,521          4,913  
18                     104,976          5,832  
19                     130,321          6,859  
20                     160,000          8,000  
21                     194,481          9,261  
22                     234,256        10,648  
23                     279,841        12,167  
24                     331,776        13,824  
25                     390,625        15,625  
26                     456,976        17,576  
27                     531,441        19,683  
28                     614,656        21,952  
29                     707,281        24,389  
30                     810,000        27,000  

 
 
 
 
 



Fifth-Root Projection 
# of Seats City Population Ratio 

1                                  1                  1  
2                                32                16  
3                             243                81  
4                          1,024              256  
5                          3,125              625  
6                          7,776          1,296  
7                        16,807          2,401  
8                        32,768          4,096  
9                        59,049          6,561  
10                     100,000        10,000  
11                     161,051        14,641  
12                     248,832        20,736  
13                     371,293        28,561  
14                     537,824        38,416  
15                     759,375        50,625  
16                  1,048,576        65,536  
17                  1,419,857        83,521  
18                  1,889,568      104,976  
19                  2,476,099      130,321  
20                  3,200,000      160,000  
21                  4,084,101      194,481  
22                  5,153,632      234,256  
23                  6,436,343      279,841  
24                  7,962,624      331,776  
25                  9,765,625      390,625  
26                11,881,376      456,976  
27                14,348,907      531,441  
28                17,210,368      614,656  
29                20,511,149      707,281  
30                24,300,000      810,000  

 
 
 
 
 
 



Sixth-Root Projection 
# of Seats City Population Ratio 

1                               1                            1  
2                             64                         32  
3                          729                       243  
4                       4,096                    1,024  
5                     15,625                    3,125  
6                     46,656                    7,776  
7                  117,649                 16,807  
8                  262,144                 32,768  
9                  531,441                 59,049  

10               1,000,000               100,000  
11               1,771,561               161,051  
12               2,985,984               248,832  
13               4,826,809               371,293  
14               7,529,536               537,824  
15             11,390,625               759,375  
16             16,777,216            1,048,576  
17             24,137,569            1,419,857  
18             34,012,224            1,889,568  
19             47,045,881            2,476,099  
20             64,000,000            3,200,000  
21             85,766,121            4,084,101  
22          113,379,904            5,153,632  
23          148,035,889            6,436,343  
24          191,102,976            7,962,624  
25          244,140,625            9,765,625  
26          308,915,776         11,881,376  
27          387,420,489         14,348,907  
28          481,890,304         17,210,368  
29          594,823,321         20,511,149  
30          729,000,000         24,300,000  

 
 
 
 
 
 



Seventh-Root Projection 
# of 
Seats City Population Ratio 

1                                1                         1  
2                           128                       64  
3                        2,187                    729  
4                     16,384                 4,096  
5                     78,125               15,625  
6                   279,936               46,656  
7                   823,543            117,649  
8                2,097,152            262,144  
9                4,782,969            531,441  

10             10,000,000         1,000,000  
11             19,487,171         1,771,561  
12             35,831,808         2,985,984  
13             62,748,517         4,826,809  
14           105,413,504         7,529,536  
15           170,859,375       11,390,625  
16           268,435,456       16,777,216  
17           410,338,673       24,137,569  
18           612,220,032       34,012,224  
19           893,871,739       47,045,881  
20        1,280,000,000       64,000,000  
21        1,801,088,541       85,766,121  
22        2,494,357,888    113,379,904  
23        3,404,825,447    148,035,889  
24        4,586,471,424    191,102,976  
25        6,103,515,625    244,140,625  
26        8,031,810,176    308,915,776  
27     10,460,353,203    387,420,489  
28     13,492,928,512    481,890,304  
29     17,249,876,309    594,823,321  
30     21,870,000,000    729,000,000  

 



Public Testimony Submitted by  
Nathan Nayman to the  

Portland Charter Commission 
May 2022 

• My name is Nathan Nayman and thank you for the opportunity to offer my input. 

• For your information, I served on the City Club Committee that issued the second 

report Rethinking on How We Vote. 

• My comments are based upon my professional background which is built upon 

my degrees in political science and public policy.. plus, many years of city policy 

development and implementation.  

• The charter commission’s recommendation to limit the role of the Office of the 

Mayor solely to run the city’s day to day operations with the help of a 

professional administrator is severely flawed.  

• Shifting to a new government structure in which the city council can focus on 

passing laws and limiting the Mayor’s role who, by the way, would be the only 

city wide elected official, will not lead to a more responsive government- in fact 

is will ensure that one branch of government will become too powerful.   

• You have noted the intent to address the separation of powers but have 

neglected to address a system of checks and balances. 

• The system of checks and balances in government was developed to ensure that 

no one branch of government would become too dominant. The framers of 

the U.S. Constitution built a system that divides power between the three 

branches of government and includes various limits and controls on the powers 

of each branch. The idea that a just and fair government must divide power 

between various branches did not originate at the Constitutional Convention but 

has deep philosophical and historical roots. 

• By not allowing Portland’s Mayor to have a role in policy development, the City 

Council has the potential of abusing its power and becoming omnipotent- since 

the only check would be to bring costly lawsuits against the city through the 

judicial system.   



Public Testimony Submitted by  
Nathan Nayman to the  

Portland Charter Commission 
May 2022 

• I urge the charter commission amend its current recommendation and give the 

Mayor veto power as his/her check on the City Council. Once the City Council has 

passed a bill, the Mayor would have the power to veto that bill. In turn, the City 

Council can override a regular mayoral veto by a two-thirds vote. 

• With this addition to the charter commission’s recommendation, the residents of 

Portland can be assured that each branch of government checks the power of 

the other branches in order to ensure that the power is balanced between them. 



mobilizePEACE 
 

Earth Day,  

April 22nd, 2022. 

 

Mayor Ted Wheeler 

Commissioner Carmen Rubio 

Commissioner Dan Ryan 

Commissioner Jo Ann Hardesty 

Commissioner Mingus Mapps 

 

One year ago, on Earth Day 2021, over 40 City of Portland employees from eight different City 
bureaus gathered to make a difference. We were hungry to contribute; we were keen to co-
create across bureaus; and we were motivated to imagine how the City of Portland could 
undertake a comprehensive local approach to the global climate emergency. 

We were inspired by the 2020 Climate Emergency Declaration, particularly the call for 
communities to mobilize in response to the Climate Emergency. We answered that call and 
mobilized, calling ourselves PEACE, Public Employees Act for Climate Emergency. We 
committed to each other to work together on our own time, bringing together our personal 
expertise, our knowledge of the City, and our lived experiences to create a Climate Response 
proposal to present to you on Earth Day 2022. 

We are pleased to report that one year later, we have reached a milestone in our mission, and 
are attaching here for your consideration, our proposal for how the City of Portland should 
consider responding to the Climate Emergency.  

Our proposal is a comprehensive systems-based approach, based on the United Nation’s 
Sustainable Development Goals, so that our local restorative actions may have a global benefit. 
The proposal embodies Justice, Equity, Nature, Emissions, Economy and Mobilizing for Action, 
and leads with a call for Community empowerment and Government transparency and 
accountability. 

 



The City of Portland has been performing compelling Climate work since the 1990’s, with the 
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability leading the response. However, we all agree that BPS 
cannot do it alone and it will take the whole of the city to succeed. All City Bureaus and 
Community should be united in one coordinated and comprehensive response, so that as a city 
we may be bigger than the sum of our parts. PEACE grassroots effort supports BPS’ work, while 
overcoming the challenges of working together across bureaus. 

We urge you to join the pantheon of other great American cities, who have recently created 
Climate Response plans, such as New York, Boston, Los Angeles, and San Francisco. Once again 
let Portland shine as an example to the nation, demonstrating how with Community and 
Government working together we can create a future where nature and people can thrive on a 
sustainable and regenerated planet. 

We respectfully request time to meet with you shortly for a work session, with community 
present, so that we may look deeper into the PEACE Proposal together as a step towards 
creating the City of Portland’s own Climate Emergency Response Plan. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Public Employees Act for Climate Emergency 

PortlandClimatePEACE@gmail.com 
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Climate Emergency Response Proposal for Portland 

 

 
 

“The science is clear. Any further delay in concerted global action will miss a brief and rapidly 
closing window to secure a liveable future.” 

 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

WGII Sixth Assessment Report, 2022. 
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mobilizePEACE 

Organization Name:  

PEACE, Public Employees Act for Climate Emergency. 

Organization Objective:  

To mobilize and unify all City of Portland employees, regardless of job classification, labor 
affiliation, Bureau or Office assignment, into one distributed network of peers to address the 
Climate Emergency Declaration.   

By purposeful collaboration across Bureau and Office lines and working with allied local 
government employees, youth, community, industry and leaders, PEACE plan to co-create  a 
Climate Emergency Response Proposal to Portland’s 2020 Climate Emergency Declaration. 

Objective of the Climate Emergency Response Proposal:  

To demonstrate how the City of Portland can tackle the Climate Emergency by: 

1. Centering on community involvement 
2. Setting accountable goals, strategies, and actions  
3. Providing for oversight, transparency & accountability  
4. Building a Climate Response Prioritizing Filter into every budget consideration 
5. Adopting the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals systems-based approach 

to responding to the Climate Emergency, so the City of Portland will act as One City 
6. Consolidating these ideals into a new Climate Emergency Response Plan for Portland 

The proposal was created by PEACE for the purpose of sharing with Community for 
consideration, collaboration, and support as a prototype model for a comprehensive Climate 
Emergency Response Plan. It is our hope that through meaningful collaboration with 
Community and Elected Officials, this proposal can be transformed & adopted by the City of 
Portland as the City of Portland Climate Emergency Response Plan. 

PEACE Mission Statement: 

To create a Climate Emergency Response Proposal to the 2020 Climate Emergency Declaration 
and along with our community allies present our Proposal for turning climate goals into bold 
actions to Portland City Council at Earth Day 2022. 

Vision:  

Nature and human thriving together in a sustainable future, on a regenerated planet. 

Values: 

We are driven to regenerate the triple bottom line balance of People, Planet and Prosperity. 

https://www.portland.gov/bps/climate-action/news/2020/7/1/city-council-adopts-climate-emergency-declaration
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Background to PEACE Climate Emergency Response Proposal:  

On June 30th, 2020, Portland City Council declared “that a human-made climate emergency 
threatens our city, our region, our state, our nation, humanity, and the natural world, and that 
such an emergency calls for an immediate mobilization effort initiating greater action, 
resources, and collaboration.” 

Portland City Council further asked non-profits, academia, other governments, residents etc. “to 
rise to the challenge of this emergency by making climate commitments of their own and 
mobilizing their resources, ingenuity and community wisdom to tackle this existential threat and 
restore a safe climate.” 

As a community of public employees, PEACE responded to that call to action. There is a sense of 
urgency to this mobilization. If humanity’s growth and consumption mindset and our extraction 
of Earth’s natural resources continues unabated and the global temperature continues to rise to 
3.2 degrees Celsius above pre-Industrial Age temperatures by the end of the 21st century as the 
United Nations predicts, then: 

• global governments will face failed communities 

• global governments will face failed economies 

• global biodiversity   will face failed ecosystems 

That’s a triple bottom line failure to our people, our planet, and our prosperity. It’s a failure on 
a global scale on our planet Earth, and a failure on a local level to the people of Portland and 
the State of Oregon.  

Who will feel the effect of this global failure? All life on Earth; plant, animal and human. 

Public Employees respond: 

Whereas many public employees are engaged in tackling the Climate Emergency in their duties, 
and are having incremental success, there is a recognized need to mobilize all public employees 
across Bureau and Office assignments, so we can work more effectively together by sharing our 
successes, plotting our progress, modelling best practices and strategies from around the world, 
and demonstrating how goals can be turned into actionable plans.  

This plan represents a two-year long process from 2020 to 2022, with collaboration to create a 
draft Climate Emergency Response Proposal to build a future where nature and human can 
thrive together in a sustainable economy, deeply rooted in environmental justice, on a 
regenerated planet.  

It is PEACE’s hope to collaborate with Community, Youth, and Industry to complete this Climate 
Emergency Response Proposal. With this collaborative advantage, PEACE, with our community 
allies, will be greater as a whole, than the sum of our parts. 
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United Nation’s Sustainable Development Goals: 

PEACE is public employees collaborating with allied community, youth, and industry to create a 
Climate Emergency Response Plan to transform our world using the United Nation’s 17 
sustainable development goals as the moral compass for our desired outcomes. 

The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), were adopted by all United Nations member 
nations in 2015 as a universal call to action to end poverty, protect the planet and ensure 
that all people enjoy peace and prosperity by 2030. 

 

The goals are integrated - that is, they recognize that action in one area will affect 
outcomes in others, and that development must balance social, economic, and 
environmental sustainability. 

By adopting the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals as our North Star, mobilize 
PEACE are thinking globally, and acting locally.  

Other great American cities have also responded to the Climate Emergency and adopted 
UN’s Sustainable Development Goal’s as their compass, such as New York, Boston, Los 
Angeles, San Francisco in their recent Green New Deal climate response plans. 
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PEACE Proposal recognizes six Portfolio cohorts:  

Justice, Equity, Mobilize, Nature, Emissions and Economics.  

Within these Portfolio cohorts, PEACE embraces the moral compass of the UN’s 17 Sustainable 
Development Goals, ensuring the Climate Emergency Response Proposal balances the needs of 
our people, the planet, with prosperity for all. 

 

Justice:  

1   No poverty 

2   Zero hunger 

16 Peace, justice & strong institutions 

 

Nature: 

6   Clean water and sanitation 

14 Life below water 

15 Life on land 

 

Emissions: 

7   Affordable and clean energy 

9   Industry, innovation, and infrastructure 

11 Sustainable cities and communities 

Equity: 

3 Good health and well-being 

4 Quality education 

5 Gender equality 

 

Mobilize: 

13 Climate action 

17 Partnerships for the goals 

17 Indigenous perspectives  

 

Economics: 

8   Decent work and economic growth 

10 Reduced inequalities 

12 Responsible consumption and production 

 

 

What is the desired outcome this proposal promises? 

When all the six Portfolios are considered and adopted, kept in balance, and propelled forward 
together, the desired outcome will be: Nature and People thriving together in a sustainable 
future on a regenerated planet. 
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Plan structure: 

 

The plan is structured to deliver the overall desired outcome of Nature and People thriving 
together in a sustainable future on a regenerated planet, by  

a) first seeing the vision for each Portfolio  
b) second setting the local goal for each global SDG 
c) third establishing strategies to accomplish the local goals 
d) finally devising unique tactics and actions for each strategy, accompanied by 

expectations and timelines for delivery.  
 

 

 

 

The tactics and actions will be required to be agile over time to evolve and adapt to meet 
every changing circumstance, whether that be political or practical. This proposal shows 
visions, goals, and strategies to share with Community for consideration. Tactics and actions 
have yet to be included in the proposal, but once developed, would be reported and 
evaluated annually at the Climate Emergency Summit. 
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Portfolio Visions of the future: 

 

Each Portfolio has established the vision shown above of the future they are fighting for. In 
addition, each Portfolio has also established goals and strategies as shown in each of the six 
Portfolios plans attached. Tactics and actions have yet to be included in the proposal, but once 
developed, would be reported, and evaluated annually at the Climate Emergency Summit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Portfolio SDG Portfolio Vision for the future

Poverty
Hunger
Justice

Health
Education
Equality

Action
Partnerships
Indigenous

Sanitation
Water
Land

Energy
Infrastructure
Cities

Growth
Inequalities
Consumption

Emissions A future where the development of buildings and infrastructure 
prioritizes inclusion, affordability, sustainability and resiliency

Economics A future in which everyone has enough within planetary 
boundaries and no one is left behind

Justice A future where justice, dignity and equity are the norm not the 
exception

Equity A future where everyone can thrive regardless of identity, 
prioritizing those who have been historically excluded

Nature A future with abundant, complex and interconnected natural 
systems throughout the city

Mobilize A future where we share, learn, grow, and create together to 
tackle the Climate Emergency

Nature and People thriving together in a sustainable future on a regenerated planet
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Climate Emergency Prioritizing Budget Filter 
PEACE proposes a city that funds projects and programs that tackle the Climate Emergency and the 17 
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals.  This can be accomplished using what this proposal calls 
a Climate Emergency Prioritizing Budget Filter. 

This prioritization filter is proposed to include all six Climate Portfolios of Justice, Equity, Mobilize, 
Nature, Emissions, Economy, which essentially means all 17 Sustainable Development Goals.  Each 
annual budget request that is submitted for consideration, must include a consideration for each 
Portfolio vision, and the Sustainable Development Goals. In this way all City budget spending will be 
transforming our world and building a sustainable future on a regenerated planet. 

 

                         

 

 

For Bureau programs for example, this could mean adopting Climate Portfolio visions and goals as a core 
value. For Capital projects, it would mean ensuring that each of the six Portfolio visions are considered 
and included as a core project objective or as a mitigation strategy. For example, for a building 
renovation project: ensure that nature goals are included. For a bridge replacement project: ensure that 
circular economy strategies are included. In this manner the Climate Emergency Response is at the 
center of everything the City of Portland does. 
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Action Partnerships Indigenous
Local goal: Tackle the Climate Emergency together and  

restore a safe climate. 
Local goal: Meaningful community engagement for 

improved and sustainable outcomes
Local goal: Co-create with indigenous peoples for 

sustainable outcomes over seven generations

SDG 13: Climate Action Strategies SDG 17: Partnerships Strategies SDG 17: Indigenous Strategies

S1 In alignment with other great American cities like New York, 
Boston, Los Angeles and San Francisco; demonstrate the City of 
Portland's committment to the Climate Emergency by adopting 

a Climate Emergency Response Plan for Portland, with 
overarching vision, goals, strategies, annual targets & action 

commitments

S1 Work with community to create a  Climate Emergency 
Commission, comprising compensated stakeholders across the 

City life, including Community, Youth, Indigenous, Business, 
Industry, Education, Science, Culture and  Neighborhood 

representatives

S1 Work with Oregon's indigenous tribes as partners to 
incorpoarate indigenous wisdom into the City's Climate 

Emergency Response Plan

S2. Follow the lead of the City of Los Angeles by creating an 
Office of Climate Emergency with a Climate Emergency Director  

to tackle the Climate Emergency. The Climate Emergency 
Director shall have the ability to hold the City's Bureaus and 
Offices accountable to setting and meeting annual Climate 

targets

S2. Create a collaborate program between the City of Portland 
and surrounding regional local governments to have a 

coordinated  metro wide response to the Climate Emergency, 
with common vision, goals and targets

S2. Incorpoarate Climate Response goals, accomplishments and 
shortcomings into the City Annual Tribal Summit

S3. Appoint a Climate Emergency Commission, comprising 
compensated stakeholders across the City life to help the City 
meet it's overarching Climate goals as well as annual targets 

and actions

S3. The City shall collaborate with State of Oregon to create a 
statewide response with all local governments in Oregon to 

tackle the Climate Emergency together, with common vision, 
goals and targets

S3. Create a collaborative program between City and 
Indigenous peoples to tackle the Climate Emergency

S4. Host an Annual Climate Emergency Summit, for the City's 
Office of Climate Emergency to provide transparency and 

accountability to the Climate Emergency Commission for the 
City's progress in meeting the goals of the City's Climate 
Response Plan, including annual targets by using data to 

demonstrate progress and accomplishments

S4. Create a collaborative program between City, PCEF, Energy 
Trust and community by hosting quarterly Community Climate 
Citizen Forums to tackle the Climate Emergency together, so 

that Community can set targets of their own

S4. City of Portland leaders and employees to learn from 
Indigenous wisdom, in first foods, land stewardship, humility, 

people and place

S5. Each City property owning and infrastructure bureau shall 
have on staff a Climate Emergency Manager who shall be 
embedded in Bureau's leadership structure, to serve each 

Bureau in meeting their annual Climate targets. These 
Managers shall will report progress meeting targets at the 

annual Climate Emergency Summit

S5. Create a collaborative program between City and Business 
& Industry by entering into a  coalition to tackle the Climate 
Emergency by reducing emissions and adopting sustainable 
practices together, so Business & Industry  can set Climate 

targets of their own

S6. The City shall create a systems based approach to the 
Climate Emergency by adopting the United Nations  

Sustainable Development Goals (SDG's) as the framework for 
responding, so that the City may think Globally, and act Locally. 

For implementation the SDG's can be combined into six 
Portfolio areas of Mobilize, Justice, Equity, Nature, Emissions 

and Economics

S6. Create a listen, learn and grow program so Community and 
Faith groups can tackle the Climate Emergency, and  set Climate 

goals of their own

S7. The City of Portland shall lead by example by adopting 
aggressive annual targets and actions so that the City of 

Portland's emissions from it's buildings, vehicles, operations 
and contracting reach Net Zero by 2040, with 50% reduction in 
emissions by 2030, with annual reduction targets and actions 

reportable to the Climate Emergency Commission

S7. With local media as collaborators create a media campaign 
to encourage Community to create and demonstrate Climate 

response of their own

S8. The City shall allocate budget spending holistically by 
adopting a Climate Emergency Prioritizing Filter to prioritize 
Planning, Program & Capital funding that tackle the Climate 

Emergency, over those that have adverse impacts. For 
example, require the City's capital set aside program and 

Capital spending to satisfy all six Climate Emergency Portfolios 
outcomes, for inclusion in City budget

S8. Create a collaborate program between the metro region 
school districts and colleges so that schools and students can be 

empowered to respond to the Climate Emergency

S9. Demostrate Portland's commitment to the Climate 
Emergency by adopting Climate Action as a Citywide Core 

Value in addition to Anti-Racism, Equity, Transparency, 
Communication, Collaboration, Fiscal Responsibility

S9. Empower Portland's residents to make Climate 
commitments of their own

S10. Create a mandatory Climate Emergency Training Program 
for all City employees so that employees can be empowered  

to tackle the Climate Emergency by accomplishing annual 
targets and actions, and become collectively  bigger than the 

sum of their parts

Mobilize Portfolio
Vision: A future where we share, learn, grow, and create together to tackle the Climate Emergency
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Goal: Tackle the Climate Emergency together and  restore a safe climate. 

SDG 13: Climate Action Strategies

S1 In alignment with other great American cities like New York, Boston, Los Angeles and San 
Francisco; demonstrate the City of Portland's committment to the Climate Emergency by 
adopting a Climate Emergency Response Plan for Portland, with overarching vision, goals, 
strategies, annual targets & action commitments
S2. Follow the lead of the City of Los Angeles by creating an Office of Climate Emergency with a 
Climate Emergency Director  to tackle the Climate Emergency. The Climate Emergency Director 
shall have the ability to hold the City's Bureaus and Offices accountable to setting and meeting 
annual Climate targets

S3. Appoint a Climate Emergency Commission, comprising compensated stakeholders across 
the City life to help the City meet it's overarching Climate goals as well as annual targets and 
actions

S4. Host an Annual Climate Emergency Summit, for the City's Office of Climate Emergency to 
provide transparency and accountability to the Climate Emergency Commission for the City's 
progress in meeting the goals of the City's Climate Response Plan, including annual targets by 
using data to demonstrate progress and accomplishments
S5. Each City property owning and infrastructure bureau shall have on staff a Climate 
Emergency Manager who shall be embedded in Bureau's leadership structure, to serve each 
Bureau in meeting their annual Climate targets. These Managers shall will report progress 
meeting targets at the annual Climate Emergency Summit
S6. The City shall create a systems based approach to the Climate Emergency by adopting the 
United Nations  Sustainable Development Goals (SDG's) as the framework for responding, so 
that the City may think Globally, and act Locally. For implementation the SDG's can be combined 
into six Portfolio areas of Mobilize, Justice, Equity, Nature, Emissions and Economics
S7. The City of Portland shall lead by example by adopting aggressive annual targets and actions 
so that the City of Portland's emissions from it's buildings, vehicles, operations and contracting 
reach Net Zero by 2040, with 50% reduction in emissions by 2030, with annual reduction 
targets and actions reportable to the Climate Emergency Commission
S8. The City shall allocate budget spending holistically by adopting a Climate Emergency Prioritizing Filter 
to prioritize Planning, Program & Capital funding that tackle the Climate Emergency, over those that have 
adverse impacts. For example, require the City's capital set aside program and Capital spending to satisfy 
all six Climate Emergency Portfolios outcomes, for inclusion in City budget

S9. Demostrate Portland's commitment to the Climate Emergency by adopting Climate Action 
as a Citywide Core Value in addition to Anti-Racism, Equity, Transparency, Communication, 
Collaboration, Fiscal Responsibility

S10. Create a mandatory Climate Emergency Training Program for all City employees so that 
employees can be empowered  to tackle the Climate Emergency by accomplishing annual 
targets and actions, and become collectively greater than the sum of their parts
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Goal: Meaningful community engagement for improved and sustainable outcomes

SDG 17: Partnerships Strategies

S1 Work with community to create a  Climate Emergency Commission, comprising 
compensated stakeholders across the City life, including Community, Youth, Indigenous, 
Business, Industry, Education, Science, Culture and  Neighborhood representatives

S2. Create a collaborate program between the City of Portland and surrounding regional local 
governments to have a coordinated  metro wide response to the Climate Emergency, with 
common vision, goals and targets

S3. The City shall collaborate with State of Oregon to create a statewide response with all local 
governments in Oregon to tackle the Climate Emergency together, with common vision, goals 
and targets

S4. Create a collaborative program between City, PCEF, Energy Trust and community by hosting 
quarterly Community Climate Citizen Forums to tackle the Climate Emergency together, so that 
Community can set targets of their own

S5. Create a collaborative program between City and Business & Industry by entering into a  
coalition to tackle the Climate Emergency by reducing emissions and adopting sustainable 
practices together, so Business & Industry  can set Climate targets of their own

S6. Create a listen, learn and grow program so Community and Faith groups can tackle the 
Climate Emergency, and  set Climate goals of their own

S7. With local media as collaborators create a media campaign to encourage Community to 
create and demonstrate Climate response of their own

S8. Create a collaborate program between the metro region school districts and colleges so that 
schools and students can be empowered to respond to the Climate Emergency

S9. Empower Portland's residents to make Climate commitments of their own
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Goal: Co-create with indigenous peoples for sustainable outcomes over seven generations

SDG 17: Indigenous Strategies

S1 Work with Oregon's indigenous tribes as partners to incorpoarate indigenous wisdom into 
the City's Climate Emergency Response Plan

S2. Incorpoarate Climate Response goals, accomplishments and shortcomings into the City 
Annual Tribal Summit

S3. Create a collaborative program between City and Indigenous peoples to tackle the Climate 
Emergency

S4. City of Portland leaders and employees to learn from Indigenous wisdom, in first foods, land 
stewardship, humility, people and place
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Poverty Hunger Justice
Local goal: Economic well being for all Portlanders, 

prioritizing those who have been historically excluded

Local goal: Everyone regardless of status has access to 
nutritious affordable food, prioritizing those who have 

been historically excluded

Local goal: Reform systems that diminish faith in 
established institutions & dismantle barriers that 

prevent equitable outcomes in society

SDG 1: Poverty Strategies SDG 2: Hunger Strategies SDG 16: Justice Strategies

S1. Create economic opportunities for all Portlanders through 
climate action prioritizing frontline communities

S1. Develop an equitable system to distribute and serve basic 
human rights of water, food, shelter, & medical care

S1. Implement reparations based accountability for the          
City of Portland to support and propel frontline community 

prosperity                                                                                            

S2. Grow the economy with good-paying jobs and prepare 
Portland's frontline communities to fill them

S2. Local production of food and agriculture
S2. Fight for climate justice and accountability prioritizing harm 

inflicted on frontline communities

S3. Provide economic security for Portland's frontline 
communities through fair wages & expanded benefits

S3. Elimination of food and grocery deserts
S3. Mitigate physical risks and harm posed by climate change by 

delivering critical projects prioritizing protection to frontline 
communities

S4. Create a temporary tent to permanent abode progressive 
path to end Portland's houseless epidemic

S4. Promote justice and equal rights, and build trust between 
Portlanders and government by bringing together residents, 

agencies, and community-based organizations to initiate 
system-wide solutions and increase trust & advance diversity in 

leadership roles

S5. Implement affordability policies that reduce energy costs 
and lower the energy burden for low-income and frontline 
communities. The clean energy transition should not strain 

fragile household budgets of low-income people

S5. Empower the next generation of Portlanders to become 
informed residents and activists, prioritizing frontline 

community participation

S6. Create pathways for displaced fossil fuel workers to 
transition into the clean energy economy. Investments and 
supports ranging from comprehensive training to high road 

careers. Healthcare and pension coverage will ensure that all 
workers have a path to livelihoods and wellness as we reshape 

the workforce and economy

S6. Pursue legal action against climate offenders to provide 
justice and compensation for past and current harm inflicted on 

frontline communities

Justice Portfolio
Vision: A future where justice, dignity and equity is the norm not the exception
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Goal: Economic well being for all Portlanders, prioritizing those who have been historically excluded

SDG 1: Poverty Strategies

S1. Create economic opportunities for all Portlanders through climate action prioritizing 
frontline communities

S2. Grow the economy with good-paying jobs and prepare Portland's frontline communities to 
fill them

S3. Provide economic security for Portland's frontline communities through fair wages & 
expanded benefits

S4. Create a temporary tent to permanent abode progressive path to end Portland's houseless 
epidemic

S5. Implement affordability policies that reduce energy costs and lower the energy burden for 
low-income and frontline communities. The clean energy transition should not strain fragile 
household budgets of low-income people

S6. Create pathways for displaced fossil fuel workers to transition into the clean energy 
economy. Investments and supports ranging from comprehensive training to high road careers. 
Healthcare and pension coverage will ensure that all workers have a path to livelihoods and 
wellness as we reshape the workforce and economy
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Goal: Everyone regardless of status has access to nutritious affordable food, prioritizing those who have been historically excluded

SDG 2: Hunger Strategies

S1. Develop an equitable system to distribute and serve basic human rights of water, food, 
shelter, & medical care

S2. Local production of food and agriculture

S3. Elimination of food and grocery deserts
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Goal: Reform systems that diminish faith in established institutions & dismantle barriers that prevent equitable outcomes in society

SDG 16: Justice Strategies

S1. Implement reparations based accountability for the City of Portland to support and propel 
frontline community prosperity                                                                                            

S2. Fight for climate justice and accountability prioritizing harm inflicted on frontline 
communities

S3. Mitigate physical risks and harm posed by climate change by delivering critical projects 
prioritizing protection to frontline communities

S4. Promote justice and equal rights, and build trust between Portlanders and government by 
bringing together residents, agencies, and community-based organizations to initiate system-
wide solutions and increase trust & advance diversity in leadership roles

S5. Empower the next generation of Portlanders to become informed residents and activists, 
prioritizing frontline community participation

S6. Pursue legal action against climate offenders to provide justice and compensation for past 
and current harm inflicted on frontline communities
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Health Education Equality
Local goal: A City that strives for an improved quality of 

life in Portland
Local goal: Ensure quality educational opportunities for 

frontline communities
Local goal: To dismantle systemic inequities that target 

frontline communities

SDG 3: Health Strategies SDG 4: Education Strategies SDG 5: Equality Strategies

S1. Plan for a Portland of the future that creates the conditions 
for health and well-being for frontline communities

S1.  Empower Portland's frontline communities to take climate-
smart adaptation measures 

S1.  Empower Portland's frontline communities to participate in 
our democracy and expand opportunities for democratic 

engagement

S2. Advance equity by addressing the urgent health and mental 
health needs of frontline communities

S2. Expand extreme heat and smoke health Programming and 
Education for frontline communities

S2. Welcome new Portlanders from around the world and 
involve them fully in civic life by expanding opportunities for 

civic engagement

S3. Make healthy lifestyles easier in all neighborhoods by 
Create a built environment that encourages physical activity, 

community building, and better mental health

S3. Advance diversity in leadership roles prioritizing frontline 
communities

S4. Protect, restore and conserve the City's natural 
environment by advance equitable improvements in air 

quality, waterways and roadside open spaces

S4. Ensure all Portland's frontline communiites have access to 
safe, secure, affordable and transit accessible housing

S5. Ensure Portland's frontline communities have access to 
neighborhood parks, open spaces and cultural resources

S5. Promote place-based community planning and strategies 

S6. Ensure Portland's streets are safe and accessible for all

S7. Cease the operation of currently-producing fossil fuel 
infrastructure adjacent to communities experiencing present-

day and generational impacts to human and environmental 
health resulting from energy infrastructure and beyond.

S8. Reduce exposure to health harming pollutants to our 
frontline communities 

Equity Portfolio
Vision: A future where everyone can thrive regardless of identity, prioritizing those who have been historically excluded.
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Goal: A City that strives for an improved quality of life in Portland

SDG 3: Health Strategies

S1. Plan for a Portland of the future that creates the conditions for health and well-being for 
frontline communities

S2. Advance equity by addressing the urgent health and mental health needs of frontline 
communities

S3. Make healthy lifestyles easier in all neighborhoods by Create a built environment that 
encourages physical activity, community building, and better mental health

S4. Protect, restore and conserve the City's natural environment by advance equitable 
improvements in air quality, waterways and roadside open spaces

S5. Ensure Portland's frontline communities have access to neighborhood parks, open spaces 
and cultural resources

S6. Ensure Portland's streets are safe and accessible for all

S7. Cease the operation of currently-producing fossil fuel infrastructure adjacent to 
communities experiencing present-day and generational impacts to human and environmental 
health resulting from energy infrastructure and beyond.

S8. Reduce exposure to health harming pollutants to our frontline communities 
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Goal: Ensure quality educational opportunities for frontline communities

SDG 4: Education Strategies

S1.  Empower Portland's frontline communities to take climate-smart adaptation measures 

S2. Expand extreme heat and smoke health Programming and Education for frontline 
communities



22 
 

 

Goal: To dismantle systemic inequities that target frontline communities

SDG 5: Equality Strategies

S1.  Empower Portland's frontline communities to participate in our democracy and expand 
opportunities for democratic engagement

S2. Welcome new Portlanders from around the world and involve them fully in civic life by 
expanding opportunities for civic engagement

S3. Advance diversity in leadership roles prioritizing frontline communities

S4. Ensure all Portland's frontline communiites have access to safe, secure, affordable and 
transit accessible housing

S5. Promote place-based community planning and strategies 
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Sanitation Water Land
Local goal: All Portland residents have access to dignified 

sanitation and clean & safe potable water as a human 
right

Local goal: Restore Portland's water bodies & riparian 
areas to achieve stream temperature for optimal species 

recovery. 

Local goal: Protect, preserve and restore Portland's 
natural places & biodiversity on 30% of Portland's 

acerage.             

SDG 6: Sanitation Strategies SDG 14: Water Strategies SDG 15: Land Strategies

S1. Ensure every Portlander has access to safe drinking water, 
sanitation and solid waste disposal to protect human health 

and the environment

S1. Institutionalize natural resource protections and climate 
change as foundational principals to prevent environmental 

degradation in Portland

S1. Rewild Portland to maximize carbon sequestration and 
increase protection to wildlife corridors

S2. Maximize beneficial reuse of solids and water to conserve 
natural resources and reduce energy intensive processes

S2. Develop and activate a marine strategy to connect 
Portland's freshwater interdepency on the ocean

S2. Create a nature based carbon market to incentivise and  
accelerate preservation and protection of biodiversity and 

wildlife corridors

S3. Protect the natural systems that provide clean drinking 
water, efficient wastewater systems, and decontaminate 

stormwater

S3. Reduce all stream temperatures to below 20C to protect 
threatened and endangered cold water species, tribal and 

recreational harvest

S3. Reduce urban/rural temperature differential  to reduce 
heat island effect and improve public helath

S4. Establish an asset management structure that includes 
climate risks, risks to natural systems, and nature-based 

solutions to optimize conservation and protection of natural 
resources and asset life expectancy

S4. Protect, restore, expand and minimize development on all 
lands that absorb water (wetlands of any size, isolated or 

connected,natural or manmade), and lands inundated by floods 
exacerbated by climate change to protect cultural uses, people, 

property, fish and wildlife against changing climate patterns 
and maximize nature based carbon sequestration

S4. Reduce carbon emissions from food sources to promote a 
low carbon footprint diet with reduced food life cycle and 

distribution

S5. Achieve and maintain no-net loss of native biodiversity to 
improve resilience and reduce urban maintenance of green 

infrastructure

Nature Portfolio
Vision: A future with abundant, complex and interconnected natural systems throughout the city



24 
 

 

Goal: All Portland residents have access to dignified sanitation and clean & safe potable water as a human right

SDG 6: Sanitation Strategies

S1. Ensure every Portlander has access to safe drinking water, sanitation and solid waste 
disposal to protect human health and the environment

S2. Maximize beneficial reuse of solids and water to conserve natural resources and reduce 
energy intensive processes

S3. Protect the natural systems that provide clean drinking water, efficient wastewater 
systems, and decontaminate stormwater

S4. Establish an asset management structure that includes climate risks, risks to natural 
systems, and nature-based solutions to optimize conservation and protection of natural 
resources and asset life expectancy
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Goal: Restore Portland's water bodies & riparian areas to achieve stream temperature for optimal species recovery. 

SDG 14: Water Strategies

S1. Institutionalize natural resource protections and climate change as foundational principals 
to prevent environmental degradation in Portland

S2. Develop and activate a marine strategy to connect Portland's freshwater interdepency on 
the ocean

S3. Reduce all stream temperatures to below 20C to protect threatened and endangered cold 
water species, tribal and recreational harvest

S4. Protect, restore, expand and minimize development on all lands that absorb water 
(wetlands of any size, isolated or connected,natural or manmade), and lands inundated by 
floods exacerbated by climate change to protect cultural uses, people, property, fish and wildlife 
against changing climate patterns and maximize nature based carbon sequestration
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Goal: Protect, preserve and restore Portland's natural places & biodiversity on 30% of Portland's acerage.             

SDG 15: Land Strategies

S1. Rewild Portland to maximize carbon sequestration and increase protection to wildlife 
corridors

S2. Create a nature based carbon market to incentivise and  accelerate preservation and 
protection of biodiversity and wildlife corridors

S3. Reduce urban/rural temperature differential  to reduce heat island effect and improve 
public helath

S4. Reduce carbon emissions from food sources to promote a low carbon footprint diet with 
reduced food life cycle and distribution

S5. Achieve and maintain no-net loss of native biodiversity to improve resilience and reduce 
urban maintenance of green infrastructure
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Energy Infrastructure Cities
Local goal: Promote Clean energy and reduce carbon 
emissions from  building construction and operations

Local goal: Implement carbon-neutral infrastructure & 
transportation network that prioritizes frontline 

communities

Local goal: Create an equitable, safe, resilient and 
sustainable City for all Portlanders.

SDG 7: Energy Strategies SDG 9: Infrastructure Strategies SDG 11: Cities Strategies

S1. Energy production: 100% clean electricity from only direct 
renewable sources by 2030 for the Portland metro area

S1. Reduce reliance on fossil fuel for City of Portland fleet 
vehicles by maximizing Electric Vehicles and charging capacity 

at City facilities

S1. Expand green infrastructure, natural systems and carbon 
sequestration throughout the Portland metro area

S2. Energy production: 100% renewable natural gas (RNG) only 
by 2040 for the Portland metro area, for hard to electrify sectors

S2. Reduce reliance on fossil fuel for medium & heavy duty 
fleet vehicles by increasing use of City of Portland produced 

Renewable Natural Gas.

S2. Implement Climate Adaptation strategies for Portlanders, 
prioritizing frontline communities, so our City is better 

prepared for the extreme heat, smoke and drought     
conditions that are becoming the norm.

S3. Energy production: With PCEF and Energy Trust of Oregon as 
partners invest in large-scale public works projects that 

promote energy resiliency and develop community-based 
clean energy infrastructure. 

S3. At least 25% of all vehicles registered in Portland to be 
electric by 2030, reaching 100% by 2040

S3. Eliminate Fugitive Methane Emissions by 2030 to curtail    
the extensive damage caused by this GHS

S4. Energy Consumption: All new buildings to be Net Zero 
emissions by 2025 with on-site EV chargers and renewable 

energy as mandatory

S4. Provide citywide  network of EV chargers by 2030 for 
community use to facilitate EV owners who do not have access 
to chargers of their own, prioritizing equitable consideration to 

frontline communities

S4. Make forward-thinking investments in core physical 
infrastructure and hazard mitigation to build a more resilient 
city, prioritizing the vulnerabilities of frontline communities

S5. Energy Consumption: All existing commercial buildings to 
be Net Zero emissions by 2040

S5. Shift investments to public transit and away from highway 
capacity expansion projects for single-occupancy vehicles.  
Prioritizing investments in public transit options that are 

renewable, free or low-cost, and guards against displacement

S5. Adopt a Climate & Community centric budget filter to 
ensure Capital projects serve both the community needs and 

tackle the Climate Emergency

S6. Energy Consumption: All existing residential buildings to be 
Net Zero emissions by 2040, partnering with PCEF to prioritize 

frontline communities

S6. Expand non vehicle transportation network to reduce 
reliance on passenger & delivery vehicles

S6. Require the City's  asset owing bureaus to develop a 
sustainable climate screen and standards for use on all bureau 
asset programs and capital projects to reduce climate impacts 
from siting (natural hazards), life cycle emissions (scope 1 and 

3), and operations impacts on community health (e.g heat 
island, mobility)

Emissions Portfolio
Vision: A future where development of buildings and infrastructure prioritize inclusion, affordability, sustainability & resiliency
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Goal: Promote Clean energy and reduce carbon emissions from  building construction and operations

SDG 7: Energy Strategies

S1. Energy production: 100% clean electricity from only direct renewable sources by 2030 for 
the Portland metro area

S2. Energy production: 100% renewable natural gas (RNG) only by 2040 for the Portland metro 
area, for hard to electrify sectors

S3. Energy production: With PCEF and Energy Trust of Oregon as partners invest in large-scale 
public works projects that promote energy resiliency and develop community-based clean 
energy infrastructure. 

S4. Energy Consumption: All new buildings to be Net Zero emissions by 2025 with on-site EV 
chargers and renewable energy as mandatory

S5. Energy Consumption: All existing commercial buildings to be Net Zero emissions by 2040

S6. Energy Consumption: All existing residential buildings to be Net Zero emissions by 2040, 
partnering with PCEF to prioritize frontline communities
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Goal: Implement carbon-neutral infrastructure & transportation network that prioritizes frontline communities

SDG 9: Infrastructure Strategies

S1. Reduce reliance on fossil fuel for City of Portland fleet vehicles by maximizing Electric 
Vehicles and charging capacity at City facilities

S2. Reduce reliance on fossil fuel for medium & heavy duty fleet vehicles by increasing use of 
City of Portland produced Renewable Natural Gas.

S3. At least 25% of all vehicles registered in Portland to be electric by 2030, reaching 100% by 
2040

S4. Provide citywide  network of EV chargers by 2030 for community use to facilitate EV 
owners who do not have access to chargers of their own, prioritizing equitable consideration to 
frontline communities

S5. Shift investments to public transit and away from highway capacity expansion projects for 
single-occupancy vehicles.  Prioritizing investments in public transit options that are renewable, 
free or low-cost, and guards against displacement

S6. Expand non vehicle transportation network to reduce reliance on passenger & delivery 
vehicles
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Goal: Create an equitable, safe, resilient and sustainable City for all Portlanders.

SDG 11: Cities Strategies

S1. Expand green infrastructure, natural systems and carbon sequestration throughout the 
Portland metro area

S2. Implement Climate Adaptation strategies for Portlanders, prioritizing frontline 
communities, so our City is better prepared for the extreme heat, smoke and drought     
conditions that are becoming the norm.

S3. Eliminate Fugitive Methane Emissions by 2030 to curtail    the extensive damage caused by 
this GHS

S4. Make forward-thinking investments in core physical infrastructure and hazard mitigation to 
build a more resilient city, prioritizing the vulnerabilities of frontline communities

S5. Adopt a Climate & Community centric budget filter to ensure Capital projects serve both the 
community needs and tackle the Climate Emergency

S6. Require the City's  asset owing bureaus to develop a sustainable climate screen and 
standards for use on all bureau asset programs and capital projects to reduce climate impacts 
from siting (natural hazards), life cycle emissions (scope 1, 2 and 3), and operations impacts on 
community health (e.g heat island, mobility)
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Growth Inequalities Consumption
Local goal: Sustained inclusive economic growth and 

productive emploment for all
Local goal: Increased wealth equity in society, prioritizing 

those who have been historically excluded
Local goal: A sustainable economic system with zero 

waste 

SDG 8: Growth Strategies SDG 10: Inequalities Strategies SDG 12: Consumption Strategies

S1. Put a price on carbon to reduce consumer & industry 
emissions

S1. Create a Green Economy for Portland with targeted support 
for frontline communities to reduce inequity while combating 

climate change and achieving the UN's sustainable 
development goals

S1. Develop a Repair/Reuse Culture in Portland to reduce 
embedded emissions

S2. Disenvest from Fossil Fuel Industries to discourage further 
development

S2. Promote Community Connected Procurement to reduce 
inequity

S2. Eliminate organic waste going to landfill to reduce methane 
emissions

S3. Abandon GDP as an economic indicator in favor of measures 
of human and environmental well-being

S3. Adapt a Community-Focused Investing Model to reduce 
inequity

S3. Reduce municipal solid waste generation to zero to have a 
truly sustainable economy

S4. Develop financial incentives to change behaviors and 
reduce emissions

S4. Establish a Circular Economy program in Portland with  a 
"Zero Waste" end goal

S5. Promote telework regionwide as a strategy to reduce 
emissions

S5. Require biodegradable packaging for the food industry so 
food-contaminated waste can be composted instead of 

landfilled

S6. Develop a more self-sufficient, sustainable & resilient local 
food system to reduce transporation emissions, pesticide use, 

and food insecurity

Economics Portfolio
Vision: A future in which everyone has enough within planetary boundaries and no one is left behind.
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Goal: Sustained inclusive economic growth and productive emploment for all

SDG 8: Growth Strategies

S1. Put a price on carbon to reduce consumer & industry emissions

S2. Disenvest from Fossil Fuel Industries to discourage further development

S3. Abandon GDP as an economic indicator in favor of measures of human and environmental 
well-being

S4. Develop financial incentives to change behaviors and reduce emissions

S5. Promote telework regionwide as a strategy to reduce emissions

S6. Develop a more self-sufficient, sustainable & resilient local food system to reduce 
transporation emissions, pesticide use, and food insecurity
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Goal: Increased wealth equity in society, prioritizing those who have been historically excluded

SDG 10: Inequalities Strategies

S1. Create a Green Economy for Portland with targeted support for frontline communities to 
reduce inequity while combating climate change and achieving the UN's sustainable 
development goals

S2. Promote Community Connected Procurement to reduce inequity

S3. Adapt a Community-Focused Investing Model to reduce inequity
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Goal: A sustainable economic system with zero waste 

SDG 12: Consumption Strategies

S1. Develop a Repair/Reuse Culture in Portland to reduce embedded emissions

S2. Eliminate organic waste going to landfill to reduce methane emissions

S3. Reduce municipal solid waste generation to zero to have a truly sustainable economy

S4. Establish a Circular Economy program in Portland with  a "Zero Waste" end goal

S5. Require biodegradable packaging for the food industry so food-contaminated waste can be 
composted instead of landfilled
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The United Nations 17 Sustainable Development Goals and scope are as follows: 

1 No poverty; End poverty in all its forms everywhere 

2 Zero hunger; End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable 
agriculture 

3 Good health and well-being; Ensure healthy lives and promote wellbeing for all at all ages 

4 Quality education; Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning 
opportunities for all 

5 Gender equality; Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls 

6 Clean water and sanitation; Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation 
for all 

7 Affordable and clean energy; Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable, and modern energy 
for all 

8 Decent work and economic growth; Promote sustained, inclusive economic growth, full and 
productive employment, and decent work for all 

9 Industry, innovation, and infrastructure; Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and 
sustainable industrialization and foster innovation 

10 Reduced inequalities; Reduce inequality within and among countries 

11 Sustainable cities and communities; Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient, and 
sustainable 

12 Responsible consumption and production; Ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns 

13 Climate action; Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts 

14 Life below water; Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas, and marine resources for 
sustainable development 

15 Life on land; Protect, restore, and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably 
manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss 

16 Peace, justice, and strong institutions; Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable 
development, provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable, and inclusive institutions 
at all levels 

17 Partnerships for the goals; Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the global 
partnership for sustainable development. 

 

 

 



My name is David O’Longaigh, 97202, I have lived and worked in Portland for over 30 years.   

I am also just one of over 40 City employees from eight different City Bureaus who have meet 
weekly over the past 12 months, on our own time, to demonstrate how our city must mobilize 
for the Climate Emergency. 

We call ourselves PEACE, Public Employees Act for Climate Emergency, and we did not respond 
alone. We consulted with known Community Climate organizations to ensure our Proposal met 
Equity, Justice and Community perspectives, and we will continue to work with these groups 
moving forward. 

Our Climate Proposal is comprehensive and bigger than any one Bureau. 

Its North star is the United Nation’s 17 Sustainable Development Goals, and it responds with 
adaptation and mitigation strategies in the following six portfolios: 

1. Equity  
2. Environmental Justice  
3. Clean Energy and Emissions reduction 
4. Regenerative Nature systems  
5. Zero-waste Circular Economy 
6. Mobilizing community  

Only by recognizing that all these six Portfolios are interconnected will we make real progress in 
tackling the Climate Emergency.  

There is too much in the PEACE Proposal to share here tonight, however here are some key 
strategies PEACE consider essential before we can respond effectively to the Climate Emergency 
as one City and one Community. We think they deserve consideration in the Charter Reform. 

1. Include Climate Action as a City Core Value. 
2. Create an Office of Climate Emergency, with a Climate Emergency Director to lead it, 

empowered to act on Council’s behalf 
3. Create a Climate Emergency Commission, for the Climate Director to work with Community 

directly 
4. Require that the City create a Comprehensive Climate Response Plan with timelines, 

accountability, and transparency 
5. The Comprehensive Climate Response Plan must be a systems-based approach derived from 

the United Nations 17 Sustainable Development Goals so that all People systems and all Nature 
systems are maintained in balance to create our Sustainable Future  

6. The Climate Emergency Director must mobilize all City Bureaus and the Community Commission 
to Respond to the Climate Emergency as One Regenerated City  

PEACE urge you to consider including these key provisions in the proposed Charter reform. We would 
also be happy to meet with you separately to present our complete Climate Proposal.   

 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute. 



Charter Review Commission 
Comments of David L. Jorling 

Retired Senior Deputy City Attorney 1985-2008 
May 26, 2022 

 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide my point of view to the Commission on May 22, 
2022.  I had forgotten how quickly 3 minutes passed, so I was not able to complete my 
perspective during my testimony.  Please accept this note as a summary of those 
perspectives that were stated before the committee and those that I was unable to 
express due to time constraints. 
 
As I stated, I support the reform with respect to removing the management of the day-
to-day affairs of the City Bureaus from council members. This function, in my 
experience, took up an inordinate amount of Council’s time, as well as often 
undermining City managers by changing their decisions, particularly with respect to 
employee personnel matters. Sometimes those Council decisions would affect 
employee morale. A City Manager form of government would give the Council the 
opportunity to hire an individual with experience in management of large organizations, 
an experience that Council members frequently did not have. Moreover, this change 
alone will help free the members to spend more time responding to citizens and 
researching policy matters. 5members should be enough to accomplish this with a City 
manager responsible for the day-to-day operations of the City. 
 
The increase of the number of Council members to 12 is unworkable; at the very least, 
the mayor should be given a vote to avoid ties. The changes will add significant 
administrative costs to City operations. These funds would be more wisely spent on the 
basic services that the City is obligated to provide. For example, current council 
members have staffs of 7 or so. This will inevitably be the case for all 12 members. 
While it was mentioned by the Commission that the additional costs would be under 3% 
of the City’s budget, in real numbers the Commission estimates that the expansion to a 
12-member council would cost between $2.7 and $10.2 million annually. Over a 10-year 
period that is between $20 and $100 million dollars. This is a significant amount of 
money that would be better spent on the important daily functions the City. For example: 
 

1. Maintenance: Funds for road maintenance, sidewalk construction and repair, 
street and traffic signs, potholes, paving, sewer repair, street sweeping, and 
24-hour dispatch to road hazards, and the pick-up of the now seemingly 
endless accumulations of trash that are currently strewn about the City will be 
cut. 

2. Parks: The maintenance and development of the City’s Parks will suffer. 
Recreational opportunities for the citizens of the City will be adversely 
affected. 



3. 911 services: Emergency call taking, and dispatch will be impacted. Recently, 
I placed and emergency call in Portland, and was placed on hold for about 5 
minutes. This will only get worse. 

4. Housing Bureau: Cuts will inevitably take place with respect to the City’s work 
to create and develop affordable housing. 

5. Police: Portland has the smallest police force for a city of its size in population 
and will get smaller if these amendments to the Charter become law. Boston, 
with a population of 698,000 has 2143 officers; Detroit, with a population of 
663,000 has 2517; Memphis with a population 650,000 has 2058; Milwaukee, 
WI, with a population of 590,000 has 1850. Portland has about 770 officers to 
serve and protect a population 662,000. Split that into 3 shifts, and factor in 
administrators, vacations, sick leave, and the City likely has only about 200 
officers on patrol for the entire City at any one time. The addition of 7 more 
council members will likely increase Council security needs, since 4 district 
office complexes to house the 12 members and their staffs will likely divert 
more officers from other emergencies and duties. 

In closing, I recommend that each Commissioner, if any individual members have not 
already done so, go on a ride along with crews from the Maintenance and Parks 
bureaus. Sit with a 911 call taker and a dispatcher for a shift. Go on a shift and ride 
along with a Fire unit and Police patrol car; spend a day with a member of the Housing 
Bureau. 
 
It was stated that the need for this charter change was due, in part, because City 
Government has become unresponsive to the needs of its citizens. Spending this time 
experiencing the daily work of the city should show how inaccurate that assessment is. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 



Text of Charter Amendment: The Portland Police Board of Commissioners 
 

3.20.010 Authority  
The Bureau of Police (the Bureau) is responsible for the enforcement of law and order in the city. 

The Commissioner in Charge and the City Council have supreme authority over the Bureau, but 

delegate their decision-making authority to the Portland Board of Police Commissioners (the 

Board). The Chief of Police (Chief) is the Chief Executive, and Commanding, Officer of the Bureau, 

and shall administer the Bureau’s affairs. The Chief is directly responsible to the Board for the 

proper functioning of the Bureau.  

 

3.20.020 The Portland Police Commission 
A. Composition. There will be nine members on the Board (Members) and they shall be responsible 

for determining their own officers and procedures. The Council will select a Chairperson (Chair) 

who will preside over all meetings and may vote on all proposals.  

1. The Chief is an ex officio, non-voting member of the Board, and may not hold any office 

on the Board.  

 

2. The Chair will ensure communication between the Board with the Commissioner in 

Charge, the City Council, the Chief, the Bureau, and the public in a regular and timely 

manner.  

 

B. Salary. The City Council will determine the salary and benefits of the Members who will serve on 

a part-time basis. It may not lower salary and benefits during the Member’s term.  

 

C. Funding: The Board will receive at least 3% of the Portland Police Bureau’s General Fund 

Discretionary Fund for the conduct of its operations and the hiring of its staff. 

 

D. Terms and Rotation in Office. The term of office is four years. Members may serve for two 

consecutive four-year terms. After this time, they may not serve on the Board in any capacity for 

two consecutive four-year terms.  

1. Individuals filing vacancies and completing the remainder of their predecessor’s term are 

still eligible to serve two consecutive, four-year terms.  

 



2. Classes. Immediately after the first appointment, the City Council will divide the Board’s 

seats as equally as possible into two classes. The seats of the first class shall be subject to 

reappointment in the immediate odd-numbered year, those of the second class in the 

following odd-numbered year.  

 
 

E. Appointment Process. The Members shall be chosen in the process below:   

1. Community Nomination Process. The Board will solicit nominations for appointment 

from state and local non-governmental organizations, and neighborhood associations 

(hereinafter community groups).  

 

a. Individuals must receive a nomination from these community groups and may not 

nominate themselves.  

 

b. Community groups may only nominate one individual, and may not nominate 

anyone who has already been nominated by another community group.  

 

c. Members seeking reappointment must receive a nomination from a community 

group. They may be nominated by a group that is different from that of their initial 

appointment.  

 

d. The Board will conduct background checks on every nominee and will forward all 

nominees passing the checks to the Council. 

 

e. The Board will make the list of nominees available for public record. 

 

f. The Commissioner-In-Charge will complete this stage of the process for the first 

round of appointments establishing the Board.  

 

2. The Finalists. After a more thorough review of no less than fifteen days after the 

availability of the list of nominees for public record, the City Council will create a list of 

nominees (the Finalists). The City Council will make the list of Finalists available for public 



record. The Commissioner-In-Charge will not be part of the deliberations for determining 

the Finalists.  

 

3. Appointment. The Commissioner-In-Charge will—and must, make appointments from 

the public list of Finalists. If the Commissioner in Charge fails to fill any appointments 

within thirty days of the publication of the list of Finalists, the City Council will appoint 

Members.  

 

F. Appointment Criteria. The Council and the Commissioner in Charge will select individuals with 

the following traits:  

1. Good character and a reputation for integrity and professionalism.  

 

2. Competence, knowledge, and experience with law enforcement, the legal system, civil 

rights, human resources, policy, auditing or investigations. 

 

3. Represents a community experiencing the most frequent contact with the Bureau. 

 

4. Represents the diversity of the city in socioeconomic status, ethnicity, race, age, sexual 

orientation, gender, geography, and types of disabilities.  

 

G. Vacancies. The Commissioner in Charge will fill any vacancies on the Board within thirty days of 

its occurrence. The appointee shall serve for the remainder of the term. The Commissioner in 

Charge must choose an eligible Finalist from the most recent appointment process. If the 

Commissioner in Charge fails to fill the vacancy in thirty days, the City Council will do so 

immediately.  

 

H. Removal. The Members may be removed for cause by the Commissioner in Charge. The 

removed Member may appeal this decision to the City Council, which may then sustain or 

overrule the removal decision.  

 
 
 
 



I. Powers and Duties of the Board. The Board shall:  

1. Necessary Powers. Make all necessary or convenient rules and regulations for the 

organization and conduct of its own business, for the Bureau, and for the care and 

management of the City prison. The Board may hire staff and consultants as necessary to 

assist it in the performance of its duties.  

 

2. Constitutional Policing. Ensure that the Bureau’s policies and practices conform to 

national standards of constitutional and community policing.  

 

3. Strategic Planning. With the Chief, create, amend, and supervise the implementation of, 

both, annual and quadrennial goals for the Bureau.  

 

a. Annually assess the progress of the Bureau towards those goals and objectives in a 

public hearing.  

 

4. Budget. Review, revise, and approve the Bureau’s budget before its submission to the 

Commissioner in Charge.  

 

5. Chief of Police: (update 3.20.030: replace “Commissioner of Finance and Administration” 

with “Board of Police Commissioners”).  

a. Appoint and remove the Chief of Police with a majority vote of the Board. If the 

vote has a minimum majority, the Commissioner in Charge will make the final 

decision.  

 

b. Issue instructions to the Chief concerning the exercise of the authority conferred on 

the Chief by the Charter. 

 

c. Annually evaluate the Chief’s performance and recommend an appropriate level of 

compensation with the approval of the Council.  

 

d. Require the Chief to submit an annual State of the Bureau Report to the Board. 

 



J. Annual Review: The City Auditor shall conduct an annual review of the Board and its members. It 

will submit its conclusions to the Board, the Commission in Charge and the City Council.   

 

K. Executive Director: The Board will have an Executive Director (ED). The ED has two primary 

responsibilities: (a) administer the affairs of the Board as its chief administrative officer (b) 

provide information and assessment of Board matters independent of the Chief and the PPB. 

The ED has the following powers and duties:  

1. The ED and the Chief: The authority of the ED does not extend to the Chief and the 

authority of the Chief to administer the PPB. The authority of the Chief does not extend to 

the ED and the authority of the ED to administer the Board’s affairs or staff.  

2. (b) appoint, discharge, discipline, transfer, and issue instructions to employees appointed 

as independent staff of the Board.  

3. Recommend an annual budget for the Board’s revenues and expenses.   

4. Superintend and expend the expenditures of the Board and its staff.  

 

L. The Director of the Office of Independent Police Review and its office shall be reorganized as an 

adjunct of the Board (and not the City Auditor) in its independent oversight of the Bureau.  

 

M. No staff member may be a current or former member of the Board or directly related (parent, 

spouse, sibling, child) to a current member of the Board. 

 

N. Transition Period: The Commissioner in Charge shall be responsible for transitioning its 

responsibilities and powers gradually over to the Police Commission.  This transition must be 

completed no later than two years after the creation of the Police Commission.  

 



New Leaders for Old Problems: The Portland Police Commission 
There are many great ideas about how to change the Portland Police Bureau (the Bureau, hereafter). 
There is a real chance to make transformative changes and we must seize the initiative, but the key is 
to create sustained change once the police are no longer in the headlines, and this requires a change in 
the way that the police are governed. They need consistent attention and constant pressure, and it is 
clear that the status quo is failing to provide both, but it is not clear why and how to fix it. This 
memo will address both.  
 
Goldilocks and the Three Ways to Govern Police Departments 
Portland, as in most American cities, has one person (the Mayor) oversee the Bureau. The problem 
with this model is obvious. Even the best mayors have too wide a scope. They have to supervise the 
entire city and, therefore, cannot consistently focus on the Bureau. Mayors also shouldn’t focus all of 
their attention on the Bureau because it would come at the expense of other pressing needs, like 
homelessness, sustainability, the budget, etc. This isn’t to say that mayors aren’t committed to 
overseeing the Bureau, but their inability to focus only on police matters means that they have to 
depend on politically-astute and reform-oriented Chiefs to change departments. It’s a gamble that 
hasn’t paid off well for the city. It also is not possible for one person to represent the diversity and 
interests of the city even if the mayor could only focus on the police.  
 
Another alternative, having the City Council oversee the Bureau, would only make this problem 
dramatically worse. What is gained in diversity is lost with even less concentration on the police. 
Now, many people—with many different priorities, will let the police slip through the cracks. We 
need the diversity of a City Council, but with the concentration that neither the Mayor nor the City 
Council can offer. There’s an alternative—a police commission.  
 
Police Commission Background and History 
Police Commissions function as “Boards of Directors” and the Chief of Police serves as “CEO”. 
Commissions don’t micromanage the police, but set general guidelines and have the ability to hire 
and fire the Chief. They sometimes have budgetary power. This is the governance model for 
corporations and universities, but it is also one the primary one for school districts, which are run by 
school boards. Police Commissions are more rare for American big cities, but Milwaukee, Detroit, 
Kansas City, and Honolulu have them, and several large West Coast cities, Los Angeles and San 
Francisco, have them, too. Police Commissions were a common Progressive Era reform, but other 
cities have continued to adopt them as of late. Oakland created a police commission in 2017 with 
Measure LL because it wanted to improve community policing.  
 
Portland had a police commission in its early history, but it was abolished because it suffered from 
three problems that are common to police commissions. 
 

1. Police commissions may not be as insulated from politics as they are supposed to be because 
mayors fill the appointments. In the early twentieth century, mayors were accused of 
cronyism and even now, this is still a common complaint. San Francisco’s Police 
Commission has had quite a bit of turmoil over the appointment of commissioners with two 
commissioners resigning in 2019 due to appointment politicking. 
https://missionlocal.org/2019/02/sf-police-commissioners-walk-out-of-meeting-in-protest-
following-election-of-boards-president/ 
Solutions: Develop transparent, community-involved appointment process; put in prohibitions against 
cronyism and nepotism 

https://missionlocal.org/2019/02/sf-police-commissioners-walk-out-of-meeting-in-protest-following-election-of-boards-president/
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2. Part-time, non-experts have real difficulty overseeing departments, and do far more work 

than any corporate board member. LA Police Commissioners, for example, do 50-60 hours 
of work a week. Given the inability of board members to focus on overseeing the 
department on a full-time basis, and their lack of expertise, they often become dependent on 
the very police departments that they oversee— and their Chiefs. The City Auditor in 
Oakland recently issued a scathing report of its new police commission noting its many 
failures due to the inability of part-time commissioners to keep up with their myriad 
responsibilities. https://www.sfchronicle.com/crime/article/City-audit-finds-Oakland-
Police-Commission-falls-15301881.php  

 
Solution: The Commission shall have an Executive Director and staff to provide an independent source of 
information to it.   

 
3. Commissions also often lack the information to make good choices. This leads to the third 

problem: a lack of strategic vision. Police Commissions often struggle to keep up with the 
work of running their departments, respond to the community, and review disciplinary issues. 
They, therefore, do not have the bandwidth to set long-term goals for their police 
departments. The LA Police Commission, by no means a new body, has been accused of this 
failure in a Harvard report of LAPD under the Consent Decree. 
http://assets.lapdonline.org/assets/pdf/Harvard-LAPD%20Study.pdf 

 
Solutions: With the help of independent staff, require the commission to develop long-term plans and policies. 

 
It should be clear that these are implementation failures—how one organizes a police commission. 
But every one of those is fixable, and most fundamentally, the principle is sound. There should be 
focused, direct, democratic control of the police. A commission provides what citizens and 
advocates are looking for, a venue where they can consistently focus on police matters and that has 
real authority. 
 
Overview of the Proposal 
Appended to this memo is a draft of language to revise the City Charter creating a nine-member 
Portland Police Commission with vigorous powers to oversee the Portland Police Bureau. The 
members of the Board will serve four-year terms, and be divided into four classes, so that two (or 
three) seats will get replaced every year, ensuring stability, but also flexibility to current concerns.  It 
also addresses common problems with commissions, as summarized below.   
 
-Cronyism: There’s now a three-step appointment process. State and local community organizations 
will nominate members to the police commission. Individuals may not nominate themselves. The 
City Council (without the Mayor) will develop a shortlist from the community nominations with 
specific criteria, such as that they should represent communities with frequent encounters with the 
police. The Mayor must then choose from he shortlist. Every step must be made public. This three-
step process is consistent with the current city charter requirement that the Mayor appoint members 
to boards with the confirmation of the City Council. The Council’s “confirmation” is given through 
their shortlist, and the mayor still makes an appointment, the new language just specifies how the 
mayor does so.  
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-Professionalism: The proposal requires that the Commissioners be part-time. This will increase the 
pool of applicants. The Commissioners will also have an Executive Director to administer their 
offices, and the Director of Independent Police Review will be under their control (and not the City 
Auditor) to help them investigate police misconduct, and function as their Inspector General. The 
Commission will also require the Chief to submit a report on the State of the Bureau.  
 
-Strategic Guidance: Borrowing from Honolulu’s model, the proposal requires the Police 
Commission to develop a four-year plan of goals for the Bureau, and hold an annual public hearing 
on progress towards achieving them.  
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
Dr. Paul Snell  
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May 18th, 2022  
 
Dear City Charter Commissioners, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony to the Portland City Charter Commission as 
you consider allowing voters to rank candidates, expanding the current city council whose focus 
would be setting policy, a mayor to run the city’s day to day operations, and the adoption of a 
city administrator. 
 
My name is Jennifer Parrish Taylor, Director of Advocacy and Public Policy, and I am submitting 
this testimony on behalf of the Urban League of Portland. The Urban League of Portland is one 
of Oregon’s oldest civil rights and social service organizations, empowering African Americans, 
and others to achieve equality in education, employment, health, economic security, and 
quality of life. Our culturally specific programs and services, combined with our powerful 
advocacy and civic engagement, empowers Black communities to thrive across Oregon and SW 
Washington. 
 
Since the Fall of 2021, the League, in partnership with the Coalition of Communities of Color, 
has been one of twelve culturally-specific organizations to engage Portlanders consistently and 
meaningfully in the charter review process. Our goal was to center and elevate the opinion, 
experiences, and frustrations of many populations who have been intentionally excluded from 
civic participation most especially Black and African American communities. More importantly, 
it was our opportunity to hear from our community if the current form of city government and 
voting was working for them and the overwhelming response was no.  
 
For our community, revising the city charter is an issue of equity and ensuring that our 
democracy is inclusive of all communities. For far too long the current commission form of 
government and voting system has forced communities of color to make pragmatic choices 
when it comes to leadership decisions. The League agrees that ranked-choice voting will give 
voters more options when it comes to supporting candidates that reflect their communities’ 
values and interests. Using ranked-choice voting to elect multiple council members per district 
will reduce the barriers that candidates from minority groups face, while proportional elections 
allow coalitions of voters to rally behind their preferred candidates. Adopting these proposed 
election reforms would ensure that Portland voters can fully express their true preferences on 
their ballot.  
 
A key theme from our community was the sense of disconnection that community members 
feel from those who have been elected to represent them; that the policies created are not 
responsive to our community’s needs. Adopting a mayor-council government, with a 
professional City Administrator, will ensure the administrative, legislative, and executive 
functions of the city are effectively managed. Shifting the managerial responsibility from the 
City Council will allow council members to focus on building relationships while geographic 
districts with multiple council members will provide ongoing opportunities for residents to 
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make their concerns heard. Lastly, electing a mayor citywide to carry out the laws will ensure 
Portlanders know who to hold accountable for the implementation of city policies.  
 
Above all else, our communities want to see transparency and accountability in our city 
government. We applaud the work of the city charter commissioners and ask that you all 
continue to center community in this process now and in the future. Civic engagement is vitally 
important to ensuring that a new structure of city government is more equitable and serves all 
Portlanders. 
 
Respectfully,  
 
  
 
 
 
Jennifer Parrish Taylor  
Director of Advocacy and Public Policy   
Urban League of Portland  
Portland, OR 97227  
Phone: 503.280.2600 ext. 609 
Fax: 503.281.2612  
 



Testimony for Giving the Mayor a Vote on City Council

Members of the Portland Charter Review Commission,

My name is Daniel Lewkow, and I’m a private citizen living in South Portland. I’m here on my
own behalf, and as a longtime advocate for democracy & government reform.

In my May 17th testimony, I explained how pleased and excited I was for your reform package.
You all have made excellent policy choices. However, I do have one concern: the provision
giving the Mayor no vote on the Council is a problem.

As the only Council member elected by all voters in the city, the Mayor should absolutely have
some ability to act on policy. It would be a mistake to set up a system where voters choose a
Mayor based on their policy platform, but then their candidate has next to no ability to move on
that policy platform. That would both be unfair to the candidate–and to the hundreds of
thousands of people who believed in their vision and gave them their vote to enact that vision.
This is why the Mayor should have a vote in certain circumstances–and be able to introduce
policy. Otherwise we’re setting up this important elected official to always have unfulfilled
promises. And that leads to people getting disillusioned and dropping out of our civic
discussions.

A veto would not be the right fix to this problem. A veto gives the Mayor too much power.
Especially when the goal is to increase representation and bring more voices to the table, a
Mayoral veto would then allow one individual to thwart democracy. There is no reason to let one
elected official block the will of the majority. And even if you allow for a supermajority to override
a veto, wouldn’t that bring the same gridlock the US Senate has to our city’s government?
Clearly–and unfortunately for the nation–requiring supermajorities has created major blocks to
passing necessary policy changes.

I would advocate for giving the Mayor a tie-breaking vote. That gives the Mayor a voice in the
policy-crafting process, without concentrating too much power with a single individual. It still
protects the will of the majority and the independence of our city’s legislative branch. And it
avoids the potential for the gridlock that may come with an even-number of Councilors.

Thank you for considering my testimony. And for all of the incredible work that you’re doing for
our home.

Daniel Lewkow
97239



May 22, 2022

Portland Charter Commission,

On behalf of our organization, we want to thank the Commission for their work and
express our support for the direction of the Draft Phase 1 Charter Amendments. In
addition we want to urge that the Commission consider and make specific changes
(underlined below) before referring the proposal to the voters. Lastly we want to
highlight the related critical need to address Charter Commission goals for
“participatory and growing democracy” in the pending Phase 2 Amendments.

I. Rank Choice Voting: We support the Charter commission’s proposal for a rank
choice voting system for the Mayor and for multi-member district elections. We
strongly urge the Commission to enshrine proportional representation into the City
charter by specifying in its Phase 1 reforms that this will be proportional rank choice
voting for the multi-member districts. This will ensure representation where all voters
will help elect a candidate they support, and that different groups of voters will elect
winners in proportion to their share of the votes cast.

II. District Representation: We support multi-member District Representation which
removes the administrative responsibilities of the current City Council. We believe the
current structure of government has thwarted efforts to launch participatory budgeting
in Portland with the lack of District representation being one significant factor. We
strongly support the Charter Commission adjusting its proposal to further increase the
size of the Council by increasing the number of Councilors per district.

We urge the Charter Commission to change its current proposal and provide for the
appointment of an Independent Districting Commission by democratic lottery with an
equity filter prioritizing underrepresented voting populations. Public comments have
already raised concerns about the districting process and called for an equitable and
community centered process. Oregon’s pioneering Citizen Initiative Review process
(adopted by the Legislature in 2011) provides a strong, local precedent for democratic
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lottery-selected panels. Several localities such as Milwaukie and Eugene have started
using lottery-selected policy juries to help resolve controversial issues. The State of
Michigan is currently using a democratic lottery-selected Commission in its
redistricting.  A democratic lottery-selected Districting Commission in Portland would
give the public, staff, and the City Council hands-on experience with democratic lotteries
that could be applied in other areas of City government.

III. City Council Sets Policy/Executive Unified in the Mayor & City Administer: We
support the proposed Charter reforms that would have the City Council set policy and
unify the executive functions of City Government in the Mayor and City Administer.
However we understand that many Portlanders have concerns with concentrating
executive functions. Therefore executive oversight and accountability should not be left
solely to the City Council and some powers should be distributed directly to ordinary
Portlanders through proven mechanisms of participatory democracy that allow all
residents to directly share in some government decision-making. Participatory
budgeting (PB) and democratic lottery-selected policy juries are two such mechanisms
for sharing power, increasing accountability of the executive, and mitigating the
downsides of more concentrated executive power. Last November, Boston voters
adopted a PB charter mandate specifically designed to provide a check on their strong
Mayor form of government and give all residents voice and vote in government
decisions.

Portland can and should do the same. We see incorporation of a PB charter mandate in
the Phase II Charter Amendments as critical to fulfilling the Charter Commission’s goals
for a “participatory and growing democracy” in Portland. Lastly, we support the
testimony of 350pdx calling for a Environmental Justice & Climate sub-committee in
the Phase 2 Charter reforms to specifically explore and identify mechanisms in the
Charter for equitably and justly addressing the climate crisis.

Sincerely,

Jim Labbe
Board President
Participatory Budgeting Oregon
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May 20, 2022 

 
Portland Charter Review Commission 

1221 SW 4th Ave 

Portland, OR 97204  

 
RE: Portland Charter Commission Recommendations – Support  

Dear members of the Portland Charter Commission:  

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a written comment. For the record, my name is Creeana 
(Cree) Bort, I use she and her pronouns, and I am the Policy and Advocacy Organizer at Native 
American Youth and Family Center (NAYA). Founded by the community and for the community, 
the NAYA Family Center makes up of numerous tribes and voices rooted in sustaining tradition 
and building cultural wealth. We provide culturally specific programs and services that guide our 
people toward personal success and balance through cultural empowerment. Our continuum of 
services from infant to Elder creates a wraparound, holistic, and healthy environment that is Youth 
Centered, Family Driven, and Elder Guided.  Since our founding in 1974, the City of Portland has 
continued to be a strong partner with the local Native American community and the NAYA Family 
Center. Together we continue to provide critical services that assist our families with the tools they 
need to thrive. 
  
As part of our promise to the community we serve, we provided an opportunity for them to attend 
a series of community listening sessions to hear about the experiences, opinions, and needs that 
the people have regarding their current form of government. During these meetings, we gained a 
profound insight from the community that their voices felt overshadowed and muddled by the 
Current City Council structure. We heard the Native community express concern over the need for 
a change in our current form of government. The conversation included an interest in Rank Choice 
Voting (RCV) and splitting the greater Portland area into smaller represented geographical areas.  
 
Today, I write on behalf of the Native American Youth and Family Center, asking the Portland 
City Council to support the proposed package of reforms from the Portland Charter Commission. 
These reforms accurately embody solutions to the expressed concerns from the American 
Indian/Alaskan Native communities within Portland. Implementing these changes, including rank 



choice voting, will allow for a more accurately represented Portland and help the community Feel 
heard in the process. 
 
   Sincerely,  

Creeana Bort 

 

Policy and Advocacy Organizer 
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Terry J. Harris 
5047 SW 18th Pl. 

Portland, OR 97239 
terryjharris@gmail.com 

 
 
To: Portland Charter Commission 
Re:  Comments on Draft Charter Amendments - Part 1 
Via: email submission 
 

May 26, 2022 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment on your Commission’s draft proposed amendments 
to the Portland City Charter. As you know, I am in opposition to your proposal for multi-member districts 
and I will be addressing that issue, and issues directly related to that issue, in a separate document. But 
as someone who has followed the work of the Commission fairly closely over the last many months, I 
have some other concerns and offer these comments in sincere efforts to improve your other proposals.   
 
1. Some General but Serious Concerns 
 
Generally, I am concerned about some hasty decision-making toward the end of your deliberations. A 
number of significant amendments are now proposed for the Charter that were not subject to nearly as 
much study or scrutiny or careful reasoned consideration as your main proposals. Several proposed 
amendments surfaced only in the last several meetings, including, but not limited to the details of the 
districting commission, the salary commission, the outside income prohibition, residency requirements, 
boards and commission appointments, and city budget process requirements.  
 
None of the Charter Commission’s public education and outreach efforts made mention of any of these 
topic areas, none of the Commission’s agendas provided much in the way of notice for the public to 
provide comment in these topic areas, and indeed changes in some of these topic areas are being aired 
for the first time in this final comment period. This is unfair to the public, but more importantly, it 
shortcuts the research, the comparisons to other cities, and the sufficiently thorough vetting that 
weighty Charter Amendments should require. More urgently, as of this comment period, the impact of 
the “single subject” ballot rules on these peripheral issues is entirely unclear. It would be a mistake to 
add ballot measures that aren’t critical to the other reforms you’re proposing.  
 
So, at this late stage in this process, the Commission should perhaps reconsider some of these late 
proposals and decide whether they might be better left for the Charter Commission’s next phase or left 
to the City Council for their proper consideration and legislation.  
 
Meanwhile, I think some of the form of government proposals seem incomplete, leaving too many 
details open for interpretation or to be figured out later. But then the Commission does not suggest a 
process for the new government to fill in these blanks. I would suggest that the Commission provide for 
some sort of “transition commission” to do this detailed work in advance of a new government 
convening for a first time.  
 
 

mailto:terryjharris@gmail.com
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2. Regarding Staggered Elections 
 
I provided some comment on this previously, but I will reiterate it here. Personally, I think that all city 
elections should be held at the same time. That way, no elections will need to be held in lower-turnout 
off-year election cycles. But if there remains an insistence that elections should be staggered, 
permanently committing half of the city council districts to off-year elections seems ill-advised and 
unfair.  
 
So, I’ll offer two possible suggestions: (1) Hold AT-LARGE (Mayor and Auditor) elections in off years 
and hold all DISTRICT elections in presidential years. Or the other way around; or (2) Alternate two-
year and four-year terms for council members in each odd district, and alternate four-year and two-
year terms in each even district, so that over time, all districts are treated similarly. Either of these two 
solutions would also be possible to implement immediately in the 2024 election, impacting only those 
officials elected in this year’s election.   
 
3. Regarding the Independent Districting Commission 
 
Although your Charter Commission had clearly anticipated the need for a Districting Commission all 
along, the details of this new Districting Commission came together late, and I don’t think some of the 
details are well considered.  
 
Mostly, your proposal doesn’t distinguish the significant differences between the initial districting (in 
2023) and RE-districting in later iterations. The initial commission might need to do much more work in 
establishing criteria, procedures, and drawing districts from scratch, while future commissions are likely 
only going to make shifts to existing district boundaries that typically only change at the margins in most 
big-city redistricting efforts (especially, for example, if criteria for future redistricting includes criteria to 
protect existing districts from wholesale changes.) My suggestion would be to recommend TWO 
commissions, an initial one-time-only commission for the initial implementation, and then provision 
for all future redistricting commissions.  
 
Meanwhile, I think the amendments you propose make a redistricting commission, and process, that is 
unwieldy for the type of detailed and technical work – statistics, geography, and political science -- that’s 
required. My suggestions would be to cut the proposed size of the commission(s) in half. The mayor 
should make these appointments without council involvement. 
 
Finally, I think relying on criteria for districts as outlined in state statute is a good starting point, but 
unless otherwise limited by law, the districting commission(s) should be able to generate additional city-
specific criteria, as necessary, for the purposes of city-specific goals.  
 
4. Regarding Boards and Commissions (2-103)  
 
Your amendment of this section is emblematic of a broader failure of the Charter Commission to fully 
sort the powers of the Mayor and the Council in the new form of government you’re proposing. (Or 
maybe, it’s solving a separate problem that’s essentially unrelated to the form of government?)   
 
In any event, your amendment appears to say that the Council can establish or abolish “boards and 
commissions” while the mayor can establish or abolish “advisory boards and advisory commissions.” 
What, specifically, for the purpose of the charter, is the difference? Does this mean the council may NOT 
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establish advisory boards and commissions? Does this mean (or not mean) that the Council can refuse to 
provide funds for Mayor-appointed advisory commissions? Why is this section handled differently than 
the “special powers” in 2-105? Why can’t advisory commissions be handled by ordinance case-by-case? 
Is this a necessary charter amendment? My suspicion is that once the form of government changes, 
there may be many reforms to the City’s constellation of boards and commissions that should be 
considered. 
 
5. Regarding the Powers of the Mayor and Council and Administrator (2-105, 2-106, 2-401, 2-406, etc.) 
 
I am worried about the lack of thought given to the detailed work needed to cleanly separate the 
powers in the form new government.  
 
For example, I have deep concerns about the LACK of charter Amendments in 2-105 and a seeming lack 
of effort to fully harmonize it with the additions in other sections. While the Amendment language in 2-
105 is certainly simple, I believe its main purpose is to avoid the hard work that the Charter Commission 
should have done to sort these specific powers to the Council or to the Executive (or the Administrator 
or appropriate Bureau). Most of these powers should obviously be wielded only by an ordinance: by and 
through the council, signed by the mayor. Others, though, should maybe be fully delegable to the 
executive branch. And still others might require council involvement, but only above a certain threshold 
(dollar figure, for example). Ultimately, approving contracts, purchasing and disposing of property, and 
other financial duties might be better shunted entirely to a separate entity (a finance board, or a 
comptroller, for example) or committee (to include the Council President and Mayor and Auditor, for 
example) used by many other jurisdictions.  
 
Regardless, I don’t think the proposed general language in 2-106 solves the problem. For one thing, I’m 
not necessarily sure that the Council should be the ONLY source of quasi-judicial authority. Some smaller 
scale adjudications (personnel decisions, for example) might not need to go before the council but be a 
final adjudication for the Mayor or Administrator.  
 
(Also, to the drafting, shouldn’t ALL powers granted by Oregon statute simply accrue to THE CITY? Do 
Oregon statutes actually distinguish between legislative, quasi-judicial, executive and administrative 
authorities? Does this drafting imply that the city is subject to a state interpretation of the different 
types of authority?)  
 
Ultimately, without more, the Charter Commission leaves it to the new form of government (and 
eventually the courts) to sort it out. I don’t have a shortcut for doing the hard work. Somebody 
somewhere will need to do some deeper thinking on these topics before the new form of government is 
seated. Perhaps at this late stage, the Commission could simply propose a “Form of Government 
Transition Commission” that could do this necessary and detailed work once the framework is passed 
by voters.  
 
6. Regarding the Organization of the Council and the Powers of its President 
 
The Charter Commission’s draft proposal leaves the organization of the new, expanded, mayorless city 
council essentially up to the council itself. My concern is that the Commission hasn’t fully considered 
the strength and scope of powers that should or should not accrue to the Council President (or Vice 
President).  
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For example, the Council can now establish committees, so presumably the President makes those 
appointments. But can the President reshuffle those appointments at any time? Should the council itself 
approve those appointments? Are they renewed each calendar year? Or every two years after each 
election? Does the President also appoint chairs of the committees, or does the committee make those 
decisions among its membership?  
 
Obviously, the Council President will need more staff, but are those staff all hired and fired by the 
Council President, or are they permanent positions, or a mix? Most importantly, how long does a 
Council President serve? As long as the Council keeps electing the same person? Or Is the position term-
limited? Or should it be rotated from district to district?  
 
The overarching question is this: Might this create too much unchecked power in one person (in one 
district)? I’m ambivalent about many of these questions, but I’m not sure the new council (with a new 
council president) is the entity that should be making these decisions. Basically, I don’t believe the 
Charter Commission gave these fairly consequential questions much thought. Again, perhaps there’s a 
transition commission that can consider these questions prior to the new Council taking office.  
 
7. The Role of the Mayor Regarding Legislation 
 
I agree with the Commission’s proposal that the mayor should not serve on the Council. But I do believe 
that a proper balance of power will require two elements not included in the proposal: (1) a veto that 
can be overridden by the Council, and (2) the ability of the mayor to refer (not introduce) legislation 
to the Council.  
 
Regarding the veto of legislation, the Charter Commission’s discussion was relatively robust, but I think 
the Charter Commission just fails to get the balance of power right. Regarding a veto of the budget, or 
line items within the budget, the Commission’s discussion was much less robust, and it also fails to get 
the balance right, but with what could be more significant consequences in governing the city. There 
was a great deal of confidence that the Council would be “in discussion” with the executive branch in 
developing and passing a budget, but a veto is what will guarantee it.  
 
Of almost equal importance though, should be the ability of the Executive branch, through the mayor, or 
the Administrator, or even Bureau heads, to refer legislation to be introduced into the council. In most 
legislatures this is done as a matter of courtesy by President, or Committee chairs. Frequently, the 
executive branch is often in the best position to draft legislation that is highly technical in nature. The 
Charter Commission should protect this option if for no other reason than efficiency’s sake.   
 
Finally, let me say that the need for a “tie-breaker” is not important. Robert’s Rules (or equivalent) can 
handle the problem perfectly efficiently: A tie vote is simply a failure to pass. Any competent council 
president (indeed, any competent council person) should be able to count votes. Regardless, I support 
the Commission’s amendments that would require a fixed number of affirmative votes to pass 
ordinances – seven for most business, nine for emergency ordinances. It encourages attendance and 
lessens the potential for strategic no-show shenanigans.  
 
8. Regarding the City Budget (2-128) 
 
I am not an expert in Portland (or Oregon) budget processes and requirements, but my impression of 
the proposed Charter amendment is that it needs more than simply a due date for the mayor to submit 
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a budget. I presume that there is an inherent fiscal year deadline for the Council to PASS a budget, but 
shouldn’t that deadline be mentioned in the same section?  
 
And what are the consequences, if any, for a Council’s failure to enact a budget on time? Does the city 
shut down? Or, to incentivize the Council into action, might the mayor’s proposed budget simply go into 
effect?   
 
Finally, I am agnostic as to the public testimony regarding “participatory budgeting”, but it seems that 
either way, the city might be well-advised to consider establishing a budget commission (or something) 
to review and revise the budget regulations and procedures under the new form of government. The 
blurry lines between legislative and executive functions in budget development and preparation, 
coupled with more robust public participation, might be worthy of more careful examination in the new 
form of government.   
 
9. Regarding Salaries (2-207)  
 
The proposed Salary Commission was another of the Charter Commission’s last-minute additions that 
might have benefitted from some additional discussion. I support the concept and the general 
framework, but like the proposed districting commission, this proposal fails to distinguish the difference 
between the initial setting of salaries for an entirely new government, and the subsequent adjustments 
in future years. I concur that in LATER years, that a more professionalized, ministerial approach would 
keep salaries competitive and less politicized. However, for the initial salary-setting, I think broader 
community buy-in will be important, and that a larger and broader-based commission would be wise. 
I would, for example support a repeal, or re-write of 2-204 on the prohibition of outside business, but 
maybe it’s the job of an initial salary commission to decide that. 
 
 
 
Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. Regarding districts, elections, and candidate 
qualifications, please see my separate (forthcoming) submission on those topics. 
 
 
Terry J. Harris 
 
5047 SW 18th Pl. 
Portland, OR 97239 
terryjharris@gmail.com  
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May 26, 2022 
 
To:  Charter Commission 
From:  Janice Thompson 
Re:  Improvement Suggestions on Section 3-108 
 
I fully support the underlying goal of ensuring that Council district boundaries are 
drawn based on criteria focused on fairness and equity by an Independent District 
Commission. As proposed, however, the District Commission is not adequately 
independent from the City Council whose members have such a personal stake in new 
district plans. Your consideration of the redlines in Section 3-108 below and 
accompanying comments is appreciated. I recognize that my suggested wordsmithing 
may need improvement, but please consider the sentiment behind them.  
 
I also suggest that the Commission determine whether or not the charter should 
address a redistricting related issue given the timing of four-year terms of Councilors 
who would now be elected from districts. As I understand to be the case with the four-
year terms of Oregon state senators, half of whom are elected each cycle, half of the 
Councilors will be in the middle of their four-year term when new district lines are 
determined every ten years. This means that those Councilors will represent their new 
district for the remaining two years of their terms even though that district is different 
from one in which they were elected. Of course, their next election will occur within 
the new district. Since the multi-member district approach recommended by the 
Commission (which I fully support) results in four large districts, this dynamic will be 
less dramatic under either a single member district scenario or is the case for state 
senators whose districts are smaller than the proposed Council district. I apologize if I 
missed a proposed charter amendment that addresses this redistricting dynamic due 
to Council districts and staggered Council elections. Indeed, perhaps this issue is best 
addressed in code implementing Section 3-108.  Nevertheless, this seems to be a topic 
that warrants consideration by the Commission. 
 
Thanks for all your hard work. 
 
 
Section 3-108. Independent District Commission. 
 

 

The authority to adopt plans that specify the boundaries of districts 
for the City Council is vested in the Independent District Commission. 
The Commission consists of thirteen (13) residents of the City who 
represent a diversity of race, age and geography. registered City 
voters. No member of the Commission may be employed by the City, 
be a lobbyist registered with the City, or a political consultant 



registered with the City, or hold any other elected or appointed 
position in the City. 

 
To ensure awareness of district plan guidelines and the power and 
duties of the independent district commission, an application process 
will be developed to facilitate self-identification of the experience and 
expertise of potential Independent District Commission members. 
Applications are reviewed by the Mayor, the Auditor, and the City 
Council prior to making their appointments. 
 
The Mayor appoints four (4) members of the Commission, the Auditor 
appoints four (4) members of the Commission, and the City Council 
appoints five (5) members of the Commission. subject to confirmation 
by the City Council. The first Commission must be confirmed as soon 
as practicable but no later than January 31, 2023. Thereafter, the 
Commission must be confirmed by no later than March 31 in every 
year ending in “1.” The Commission’s term ends upon adoption of a 
districting plan. 

 

The Commission may require bureaus and departments of the 
City to provide technical assistance. The Commission has a 
budget as provided by the City Council. 

 
Section 3-109. Powers and Duties of the Independent District Commission. 

 
The Commission prepares and adopts a districting plan for dividing the 
City into four (4) districts for the election of City Councilors. The plan 
includes a map and a description of districts. 

 
The vote of at least nine (9) members of the Commission is required 
to adopt the districting plan. A majority vote of the Commission is 
required for all other actions. 

 
The Commission holds at least one (1) citywide public hearing before it 
develops the districting plan to seek public comment on how to apply 
the  whether any plan criteria, in addition to the plan criteria set forth in 
Section 3-110, and suggestions for additional plan criteria., will be 
considered. 

 

The Commission holds at least two (2) public hearings in each proposed 
district not less than one (1) month before it votes to adopt the plan. 
The Commission makes its plan available to the public for inspection 
and comment not less than one (1) month before the public hearings in 
each proposed district. The first Commission adopts its plan by 

Commented [JT1]: See this Auditor office link regarding 
political consultant and lobbyist registration 
https://www.portland.gov/lobbyist 
 

Commented [JT2]: Without this opportunity for people 
to, in effect, nominate themselves for the Independent 
District Commission, the selection process would be 
dominated just by people who are known to the elected 
officials responsible for appointments. This gives undue 
power to the appointees in what would be too much of a 
“top down” process. An application process is not only 
educational for potential appointees but creates a “bottom 
up” opportunity for self-nomination.   

Commented [JT3]: The Auditor is typically the least 
“political” elected official in Portland which is helpful in 
regard to the independence of the district commission. 
Suggesting the involvement of the Auditor is also informed 
by the Multnomah County Commission redistricting process 
that is handled by the County’s auditor.  

Commented [JT4]: The proposed confirmation of all 
Commission members by the City Council gives the entity 
whose members have the greatest stake in redistricting too 
much power. This group knows the City so some role in 
Commission appointment is appropriate, but greater 
independence would result when the City Council 
collaborates to select 5 members of the Independent 
District Commission, with other members being appointed 
by the Mayor and Auditor. 

Commented [JT5]: The proposed language is confusing, 
hopefully this is clearer.  



September 1, 2023. Thereafter, the Commission adopts its plan by 
September 1 in every year ending in “1.”  
 
If the Commission adopts a plan, no further action by Council is 
required and the plan is final. If the Commission has not adopted a plan 
after taking two votes, the most recent version the plan voted on by the 
Commission passes to the Mayor, Auditor, and City Council for its 
consideration and adoption. The plan is effective when either the 
Commission or the City Council files it with the City Elections Officer or a 
plan agreed to by the Mayor, Auditor, and the City Council is filed with 
the City Elections Officer. 

 
No change in the boundary of a district caused by annexation to the 
City or withdrawal of an area from the City may terminate the office of 
any Council Member. Upon an annexation or withdrawal, the Mayor 
may, but need not, initiate the creation of an Independent District 
Commission to redraw district boundaries. Upon an annexation with no 
adjustment to a district boundary, the annexed area becomes part of 
that existing district with which it is most contiguous. 
 

 
Section 3-110. District Plan Criteria. 

 

The Commission, or the Mayor, Auditor, and City Council if the 
Commission is unable to adopt a plan, ensures that each district, as 
nearly as practicable, will be contiguous, utilize existing geographic or 
political boundaries, not divide communities of common interest, be 
connected by transportation links, and be of equal population. No 
district may be drawn for the purpose of favoring any political party, 
incumbent elected official or other person. No district may be drawn for 
the purpose of diluting the voting strength of any language or ethnic 
minority group. Additional criteria may be considered, consistent with 
state and federal law. 

 

Commented [JT6]: As written this section gives too much 
power to the City Council, the group whose members have 
the most at stake in the redistricting process. Through 
public comments from City Council members and their 
allies, the stage could be set for the Commission to 
deadlock, resulting in the decision being sent to the City 
Council. In the case of a Commission deadlock, instead, the 
next step should be requiring the Mayor, Auditor, and City 
Council to decide on a consensus plan. 



Auditor’s Comments on Charter proposals  5-27-2022 

 

Chapter 2: Government 

Section 2-218. City Budget 

 

Rationale for Requested Amendment: To protect the credibility of the Auditor’s 

Office, the Auditor should propose a budget directly to the legislative budget 

committee, not the executive Mayor who is subject to audits and investigations 

conducted by the Auditor’s Office. This is the procedure used at Metro. The 

Metro Auditor and its Chief Executive both propose budgets to the Metro 

Council. The process is facilitated by early communication between Metro budget 

staff, the Chief Operating Officer, and the elected Metro Auditor. 

 

Language proposed at April 27, 2022, Charter Commission meeting, with 

Auditor’s amendment: 

 

The Mayor must submit a proposed budget to the 

City Council by May 5 of each year. The Auditor must 

submit a proposed Auditor’s Office budget to City 

Council by May 5 of each year. The Council 

functions as the budget committee and is responsible 

for approving the budget. City funds may only be 

expended in conformance with a budget approved by 

Council.

 
 

Chapter 2: Government 

Section 2-207 Salaries. 

 

Rationale for Requested Amendment: Auditor is missing. 

 

Language discussed at April 27, 2022, Charter Commission meeting, with 

Auditor’s amendment: 

 

The Council appoints a five (5) member salary commission, 

composed of qualified human resources professionals with 

compensation experience, by January 1 of each odd year. 

The salary commission sets the salaries for the Council, and 

the Mayor, and Auditor, documenting the basis for its 

decision. Elected or appointed City of Portland officials and 

employees are prohibited from serving on the salary 

commission. 



Testimony from Annie Kallen
East Portland resident
Chair, Equal Vote Coalition

As I stated in my May 22 verbal testimony, I have major concerns with Ranked Choice Voting,
but would love to see a better voting method like STAR Voting or Approval Voting in Portland.

If you have only 6 minutes, I encourage you to watch this video made by State
Representative Zach Hudson (who represents District 49, in Multnomah County) explaining how
Ranked Choice Voting doesn’t solve the spoiler effect: https://youtu.be/faKwGjzZE4o
While no voting method can be perfect, some have more insidious problems than others.

One thing that I would like the Portland Charter Review Commission to clarify is: Are you
planning to restrict the number of candidates which voters can rank? If you do not restrict
the number of rankings, how will the elections office handle elections where there are more
candidates than available space for that many bubbles on the ballot?

If you do restrict the number of candidates, how many candidates will voters be allowed to rank?
Note that even if you allow a large number of rankings, it could still result in disastrous levels of
exhausted ballots, as in the below real-life example where over half of ballots were exhausted
(not counted) in the final round. San Francisco allows up to 10 rankings, but in this election
there were double that many rounds due to large candidate turnout.

https://youtu.be/faKwGjzZE4o


In STAR Voting and Approval Voting, the ballot width is always the same no matter how many
candidates are in a race, so there is no need to restrict the number of candidates that voters can
score.

Additionally, STAR Voting and Approval Voting are much more transparent than Ranked
Choice Voting and Plurality Voting:

The following bar graph results are taken from polls conducted with the same voters and same
candidates, using different voting methods. Note that Warren wins with every voting method, but
the true support for the other candidates is not apparent in the Plurality Voting or Ranked
Choice Voting results. It is visible in the STAR Voting and Approval Voting results.

Plurality (current voting method) results:

Ranked Choice Voting (1st choice preferences):

STAR Voting (full results):



Approval Voting (full results):

Presenting full results for Ranked Choice Voting is possible, but difficult to read and interpret.
Examples:

Alameda County Ranked Choice Voting results showing the round by round vote totals:



Sankey diagrams can visually show the vote transfers in Ranked Choice Voting. (Note: The gray
line represents exhausted ballots in this example):



Thank you for your service to the city, and for the time and energy you have spent researching
these complex issues. I know it can be an exciting yet exhausting process, so I appreciate your
continued dedication. Please reach out if you would like to discuss with me further:
annie@equal.vote

YouTube Playlist about voting methods:
https://youtube.com/playlist?list=PL_ZrF2Ds-bOK783GT88xmftBr7irXiQI6

More info on voting methods: www.equal.vote

Written version of the verbal testimony I provided in person on May 22:

Hi, my name is Annie Kallen. I am a resident of East Portland and I work for a renewable energy
company. I am also the chair of the Equal Vote Coalition, which advocates for equitable voting
methods such as STAR Voting, Approval Voting, and Condorcet Voting.

First of all, thank you for holding this meeting today in East Portland. That shows a great
commitment to those who have historically been left out of much of Portland’s decision making.

I applaud your recommendations to implement districting, to dismantle the commission form of
government, and to increase the number of city councilors. These changes, if adopted, will
greatly improve representation in Portland.

https://youtube.com/playlist?list=PL_ZrF2Ds-bOK783GT88xmftBr7irXiQI6
http://www.equal.vote


In March I testified that I do not believe that Ranked Choice Voting is viable in Portland
under state law since it requires centralized tabulation. I still have concerns about that. Even if
counties share information round by round, it still requires a central authority to tabulate the
results. It would be extremely expensive and demoralizing for Portlanders if we adopted a voting
method that couldn’t be implemented per state law.

But I want to set that aside for a moment and explain some other concerns that I have with
Ranked Choice Voting.

While Ranked Choice Voting prevents vote-splitting in a classic “Nader” scenario, it does NOT
prevent vote-splitting in all scenarios. In fact, it gets worse at preventing vote splitting the
more candidates are in a race. This is especially relevant in Portland, which historically has
very large fields of candidates.

Additionally, the more candidates are in a race, the higher the rate of exhausted ballots.
One Ranked Choice Voting race in San Francisco saw more than half of ballots discarded by
the 20th and final round. Those ballots were not counted even if the voters’ preferences should
have been able to make a difference in that round.

Better voting methods such as STAR Voting and Approval Voting are highly accurate no matter
how many candidates are in a race.

In Ranked Choice Voting, a vote can backfire. That is to say, if you give a candidate a higher
ranking, it can actually harm that candidate’s chances, and giving a candidate a lower ranking
can help that candidate.

Because of Ranked Choice Voting’s tabulation quirks, some voters would get a worse result
by voting than if they didn’t vote at all. That’s even worse than our current voting method,
where at worst your vote has no effect on the outcome.

Ranked Choice Voting is very untransparent. It is difficult to present the full results in a
meaningful way, and consequently, it makes frontrunners appear to have a more exaggerated
lead than they actually have, much like our current voting method. STAR Voting and Approval
Voting on the other hand, do present clear, meaningful, and accurate results.

Your recent report stated “When voters' first choices are not elected, they can trust their vote will
be counted for their next viable choice” in Ranked Choice Voting.

But that’s not true. If your first choice gets eliminated in the last round, your 2nd choice is
never counted.

In fact, very little ballot data is counted in Ranked Choice Voting. Some voters’ rankings are
skipped, and some voters have more rankings counted than other voters. This is the very

https://youtu.be/FKCWNNYOOkw
https://youtu.be/FKCWNNYOOkw
https://alaskapolicyforum.org/2020/10/failed-experiment-rcv/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/258164743_Frequency_of_monotonicity_failure_under_Instant_Runoff_Voting_Estimates_based_on_a_spatial_model_of_elections
https://docs.google.com/presentation/d/1oWK5QA0RZKrZ4c0LWLSNTt-DBkejQH0_i8dijBHKNkU/edit?usp=sharing


definition of inequitable. It’s no wonder that New York City’s Black, Latino and Asian Caucus
was opposed to Ranked Choice Voting in that city.

We don’t have to go with a 150-year old reform when modern election science has identified
better options. Portlanders are innovative and courageous. Let’s follow the science and get a
voting method such as STAR Voting that will help all Portlanders have a voice.

https://www.cityandstateny.com/politics/2019/11/black-latino-and-asian-caucus-of-the-new-york-city-council-comes-out-against-ranked-choice-voting/176761/
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Terry J. Harris 
5047 SW 18th Pl. 

Portland, OR 97239 
terryjharris@gmail.com 

 
 
To: Portland Charter Commission 
Re:  Comments on Draft Charter Amendments - Part 2 
Via: email submission 
 

May 28, 2022 
 
 
Thank you, again, for this opportunity to provide comment on your Commission’s draft proposed 
amendments to the Portland City Charter. In this second round of comments, I will focus specifically on 
your proposal for multi-member districts and collateral issues related to multi-member districts. As 
you know, I am strongly opposed to this part of your proposal. If you advance it, this proposal will be the 
riskiest and the most likely to fail at the ballot. If voters advance it, it will be the proposal voters will 
most certainly and quickly regret. Multi-member districts will be terrible for Portland, just as they’ve 
proven to be terrible everywhere else.  
 
The bottom line is this: Smaller, single-member districts offer clean, direct, simple, understandable 
lines of accountability, and compared to multi-member districts, there are clear advantages in 
governance when it comes to access, accountability, efficiency, responsiveness, clarity of function, 
and representation. Smaller single-member districts are proven, they’re better for neighborhoods, 
they’re simple and intuitive, and they are the much safer choice for the ballot.  
 
Regrettably, I think there was a strong early predisposition on your commission for multi-member 
districts, rooted in some thinly-researched reports from well-meaning advocacy groups, and in 
organized lobbying on voting methods. Unfortunately, this meant that much of the consideration of 
multi-member districts has been rooted in wishful and motivated thinking and not critical or objective 
analysis. The Commission’s progress reports, for example, were more postured for “announce and 
defend” rather than the more objectively reasoned analysis that should have dominated your approach. 
Nevertheless, even at this late stage, I still hope you will carefully and objectively consider the pros and 
cons, the costs and benefits, the unintended consequences and collateral issues, and especially the risks 
and rewards embedded in this particular decision. At this point, however, you are choosing a 
demonstrably inferior option.   
 
Based on my previous comments, testimony, and some additional research, what follows here is my 
final attempt to change your minds.  
 
 
 
  

mailto:terryjharris@gmail.com
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1. The four multi-member districts are far too large for district-based city representation 
 
The very purpose of district-based representation is that a councilmember can focus on the problems of 
the district. District-based city councilmembers need to be neighborhood activists, advocates, and 
organizers, as well as neighborhood-scale trouble-shooters, problem-solvers, social-workers, mediators, 
facilitators, and ombudsmen. Indeed, the nature of the work in a city council is different than in a state 
legislature. City representatives will focus much more on highly localized city services and related 
constituent work, and therefore such representation should be the closest to voters.  
 
Councilmembers should be the voice for their district, but they are also the eyes and ears for the city in 
the district. Indeed, district-based councilmembers are a critical early-warning system for city 
government. They can diagnose problems and propose better solutions earlier because they have a 
more detailed local understanding. When Baltimore got rid of multi-member districts, the legislative and 
oversight activity increased dramatically, because issues filtered up from the neighborhoods more 
efficiently. Baltimore was then able take on citywide issues like nuisance properties, tax sales, absentee 
landlords, water affordability, and big polluting facilities because councilmembers had detailed first-
hand knowledge of the impacts in their districts. 
 
However, it is also important to remember that even in a multi-member district, each councilmember 
needs to represent the entire district — all the neighborhoods, the schools, the roads and streets and 
sidewalks, all the encampments, the crime and drugs, the trash, and traffic and parking problems, 
landscaping, etc. But this only works well when the size of the district is small enough such that a 
councilmember can fairly do the work. But the proposed districts will be so large that no council 
member will be able to attend to neighborhood-level concerns of the entire district. 
 
We already have this problem at a citywide scale – but this districting proposal doesn’t solve it! Why 
even have districts if we can’t take advantage of the key benefits? Many of the failures of Baltimore’s 
multi-member districts are evident in Portland. This is unsurprising when the current Portland City 
Council can be understood as one singular worst-case multi-member district. With all councilmembers 
purporting to represent all citizens, the accountability to individual citizens is as dilute as it gets. 
Neighborhood-level responsiveness is practically impossible.  
 
Multi-member representation creates a mismatch that the Commission apparently fails to understand: 
The councilmember-per-constituent ratio is a different measure than the constituents-per-
councilmember ratio. Even though there are three councilmembers per district, each of the three 
councilmembers will still represent some 150,000 Portlanders. Proportional or not, the work of 
representation can’t be divided or shared. Because a constituent won’t have a single councilmember to 
call, a constituent is likely to call all three councilmembers with a problem, and all three 
councilmembers are responsible for responding.  
 
2. The proposed larger districts will still protect the powerful 
 
Despite what some Commissioners have said publicly, large multi-member districts will not significantly 
reduce the barriers of entry to candidates for office. Each candidate will still need to campaign across 
the entire quadrant-sized district. As Vermont’s Legislative Apportionment Board put it:  
 

“It is generally more difficult for a potential candidate to run for office in a two-member district 
than in a single member district. Logistically, it is more expensive (one has to mail twice as many 

https://outside.vermont.gov/dept/sos/Services/LAB/benefits-of-single-member-districts.pdf
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people, buy twice as many lawn signs, for example), it requires covering more ground, and 
connecting with twice as many voters, which also translates into a larger time commitment. 
These additional hurdles undoubtedly […] discourage some candidates from choosing to run for 
office in the first place…” 

 
Indeed, smaller districts will greatly diminish the influence of money in elections. Districts, when they’re 
small enough, for example, will make most media advertising unaffordable. And direct mail saturation 
provides quickly diminishing returns. Mostly though, in a properly sized city council district council 
candidates should literally be able to knock on every voter’s door.  
 
Also, with fewer larger districts, more neighborhoods will need to be combined into the same districts. 
And as Portlanders well know, some neighborhoods come with more political power than others and 
those neighborhoods that currently dominate citywide races will be even more powerful within a 
district. Indeed, multi-member districts may be too dominated by powerful neighborhoods to guarantee 
geographic diversity within the district itself. However, smaller and more numerous (single-member) 
districts can shrink the sphere of influence of these more powerful neighborhoods. Although the 
Commission declines to draw the district lines, everyone seems to be making assumptions about the 
“quadrants” of representation. But I would encourage some back of the envelope sketches to see where 
the votes will be coming from in the “quadrants” that you think you will be recommending. 
 
3. For accountability, single-member districts are far superior to multi-member districts  
 
Relevant to the “north stars” that the Charter Commission developed for their evaluation, single-
member districts, especially when coupled with an increased number of council members, would be a 
clear improvement for Portland when it comes to access, accountability, efficiency, responsiveness, 
clarity of function, and representation. This is fundamentally because of the simplicity of the 
relationship between the voter and their representative: there is one person who is responsible for 
the interests, and accountable to constituents, of one district. A councilperson cannot hide from their 
direct responsibilities of representation and constituent service. The smaller the district (the more the 
councilmembers), the more power accrues to individual voters and neighborhoods. A citizens can easily 
identify and rely on “my councilmember.”  
 
In comparison, multi-member districts run counter to the urgent access, accountability, and 
responsiveness problems that we have currently. There’ll still be no single councilmember to call. It’s too 
easy to deflect responsibility and hide behind other councilmembers. There’s no way to “divide” the 
work among multiple councilmembers. And because councilmembers run against each other for 
reelection, the political incentives within the district are misaligned. All of this was what ultimately led 
Baltimore to REJECT their failed multi-member districts by referendum. 
 
4. Proportional multi-winner elections will make accountability problems worse 
 
Despite the claims of some Charter Commissioners, the accountability problems of multi-member 
districts can’t be saved simply by a new election scheme. And in fact, it will make things worse.  
 
The comparison we’ve heard from the Commission about U.S. Senators, for example, is inapt. They are 
indeed two representatives from a single “district.” But they are elected separately. You can hold each 
one directly accountable in an election by voting for or against that person. The current city council is 
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also multiple representatives from a single citywide district. But they too are elected independently, and 
you can hold them independently and directly accountable.  
 
But proportional representation as the Commission proposes for Portland simply means that the 
complicated manipulation of district lines to achieve an outcome is replaced by the even more 
complicated manipulation of election rules to achieve an outcome. But even according to the studies 
cited by the Commission, the outcomes are not guaranteed, and in fact, improvements are likely to be 
marginal.  
 
Meanwhile, there is strong potential that accountability outcomes may be just the opposite of what’s 
intended. The multi-member district proportional ranked-choice election proposal creates a structural 
political mismatch such that voters will get only get one (ranked) ballot to vote on three council 
members, so the direct line of accountability between representative and voter – a clean, up-or-down 
vote – is gone.  
 
In fact, to vote one person out of office means that three others need to be elected instead. But voters 
will have one ballot, and only one “first choice” vote. So, in a race for three seats, more than 75% of 
ballots need to rank someone in last place, or not even rank them at all, or else that person will still be 
elected. So although there’s a higher likelihood that your first choice will be one of the three elected, 
there is a 100% guarantee that two will be elected who were not your first choice. 
 
Again, after hard-fought council campaigns with very clear differences between candidates, rather than 
electing one winner, Portland will have elected three. But they’ll each enter office with three completely 
different agendas and different approaches to problems, so council votes on major issues raised in the 
campaign are often just going to cancel each other. Mostly though, they’ll all have a fundamental 
political motivation in opposition to their officemates, because their officemates are also their 
reelection opponents. Their political decision-making for their entire term in governance will be based in 
this competition. Rather than cooperation within the district, constituents will see each councilmember 
fundamentally motivated, by the Charter Commission’s design, to take as much credit and as little 
blame as possible.  
 
In Baltimore, prior to 2003, Baltimore had six three-member districts. But the three members usually 
ran as a slate, and if they weren’t long-time incumbents, they were hand-selected for their slate by the 
long-time incumbents. In office, the three slate members either kept a unified front or passed the buck 
between each other when it came to accountability, legislation, and constituent service. If the rare 
challenger candidate were successful in cracking the slate, the challenger and the slate spent their entire 
time in office sniping at each other. 
 
After a charter reform citizen initiative in 2003, Baltimore had 14 single-member districts and the 
situation improved remarkably. Individual Baltimore councilmembers became much more accountable 
overnight. Longtime incumbents who no longer could hide from accountability retired or were defeated 
at the polls. The Council got younger, more diverse, more active, more independent, more creative, and 
more productive legislatively. Oversight of the Mayor and city programs became more aggressive 
because individual legislators needed to answer to constituents directly.  
 
 
 
 



5 
 

5. History and precedent advises against multi-member districts 
 
The multi-member district proposal being put forward by the Charter Commission is currently used, 
literally, nowhere in the U.S. There are a handful of municipal jurisdictions using ranked choice voting 
(RCV), but for single-winner scenarios. There are smaller a handful of municipal jurisdictions using multi-
winner RCV, but none by district. But there are no jurisdictions using both.  Meanwhile, in legislative 
chambers, the use of multi-member districts has been in decline for decades. Just recently, Vermont 
almost rejected its multimember districts in this year’s reapportionment. And a Maryland special master 
in a massive multi-member redistricting lawsuit suggested last month that their multimember legislative 
districts should be reevaluated.  
 
Meanwhile, the U.S. Supreme Court has recognized problems with multimember districting and has 
expressed a preference against it. See Connor v. Finch, 431 U.S. 407,415 (1977) (“Because the practice 
of multimember districting can contribute to voter confusion, make legislative representatives more 
remote from their constituents, and tend to submerge electoral minorities and overrepresent electoral 
majorities, this Court has concluded that single member districts are to be preferred in court-ordered 
legislative reapportionment plans unless the court can articulate a "singular combination of unique 
factors" that justifies a different result.”); See also: East Carroll Parish School Bd. v. Marshall, 424 U.S. 
636, 639 (1976) (per curiam). 
 
6. Multi-member districts provide overly strong incumbent protections 
 
Data from Vermont shows that while multi-member districts were more likely to be contested, 
incumbents were actually more likely to be reelected, and fewer incumbents found themselves in close 
races.  

 
 
Moreover, as a Vermont Legislative Apportionment Board analysis put it:  
 

Single member districts allow for direct and clear accountability to the voters. If an incumbent is 
doing a poor job representing a district, the district knows exactly who to vote out of office at 
election time and doing so is a straightforward affair. This is not as much the case in 

https://www.fairvote.org/prcv#prcv_in_the_united_states
https://ballotpedia.org/State_legislative_chambers_that_use_multi-member_districts
https://vtdigger.org/2022/04/06/scott-signs-new-legislative-maps-into-law-solidifying-vermonts-political-playing-field-for-next-decade/
https://mdcourts.gov/sites/default/files/import/coappeals/highlightedcases/2022districting/20220404reportofthespecialmagistrate.pdf
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/431/407/
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/424/636/
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/424/636/
https://www.uvm.edu/sites/default/files/Department-of-Political-Science/vlrs/PoliticsGovernment/MMD.pdf
https://outside.vermont.gov/dept/sos/Services/LAB/benefits-of-single-member-districts.pdf
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multimember districts where instructions on the ballot are “vote for no more than two (or 
three),” especially if only one challenger can be found to take on two or three incumbents. As 
such, multi-member districts create an unhealthy “incumbent protection” dynamic by making it 
more expensive and logistically complicated for challengers to run, more difficult for challenging 
parties to successfully recruit multiple candidates per district, and more difficult for voters to 
make clear-cut choices at the ballot box. While incumbents naturally enjoy a number of 
advantages come election time, being an incumbent in a multimember district is one we can 
and should eliminate. (emphasis added.) 

 
Indeed, in smaller elections, the incumbent advantage is already high, as much as 4-6 percentage points 
in state legislative races, for example. This incumbent protection will be even more pronounced in the 
Charter Commission’s low-threshold proportional voting scheme. With RCV/STV thresholds requiring 
only 25% + 1 to win, the difficulty in ejecting an incumbent becomes that much more difficult.  
 
7. Studies indicate that multi-member districts create environments favorable to corruption 
 
When accountability is attenuated by multimember district elections, the potential for corruption 
increases in multi-member districts, a Brazil study shows. Meanwhile, a format of election that creates 
head-to-head competition minimizes both the freeriding and coordination problems that hamper 
challengers to a corrupt incumbent. In fact, several theoretical studies show why countries with open list 
proportional systems are more corrupt.  
 
8. Proportional representation in Portland won’t deliver much for minority representation 
 
Proportional representation is how the Charter Commission is deploying multi-member districts, in 
hopes of enhancing chances for minority representation. But for Portland, where minority residents are 
not geographically concentrated, there is a mathematical minimum number of members per district 
required to deliver on its promise. For example, two members per district won’t be enough to deliver 
reliably winning margins for candidates of choice for minority communities. But according to the study 
cited by the Commission, three members per district won’t be enough either, except in carefully drawn 
(gerrymandered?!) districts. And even then, likely only 2-4 representatives out of 12. (There’s a reason 
Portland DSA is recommending at least 23 council members.) If the proportional representation scheme 
isn’t mathematically going to work reliably for its intended purposes, there is no reason whatsoever 
to implement multi-member districts. 
 
Meanwhile, despite months of discussion, the Commission has provided no clarity as to how the 
proposals will be deployed on the ballot. Specifically, the entire purpose for the Commission’s ill-advised 
multi-member district proposal would fundamentally fail unless the districts are coupled with a different 
method of voting. Therefore, the districting AND voting issues MUST be linked in the same ballot 
question, lest the districting scheme pass without an appropriate voting method.   
 
Complicating the Charter Commission’s decision-making, the unfortunate amount of organized lobbying 
and attention given to ranked choice voting (as the preferred tool to support proportional 
representation) has overshadowed the more important decision of single- versus multi-member 
districts. The decision between voting methods should follow the decision on districts, not the other way 
around. With single-member districts, and therefore single-winner elections, the RCV voting decision is 
much less fraught. 
 

https://economics.mit.edu/files/1205
https://bibliotecadigital.fgv.br/dspace/bitstream/handle/10438/28640/esic.pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.528.9879&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.528.9879&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2022/2022%2003%2031%20MGGG%20Portland%20Follow-Up.pdf
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2022/2022%2003%2031%20MGGG%20Portland%20Follow-Up.pdf
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1LiEbusZ7_qWt3L4VVBUytZn0Q5_Ck47jCfXDl1yX9t8/edit
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9. Is this voting scheme even legal?  
 
Multi-member districts with single-transferable vote (STV) and ranked choice voting (RCV) is not used 
anywhere in the U.S., so this particular formulation has not been tested directly in the courts. There 
are a number of potential legal pitfalls in constructing such a system. First, and most obviously, the 
districts will need to be substantially equal in size and perfectly equal in the number of representatives 
afforded to each voter. This is easy enough to resolve through the Districting Commission.  
 
But ranked choice transferable voting results in different ballots counting more heavily in choosing a 
winner than other ballots. And fundamentally, courts are likely to view different treatment of different 
ballots as a non-trivial one-person-one-vote legal question.  
 
Indeed, depending on as-yet-to-be-decided detailed ranking rules and vote-counting methods, some 
percentage of ballots will be exhausted and will not count in later RCV/STV rounds. And some ballots 
may be transferred differently than others depending on the round. In fact, different treatment of 
different ballots in different rounds, depending on the method, can result in different final results.  
 
If a court were to toss the voting scheme but leave multi-member districts, it would again be a result 
directly counter to the commission’s stated purposes. If a court were to toss them both together, we’re 
right back where we started. Is the risk worth it?  
 
10. A complicated new voting method will face critical implementation challenges 
 
Although I’m absolutely opposed to multi-member districts, I’m agnostic as to which voting method is 
best. But at this late stage of the Charter Commission’s work, it is increasingly clear that implementing 
RCV, citywide, in both single-winner and multiple-winner forms, on schedule for the 2024 election, is a 
very risky proposition.  
 
Although most Charter Commissioners are becoming somewhat more adept at explaining the 
complicated concepts of ranked choice voting and single transferable vote, the Commission has not 
drilled into the details to know how, or even whether, the scheme can be implemented.  At the very 
least, there are some critical questions that need to be answered before the Commission commits to 
putting a Ranked Choice Voting measure on the ballot:  
 
A) Do the counties (including Clackamas!) have the legal, technical, and financial wherewithal to 
implement the Portland measures in 2024? With what funds?  
 
B) Do vendors have the legal, technical, and financial wherewithal to implement the Portland measures 
in 2024? With what guarantees?   
 
C) Will state legislation be required? State administrative rules? By when? Who assures that this 
happens?  
 
D) Will city ordinance(s) be required? City administrative rules? City contracts? By when? Who assures 
that this happens?  
 
E) Will the City ballot language be consistent with this proposed state RCV initiative? And this one too?   
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_and_use_of_the_single_transferable_vote#United_States
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_and_use_of_the_single_transferable_vote#United_States
https://egov.sos.state.or.us/elec/web_irr_search.record_detail?p_reference=20220050..LSCYYY.
https://egov.sos.state.or.us/elec/web_irr_search.record_detail?p_reference=20220049..LSCYYY.
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F) Ranked Choice Voting with many candidates running in multi-winner races is likely to require a 
complex and potentially very lengthy ballot. Will the number of rankings be limited? If so, how will that 
be decided? Who makes that decision?  
 
G) How will transferable RCV votes in multi-winner races be tallied and reported with the current vote-
by-mail system? How will ANY results be possible until all votes are received?  
 
H) What is the public’s role in the development of all of these processes? What are the lines of 
accountability? Who do we hold responsible when things go wrong?  
 
If the Charter Commission insists on heading down this uncertain road, there should perhaps be some 
“elections transition implementation commission” that can provide transparency and oversight in 
these areas.  
 
11. Voter education efforts will need to be massive  
 
Implementing new citywide elections with ranked choice voting (with at-large and district elections 
having different flavors of ranked choice voting) will require extraordinary efforts to educate voters. Last 
year, when Boise, Idaho simply shifted elections from at-large representation to district-based 
representation, there was a great deal of voter confusion.  And, New York City’s rollout of ranked choice 
voting was disastrous for several reasons, but failed voter education played a big part. In Portland, 
shifting to districted elections, voting for multiple candidates, on a ranked ballot will be far more 
complex than either of those two elections. So how will the necessary voter education be accomplished? 
By whom? With what funds? Will the current elections infrastructure be able to handle the technical 
and regulatory multi-jurisdiction rollout simultaneously with a huge public outreach effort? I’m 
skeptical. Single-member districts are much easier to explain.  
 
12. Will the complexity of the voting and representation scheme sink the other reforms on the ballot?   
 
The most important reforms being proposed by the commission are those that relate to changing the 
form of government. Restructuring the roles of the mayor and city council and eliminating the 
commissioners-in-charge roles in city bureaus will be major changes that will result in dramatic 
improvements in Portland’s governance. That alone would be a significant accomplishment for this 
Charter Commission. And standing alone, that reform might prove quite popular this year.  
 
Expanding the city council with simple single-member districts would also be a dramatic improvement to 
Portland governance, and which would also be quite popular. But based on public comment during the 
recent hearings, the multi-member districts and ranked choice voting faced the most criticism. Multi-
member districts and ranked choice voting are clearly the weakest links in the Commission’s proposal. 
If a competing ballot initiative with 12 single-member districts were to qualify for the ballot, do you 
honestly and reasonably believe that your proposal of much larger multi-member districts would be 
more popular? 
 
The problem is that charter voters will need to be comfortable with all of the Commission’s proposals, 
or all of them may fail. If the many weaknesses in the multi-member districting is widely exposed, or 
the implementation problems and confusion over ranked choice voting metastasizes, voters may 
question the entire package. A once-every-ten-year opportunity should not be lost by taking 
unnecessary risks on unnecessary and half-baked ideas that are only peripheral to the main reforms. 

https://boiseguardian.com/2021/06/29/council-district-law-eliminates-84-of-voters/
https://www.npr.org/2021/06/30/1011747612/the-human-error-thats-snarling-the-new-york-city-mayors-race
https://www.ny1.com/nyc/all-boroughs/politics/2020/12/16/nyc-elections-2021-whos-running-eric-adams-ranked-choice-voting-does-he-support-it
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SUMMARY 

 
My comments have all been directed at the explicit trade-offs that the Charter Commission is making 
by supporting multi-member proportional representation and ranked choice voting over smaller, 
simpler single-member districts. Any potential representational benefits that accrue would come at 
the certain expense of accountability, responsiveness, constituent service, and the local 
representation that district-based elections are intended to address. The clear lesson from Baltimore’s 
experience is that the multi-member districts were a failure and single-member districts turned out to 
be far superior. For their limited benefits, and for their many serious problems, multi-member 
districts are a bad idea for Portland and the Charter Commission should reject them.  
 
 
 
Again (and for maybe the last time?), I appreciate the opportunity to comment and participate in the 
Charter Commission’s process. And I thank you for your hard work and your commitment, but I just 
really don’t want it to all go for naught.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Terry J. Harris 
 
5047 SW 18th Pl. 
Portland, OR 97239 
terryjharris@gmail.com  
 
 
 
Some of my previous detailed comments are available here:  
 
1. September 2021 – regarding Baltimore’s experience 
2. October 2021 – single-member districts are preferable for the Commission’s “north stars” 
3. November 2021 – comparing maps of single-member and multi-member districts 
4. February 2022 – single-member districts being preferable for environmental justice battles.  
5. March 2022 – Key questions for proportional representation elections 
 
 
 

https://aceproject.org/main/english/bd/bda02a02.htm
mailto:terryjharris@gmail.com
https://drive.google.com/file/d/12tNDLs80uCERvnp3VqRgpqLYoXYm-qN4/view?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1msqSVwmSCAnwlmWQ3apP5PMXEilCcIc3/edit
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ul3c_P0oA5dYdgopfg0--DurMxurhkKO/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1WtPDzYCXkOl-TIOQbWEKrKE91q7GoLlV/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1fOBTjL-Ke8cD1N2qvcjDjLiNYoVpv7f8/view?usp=sharing
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May 30, 2022 
 
To:   Portland Charter Commission  
From:  League of Women Voters of Portland  
  Debbie Kaye, President 

Debbie Aiona, Action Chair 
Margaret Noel, Communications Chair 

  Audrey Zunkel-deCoursey, Board member 
  Janice Thompson, Action Committee Member 

Peggy Bengry, LWV of Oregon Voter Education Chair  
  
Re:   Section 3-102 Suggestions  
 
These remarks serve as supplemental material to our May 12, 2022, memo, elaborating 
on the final point recommending review of Section 3-102.  We recommend review of this 
section to ensure that election administrators implementing ranked choice voting (RCV) 
have adequate guidance without constraining use of their experience and expertise in 
subsequent code development.  Our review1 revealed some opportunities for clarity and 
the need to address a conflict between one specific detail in the proposed Section 3-102 
and proposed Section 2-206 provisions regarding elected official vacancies and how they 
are filled.    
 

First, however, we wish to emphasize that the LWVPDX fully supports ranked choice 
voting and its use to elect Portland’s citywide officials, the Mayor and Auditor, as well as 
its use to elect Councilors from multi-winner districts. This firm support underscores our 
interest in offering suggestions to ensure that charter amendments facilitate successful 
implementation of ranked choice voting.  
 

The specific detail of concern is the explicit reference to the 25%+1 election threshold in 
Section 3-102. This threshold does not adequately dovetail with Section 2-206 pertaining 
to vacancies and how they are filled. We believe that Section 3-102 must be edited to 
allow for appropriate ranked choice voting thresholds in elections to fill vacancies.   
 

In the proposed Section 2-206, the exact timing of a vacancy that occurs one year or more 
before the end of that person’s term could mean that the replacement election occurs at a 
general election that is in the middle of the four-year term for that particular district. This 
is appropriate to ensure filling a vacancy in a timely manner. But it could mean that the 
replacement election for one vacancy or two vacancies within one Council district would 
require either a 50%+1 or a 33.3%+1 election threshold. As we read the proposed 
Section 3-102, the only permissible election threshold would be a 25%+1 election 
threshold. That is the correct threshold to use on a routine basis to elect three winners 
from each Council district. However, 25%+1 is not the correct election threshold to use 
when either one or two seats are being filled.  

 
1 Our review was informed by consultation with Fair Vote, a 30-year-old national group. Other resources that may be 
helpful to the Commission are More Equitable Democracy and the Ranked Choice Resource Center.   
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Obviously, the hope is that Council vacancies would be rare. Two vacancies, however, have occurred in the 
last 14 years, one due to resignation and another due to death. With a larger 12-member Council it seems 
possible that the number of vacancies could increase in the future. Therefore, it is prudent to resolve this 
conflict between proposed Sections 2-206 and 3-102 by modifying the proposed Section 3-102. 
 
Other concerns about the proposed Section 3-102 are summarized below: 

• Transferable is the correct spelling in “single transferable vote method.” 
• The phrase “first rankings each candidate receives” should be consistently used. This is the phrase 

used in the second paragraph and it should be used in the third paragraph instead of “first-rank 
votes received by each candidate.” 

• Replace “election code” in the fourth paragraph with either “ordinance” or “code” as recommended 
by the City Attorney. The phrase “election code” could be interpreted as requiring the Council to 
prepare an exhaustive accounting of every aspect of the election process. Using either “ordinance” 
or “code” better conveys the appropriate focus on codifying RCV implementation details, 
presumably with input from election administrators.  

• Insert the following sentence after the reference to code adoption in the fourth paragraph: Such 
ordinance may allow for a vote counting method that simultaneously eliminates multiple candidates 
with no chance of winning, as long as that elimination method would not alter the winner or the final 
vote counts. This sentence provides flexibility to election administrators while outlining a needed 
safeguard regarding an inappropriate elimination outcome. This is a recommendation from Fair 
Vote based on their experience reviewing RCV provisions in many jurisdictions and their 
implementation. 
 

To address these bullet points, the conflict with Section 2-206, and to provide clarity improvements, we 
suggest the following edits to the proposed Section 3-102. Thank you for your consideration of these 
suggestions and for all the hard work of the Charter Review Commission.  
 

LWVPDX Suggestions for Changes to Proposed Section 3-102 
 

City Councilors, the Mayor and the Auditor are elected in the general election, except as otherwise 
provided in this Charter, using ranked choice voting. Ranked choice voting means an election 
method in which voters rank candidates for an office or offices in order of voters’ preferences and 
ballots are counted in rounds. 
 
The Mayor and the Auditor are elected at-large using a method of ranked choice voting known as 
instant runoff voting. Instant runoff voting elects the candidate who has the majority of the vote 
after the initial round of counting based on the number of first rankings each candidate receives. If 
no candidate receives a majority of the vote in the initial round, subsequent rounds are counted in 
which (i) candidates retain the number of votes counted for them in the first and any subsequent 
rounds that already occurred; and (ii) the candidates having the fewest votes are successively 
eliminated in rounds and their votes are counted as votes for the candidates who are ranked next 
on the ballots that had been counted for the eliminated candidates. The process of eliminating 
candidates and transferring their votes to the next-ranked candidate on ballots repeats until a 
candidate has a majority of the vote. 
 
Councilors of each district are elected using a proportional method of ranked choice voting known 
as the single transferable vote. This method shall provide for the candidates to be elected on the 
basis of a threshold. The threshold shall be the lowest number of votes a candidate must receive 
such that no more candidates can win election than there are seats to be filled. In the initial round, 
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the number of first rankings received by each candidate is the candidate’s vote count. Candidates 
whose vote counts are at least the threshold are declared elected. Votes that counted for elected 
candidates in excess of the threshold are called the surplus. If fewer candidates are elected on the 
initial round than there are seats available, surplus votes are proportionally added to the vote 
counts of the next-highest ranked candidates on the ballots that counted for elected candidates.  If, 
after all surpluses have been counted in a round, no additional candidates have a vote count that is 
at least the threshold, the candidates with the lowest vote counts are successively eliminated in 
rounds and their votes are counted as votes for the candidates who are ranked next highest on the 
ballots that had been counted for the eliminated candidates. The process of transferring surpluses 
of elected candidates and eliminating candidates continues until all positions are elected.  
 
The Council must adopt code by ordinance for the administration of ranked choice voting. Such 
ordinance may allow for a vote counting method that simultaneously eliminates multiple 
candidates with no chance of winning, as long as that elimination method would not alter the 
winner or the final vote counts. 
 
The City must conduct periodic voter education campaigns to familiarize voters with the ranked 
choice voting methods described above. The use of ranked choice voting must commence with the 
November 2024 election.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Finally in the first bullet below we have one suggestion regarding Section 2-206. In addition, since vacancy 
elections can occur due to a successful recall, we also reviewed Section 3-201’s amendment on recall 
petitions for Councilors and have a word choice concern in that amendment as summarized in the second 
bullet. 

• Ask the City Attorney to review Section 2-206 to ensure that the proposed vacancies section would 
apply to any vacancy or vacancies, due to the current language’s focus on the singular. 

• Request that the City Attorney replace the permissive “may” word choice with either “shall” or 
“must” in the following charter amendment pertaining to recalls in Section 3-201: 

…a recall petition for a Councilor may only include signatures of registered voters from the district the 
Councilor represents and the recall petition may be voted on only by voters from within that district.) 

 
Thank you for your careful attention to these important details of the charter reforms.  Please let us know if 
you have clarifying questions about our recommendations.  We are grateful for your service to our city.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
Debbie Kaye,        
LWVPDX President      
 
Debbie Aiona, LWVPDX Action Chair 
Margaret Noel, LWVPDX Communications Chair 
Audrey Zunkel-deCoursey, LWVPDX Board Member 
Janice Thompson, LWVPDX Action Committee Member 
Peggy Bengry, LWV of Oregon Voter Education Chair 



Lower turnout, no majority
support: Here’s how ranked-
choice voting has worked in US
cities
By Christopher Burns, BDN Staff • July 20, 2016 1:42 pm 
Updated: July 23, 2016 8:01 am

https://bangordailynews.com/author/cburns/


When voters go to the polls this November, they’ll decide whether to overhaul
how Mainers elect representatives to Washington and Augusta, swapping the
state’s current either/or system for one in which voters rank candidates in
order of preference.

Under ranked-choice voting, also known as instant-runoff voting, voters rank
the field of names on a ballot, selecting a first choice, second choice, third
choice and so on, creating an instant runoff when no candidate receives more

https://www.google.com/url?q=https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B6K8ibSE6n0eNGczMXQ4RGQ2aW8/view?usp%3Dsharing&sa=D&ust=1468954508056000&usg=AFQjCNF2QJZIh1zUSItJzOxrl2I3aJS_ug


than 50 percent of the first-choice votes.

“With ranked-choice voting, you don’t have to choose between the lesser of
two evils,” Kyle Bailey, campaign manager for the Committee for Ranked-
Choice Voting, said. “You have the freedom to elect the candidate you think is
the best for the job without the fear of electing the person you liked the least.”

However, researchers have found that, put into practice, ranked-choice voting
could have the unintended consequences of reducing voter turnout and
leading to higher numbers of disqualified ballots when voters make mistakes,
potentially worsening inequalities within the electoral process.

“When we make voting changes, they often have unintended consequences,”
Jason McDaniel, a political scientist at San Francisco State University, said.
“They often seem to affect in a negative way marginal populations, and they
are more likely not to engage in political participation.”

Election reformers argue candidates will campaign more civilly
under ranked-choice voting, but the flipside is that a more
complex ballot could reduce voter turnout.

Today, Maine voters select only one candidate for each position, no matter
how many names appear on the ballot, and whoever takes the most votes is
the winner, even if the candidate doesn’t earn a majority.

That would change with ranked-choice voting. A candidate would no longer
just be fighting for votes but also second- and third-place positions.
According to Bailey, that means a candidate would have an incentive to
campaign less negatively in order to appeal to a broader cross-section of
voters, not just a specific base of voters.

The idea behind this calculus is that it will empower moderate candidates
who might not be the first choice of a majority of voters — because
ideologically similar candidates might attract support from the same pool of

Terry Reilly
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voters, the so-called “Nader effect” — but may be an acceptable second choice
for a majority.

Voters who are likely to support third-party and independent candidates may
be more motivated to turn out to vote because they will feel empowered to
express their preference without feeling as though they “wasted” their vote,
Bailey said.

But McDaniel of San Francisco State University found that giving voters the
option to rank multiple candidates in order of preference can lead some
voters stay home on election day. His research, published last October in the
Journal of Urban Affairs, shows that voter turnout in San Francisco — which
began using ranked-choice voting to elect mayors in 2004 — declined because
of the lack of a simple yes-or-no choice.

Between 1995 and 2011, turnout in mayoral elections declined markedly
among voters with a high school education or less and among younger voters.
In his research, McDaniel found that navigating the more complex ranked-
choice ballot was the reason.

“The increased costs associated with voting in an IRV/RCV election fall most
heavily on the youngest and least educated,” McDaniel wrote. “At the other
end of the spectrum, sophisticated voters — those who have the highest levels
of education and are most interested in and involved with the political
process — appear to be better able to navigate the higher information costs
and are less likely to be negatively affected.”

Under the fall ballot initiative in Maine, elections for Congress, the Blaine
House and the Legislature would be subject to ranked-choice voting.
McDaniel cautioned that turnout typically is lower in local elections than in
state and federal contests, which could lessen the downward pressure on
turnout he found looking at San Francisco elections.

Ranked-choice voting is touted as a path to uncovering the hidden

https://www.google.com/url?q=http://www.nytimes.com/2004/03/09/opinion/the-next-nader-effect.html&sa=D&ust=1468954508062000&usg=AFQjCNFsuXSyyJddA4bRitllplZMG6MfZA
https://www.google.com/url?q=http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/juaf.12209/abstract&sa=D&ust=1468954508066000&usg=AFQjCNEKyHIq1aLgVEN3RAhVBu3dB8ZkYg
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consensus behind a plurality, yet it is no guarantee of a true
majority.

Proponents of ranked-choice voting often point to recent contests for the
Blaine House, which have featured as many as six candidates splitting the
vote, as races that would have seen different results if voters had the option to
rank candidates.

Since 1974, only two governors in Maine have won the support of more than
50 percent of voters, including Gov. Paul LePage, who was elected and re-
elected with 38 percent and 48 percent of the vote, respectively.

“They aren’t accountable to broad interests within the public,” Bailey said.
“This would ensure majority rule and that no candidate [who is] opposed by a
majority of voters wins.”

Even under ranked-choice voting, it’s possible for candidates still to win
without a majority of all votes cast.

Here’s why.

When votes are redistributed during an instant runoff, ballots can be tossed
out or exhausted if voters mistakenly rank more than one candidate, say, as
their second choice or if they do not rank all candidates.

Political scientists Craig Burnett and Vladimir Kogan sought to find out how
exhausted ballots might affect the outcomes of elections in which ranked-
choice voting was used and whether it can lead to candidates still winning
with less than a majority.

In a 2015 study, the political scientists from the University of North Carolina
at Wilmington and Ohio State University found that in four local elections in
California that employed ranked-choice voting, none produced a winner who
captured a majority of all votes cast. They found that high rates of ballot
exhaustion — ranging from 9.6 percent in a 2010 election in San Leandro to

https://www.google.com/url?q=https://drive.google.com/a/bangordailynews.com/file/d/0B3PYp5sROj_1RGNBUldIelk0T1lHVTZ1UTRrSkU3eHZtdFZJ/view?pref%3D2%26pli%3D1&sa=D&ust=1468954508070000&usg=AFQjCNEMkT251KO0wSISxQOERZhV82yB5A
https://www.google.com/url?q=http://u.osu.edu/kogan.18/files/2014/12/ElectoralStudies-2fupfhd.pdf&sa=D&ust=1468954508076000&usg=AFQjCNHJxhpNDxjJF0BV6T-sV8bfucmWZA
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27 percent in a 2011 contest in San Francisco — led candidates to win on
average with 45 percent of the total vote.

“IRV need not, and frequently does not, produce a winner who wins a
majority — rather than a plurality — of all votes cast,” Burnett and Kogan
wrote.

Portland, the only city in Maine that uses ranked-choice voting, saw a similar
result in its 2011 mayoral election. In that election, 19,728 votes were cast for
15 candidates, plus some write-ins. Over the course of 14 instant runoffs,
3,494 ballots were exhausted and Michael Brennan emerged in the final
runoff as the winner with 9,061 votes, or 46 percent of all votes cast.

The 2015 mayoral election, however, had a much different outcome. With a
slimmed down candidate pool of only three candidates, Ethan Strimling
emerged victorious in the first round with 9,163 votes, or 51 percent of all
votes cast.

It’s not uncommon for a winner to be crowned in the first round in a ranked-
choice contest. Since 2004, there have been 107 elections in the San
Francisco Bay Area decided with ranked-choice voting; 68 were won in the
first round, according to Bailey.

Here’s the rub. Only 11 cities across the U.S., including Portland, have used
ranked-choice voting to elect candidates to local office since 2002, according
to FairVote, a nonprofit that advocates for the model.

https://bangordailynews.com/2016/07/20/the-point/lower-turnout-no-majority-support-heres-how-ranked-choice-voting-has-worked-in-us-cities/link
https://www.google.com/url?q=http://bangordailynews.com/2011/11/09/news/portland/brennan-to-become-portland%25E2%2580%2599s-first-popularly-elected-mayor-in-88-years/?ref%3Dinline&sa=D&ust=1468954508080000&usg=AFQjCNHFQmxS1OOzYS6mZfaDqTUnNa-r0g
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://www.google.com/url?q%3Dhttps://drive.google.com/file/d/0B6K8ibSE6n0eTDhtWGo5RXh2NEVIczF4SFV5QUlmZ29HdXQ4/view?usp%253Dsharing%26sa%3DD%26ust%3D1466792460347000%26usg%3DAFQjCNFeL-QyYnkJnKzKdjmHM2-ASo3s-Q&sa=D&ust=1468954508081000&usg=AFQjCNFNoj3gKYao034MZ38vB24Uz1WbVw
https://www.google.com/url?q=http://www.fairvote.org/rcv_in_us_elections&sa=D&ust=1468954508083000&usg=AFQjCNFO4msiT6kIipG1w0QSOryav2VoDg
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What research there is on ranked-choice voting is hampered by limited data.
The findings that voter turnout goes down and that voter error leads to high
rates of discarded ballots could fade over time as voters adjust to the new
voting system, McDaniel said.
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INTRODUCTION 
In 2016, Maine launched a bold experiment by becoming the first state to adopt ranked-

choice voting, otherwise known as instant run-off voting. Several municipalities have 

experimented with ranked-choice voting for more than a decade. For example, the City of 

San Francisco, California has been using ranked-choice voting since 2004.[1] Because this 

voting system has been used in municipalities nationwide, The Maine Heritage Policy Center 

was able to compile results from 96 elections in the U.S. that triggered ranked-choice voting. 

Put differently, these election results were compiled from 96 races where more than one 

round of tabulation occurred.  

 

Using this data, we can examine and draw conclusions about ranked-choice voting and 

compare Maine’s recent experience with other jurisdictions to identify patterns. The goal of 

this report is to analyze the history, claims and mechanisms of ranked-choice voting in an 

attempt to understand how the system works, its merits and shortcomings, and how it 

compares to plurality elections and other voting systems. This report also intends to help 

lawmakers and the public decide if ranked-choice voting is right for Maine and other states. 

 

HOW DOES RANKED-CHOICE VOTING WORK? 

In contrast to plurality 

elections where voters 

select a single candidate 

and the candidate with the 

most votes wins, ranked-

choice voting gives voters 

the option to rank-order 

candidates on their ballots. 

For example, in the 2018 

race for Maine’s Second 

Congressional District, 

voters could have ranked 

up to five candidates, 

including a write-in, on 

their ballots.  

 

If a candidate receives more than 50 percent of first-place votes, they are declared the winner 

of the election. However, oftentimes one candidate does not receive a majority of the votes 

 
[1]FairVote.org. "Ranked Choice Voting in US Elections." FairVote. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://www.fairvote.org/rcv_in_us_elections. 

Source: Maine Secretary of State 
Source: Maine Secretary of State 

https://www.fairvote.org/rcv_in_us_elections
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cast on Election Day. When this occurs, the candidate(s) who do not stand a mathematical 

chance of winning are eliminated from contention, and additional rounds of tabulation occur 

until a candidate receives a majority of the remaining votes. In Maine’s 2018 Second 

Congressional District election, both William Hoar and Tiffany Bond were eliminated from 

contention after the first round of tabulation, and the ballots that listed them as a voter’s first 

choice were then awarded to the candidate listed as the voter’s next choice. This recurs until 

a candidate receives over 50 percent of the remaining, non-exhausted ballots. In Maine’s 

2018 Second Congressional District election, only two rounds of tabulation were needed to 

declare a winner. However, races with a large field of candidates can require many rounds 

of tabulation. Regardless, most ranked-choice voting elections that have more than one 

round of tabulation produce exhausted ballots.  

 

What is an Exhausted Ballot? 

An exhausted ballot occurs when a voter overvotes, undervotes, or ranks only candidates 

that are mathematically eliminated from contention. Because these votes are not tabulated 

in the final round, their ballot does not influence the election after it becomes exhausted. For 

example, if a ballot becomes exhausted in round four of an election that necessitates 20 

rounds of tabulation, the voter’s ballot is not included in the final tally; it is as if they never 

showed up on Election Day. Below are definitions for each type of exhausted ballot: 

 

Overvote  

An overvote occurs when a voter marks two candidates in a single column/rank. For 

example, if a voter marked 

both Candidate A and 

Candidate B as their first 

choice, their ballot would 

not count in the election. 

Likewise, if a voter 

correctly ranked their first 

choice but marked two 

candidates in the following 

column, only their first 

choice would be tabulated.  

 

 

                

Undervote  

An undervote occurs when a voter skips two or more columns or rankings. For example, if a 

voter picked Candidate A as their first choice, skipped their second and third choice and 

Source: Maine Secretary of State Source: Maine Secretary of State, The Maine Heritage Policy Center 
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selected another candidate as their fourth choice, their ballot would not count in the election 

after the first round.  

 

 
                 

 

Exhausted Choices 

An exhausted choice occurs when a voter ranks only candidates that are eliminated from 

contention. For example, a voter may only rank candidates A and B, even if they are 

eventually eliminated after round one of tabulation.  

 

 
               

 
For the purpose of this report, the distinction between exhausted ballots in the first round 

of tabulation and the rest of the election merits clarification. In this report, we do not 

consider overvotes and undervotes in the first round of tabulation as “exhausted votes” 

Source: Maine Secretary of State 

Source: Maine Secretary of State, The Maine Heritage Policy Center 

 

Source: Maine Secretary of State, The Maine Heritage Policy Center 
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because voters could make the same mistake on a ballot in an election decided by plurality. 

In other words, votes that are exhausted in the second and subsequent rounds of tabulation 

are purely a consequence of using ranked-choice voting. Thus, this report will focus on and 

isolate those exhausted ballots when considering elections in Maine and across the United 

States. 

 

A BRIEF HISTORY OF RANKED-CHOICE VOTING IN MAINE 

For those who have not followed Maine politics closely, the transformation of our voting 

system over the last three years can be confusing. Here’s how it all started and how we got 

to the current state of ranked-choice voting.  

 

The concept of ranked-choice voting is not new to Maine. In fact, proposals to overhaul our 

plurality voting system in favor of an instant run-off system were proposed in the legislature 

long before the 2016 ballot initiative put the issue before voters. The first bill related to an 

instant run-off system or ranked-choice voting was LD 1714, proposed in the 120th 

Legislature in 2001.[2] Subsequently, the Committee on Veterans and Legal Affairs voted 

“Ought Not to Pass” on LD 1714 and it was defeated. While LD 1714 died, it gave the idea of 

ranked-choice voting inertia in the State of Maine.  

 

During  the 121st Maine Legislature, lawmakers directed the Secretary of State to conduct a 

feasibility study of instant run-off elections in Maine and report back to the Committee on 

Veterans and Legal Affairs in January 2005.[3] The report concluded that the voting method 

required further study before being implemented in Maine.[4] Several additional bills to 

implement an instant run-off system were proposed between 2005 and 2013, all of which 

failed to pass the legislature.[5] 

 

In October 2014, ranked-choice voting proponents received authorization from the 

Secretary of State to collect signatures for the initiative that would appear on the ballot in 

2016. Approximately one year later, proponents of ranked-choice voting presented 64,687 

 
[2] Summary of LD 1714, 2001, , accessed July 23, 2019, 

http://legislature.maine.gov/LawMakerWeb/summary.asp?ID=280003440.;Dunlap, Matthew. "A Timeline of Ranked-choice 

Voting in Maine." Maine Secretary of State. 2018. Accessed July 23, 2019.  

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/upcoming/pdf/rcvtimeline.pdf. 
[3] "Resolve, Directing the Secretary of State To Study the Feasibility of Instant Run-off Voting." Maine Legislature. April 1, 

2004. Accessed July 23, 2019. http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/display_ps.asp?ld=212&PID=1456&snum=121. 
[4] "Report on the Feasibility of Instant Runoff Voting (IRV)." Maine Legislature. January 15, 2005. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

http://lldc.mainelegislature.org/Open/Rpts/jk2890_m32_2005.pdf. 
[5] Dunlap, Matthew. "A Timeline of Ranked-choice Voting in Maine." Maine Secretary of State. 2018. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/upcoming/pdf/rcvtimeline.pdf. 

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/upcoming/pdf/rcvtimeline.pdf
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/display_ps.asp?ld=212&PID=1456&snum=121
http://lldc.mainelegislature.org/Open/Rpts/jk2890_m32_2005.pdf
https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/upcoming/pdf/rcvtimeline.pdf
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valid signatures to the Secretary of State, more than the 61,123 threshold necessary to 

receive ballot access at that time.[6]  

 

The Secretary of State subsequently released the official ballot question and decided the 

initiative would appear as Question 5 on the ballot in November 2016, which stated:  

 

“Do you want to allow voters to rank their choices of candidates in elections for U.S. Senate, 

Congress, Governor, State Senate, and State Representative, and to have ballots counted at the 

state level in multiple rounds in which last-place candidates are eliminated until a candidate 

wins by majority?” 

 

Maine voters decided to adopt the new voting system on November 8, 2016. The vote tally 

was 388,273 in favor and 356,621 in opposition to the initiative.[7] Despite its approval by 

voters at the ballot box, the legislature felt compelled to intervene by fixing parts of the law 

that some felt were unconstitutional. 

 

Since its inception, opponents of the 2016 initiative, including The Maine Heritage Policy 

Center, had raised constitutional concerns over changes it made to how elections would be 

decided. In February 2017, the Maine State Senate requested an advisory opinion from the 

Maine Supreme Judicial Court on the constitutionality of ranked-choice voting in state-level 

general election races, specifically for the offices of governor, state senator and state 

representative. The Maine Heritage Policy Center and other interested parties submitted 

briefs regarding their perspective on the constitutionality of ranked-choice voting to the 

Court. In response, the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, determining they had a “solemn 

occasion,” issued an advisory opinion concluding that the use of ranked-choice voting for 

state-level general election races is incompatible with the Maine Constitution.[8] The Maine 

Constitution dictates that candidates for governor, state senator, and state representative 

win their elections if they receive a plurality of the total votes cast. Thus, the use of ranked-

choice voting is unconstitutional for state-level general election races because it could 

prevent the candidate who first receives a plurality of the votes from winning the election. 

 

In response to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court’s advice, the legislature in October 2017 

passed LD 1646, which sought to delay the implementation of ranked-choice voting until 

 
[6]"Determination of the Validity of a Petition for Initiative Legislation Entitled: "An Act to Establish Ranked-choice Voting"." 

Maine Secretary of State. November 18, 2015. Accessed July 23, 2019.  

https://www.maine.gov/sos/news/2015/Ranked Choice DECISION.pdf. 
[7] "2016 General/Referendum Election Results." Maine Secretary of State. 2016. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/results/2016/referendum16.xlsx. 
[8]"OPINION OF THE JUSTICES OF THE SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT GIVEN UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 

ARTICLE VI, SECTION 3 OF THE MAINE CONSTITUTION Docket No. OJ-17-1." Maine Supreme Judicial Court. 2017. 

Accessed July 23, 2019. https://www.courts.maine.gov/opinions_orders/supreme/lawcourt/2017/17me100.pdf. 

https://www.maine.gov/sos/news/2015/Ranked
https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/results/2016/referendum16.xlsx
https://www.courts.maine.gov/opinions_orders/supreme/lawcourt/2017/17me100.pdf
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2021 and repeal the system unless the Maine Constitution was amended to comply with the 

original language of the 2016 initiative.[9] This spurred proponents of ranked-choice voting 

to collect signatures for a People’s Veto aimed at overturning parts of LD 1646, ultimately 

allowing it to apply only to primary elections and general elections for federal offices. In 

doing so, ranked-choice voting proponents sidestepped the constitutionality concerns raised 

by the Court. The People’s Veto prevailed at the ballot box on June 12, 2018, with 149,900 

voting in support and 128,291 voting in opposition to the measure.[10] 

 

Thus, the State of Maine currently utilizes ranked-choice voting for all federal and primary 

elections, with the exception of presidential elections. Because the first version of the law 

was incompatible with the Maine Constitution, the legislature submitted proposals to amend 

Articles IV and V, which establish that Maine must elect candidates in races for governor, 

state representative, and state senator via a plurality.[11] LD 1196, a bill to amend the Maine 

Constitution,  failed with an “Ought Not to Pass” report out of committee in April 2019.[12] 

This bill would have required candidates to be elected with a majority of votes cast in an 

election for governor, state senator, and state representative. While LD 1196 was defeated, 

similar proposals are likely to be introduced in the future.  

 

The State of Maine currently uses two different voting systems and is at a crossroads in 

deciding how candidates should be elected. Will the state legislature and the people of Maine 

change the Constitution of Maine to apply ranked-choice voting to all state-level elections, 

keep the current system, or repeal the new voting method altogether?  

 

VOTER CONFUSION AND INFORMATION DEFICITS 
In a plurality election, the choice facing voters is simple: Of all the candidates running, whom 

do you prefer? 

 

Ranked-choice voting entails a much more complicated — and somewhat artificial — 

decision. To fully participate, voters must rank-order all of the candidates. In contrast to run-

off elections, voters do not get the benefit of evaluating candidates as they face-off one-on-

 
[9]"An Act To Implement Ranked-choice Voting in 2021." Maine Legislature. November 4, 2017. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://legislature.maine.gov/ros/LawsOfMaine/breeze/Law/getDocById/?docId=59538. 
[10] "2018 Special Referendum Election Results." Maine Secretary of State. 2018. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/results/2018/referendum618.xlsx 
[11] "RESOLUTION, Proposing an Amendment to the Constitution of Maine To Implement Ranked-choice Voting." Maine 

Legislature. March 12, 2019. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=SP0371&item=1&snum=129. 
[12]Ibid. 

https://legislature.maine.gov/ros/LawsOfMaine/breeze/Law/getDocById/?docId=59538.
https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/results/2018/referendum618.xlsx
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=SP0371&item=1&snum=129.
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one. In Maine, voter confusion was so pervasive that proponents of ranked-choice voting felt 

the need to publish a 19-page instruction manual to help voters navigate the process.[13] 

 

This inherent feature of ranked-choice voting is problematic because it demands that voters 

have a large amount of information about candidates’ differing views. The fact is that most 

Maine voters, like most voters in any election, do not follow political races closely enough to 

meaningfully rank candidates in contests with more than three or four candidates. Yet, in 

order to avoid losing influence in a ranked-choice voting election, a voter must rank each and 

every candidate. A voter, even one without strong feelings for or against certain candidates, 

may feel pressured to rank them anyway based on little more than random chance. It is 

impossible to know exactly how many voters in ranked-choice elections feel this way since 

nothing can be inferred from how they filled out their ballot, but this phenomenon is likely 

common.  

 

It is well-documented that American voters often lack basic information about candidates’ 

policy positions. A Pew Research Center survey conducted shortly before the 2016 

presidential election revealed that a significant proportion of registered voters knew little 

or nothing about where the two major candidates stood on key issues.[14] For instance, 48 

percent of Hillary Clinton voters knew a lot about her positions, 32 percent knew some, and 

18 percent knew not much or nothing. Knowledge about Donald Trump’s stances was even 

lower: 41 percent of Trump voters knew a lot about his positions, 27 percent knew some, 

and 30 percent knew little or nothing.[15] In 2018, a poll found that 34 percent of registered 

Republican voters and 32.5 percent of registered Democratic voters said they did not even 

know the names of their party’s congressional candidates in their districts.[16] 

 

In other words, tens of millions of Americans enter the voting booth knowing virtually 

nothing about the policy stance of the candidates. It seems unlikely that they could 

confidently rank five, ten, or more candidates based on a sound assessment of their 

platforms. A 2014 study conducted in California provides additional reasons to be skeptical 

that ranked-choice voting functions in practice as its proponents predict.[17] The study found 

voters are “largely ignorant about the ideological orientation of candidates, including 

 
[13] "Voting in Maine’s Ranked Choice Election." Town of Wiscasset. 2018. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://www.wiscasset.org/uploads/originals/rankchoicevoting.pdf. 
[14]Oliphant, J. Baxter, and J. Baxter Oliphant. "Many Voters Don't Know Where Trump, Clinton Stand on Issues." Pew 

Research Center. September 23, 2016. Accessed July 24, 2019. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/09/23/ahead-of-

debates-many-voters-dont-know-much-about-where-trump-clinton-stand-on-major-issues/. 
[15] Ibid. 
[16]"What's in a Name? One-third of US Voters Don't Know Candidates." CNBC. October 03, 2018. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

https://www.cnbc.com/2018/10/03/one-third-of-us-voters-dont-know-candidates-reutersipsos-poll.html. 
[17]Ahler, Douglas, Citrin, Jack, Lenz, and Gabriel S. "Why Voters May Have Failed to Reward Proximate Candidates in the 

2012 Top Two Primary." California Journal of Politics and Policy. January 15, 2015. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/9714j8pc. 

https://www.wiscasset.org/uploads/originals/rankchoicevoting.pdf.
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/09/23/ahead-of-debates-many-voters-dont-know-much-about-where-trump-clinton-stand-on-major-issues/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/09/23/ahead-of-debates-many-voters-dont-know-much-about-where-trump-clinton-stand-on-major-issues/
https://www.cnbc.com/2018/10/03/one-third-of-us-voters-dont-know-candidates-reutersipsos-poll.html.
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/9714j8pc.
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moderates…”[18] This information deficit is already a concern in plurality contests and is 

greatly magnified in ranked-choice voting elections when voters are asked to rank more than 

a single candidate. 

 

Less knowledgeable voters are more likely to rank fewer candidates, potentially denying 

them influence over the election outcome. Giving knowledgeable voters more electoral 

influence may be defensible as a matter of political philosophy, but it is surely not the intent 

behind Maine’s adoption of ranked-choice voting.  

 

The 2018 Maine Democratic gubernatorial primary provides a good example of the practical 

challenges this poses to voters in ranking their preference in a large field of candidates. There 

were seven candidates on the ballot in this race and more than seven percent of the ballots 

were exhausted by the end of the fourth round of tabulation.[19] Another example is the 2011 

mayoral race in Portland, where ranked-choice voting was used and 15 candidates appeared 

on the ballot. In this race, voters had 15 choices and almost 18 percent of the votes were 

exhausted before a winner was determined.[20]  

 

When we examined the 96 ranked-choice voting races in our sample from across the nation, 

our analysis found an average of 10.92 percent of ballots cast are exhausted by the final 

round of tabulation. This phenomenon can be seen in Figure 1.  

 

When presented with a ranked-choice voting ballot, many voters do not rank every 

candidate, potentially due to insufficient information about the candidates or confusion 

about how ranked-choice voting works. Exhausted ballots are a serious problem under 

ranked-choice voting, as they systematically reduce the electoral influence of certain voters. 

A study in 2014 reviewed more than 600,000 ballots in four municipal ranked-choice voting 

elections from around the country and found ballot exhaustion to be a persistent and 

significant feature of these elections.[21] The rate of ballot exhaustion in that study was high 

in each election, ranging from 9.6 percent to 27.1 percent. 

 

 

 

 

 
[18] Ibid. 
[19] "2018 General Election Results." Maine Secretary of State. 2018. Accessed July 23, 2019.  

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/results/results18.html#Nov6 
[20] Portland, Maine 2011 Mayoral Election Results. FairVote. 2011. Access July 23, 2019. 

https://www.slideshare.net/kkellyfv/portland-me-2011-mayoral-election-graphs-1 
[21] Burnett, Craig M., and Vladimir Kogan. "Ballot (and Voter) "exhaustion" under Instant Runoff Voting: An Examination of 

Four Ranked-choice Elections." Electoral Studies. November 18, 2014. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261379414001395. 

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/results/results18.html#Nov6
https://www.slideshare.net/kkellyfv/portland-me-2011-mayoral-election-graphs-1
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261379414001395.
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While exceedingly rare, ranked-choice voting races can create more exhausted ballots than 

ballots that are awarded to the winner of an election. For example, the 2010 election for San 

Francisco’s Board of Supervisors in District 10 resulted in 9,608 exhausted ballots whereas 

the prevailing candidate only received 4,321 votes.[22] More striking, there were more than 

1,300 more ballots that were exhausted than were awarded to a candidate at the end of the 

20th round of tabulation.[23] This phenomenon is illustrated in Figure 2.  

 
[22]"Official Ranked-Choice Results Report November 2, 2010 Consolidated Statewide Direct Primary Election Board of 

Supervisors, District 10." City of San Francisco. 2011. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://sfelections.org/results/20101102/data/d10.html. 
[23]Ibid.  

https://sfelections.org/results/20101102/data/d10.html.
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Voter Disenfranchisement 

Of particular significance for Maine, research has found that jurisdictions with higher 

proportions of older voters are more likely to report ballot-marking mistakes.[24] Maine is 

the oldest state in the nation with a median age 44.6 years of age.[25]  

 

Similarly, in San Francisco’s 2004 ranked-choice voting election, a study conducted by 

FairVote, a proponent of ranked-choice voting, found that “the prevalence of ranking three 

candidates was lowest among African Americans, Latinos, voters with less education, and 

those whose first language was not English.”[26] In the races examined in FairVote’s study, 

the ballots had three columns for voters to rank their candidates of choice. African 

Americans, Latinos, voters with less education, and those whose first language was not 

English disproportionately did not utilize their ballot to the fullest extent possible. More 

specifically, only 50 percent of African Americans and 53 percent of Latinos ranked three 

candidates whereas 62 percent of whites ranked a candidate in all three columns.  

 
[24]Cook, Corey, and David Latterman. "Ranked Choice Voting in the 2011 San Francisco Municipal Election: Final Report." 

The University of San Francisco. 2011. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://repository.usfca.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://scholar.google.com/&httpsredir=1&article=1002&context=mccar

thy_fac. 
[25]"Northern New England States Still the Oldest." U.S. News & World Report. September 14, 2018. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/maine/articles/2018-09-14/northern-new-england-states-still-the-oldest. 
[26]Neely, Francis, Lisel Blash, and Corey Cook. "An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the San Francisco 2004 Election 

Final Report." FairVote. May 2005. Accessed July 23, 2019. http://archive.fairvote.org/sfrcv/SFSU-

PRI_RCV_final_report_June_30.pdf. 

https://repository.usfca.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://scholar.google.com/&httpsredir=1&article=1002&context=mccarthy_fac.
https://repository.usfca.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://scholar.google.com/&httpsredir=1&article=1002&context=mccarthy_fac.
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/maine/articles/2018-09-14/northern-new-england-states-still-the-oldest.
http://archive.fairvote.org/sfrcv/SFSU-PRI_RCV_final_report_June_30.pdf.
http://archive.fairvote.org/sfrcv/SFSU-PRI_RCV_final_report_June_30.pdf.
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When individuals leave columns blank on their ballots and the candidate(s) they vote for are 

eliminated from contention, their ballot is not counted in the final tabulation. Therefore, if 

these voters only choose one candidate on their ballot, it is more likely to become exhausted, 

thereby giving those who fully complete their ballot more influence over the electoral 

process. In other words, African Americans, Latinos, voters with less education, and those 

whose first language is not English are more likely to be disenfranchised with a ranked-

choice voting system.  

 

Further, in his analysis of San Francisco elections between 1995 and 2001, Jason McDaniel, 

an associate professor at San Francisco State University, found that ranked-choice voting is 

likely to decrease voter turnout, primarily among African Americans and white voters.[27] 

McDaniel also found that ranked-choice voting increases the disparity between “those who 

are already likely to vote and those who are not, including younger voters and those with 

lower levels of education.”[28] In short, the complexity of a ranked-choice ballot makes it less 

likely that disadvantaged voices will be fully heard in the political and electoral  process.[29] 

 

One key question is whether the rate of ballot exhaustion declines as ranked-choice voting 

becomes an accepted practice in a jurisdiction and voters become acclimated to it. Evidence 

suggests that, although mistake rates may decline slightly over time, ranked-choice voting 

produces consistently higher proportions of exhausted ballots than plurality elections. When 

we examined races in San Francisco, the data showed inconsistent results — some districts 

showed higher rates of exhausted ballots over time while others realized a decline. In 

Australia, which has used ranked-choice voting in its legislative elections for more than a 

century, officials still report a much higher rate of invalid ballots than comparator countries 

like the United States.[30] 

 

While confusion at the ballot box is difficult to quantify, the large percentage of exhausted 

ballots after the first round of tabulation in ranked-choice voting elections is troubling. It is 

clear that plurality elections do not elicit as many exhausted ballots. In addition, it is easier 

for voters to understand and participate in plurality elections. In short, policymakers should 

make voting as simple as possible and strive to increase engagement in our electoral process.  

 

 
[27] McDaniel, Jason. “Ranked Choice Voting Likely Means Lower Turnout, More Errors.” Cato Unbound. December 13, 2016. 

Accessed July 23, 2019.  
[28] Ibid.  
[29] Ibid. 
[30] "Spoilage and Error Rates with Range Voting versus Other Voting Systems." RangeVoting.org - Experimental Ballot 

Spoilage Rates for Different Voting Systems. Accessed July 24, 2019. https://rangevoting.org/SPRates.html. 

https://rangevoting.org/SPRates.html.
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CLAIMS MADE BY PROPONENTS OF RANKED-CHOICE 

VOTING 

Too often, proponents of ballot initiatives advance lofty claims to win support at the ballot 

box. Question 5 was no different when it achieved ballot access for the 2016 general election. 

Below are some of the claims made by proponents of ranked-choice voting and how they 

measure up to the data. 

 

CLAIM 1: A CANDIDATE NEEDS A MAJORITY TO WIN 
 

Proponents of ranked-choice voting often 

claim that “in a ranked-choice election, a 

candidate needs to earn more than half of 

the votes to win.”[31] While this might 

seem logical based on the sequence of 

events in a ranked-choice election, it does 

not always hold true. In fact, a candidate 

in Maine has already prevailed in a 

ranked-choice election without receiving 

a true majority of the votes cast.  

 

In Maine’s 2018 Second Congressional 

District election, incumbent Bruce Poliquin won a plurality (46.33 percent) in the first round 

of voting. Because the election was governed by ranked-choice voting and Poliquin had not 

earned more than 50 percent of the votes cast, a second round of tabulation was conducted 

and the candidates who could not mathematically win were eliminated from contention. 

 

In the second round, Jared Golden secured 

victory after he gained enough votes from 

the eliminated candidates to eclipse  

Poliquin's lead. However, in this case, 

“majority” is a misnomer. In reality,  

Golden prevailed with only 49.18 percent 

of the total votes cast in the election. This 

phenomenon is due to the number of 

ballots that were exhausted during the 

reallocation of votes from William Hoar 

 
[31]FairVote.org. "Benefits of Ranked Choice Voting." FairVote. Accessed July 24, 2019. https://www.fairvote.org/rcvbenefits. 

https://www.fairvote.org/rcvbenefits.
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and Tiffany Bond, who were eliminated after the first round.  

 

To come to this conclusion, one must look at the total number of votes cast in the first round 

of the election, which was 289,624. After enough ballots were exhausted, Jared Golden was 

declared the winner with 142,440 votes.[32] However, this was only the majority of the votes 

tallied in the second round of tabulation, which totaled 281,375. Thus, 8,253 votes were 

exhausted after the first round and were not carried over into the second round. Figures 3 

and 4 outline the distribution of votes in each round of tabulation.  

 

Further, peer-reviewed research points to the lack of a majority winner as a crucial flaw in 

the ranked-choice voting system. A 2014 study revealed that ranked-choice voting does not 

always produce a majority winner. In fact, none of the winners of the elections examined in 

the study won with a majority of the votes cast.[33] In examining 96 ranked-choice voting race 

from across the country where additional rounds of tabulation were necessary to declare a 

winner, The Maine Heritage Policy Center concludes that the eventual winner failed to 

receive a true majority 61 percent of the time. This can be seen in Figure 5.  The most extreme 

 
[32]"2018 Second Congressional District Election Results." Maine Secretary of State. 2018. Accessed July 23, 2019.   

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/results/2018/updated-summary-report-CD2.xls 
[33] Burnett, Craig M., and Vladimir Kogan. "Ballot (and Voter) "exhaustion" under Instant Runoff Voting: An Examination of 

Four Ranked-choice Elections." Electoral Studies. November 18, 2014. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261379414001395. 

https://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/elec/results/2018/updated-summary-report-CD2.xls
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261379414001395.
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example was from the 2010 San Francisco District 10 Board of Supervisors race, where the 

prevailing candidate received less than 25 percent of the votes cast. 

Thus, the claim that ranked-choice voting always provides a majority winner because a 

candidate is required to earn more than 50 percent of the vote is false and deserves further 

scrutiny from voters. While candidates sometimes do receive a majority of the total votes 

cast, a winner is often declared only after a large number of exhausted ballots have been 

removed from the final denominator. 

 

CLAIM 2: RANKED-CHOICE VOTING REDUCES NEGATIVE CAMPAIGNING 

AND MITIGATES THE IMPACT OF MONEY IN POLITICS 

 

Ranked-choice voting is often presented as a solution to the bitter, divisive campaign 

rhetoric that has come to characterize much of politics in Maine and the nation.[34] The 

argument goes like this: Since candidates hope to be the second choice of voters who prefer 

a rival candidate, all candidates are dissuaded from trashing their opponents and alienating 

potentially crucial voters.  

 

But while this logic may discourage candidates from attacking each other directly, it may also 

augment the role of unaccountable third-party groups in negative campaigning.  We could 

not test whether the candidates themselves reduced negative campaigning because the 

Federal Elections Commission does not compile data related to expenditures in opposition 

or support of a candidate from the principal campaign committees.  

 

As empirical evidence of the claim that ranked-choice voting makes elections more civil, 

advocates point to a survey of voters conducted in 2014 in several U.S. cities that used 

ranked-choice voting to elect city officials.[35] While this study does suggest that negativity 

declines with ranked-choice voting, it simply measures the “perception of campaign 

cooperation and civility” and was conducted through a telephone survey. In addition, the 

sample size was relatively small — measuring only 2,400 respondents in several 

municipalities. The conclusion that ranked-choice voting decreases negative campaigning 

merits additional scrutiny.  

 

We can test proponents’ claims with campaign finance data from Maine’s 2018 gubernatorial 

primaries and the Second Congressional District general election. The largest limitation to 

 
[34]"What Data Exists to Support the Argument That Ranked Choice Voting Has Reduced Negative Campaigning in Jurisdictions 

Where It Has Been Adopted?" The Committee for Ranked Choice Voting 2020. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

http://www.rcvmaine.com/what_data_exists_to_support_the_argument_that_ranked_choice_voting_has_reduced_negative_camp

aigning_in_jurisdictions_where_it_has_been_adopted. 
[35]Tolbert, Caroline. "Experiments in Election Reform: Voter Perceptions of Campaigns Under Preferential and Plurality 

Voting." University of Iowa. March 15-16, 2014. Accessed July 23, 2019. https://fsi-live.s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-

public/caroline-tolbert.pdf. 

http://www.rcvmaine.com/what_data_exists_to_support_the_argument_that_ranked_choice_voting_has_reduced_negative_campaigning_in_jurisdictions_where_it_has_been_adopted.
http://www.rcvmaine.com/what_data_exists_to_support_the_argument_that_ranked_choice_voting_has_reduced_negative_campaigning_in_jurisdictions_where_it_has_been_adopted.
https://fsi-live.s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/caroline-tolbert.pdf.
https://fsi-live.s3.us-west-1.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/caroline-tolbert.pdf.
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this research is that independent expenditures below $250 do not have to be reported to the 

Maine Ethics Commission, so some campaign spending is not captured in our analysis.[36]  

 

Maine’s Gubernatorial Primaries 

In Maine’s 2018 gubernatorial primaries, there was a clear increase in independent 

expenditures (spending by third-party groups unaffiliated with a particular candidate or 

party) when compared to prior gubernatorial primaries. In 2018, a total of $207,500 was 

spent through independent expenditures to oppose specific candidates. Similarly, $146,775 

was spent through independent expenditures to support candidates in the 2018 

gubernatorial primaries.   

 

While this may seem insignificant for gubernatorial races, we need to consider that there 

were zero independent expenditures in opposition to specific candidates during the 2006, 

2010, and 2014 gubernatorial primaries.[37] Of these elections, the 2010 gubernatorial race 

would most closely resemble the 2018 election because of the large field of candidates and 

the fact that the incumbent was term limited out of office, making it an open seat.  

 

As outlined in Table 1, there were zero independent expenditures in opposition to a 

candidate in 2010 and only $46,669 was spent in support of a candidate. In contrast, 

$207,500 was spent in opposition to a candidate in 2018 and $146,775 was spent in support. 

Support expenditures actually decreased by more than 40 percent from 2014 to 2018 while 

opposition expenditures increased by 100 percent. 

 

According to fundraising data from the Maine Ethics Commission, 2018 Democrat 

gubernatorial candidate Adam Cote had raised over $1 million in the primary election 

whereas candidate Janet Mills hovered around $792,000 before June 12, 2018. Instead of 

Mills’ campaign attacking Cote directly, it may have been more effective for her to allow 

third-party groups to launch attacks against Cote to avoid tarnishing her image in the eyes 

of Cote supporters. That is exactly what happened — $192,500 of the opposition spending 

came from Maine Women Together to attack Cote for once being a Republican and accepting 

corporate donations.[38] Since a third-party group was levying attacks on Cote, it was more 

plausible that Mills would receive his voters’ second choice votes if he was eliminated from 

contention than if she attacked him through her own campaign channels. 

 

Unfortunately, this analysis is limited by the records that were available from the Maine 

Ethics Commission. Records for gubernatorial races prior to 2006 are unavailable. 

 
[36]Title 21-A, §1019-B: Reports of Independent Expenditures. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/21-A/title21-Asec1019-B.html. 
[37]"Candidate Elections." Maine.gov. Accessed July 24, 2019. https://www.maine.gov/ethics/disclosure/candidates.htm. 
[38]"Maine Women Together." Maine Women Together. Accessed July 24, 2019. http://www.mainewomentogether.org/. 

http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/21-A/title21-Asec1019-B.html.
https://www.maine.gov/ethics/disclosure/candidates.htm.
http://www.mainewomentogether.org/
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Table 1: Independent Expenditures by Third Parties in Maine’s  

Gubernatorial Primaries (2006-2018) 

 Opposition ($) Support ($) Total 

Total Number of 

Candidates 

2018 $207,500 $162,275 $369,775 13 

2014 $0 $274,858 $274,858 3 

2010 $0 $46,669 $46,669 15 

2006 $0 $1,559 $1,559 6 

Source: Maine Ethics Commission 

 

Maine’s 2018 Second Congressional Race 

A similar phenomenon occurred in Maine’s 2018 Second Congressional District election. 

According to Federal Election Commission data, approximately $11.52 million was spent 

through independent expenditures in opposition to a candidate in the 2018 Second 

Congressional District race. This was a 24 percent increase from 2016, which saw $9.27 

million spent on opposition expenditures.  

 

When we compare the opposition expenditures in non-presidential elections (2014 and 

2018), we find that opposition expenditures increased by 341 percent. Only $2.91 million 

was spent on independent expenditures to oppose a candidate in 2014. Figure 6 breaks 

down the amounts spent through independent expenditures in support and opposition to 

candidates in the Second Congressional District.  

 

While this analysis does not provide sufficient evidence that ranked-choice voting increases 

negative campaigning by third-party groups, it casts doubt on the claim that ranked-choice 

voting improves the tone and civility of political races. This data should be interpreted as a 

preliminary indication that ranked-choice voting does not reduce negative campaigning. 
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CLAIM 3: RANKED-CHOICE VOTING WILL INCREASE TURNOUT 
 

A common metric used to judge the performance of a voting system — although by no means 

the only criterion — is its impact on voter turnout. In a democratic society, public 

participation in elections is critical. A voting system that, for whatever reason, discourages a 

large portion of eligible voters from casting a ballot could hardly claim to reflect the will of 

the people.  
 

By international standards, voter turnout in the United States is low.[39] In the 2018 

midterms, only 50.3 percent of eligible voters nationwide cast a ballot, and even that level of 

engagement marked a 50-year high for a midterm election.[40] Maine performs much better 

than the national average (turnout was 60.2 percent in 2018), largely due to the 

demographic characteristics of our population. Older people tend to vote more, as do 

whites.[41] 

 

 
[39] DeSilver, Drew. "U.S. Voter Turnout Trails Most Developed Countries." Pew Research Center. May 21, 2018. Accessed July 

24, 2019. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2018/05/21/u-s-voter-turnout-trails-most-developed-countries/. 
[40] "Voter Turnout in United States Elections." Ballotpedia. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

https://ballotpedia.org/Voter_turnout_in_United_States_elections. 
[41] U.S. Census Bureau. "Behind the 2018 U.S. Midterm Election Turnout." The United States Census Bureau. July 16, 2019. 

Accessed August 01, 2019. https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2019/04/behind-2018-united-states-midterm-election-

turnout.html. 

https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2018/05/21/u-s-voter-turnout-trails-most-developed-countries/
https://ballotpedia.org/Voter_turnout_in_United_States_elections.
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2019/04/behind-2018-united-states-midterm-election-turnout.html.
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2019/04/behind-2018-united-states-midterm-election-turnout.html.
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Of course, the United States’ comparatively low voter turnout has a multitude of causes. 

Cultural differences, barriers to voter registration, political party dynamics, the 

competitiveness of races, and other factors influence voter turnout. 

 

Some argue that ranked-choice voting could improve America’s chronically low levels of 

citizen participation in elections by making voters feel that their voice has a greater impact 

on the outcome of the election. On the other hand, ranked-choice voting might depress 

turnout by discouraging voters who are confused about how to vote or who don’t feel 

knowledgeable enough to make an informed decision. By increasing the complexity of the 

ballot, ranked-choice voting could also make it harder for voters to understand the 

connection between any one vote they cast and the resulting impact on government policies.  

 

The empirical evidence is mixed but tends to show that ranked-choice voting slightly 

depresses turnout relative to plurality elections. It is important to note that ranked-choice 

voting has been tried in a small number of jurisdictions in the U.S., which limits the sample 

size and reduces the power of statistical analyses. It is also exceedingly difficult to isolate 

other variables — such as voter enthusiasm generated by specific candidates and other 

concurrent election reforms — that can play a major role in voter turnout. 

 

It is too early to evaluate the specific impact of ranked-choice voting on voter turnout in 

Maine. The 2018 elections in Maine saw exceptional voter participation, but national politics 

may have been the driving force behind this phenomenon. 

 

A study of four cities in California that adopted ranked-choice voting in the early 2000s found 

that “voter turnout has remained stable when compared to previous elections.”[42] In 

contrast, testimony to the Kansas Special Committee on Elections from the American Civil 

Liberties Union (ACLU) said:  

 

“Ranked-choice ballots have suppressed voter turnout, especially among those 

segments of the electorate that are already least likely to participate. Ranked-

choice voting (RCV) has resulted in decreased turnouts up to 8% in non-

presidential elections. Low-propensity voters are already less likely to 

participate in elections that do not coincide with congressional or presidential 

races. By adding additional steps to voting, RCV exacerbates this tendency, 

making it less likely that new and more casual voters will enter into the process. 

Moreover, RCV exacerbates economic and racial disparities in voting. Voting 

errors and spoiled ballots occur far more often. In Minneapolis, for example, 

 
[42]Henry, Madeline Alys. "THE IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTS OF RANKED CHOICE VOTING IN CALIFORNIA 

CITIES." 2016. Accessed July 23, 2019. https://csus-dspace.calstate.edu/bitstream/handle/10211.3/182785/Henry.pdf. 

https://csus-dspace.calstate.edu/bitstream/handle/10211.3/182785/Henry.pdf.
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nearly 10% of ranked choice ballots were not counted, most of these in low-

income communities of color. Other municipalities have seen similar effects.”[43] 

 

Proponents of ranked-choice voting point to an analysis commissioned by FairVote that 

found ranked-choice voting is associated with a 10-point increase in voter turnout compared 

to primary and run-off elections, but is not associated with any change in turnout in general 

elections. The study was based on data on 26 American cities across 79  elections.[44] 

According to the study, this 10 point “increase” in turnout is likely due to the compression of 

voting and “winnowing” of candidates into one election.[45] Overall, the study suggested that 

ranked-choice voting elections have “minimal effects on rates of voter participation.”[46] 

 

As previously mentioned, a study of San Francisco’s election data from 1995 to 2011 found 

that turnout declined among African American and white voters and exacerbated the 

disparities between voters who were already likely to vote and those who were not.[47]  The 

author attributes these effects, at least in part, to the fact the ranked-choice voting increases 

the “information costs” of voting (i.e., the need to be familiar with how ranked-choice voting 

works further discourages low-propensity voters from participating in elections).[48] Exit 

polls of voters participating in ranked-choice voting bolster these findings.[49] 

 

Since the answer to whether ranked-choice voting actually increases turnout when 

compared to plurality elections is still up for debate, it is irresponsible to make this lofty 

claim. 

 

COMPARING ELECTION OUTCOMES 
A relevant question in comparing plurality elections against ranked-choice voting is to ask 

how often the two voting systems would produce a different electoral outcome. Those cases 

are relatively sparse, occurring only when the votes cast for eliminated candidates are 

reallocated to a contender who came in second place or worse in the first round of tabulation, 

 
[43]Ganapathy, Vignesh. "Written Testimony" October 27, 2017. Accessed July 23, 2019. 

https://www.aclukansas.org/sites/default/files/field_documents/aclu_testimony_on_ranked_choice_voting.pdf. 
[44]Kimball, David, and Joseph Anthony. "The Adoption of Ranked Choice Voting Raised Turnout 10 Points." FairVote. 

Accessed July 24, 2019. https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/fairvote/pages/426/attachments/original/1449182124/Kimball-

and-Anthony-one-pager-27-Oct.pdf?1449182124. 
[45] Ibid.  
[46] Ibid.  
[47] McDaniel, Jason. "Ranked Choice Voting Likely Means Lower Turnout, More Errors." Cato Unbound. December 13, 2016. 

Accessed July 24, 2019. https://www.cato-unbound.org/2016/12/13/jason-mcdaniel/ranked-choice-voting-likely-means-lower-

turnout-more-errors. 
[48] Ibid. 
[49]Neely, Francis, Lisel Blash, and Corey Cook. "An Assessment of Ranked-Choice Voting in the San Francisco 2004 Election 

Final Report." FairVote. May 2005. Accessed July 23, 2019. http://archive.fairvote.org/sfrcv/SFSU-

PRI_RCV_final_report_June_30.pdf. 

https://www.aclukansas.org/sites/default/files/field_documents/aclu_testimony_on_ranked_choice_voting.pdf.
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/fairvote/pages/426/attachments/original/1449182124/Kimball-and-Anthony-one-pager-27-Oct.pdf?1449182124
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/fairvote/pages/426/attachments/original/1449182124/Kimball-and-Anthony-one-pager-27-Oct.pdf?1449182124
https://www.cato-unbound.org/2016/12/13/jason-mcdaniel/ranked-choice-voting-likely-means-lower-turnout-more-errors.
https://www.cato-unbound.org/2016/12/13/jason-mcdaniel/ranked-choice-voting-likely-means-lower-turnout-more-errors.
http://archive.fairvote.org/sfrcv/SFSU-PRI_RCV_final_report_June_30.pdf.
http://archive.fairvote.org/sfrcv/SFSU-PRI_RCV_final_report_June_30.pdf.
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and the votes gained in subsequent rounds of tabulation exceed the gains made by the leader 

after the first round.   

 

Maine 

In 2018, only three elections in Maine triggered ranked-choice voting tabulation: 

● Democrat Gubernatorial Primary 

● Democrat Congressional Primary (Second Congressional District) 

● General Election for the Second Congressional District 

 

Of the elections that triggered ranked-choice voting in Maine, the general election race for 

the Second Congressional District was the only election that produced an outcome different 

than what would have occurred under a plurality election. 

 

As previously mentioned, Poliquin initially received 134,184 votes, or 46.33 percent of the 

total votes cast whereas Golden received 132,013 votes, or 45.48 percent of the total votes 

cast. Once the second round of tabulation was completed, 4,747 votes (3,117 from Bond and 

1,630 from Hoar) were allocated to Poliquin and 10,427 votes (7,862 from Bond and 2,565 

from Hoar) were awarded to Golden. Figure 7 provides a visual breakdown of how the votes 

were distributed to change the outcome of the election. 
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Other Jurisdictions 

According to the election results obtained from 96 ranked-choice voting elections 

nationwide that triggered a second round of tabulation (excluding one that resulted in a tie 

in the first round of tabulation), ranked-choice voting changes the outcome of an election 

approximately 17 percent of the time. This is illuminated in Figure 8.  If all ranked-choice 

voting races were examined in this analysis, including those that produced a majority winner 

in the first round, the percentage of races where the outcome changes would decrease.  

 

The frequency with which ranked-choice voting elections produce a different outcome than 

plurality elections is important because it allows lawmakers to weigh the benefits and 

consequences of a new voting system. If ranked-choice elections rarely produce a different 

outcome, the costs of such a system may outweigh the alleged benefits.  
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PARADOXICAL EFFECTS OF RANKED-CHOICE VOTING 
One of the primary arguments in favor of ranked-choice voting is that it gives voters a 

broader set of options and reduces political polarization. However, these claims overlook 

serious shortcomings of ranked-choice voting.[50] 
 

Ranked-choice voting exhibits non-monotonicity, one of the fundamental metrics used by 

political theorists to evaluate voting systems. Monotonicity is defined as follows: “With the 

relative order or rating of the other candidates unchanged, voting a candidate higher should 

never cause the candidate to lose, nor should voting a candidate lower ever cause the 

candidate to win.” In other words, voting your choice should only help your candidate.  

 

In some cases (such as a tight three-way race), ranked-choice voting violates this principle, 

meaning that more first-place votes can hurt, rather than help, a candidate.[51] To see how 

non-monotonicity works, consider the following example: 

 

Suppose three candidates, Anne (A), Bob (B), and Corey (C) are running for Congress. For 

simplicity, assume only 100 ballots are cast.  Therefore, the number of ballots needed to win 

is 51 (assuming no exhausted ballots). The results are shown below. 

 

Table 2: Effects of Non-Monotonicity (Round 1) 

Number of votes 1st preference 2nd preference 3rd preference 

39 Anne Bob Corey 

35 Bob Corey Anne 

26 Corey Anne Bob 

 

No candidate has a majority of the vote, so the last-place finisher, Corey, is eliminated. His 26 

votes go to Anne, who wins in the second round with 65 of the 100 votes (her original 39 

votes plus the 26 votes she gained when Corey was eliminated). 

 

Now suppose that prior to the election, sensing that Anne was the strongest candidate, 10 of 

Bob’s voters had shifted their first place preference to Anne. The table below shows the 

distribution of ballots. 

 

 
[50]Gierzynski, Anthony. "Instant Runoff Voting." Accessed July 24, 2019. https://www.uvm.edu/~vlrs/IRVassessment.pdf. 
[51] "Monotonicity and IRV -- Why the Monotonicity Criterion Is of Little Import." FairVote. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

http://archive.fairvote.org/monotonicity/. 

https://www.uvm.edu/~vlrs/IRVassessment.pdf.
http://archive.fairvote.org/monotonicity/
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Table 3: Effects of Non-Monotonicity (Round 2) 

Number of votes 1st preference 2nd preference 3rd preference 

49 Anne Bob Corey 

25 Bob Corey Anne 

26 Corey Anne Bob 

 

Under this scenario, Anne falls just short of a majority in the first round. Bob finishes last, so 

he is eliminated; his 25 votes go to Corey, who carries the election with 51 votes (his original 

26 votes plus the 25 votes he gained when Bob was eliminated). Anne received more first-

place votes than in the first scenario, but this increase in support turned her victory into 

defeat. 

 

The 2009 mayoral election in Burlington, Vermont shows that non-monotonicity is not 

merely a theoretical danger. The three-way race pitted Progressive Bob Kiss against 

Democrat Andy Montroll and Republican Kurt Wright. Bob Kiss won the election, but he 

could have lost if more Wright voters had ranked Kiss first, causing Montroll to come in 

second place in the first round. Then Montroll would have gained enough votes from Wright 

in the second round to defeat Kiss.[52] 

 

Another important result from Burlington’s 2009 mayoral election is that the candidate who 

was preferred over all other candidates in a head-to-head race, Andy Montroll, lost the 

election via ranked-choice voting. This demonstrates the issues caused by a non-monotonic 

voting system. [53] 

 

RANKED-CHOICE VOTING AND THIRD-PARTY 

CANDIDATES 
Maine has always had a strong independent political streak, and encouraging third-party 

involvement in policymaking is a goal many Mainers share. Plurality elections are often 

accused of stifling third-party candidates and shutting unorthodox voices out of the political 

process, forcing voters to choose between throwing away their vote on a long-shot candidate 

or helping to elect a more viable candidate who doesn’t as accurately reflect voters’ 

preferences. 

 

 
[52] Gierzynski, Anthony. "Instant Runoff Voting." Accessed July 24, 2019. https://www.uvm.edu/~vlrs/IRVassessment.pdf. 
[53] Ibid. 

https://www.uvm.edu/~vlrs/IRVassessment.pdf.
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While this is certainly a weakness of plurality elections, ranked-choice voting is not an 

obvious improvement. In fact, ranked-choice voting can neuter third-parties and help to 

perpetuate the two-party system that many voters dislike. Despite proponents’ claims, 

ranked-choice voting does not solve the “spoiler” problem, where voters are reluctant to 

rank their favorite candidate first for fear of letting their least favorite candidate win.[54]  

 

There are only two cases in which ranked-choice voting lets you rank your favorite candidate 

first without worrying about a spoiler effect. First, when your favorite candidate is the clear 

winner. Second, when your favorite candidate is clearly going to lose (and your second 

choice vote for a compromise candidate will be tabulated in the second round). In between 

these two extremes, ranked-choice voting doesn’t solve the spoiler problem.  

 

Ranking a strong third-party candidate first, for example, may get your compromise 

candidate eliminated, causing your least-favorite candidate to win. In this scenario, ranking 

the compromise candidate first might have buttressed their support enough to win outright 

or survive a second-round matchup with your least-favorite candidate. In short, voters in 

ranked-choice voting elections still have to worry about spoiler effects and may still feel 

pressure not to rank their true favorite candidate first.  

 

In addition, much of third parties’ power in the U.S. derives not from the number of elected 

positions they hold, but from their ability to influence major party candidates to cater to 

“ideological minorities.” Jason Sorens, a lecturer at Dartmouth College, outlines the loss of 

third parties’ “blackmail power” as a disadvantage of instant run-off voting because it allows 

major party candidates to ignore third party constituencies.[55]  

 

Republican candidates, for example, may adopt more Libertarian positions than they would 

otherwise in order to buttress that small but potentially important constituency. Similarly, 

Democratic politicians may find it in their interest to defend more environmentally-centered 

positions to appeal to Green Party voters. Third parties can strategically run candidates in 

specific districts in order to “punish” a major-party candidate. A Libertarian candidate, for 

example, may challenge a Republican who is viewed as too distant from Libertarian goals, 

splitting the vote and causing the Republican to lose an otherwise-winnable election.[56] 

 

However, under ranked-choice voting, third parties’ “blackmail power” is significantly 

eroded, since major party candidates can usually be confident of inheriting the votes of an 

 
[54] "Eliminates the Spoiler Effect." Utah Ranked Choice Voting. Accessed July 24, 2019. http://utahrcv.com/why-ranked-choice-

voting/more-choices-more-voices/. 
[55]Sorens, Jason. "The False Promise of Instant Runoff Voting." Cato Unbound. December 09, 2016. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

https://www.cato-unbound.org/2016/12/09/jason-sorens/false-promise-instant-runoff-voting. 
[56] Ibid.  

http://utahrcv.com/why-ranked-choice-voting/more-choices-more-voices/
http://utahrcv.com/why-ranked-choice-voting/more-choices-more-voices/
https://www.cato-unbound.org/2016/12/09/jason-sorens/false-promise-instant-runoff-voting.
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ideologically-similar third-party challenger who is eliminated in the early rounds of 

tabulation. 

 

Therefore, ranked-choice voting should not be celebrated as a victory for third-party 

candidates. In fact, it may hurt them because it weakens their ability to push major-party 

candidates to support more moderate policies.  

 

JURISDICTIONS THAT HAVE REPEALED RANKED-CHOICE 

VOTING 
There have been a handful of jurisdictions that have adopted, tested and subsequently 

repealed ranked-choice voting or instant run-off election systems. These jurisdictions are 

identified and described below.   

 

Burlington, Vermont 

The City of Burlington adopted ranked-choice voting for mayoral races in 2005 and 

implemented the new voting system in 2006. It was used in two mayoral elections and was 

subsequently repealed by nearly 52 percent of voters in 2010. [57] The repeal might have 

been due to voters’ discontent with an unpopular incumbent winning reelection in 2009 

with only 29 percent of first-place votes.[58] 

 

Ann Arbor, Michigan 

An initiative organized by the Human Rights Party (HRP) establishing the use of ranked-

choice voting in mayoral elections was approved by Ann Arbor voters in 1974. According to 

an email from an election clerk in Washtenaw County, Michigan, typical elections in the city 

would play out like this: “the Republican candidate would get the most votes, but the 

Democrats and HRP would together have a majority.” Because of this dynamic, “the 

Democrats and the HRP worked together to create the ranked choice plan.” 

 

After a mayoral election in 1975, Republicans started a petition drive to repeal ranked-

choice voting. In 1976, 62 percent of voters cast their ballot in favor of repealing ranked-

choice voting.[59] Thus, Ann Arbor residents repealed the voting system after their first 

experiment with it.  

 

 

 
[57] McCrea, Lynne. "Burlington Voters Repeal Instant Runoff Voting." VPR Archive. December 12, 2016. Accessed August 07, 

2019. https://vprarchive.vpr.net/vpr-news/burlington-voters-repeal-instant-runoff-voting/.  
[58] Scher, Bill. "Is Ranked-Choice Voting Transforming Our Politics?" RealClearPolitics. June 18, 2018. Accessed August 07, 

2019. https://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2018/06/18/is_ranked-choice_voting_transforming_our_politics_137294.html.  
[59] Walter, Benjamin. "Instant Runoff Voting: History in Ann Arbor, Michigan." Archive.fo. September 17, 2008. Accessed 

August 07, 2019. https://archive.fo/lc5Ww.  

https://vprarchive.vpr.net/vpr-news/burlington-voters-repeal-instant-runoff-voting/
https://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2018/06/18/is_ranked-choice_voting_transforming_our_politics_137294.html
https://archive.fo/lc5Ww
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State of North Carolina 

The State of North Carolina adopted ranked-choice voting for judicial vacancies in 2006. In 

2010, only two races, a statewide Court of Appeals and a district-wide Superior Court race, 

resulted in more than one round of counting that triggered ranked-choice voting. According 

to a local news station in North Carolina, the voting system had “mixed reviews” from 

voters when it was used in 2010.[60]  

 

In 2013, the election system was repealed through HB 589, a voter ID bill that passed in the 

North Carolina General Assembly and made several changes to the state’s election law.[61] 

Therefore, the legislature decided to repeal the law three years after it was used in a 

statewide judicial race.  

 

Aspen, Colorado 

After Aspen used ranked-choice voting for the first time in 2009, voters rejected the voting 

system in 2010 with approximately 65 percent of the vote.[62] Curtis Wackerle, an editor for 

the Aspen Daily News, estimates that voters repealed ranked-choice voting because, “in the 

four municipal elections in which it was used, the candidate who received the most votes in 

the first round won the runoff every time, making the extra month of campaigning seem 

like a money-sucking, brain damage-inducing waste of time.”[63] 

 

Pierce County, Washington 

Voters in Pierce County Washington adopted ranked-choice voting to elect county officials 

in 2006, with 53 percent of voters approving the system.[64] Voters who participated in an 

auditor’s survey indicated they did not like the voting system by a 2-1 margin. According to 

the Washington Secretary of State, voters repealed ranked-choice voting with 71 percent of 

the vote in 2009.[65] Elections Director Nick Handy had this to say about ranked-choice 

voting in Pierce County:  

 

“Just three years ago, Pierce County voters enthusiastically embraced this new 

idea as a replacement for the then highly unpopular Pick-a-Party 

 
[60] Binker, Mark. "Q&A: Changes to NC Election Laws." WRAL.com. August 12, 2013. Accessed August 07, 2019. 

https://www.wral.com/election-changes-coming-in-2014-2016/12750290/.  
[61] S.L. 2013-381. Accessed August 07, 2019. https://www.ncleg.net/EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/HTML/2013-

2014/SL2013-381.html.  
[62] Wackerle, Curtis. "City Voters Repeal IRV." Aspen Daily News. December 18, 2017. Accessed August 07, 2019. 

https://www.aspendailynews.com/city-voters-repeal-irv/article_5d3a9245-bfc1-55db-947b-fefdb87031ea.html.  
[63] Ibid.  
[64] Pierce County Auditor. Ranked Choice Voting. Accessed August 07, 2019. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20080109164811/http://www.piercecountywa.org/pc/abtus/ourorg/aud/elections/rcv.htm.  
[65] Washington Secretary of State's Office. "Pierce Voters Nix 'ranked-choice Voting'." From Our Corner. November 12, 2009. 

Accessed August 07, 2019. https://blogs.sos.wa.gov/FromOurCorner/index.php/2009/11/pierce-voters-nix-ranked-choice-voting/.  

https://www.wral.com/election-changes-coming-in-2014-2016/12750290/
https://www.ncleg.net/EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/HTML/2013-2014/SL2013-381.html
https://www.ncleg.net/EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/HTML/2013-2014/SL2013-381.html
https://www.aspendailynews.com/city-voters-repeal-irv/article_5d3a9245-bfc1-55db-947b-fefdb87031ea.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20080109164811/http:/www.piercecountywa.org/pc/abtus/ourorg/aud/elections/rcv.htm
https://blogs.sos.wa.gov/FromOurCorner/index.php/2009/11/pierce-voters-nix-ranked-choice-voting/
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primary.   Pierce County did a terrific job implementing ranked choice voting, 

but voters flat out did not like it. 

 

The rapid rejection of this election model that has been popular in San Francisco, 

but few other places, was expected, but no one really anticipated how fast the 

cradle to grave cycle would run.  The voters wanted it. The voters got and tried 

it.  The voters did not like it.  And the voters emphatically rejected it.  All in a very 

quick three years.” 

 

It is clear that the voters or the legislative body in these jurisdictions felt that their 

traditional voting method, whatever it may have been, was superior to ranked-choice 

voting. In addition, these cases show that Maine is not the only jurisdiction that has 

pondered full repeal in favor of their traditional voting system.   

 

BILLS INTRODUCED IN THE 129 LEGISLATURE 
 

LD 1213: “An Act To Repeal the Ranked-choice Voting Law” 

This bill would have simply repealed ranked-choice voting from state statute, effectively 

returning Maine to a plurality election system. 

 

LD 1447: “An Act To Simplify Voting in Maine by Placing a Moratorium on Ranked-

choice Voting” 

LD 1447 would have suspended the use of ranked-choice voting until elections held after 

December 1, 2023. If the Maine Constitution was not amended to allow the legislature to 

determine the method by which the governor and members of the legislature are elected, 

then ranked-choice voting would be repealed in December 2023. This reform would have 

ensured all Maine elections are conducted using the same voting system.  

 

LD 1454: "An Act Concerning Elections in Maine Congressional Districts" 

This bill would allow voters in both of Maine’s congressional districts to decide which voting 

system is employed within their respective district. Representative Dick Bradstreet, the bill’s 

sponsor, explained that he felt the new voting system was unfairly imposed on the Second 

Congressional District. Voters in the First Congressional District overwhelmingly supported 

the ballot initiative in 2016 and the People’s Veto effort in 2018, but voters of the Second 

Congressional District rejected the voting method in both elections.[66]  

 

Tables 5 and 6 show the results of the ranked-choice voting initiative and People’s Veto effort 

 
[66] Bradstreet, Richard. "Testimony in Support of LD 1454 An Act Concerning Elections in Maine Congressional Districts"." 

Maine Legislature. April 10, 2019. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

https://legislature.maine.gov/legis/bills/getTestimonyDoc.asp?id=119465. 

https://legislature.maine.gov/legis/bills/getTestimonyDoc.asp?id=119465.
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in both of Maine’s congressional districts. The First Congressional District clearly voted for 

ranked-choice voting with 54.32 percent of the vote. The Second Congressional District 

voted to retain the plurality system with 50.99 percent of the vote. When each district voted 

on the People’s Veto, the First Congressional District voted in favor of the measure with  

56.98 percent of the vote. In contrast, the Second Congressional District rejected the People’s 

Veto with 50.51 percent of the vote.  

 

It is important to note that the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act 

(UOCAVA) votes were not included in this analysis because their congressional district is not 

specified by the Maine Secretary of State. Even if all UOCAVA voters decided they wanted 

ranked-choice voting, the results in both elections would not have changed.  

 

While this would not be a holistic solution to those who dislike ranked-choice voting, it 

would allow Mainers who live in both congressional districts to decide how they elect the 

representative that they are solely responsible for electing. 

 

Table 5: First Congressional District 

 
Question 5 

(2016) 

Percent 

(2016) 

People's 

Veto 

Percent (People's 

Veto) 

Yes 219,809 54.32% 90,274 56.98% 

No 170,259 42.08% 66,171 41.77% 

Blank 14,553 3.60% 1,980 1.25% 

Total 404,621 100.00% 158,425 100.00% 

Source: Maine Secretary of State 

 

 

Table 6: Second Congressional District 

 Question 5 
Percent 

(2016) 

People's 

Veto 

Percent (People's 

Veto) 

Yes 165,977 45.70% 59,487 48.39% 

No 185,208 50.99% 62,086 50.51% 

Blank 12,037 3.31% 1,350 1.10% 

Total 363,222 100.00% 122,923 100.00% 

Source: Maine Secretary of State 
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LD 1477: "RESOLUTION, Proposing an Amendment to the Constitution of Maine To 

Facilitate the Use of Ranked-choice Voting for Governor and Members of the 

Legislature" 

LD 1477 would have introduced an amendment to the Constitution of Maine to allow the 

legislature, or the people through a citizen’s initiative, to establish the method for 

determining the winners of general elections for governor, state senators and state 

representatives. Currently, the Maine Constitution dictates how the winner of these elections 

are determined.  

 

This legislation could be dangerous if enacted because it could make the state’s elections 

extremely malleable. Essentially, this bill is akin to gerrymandering because it would allow 

the party in power to decide which voting system is used to elect candidates in the next 

election. The Maine Constitution, rather than politics, must be the official authority on how 

elections are decided in the State of Maine.  

 

POTENTIAL EXPANSION 
While ranked-choice voting is currently only used in federal and primary elections in Maine, 

the new voting system could be implemented for presidential primaries and general 

elections in the state.  

 

Earlier this year, LD 1083, “An Act To Implement Ranked-choice Voting for Presidential 

Primary and General Elections in Maine,” had a clear path to victory in the legislature.[67] 

However, the Maine Senate decided to include it in carry-over bills that will be considered in 

the Second Regular Session in the 129th Legislature instead of enacting it and sending it to 

the governor’s desk in the First Regular Session.  

 

Thus, there is a possibility that the legislature will pass the bill in the Second Regular Session 

and the governor will sign it. If this occurs, Maine would become the first state to use ranked-

choice voting in presidential elections.  

 

CONCLUSION 
Democratic choice, within the confines of our constitutional republic, forms the bedrock of 

America’s system of governance. Adopting a simple, fair, and secure voting system is 

fundamental to democratic elections. It is clear that plurality elections are much simpler and 

easier to understand than races determined by ranked-choice voting.  

 

 
[67]"LD 1083." Maine Legislature. Accessed July 24, 2019. 

http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=SP0315&item=2&snum=129. 

http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/bills/getPDF.asp?paper=SP0315&item=2&snum=129.
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This analysis of 96 ranked-choice voting elections from across the country shows that the 

voting system produces false majorities, frequently exhausts more than 10 percent of ballots 

cast on Election Day, and further disenfranchises voters who are already less likely to vote. 

 

While proponents of ranked-choice voting may claim the new voting system is a better 

alternative to traditional voting systems, the plurality system offers voters an easier method 

of selecting representatives without the false promises of ranked-choice voting.  
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APPENDIX 
 

Year Jurisdiction Election 

Total in 

First 

Round 

Total in 

Final 

Round 

Winner 

Total 

Exhausted 

Ballots 

Outcome 

Different? 

% of Votes 

Exhausted  

Winner 

Percentage 

of Total Vote 

1975 
Ann Arbor, 

MI18 
Mayoral Race 29,501 29,262 14,684 239 Yes 0.81% 49.77% 

2009 Aspen, CO8 Mayoral Race 2,528 2,413 1,273 115 No 4.55% 50.36% 

2009 Aspen, CO8 City Council - Seat 1 2,401 2,143 1,233 258 No 10.75% 51.35% 

2009 Aspen, CO8 City Council - Seat 2 2,226 2,103 1,073 123 Yes 5.53% 48.20% 

2010 
Berkeley, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

7 
4,184 4,167 2,086 17 No 0.41% 49.86% 

2014 
Berkeley, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

8 
4,518 4,128 2,072 390 No 8.63% 45.86% 

2016 
Berkeley, 

CA13 
Mayoral Race 59,144 58,545 29,499 599 No 1.01% 49.88% 

2016 
Berkeley, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

2 
7,138 6,734 3,451 404 Yes 5.66% 48.35% 

2018 
Berkeley, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

1 
7,872 7,559 4,120 313 No 3.98% 52.34% 

2006 
Burlington, 

VT6 
Mayoral Race 9,711 8,747 4,761 964 No 9.93% 49.03% 

2009 
Burlington, 

VT4 
Mayoral Race 8,976 8,374 4,313 602 Yes 6.71% 48.05% 

2007 Cary, NC1 
Council Seat - 

District B 
3,022 2,754 1,401 268 No 8.87% 46.36% 

2018 State of ME5 2nd Congressional 289,624 281,371 142,440 8,253 Yes 2.85% 49.18% 

2018 State of ME5 
2nd Congressional 

Democrat Primary 
45,211 43,464 23,611 1,747 No 3.86% 52.22% 

2018 State of ME5 
Gubernatorial 

Democrat Primary 
126,139 117,250 63,384 8,889 No 7.05% 50.25% 

2009 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 
City Council - Ward 4 3,299 2,992 1,740 307 No 9.31% 52.74% 

2009 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 
City Council - Ward 5 2,170 2,024 1,131 146 No 6.73% 52.12% 

2009 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

Park Board - District 

5 
7,848 6,891 3,620 957 No 12.19% 46.13% 
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Year Jurisdiction Election 

Total in 

First 

Round 

Total in 

Final 

Round 

Winner 

Total 

Exhausted 

Ballots 

Outcome 

Different? 

% of Votes 

Exhausted  

Winner 

Percentage 

of Total Vote 

2009 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

Park Board - District 

6 
8,354 7,806 4,300 548 No 6.56% 51.47% 

2013 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 
Mayoral Race 79,415 63,842 38,870 15,573 No 19.61% 48.95% 

2013 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 
City Council - Ward 5 3,499 3,236 1,842 263 No 7.52% 52.64% 

2013 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 
City Council - Ward 9 4,179 3,745 1,987 434 No 10.39% 47.55% 

2013 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

City Council - Ward 

13 
10,459 9,764 5,059 695 No 6.64% 48.37% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 
Mayoral Race 104,522 81,687 46,716 22,835 No 21.85% 44.69% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 
City Council - Ward 1 8,734 8,408 4,296 326 No 3.73% 49.19% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

Park Board - District 

1 
14,303 13,041 7,210 1,262 No 8.82% 50.41% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 
City Council - Ward 3 9,592 8,705 4,861 887 Yes 9.25% 50.68% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

Park Board - District 

3 
14,630 13,594 7,753 1,036 No 7.08% 52.99% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

City Council - District 

4 
5,263 5,035 2,605 228 Yes 4.33% 49.50% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

City Council - District 

5 
4,216 4,082 2,313 134 No 3.18% 54.86% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

Park Board - District 

6 
18,488 17,256 8,785 1,232 No 6.66% 47.52% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

City Council - District 

9 
5,519 4,916 2,982 603 No 10.93% 54.03% 

2017 
Minneapolis, 

MN9 

City Council - District 

11 
9,160 8,738 4,757 422 No 4.61% 51.93% 

2010 
State of 

NC11 

Court of Appeals - 

Judicial 
1,943,771 1,081,305 543,980 862,446 Yes 44.37% 27.99% 

2010 State of NC2 
Superior Court 

Judge - District 12 A 
18,704 16,472 8,378 2,232 Yes 11.93% 44.79% 

2010 
Oakland, 

CA13 
Mayoral Race 119,607 105,769 53,897 13,838 Yes 11.57% 45.06% 
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Year Jurisdiction Election 

Total in 

First 

Round 

Total in 

Final 

Round 

Winner 

Total 

Exhausted 

Ballots 

Outcome 

Different? 

% of Votes 

Exhausted  

Winner 

Percentage 

of Total Vote 

2010 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

4 
20,994 19,671 10,439 1,323 No 6.30% 49.72% 

2012 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council - At-

Large 
143,924 130,057 78,941 13,867 No 9.63% 54.85% 

2012 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

1 
28,562 23,741 12,293 4,821 No 16.88% 43.04% 

2012 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

3 
21,991 17,427 9,397 4,564 Yes 20.75% 42.73% 

2012 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

5 
11,245 10,460 5,716 785 No 6.98% 50.83% 

2012 
Oakland, 

CA13 

School Director - 

District 3 
20,580 19,211 11,725 1,369 No 6.65% 56.97% 

2014 
Oakland, 

CA13 
Mayoral Race 101,888 77,227 48,806 24,661 No 24.20% 47.90% 

2014 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

2 
13,555 12,347 6,547 1,208 No 8.91% 48.30% 

2014 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

6 
11,162 10,376 5,430 786 No 7.04% 48.65% 

2014 
Oakland, 

CA13 

School Director - 

District 4 
16,120 14,886 7,802 1,234 No 7.66% 48.40% 

2016 
Oakland, 

CA13 

School Director - 

District 3 
22,351 20,606 10,796 1,745 No 7.81% 48.30% 

2016 
Oakland, 

CA13 

School Director - 

District 5 
13,305 12,286 6,277 1,019 Yes 7.66% 47.18% 

2018 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council District 

4 
25,219 21,696 11,736 3,523 No 13.97% 46.54% 

2018 
Oakland, 

CA13 

City Council District 

6 
17,845 15,341 9,858 2,504 No 14.03% 55.24% 

2008 

Pierce 

County, 

WA14 

County Executive 299,132 268,638 136,346 30,494 Yes 10.19% 45.58% 

2008 

Pierce 

County, 

WA14 

Pierce County 

Assessor/Treasurer 
262,447 189,433 98,366 73,014 No 27.82% 37.48% 
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% of Votes 
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Winner 

Percentage 

of Total Vote 

2008 

Pierce 

County, 

WA14 

County Council - 

District No. 2 
40,000 38,142 21,078 1,858 No 4.65% 52.70% 

2009 

Pierce 

County, 

WA14 

Pierce County 

Auditor 
153,528 149,304 83,048 4,224 No 2.75% 54.09% 

2011 
Portland, 

ME12 
Mayoral Race 19,728 16,234 9,061 3,494 No 17.71% 45.93% 

2011 
Saint Paul, 

MN10 
City Council - Ward 2 5,363 4,934 2,870 429 No 8.00% 53.51% 

2013 
Saint Paul, 

MN10 
City Council - Ward 1 4,763 3,692 1,970 1,071 No 22.49% 41.36% 

2015 
Saint Paul, 

MN17 
City Council - Ward 2 5,734 5,226 2,782 508 No 8.86% 48.52% 

2004 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 1 
28,787 25,940 14,011 2,847 No 9.89% 48.67% 

2004 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 5 
32,643 26,111 13,211 6,532 No 20.01% 40.47% 

2004 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 7 
31,639 24,325 13,834 7,314 No 23.12% 43.72% 

2004 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 11 
23,176 18,307 10,679 4,869 No 21.01% 46.08% 

2005 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Assessor 199,224 189,314 110,053 9,910 No 4.97% 55.24% 

2006 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 4 
19,814 15,975 8,388 3,839 No 19.38% 42.33% 

2006 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 6 
17,941 17,646 8,968 295 No 1.64% 49.99% 

2008 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 1 
28,756 25,957 13,152 2,799 No 9.73% 45.74% 
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Winner 

Total 
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% of Votes 
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Winner 

Percentage 

of Total Vote 

2008 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 3 
27,198 22,875 13,582 4,323 No 15.89% 49.94% 

2008 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 9 
26,486 23,474 12,637 3,012 No 11.37% 47.71% 

2008 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 11 
24,673 19,317 10,225 5,356 No 21.71% 41.44% 

2010 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 2 
24,094 22,594 11,426 1,500 Yes 6.23% 47.42% 

2010 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 6 
21,086 16,393 8,865 4,693 No 22.26% 42.04% 

2010 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 8 
34,950 32,926 18,239 2,024 No 5.79% 52.19% 

2010 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 10 
17,808 8,200 4,321 9,608 Yes 53.95% 24.26% 

2011 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Mayoral Race 194,418 141,617 84,457 52,801 No 27.16% 43.44% 

2011 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

District Attorney 183,487 161,001 100,245 22,486 No 12.25% 54.63% 

2011 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Sheriff 183,233 161,729 86,592 21,504 No 11.74% 47.26% 

2012 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 5 
35,147 26,613 14,945 8,534 No 24.28% 42.52% 

2012 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 7 
31,385 24,878 12,505 6,507 No 20.73% 39.84% 
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% of Votes 

Exhausted  

Winner 

Percentage 

of Total Vote 

2014 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 10 
15,406 14,925 7,719 481 No 3.12% 50.10% 

2016 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 1 
31,681 28,496 15,037 3,185 No 10.05% 47.46% 

2016 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 7 
35,274 30,507 17,692 4,767 No 13.51% 50.16% 

2016 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 11 
25,380 22,031 11,222 3,349 No 13.20% 44.22% 

2018 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 2 
35,312 33,401 17,340 1,911 No 5.41% 49.11% 

2018 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 4 
28,422 23,320 13,255 5,102 No 17.95% 46.64% 

2018 

San 

Francisco, 

CA16 

Board of Supervisors 

- District 10 
23,194 20,647 13,023 2,547 No 10.98% 56.15% 

2010 
San Leandro, 

CA13 
Mayoral Race 22,484 20,322 10,277 2,162 Yes 9.62% 45.71% 

2012 
San Leandro, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

2 
25,266 23,928 12,057 1,338 No 5.30% 47.72% 

2012 
San Leandro, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

4 
23,090 21,226 12,945 1,864 No 8.07% 56.06% 

2014 
San Leandro, 

CA13 
Mayoral Race 16,209 15,367 8,801 842 No 5.19% 54.30% 

2014 
San Leandro, 

CA13 

City Council - District 

1 
15,445 13,697 8,898 1,748 No 11.32% 57.61% 

2018 
Santa Fe, 

NM15 

City Council - District 

4 
4,899 4,543 2565 356 No 7.27% 52.36% 

2018 
Santa Fe, 

NM15 
Mayoral Race 20,604 19,774 13,088 830 No 4.03% 63.52% 

2012 
Takoma 

Park, MD7 
City Council - Ward 5 190 178 97 12 No 6.32% 51.05% 
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% of Votes 
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Winner 

Percentage 

of Total Vote 

2014 
Takoma 

Park, MD7 
City Council - Ward 3 660 656 332 4 No 0.61% 50.30% 

2017 
Takoma 

Park, MD7 
City Council - Ward 2 877 842 459 35 No 3.99% 52.34% 

2015 
Telluride, 

CO3 
Mayoral Race 1,111 1,102 583 9 Tie Vote 0.81% 52.48% 
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