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“The city shall convene, not later than February 15, 2006, and at least once within 

each ten-year period thereafter, a Charter Review Committee, which shall review the 

charter of the City of Everett and recommend to the city council such additions, 

deletions, changes and amendments as the committee shall deem appropriate. The 

committee shall be composed of not less than seven nor more than ten members 

appointed by the mayor, and a like number appointed by city council, plus one member 

to be selected, as its first item of business, by the members of the committee thus 

appointed. This provision is in addition to such procedures as may be otherwise 

established by law for the election of freeholders for the purpose of framing a charter.”  

                                                                               Everett City Charter 
                                                                    Section 16.5 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

  

The Charter Review Committee was established by City Council Resolution 

6926.  The Committee consisted of 15 members: Chair Reid Shockey, Vice Chair 

Megan Dunn, Christopher Adams, Terrie Battuello, Dave Koenig, Jim Langus, Jo 

Metzger-Levin, Mark Nesse, Tom Norcott, Clair Olivers, Angie Sievers, Michael 

Swanson, Erica Temple, Michael Trujillo and Walter White. (Nesse replaced Steven 

Graham, who resigned because of a work conflict.) The Committee received 

independent legal assistance from Thom Graafstra and administrative assistance 

from Lisa Harrison. City staff members Bob Bolerjack and Jim Iles also assisted the 

Committee in its work. 

The Committee met on most Thursdays from February 2016 until May 19, 

2016.  The Committee heard testimony from the public and from outside experts, 

including Jim Doherty of Municipal Research Services and retired UW professor Dr. 

Richard Morrill. In accordance with Section 3 of Resolution 6926, two public hearings 

were held, one on March 3, 2016 and the other on May 12, 2016. 

In accordance with Section 2 of Resolution 6926, in order for a Charter change 

to be recommended by the Committee, at least 10 “yes” votes are required. By 

agreement among Committee members, the Committee avoided proposing 

substantive changes unless members believed something significant needed to be 

changed. 
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Part A of this report contains the Charter changes that received at least 10 

votes.  Each page contains at the top the proposed change in blackline format, with a 

strike-through representing recommended deletions of Charter language and with 

underlines containing recommended new Charter language.  Each page also contains 

committee-recommended language with respect to the change. This language is 

meant to give the Mayor and City Council a sense of what a particular Charter 

change might look like on the ballot and the Committee’s reasoning for the change. 

 Part B of this report contains a table of all Charter changes the Committee 

considered, both recommended changes (which are described in more detail in 

Part A) and other proposed changes that did not make it into the Committee’s 

recommendations.  The purpose of Part B is to inform the City Council regarding the 

breadth of issues considered by the Committee, and provide brief commentary 

explaining the outcome of each proposal as appropriate.  

 Part C contains comments from individual Committee members. 

Finally, Part D contains appendices, including various materials reviewed by 

the Committee, presentations made by Committee members for and against the 

proposal to establish City Council districts, and comments received from the public. 
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RECOMMENDED CHARTER CHANGES 
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RECOMMENDED CHARTER CHANGE: COUNCIL MEETINGS  
 

 

CHARTER CHANGE 

Sec. 3.2. Council Meetings. 

The City Council shall meet regularly, at least once each week at the City Hall within the corporate 
limits of the City at such times as may be fixed by ordinance or resolution. 

At least one of such regular meetings shall be held each month in the evening after 6:30 p.m. Special 
and emergency meetings may be called by the mayor, the president of the council, or any three 
members of the council by written notice delivered to each member of the council at least twelve hours 
before the time specified for the proposed meeting in accordance with State law. All Council meetings 
shall be open to the public, except that the Council may hold executive sessions from which the public 
is excluded in accordance with State law, including the Open Public Meetings Act (Chapter 42.30 RCW). for 
purposes other than the final adoption of an ordinance, resolution, rule, regulation, or directive. No 
ordinance or resolution shall be passed, or contract let or entered into, or bill for the payment of money 
allowed at any meeting not open to the public, nor at any public meeting, the date of which is not fixed 
by ordinance, resolution or rule, unless public notice of such meeting has been given by such notice to 
the local press, radio, and television, as will be reasonably calculated to inform inhabitants of the city of 
the meeting. Meetings of the Council shall be presided over by the President, selected annually by a 
majority vote of the Council, or in the absence of the President, by a member of the Council selected by 
a majority of the members present at such meeting. Appointment of a Council Member to preside over 
the meeting shall not in any way abridge his or her right to vote on matters coming before the Council 
at such meeting. In the absence of the Clerk, or Deputy Clerk or other qualified person appointed by 
the Clerk, the Mayor, or the Council, may perform the duties of Clerk at such meeting. A record journal 
of all proceedings shall be kept, which shall be a public record. 

COMMITTEE-RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE 

 Shall Everett City Charter Section 3.2 be changed to eliminate the weekly council meeting 
requirement and to eliminate inconsistency and redundancy with State Law? 
 
 
EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 
 

Section 3.2 of the current charter requires a City Council meeting every week without 
exception. At times limited business, adverse weather or holidays make a meeting unnecessary or 
impractical. The proposed change would eliminate the inflexible requirement of a weekly meeting, 
allowing the Council to make its own schedule as required by its workload. 

 
Section 3.2 also contains requirements regarding public notices before Council meetings. 

These public notices are now spelled out by State law. This means that some of the language in 
Section 3.2 is out of date, redundant, and in places not consistent with State law. The proposed 
change would eliminate that language and simply say that City Council meetings must comply with 
State law.  
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RECOMMENDED CHARTER CHANGE: OUT-OF-DATE LANGUAGE 
 

 
CHARTER CHANGE 

Sec. 15.9. Gender References, Correction of Scrivener’s Errors. 

The City Clerk and the codifiers of this Charter are authorized to make necessary corrections to this 
Charter including, but not limited to, deletion of the use of terms which are masculine or feminine so 
that such references shall apply to the opposite gender also, unless the context of such charter 
provision shall require otherwise, the correction of scrivener, clerical and typographical errors, 
references, Charter numbering, Section/subsection numbers and any references thereto. The City 
Clerk and the codifiers of this Charter are also authorized to make corrections to this Charter to 
eliminate out-of-date language such as “hereof,” “heretofore,” “thereof” and similar terms, and replace 
them with equivalent, modern language. 

 
COMMITTEE-RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE 

 
 Shall Everett City Charter Section 15.9 be changed to allow the City Clerk to make 
corrections in the Charter to eliminate archaic terminology such as “hereof,” “heretofore,” “thereof,” 
and replace such terms with equivalent, modern language? 
 
EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 
 
 The current Charter is about 50 years old, and some of the language in the Charter was 
originally written much before that. The Charter contains many examples of out-of-date language 
such as “hereof,” “heretofore,” “thereof,” all of which make the Charter harder to read than it should 
be. This change would allow the City Clerk to eliminate these archaic terms and replace them with 
modern, equivalent words. 
 
 It is now 2016 and the Charter should read accordingly. Requiring the City Clerk to 
eliminate and replace out-of-date language will make the Charter more readable and 
understandable without changing the substance of the Charter. 
 

The Committee notes that gender-neutral references were approved by voters in 2006 and 
should be updated in all future printings of the Charter. 
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RECOMMENDED CHARTER CHANGE: BOARD DIVERSITY 
 
 
CHARTER CHANGE 

New Sec. 15.10. Boards and Diversity. 

Appointments to City boards, commissions and committees should consider factors such as 
geography, gender, ethnicity and age in an effort to better reflect the City’s diversity. 

 
COMMITTEE-RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE 

 
 Shall the Everett City Charter be changed to add a new Section 15.10 that states that 
appointments to City boards, commissions and committees should strive to reflect the makeup of 
the community in demographic terms such as ethnic diversity, gender, age and geography? 
 
EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 
 
 Everett is a diverse City. City boards, commissions and committees serve an important role 
in the City. The purpose of the proposed new section is to strive to make these organizations better 
reflect the City’s diversity.   
 
 Everett government should represent all of Everett. This proposal will help that to 
continue and improve. 
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Table 1 includes all Charter changes voted on by the Committee, 
including vote totals for and against, the date of each vote, and a 
comment for context. Changes included in the Committee’s 
recommendations are discussed in more detail in Part A of this report. 
 
 
TABLE 1 
Proposal Action Favor Oppose Date of vote Comment 
1.5 Intergovernmental 
relations: Add specific 
reference to Native 
American tribes.  

Rejected 9 4 4/7/16 Failed to gain 
required 10 votes 
for approval. 

1.5 Intergovernmental 
relations: Update 
language for clarity. 

Rejected 7 6 (plus 1 
abstention) 

5/19/16 Failed to gain 
required 10 votes 
for approval. 

2.1 Consider forming 
geographic City Council 
districts.  

Rejected 3 11 4/14/16 Failed to gain 
required 10 votes 
for approval. 

2.5  Clarification of 
incapacity time period. 
Motion to make no 
change.  

Make no 
change 

15 0 3/17/16 Sense of 
committee was 
that it’s best to 
leave some 
discretion to 
Council, as it’s 
impossible to 
foresee all 
possible 
situations 
involving 
incapacity. 

3.2 Council meeting 
requirements: Remove 
requirement for weekly 
meetings.   

Approved 15 0 3/17/16 Proposed 
changes to Sec. 
3.2 can be 
combined into a 
single ballot 
proposition 

3.2  Broaden language 
regarding public notice of 
meetings.  

Approved 15 0 3/17/16 Proposed 
changes to Sec. 
3.2 can be 
combined into a 
single ballot 
proposition 
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Proposal Action Favor Oppose Date of vote Comment 
5.2 Advisory Boards: 
Consider whether 
additional boards should 
be added to the Charter. 
Motion to remove from 
consideration. 

Remove from 
consideration 

13 0 3/31/16 Sense of 
committee was 
that boards that 
should be 
required by 
Charter already 
are, and that 
Council should 
have some 
flexibility to add or 
remove boards as 
needed. Addition 
from meeting of 
5/19/16: 
Committee 
recommends that 
City Council 
consider 
establishing by 
ordinance a 
Transit Advisory 
Committee 
composed of 
citizens interested 
in transit issues. 

14.2 Uniform Limit on 
Utility Tax Rates: Place a 
cap on the utility tax rate 
(“payment in lieu of tax,” 
or “PILOT”) imposed by 
the City on any utility 
owned by the City that is 
the same as the 
maximum tax rate 
allowed on other utilities.  

Rejected 4 6 April 21 Sense of majority 
was that ample 
political pressure 
exists to prevent 
abuse of the 
PILOT rate, and 
that discussion of 
this proposal 
likely increases 
that pressure. 

15.9 Update Archaic 
Language: Authorize the 
Clerk to eliminate out-of-
date language in the 
Charter such as “hereof,” 
“heretofore,” “thereof” 
and similar terms, and 
replace them with 
equivalent, modern 
language. 

Approved 10 0 April 21 Sense of the 
Committee was 
that using more 
modern language 
will make the 
Charter more 
readable. 
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Table 2 lists Charter changes approved by the Committee and 
implemented without a vote, as they fall under the authority of the City 
Clerk under Section 15.9 of the Charter. 
 
TABLE 2 
Proposal Outcome 
Address gender language and capitalization of job 
titles  

Edits made as authorized in Section 15.9 

 
 
 
Table 3 lists topics discussed and dismissed by the Committee, either for 
want of a motion or second, or because the issue was addressed in 
another way. 
 
TABLE 3 
 
Proposal Outcome Comment 

 2.1 Description of Election, 
language: Change language 
regarding voting process 
reference to “plurality” rather 
than “majority.”  

No motion Proposal withdrawn 

2.2 Eligibility for Office: 
Consider moving “within city 
government” to end of 
sentence. 

Moved, no second Sense of committee was that this 
didn’t rise to the level of needing 
to be put before voters. 

2.3 First Election: Consider 
deleting as it is outdated. 

No motion Sense of committee was that this 
is worth keeping for historical 
context. 

2.6 Forfeiture of Office: 
Review and clarify language. 

No motion Sense of committee was that 
“moral turpitude” doesn’t require 
further clarification. 

2.8.d  Commission on 
Salaries of Elected Officials: 
Add language regarding 
demographic representation. 

Covered by new Section 15.10  

3.4 Typo correction, “at” 
rather than “as”. 

Covered and corrected as a 
scrivener’s error as authorized in 
Section 15.9 

 

4  Administrative 
Departments: Consider 
citizen’s suggestion to 
require certain city staff 
members reside in Everett. 

No motion  

Throughout Article 4 
Department names and 
official titles: Make 
capitalization consistent. 

Covered and corrected as 
scrivener’s errors as authorized in 
Section 15.9 

 

4.4 Positions mentioned in 
4.7-4.11 are not mentioned 
in 4.4 

No motion Sense of committee was that 
they are mentioned in general 
terms. 
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Proposal Outcome Comment 
5.1 Representative Advisory 
Boards: Consider 
requirement that members 
of boards, commissions and 
committees reflect makeup 
of community in terms of 
gender, age and geography. 

Covered in new Sec. 15.10  

5.2 Advisory Boards: Bar 
city employees from serving 
on an advisory board to the 
department where they work. 

No motion Sense of the committee was that 
this has not been a problem, so 
doesn’t need to be added to 
Charter. 

5.2 Advisory Boards: Create 
a Climate Action Committee  

No motion Motion to reconsider earlier vote 
on Advisory Boards, so that this 
proposal could be considered, 
failed on a 7-7 vote. Motion to 
include a comment in the report 
encouraging Council to consider 
creating a Climate Action 
Committee by ordinance failed 
on a 6-6 vote. 

8.1 Civil Service 
Commission: Change the 
word “board” to 
“commission” where 
mentioned. 

Covered and corrected as a 
scrivener’s error as authorized in 
Section 15.9 

 

11.2 Initiative Process: 
Remove Section D as 
confusing, change “per 
centum” to “percent,” 
remove reference to 
absentee ballots as 
redundant. 

No motion Proposal withdrawn. 

11.6 Publication of 
Ordinances: Change 
reference to “newspaper” to 
“local media.” 

No motion Publication of election notices in 
the official City newspaper is a 
requirement of State law. 

13.9 Publication: Change 
reference to “newspaper” to 
“local media.” 

No motion Publication of proposed 
ordinances related to franchises 
in the official City newspaper is a 
requirement of State law. 

15.1 Clarification of Power to 
Subpoena Witnesses: 
Address vague language 
and clarify enforcement. 

No motion City Attorney stated that this 
hasn’t been a problem. 

16.3 Amendments -- 
Publication: Change 
reference to “newspaper” to 
“local media.” 

No motion Publication of Charter 
amendments in the official City 
newspaper is a requirement of 
State law. 

16.5 Amendments – 
Periodic Review of Charter: 
Request from a citizen that 
the committee consider 
requiring more frequent 
review of the Charter. 

No motion Sense of the Committee was that 
changes to the Charter can take 
several years to play out, and 
that requiring Charter review at 
least once every 10 years is 
sufficient. 
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PART C 
 
 
 
 

COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUAL 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

 
Listed in alphabetical order 
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Statement by Terrie Battuello 
 
To the Honorable Mayor Ray Stephenson and City Council of Everett 
 
RE: Charter Committee Recommendations 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to serve on the 2016 Charter Review Committee. I heartily agree with the 
findings and conclusions of the Committee contained in the first sections of the report. However, we 
have been asked by the Chair to share our own perspectives on issues discussed in the committee to 
further augment the information provided to you. There are two issues I have strong convictions about 
that could be useful in your deliberations. These are the issue of the composition of appointed groups 
and committees and the question about council representation.  
 
There was much discussion in the group about moving to a process of election by council district. 
Because I spent the majority of my life living and working in a county and a city with elections by district, 
I cannot, in good faith, recommend this course for Everett. While I certainly agree with the values and 
goals of those pressing for districting, including diversity, equality and access to office, I do not feel their 
diagnosis of districting is the right response to these important concerns.  
 
I also feel that the research of the committee supported my conclusion. The Committee looked at cities 
across Washington and found that other cities of like size are not districted. We also discussed that 
campaign costs would not be reduced by reducing the district because candidates will always try to 
obtain as many funds as they can. We discussed the number of voters in the north compared to those in 
the south, wherein the south out numbers voters two to one. It was also suggested that women needed 
smaller districts to be effective in obtaining office because the city’s power centers excluded them, 
which I found not only unsupportable but in many ways offensive to the many strong women leaders I 
have come to know in Everett. In sum, these arguments were not convincing to me that districting is a 
solution for the values of diversity, equality and access to office.  
 
Instead, I feel that there may be voter apathy in the southern areas probably related to many things, 
including identifying with other closer city centers, disengagement related to a status of renter versus an 
owner in some cases, and lack of awareness or time to engage. Certainly the fact that one of our 
committee is actually chairing two neighborhood groups is evidence of a lack of interest in two 
neighborhoods.  
 
The challenge and opportunity to have people throughout the City to be more engaged is many fold, but 
the lack of awareness issue can be offset through a concerted effort to more broadly reflect community 
diversity in the recruitment of boards and committees process. These types of groups serve as feeders 
to councils and help to engage the electorate, and can over time have a lasting effect in community 
engagement.  
 
Of course, one can’t force someone to volunteer, so setting an aspiration to have these committees 
reflect by age, race, geography the city is an important stepping stone which is why I proposed the 
change to the Charter to support appointing officials seek a diversity of candidates to represent the city 
on committee and boards.  
 
Against districting is the idea that somehow it should be made easier to find a seat on a council. It brings 
me no comfort to think that becoming an elected official should be an easy undertaking. Councils serve 
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an extremely important role in governance, and in my home town districting made way for people to 
find their way to office with only a small number of supporters. As a public employee in both types of 
cities (at large and by district), I can say with absolute certainty that the result of a districting process 
was extreme negative discourse and engagement among the council members, vote trading, and slower 
and ill-advised decision making fueled by deep divides between geographical communities and elected 
persons. Lowering the barriers to council, as in the case of my home town and based on evidence 
presented from other communities, serves only then to reduce the strength of candidates, and through 
them the strength of government. 
 
Conversely and based on the documentation, to the argument that people from the south are 
disadvantaged in elections, it appears that there is strong evidence to the contrary; that support for a 
candidate for office from the southern part of Everett has a much higher likelihood of being elected by 
geography alone, and that candidates from these areas receive an enormous amount of financial and 
voter support from the entire constituency.  
 
In closing, I wanted to also share that as part of my process on this committee, I talked to people I know 
to live in southern areas of Everett including my sister and her family. What she and others told me was 
that they felt the leadership and direction of the City was very good, and they felt well represented and 
confidence in the course being set for the City’s future and governance. They did not agree that 
districting was needed. Finally, although the committee had interested people testifying their desire for 
districting,  if districting were an important issue for disenfranchised individuals, I would have expected 
a much larger group of people advocating for it. In fact, many of those advocating were from the 
northern parts of the  City.  
 
It is only in great places that leaders care about the ideas and concerns of those they represent, and I 
know that this is such a place. I hope that the work of the Committee and comments, such as this, in 
some way lift and support you in the heavy burden of decision making.  
 
Thank you for your service to the City of Everett community and for the work you do.    
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Statement by Megan Dunn 
 
Minority Opinion 
 
Section 2.1 
 
In Everett’s nearly 150-year history, we’ve had a total of 4 women on the city council and 3 people of 
color. There is a need for systematic change to address the disparity in representation and establish 
voting on the principles of equality and justice. Everett currently relies on an undemocratic voting 
system by electing council members all at-large. As a result, we have a concentration of 6 out of 7 
council members living in the northern region of the city and a lack of diversity in gender, socio-
economic status, race and ethnicity.   
 
Public comments and input have been overwhelmingly in support of districted voting.  Public input has 
urged that the Charter Review Committee should advise the City Council to include district voting on the 
ballot – and give residents the chance to vote to establish districts! Although district representation has 
been successful for the Port of Everett and the Snohomish County, members of the committee 
expressed unfounded concerns that there were no qualified candidates in the southern parts of the city; 
others were satisfied with the status quo. I see positive community engagement, diverse leadership and 
proud members of our community who live in the southern parts of the city. 
 
The Charter Review committee agreed more diverse representation is needed on our boards and 
commissions and voted unanimously to add an amendment encouraging diversity on our committees 
(Section 15.10), but this measure has no means of enforcement and change is not required. Structural 
change is needed to address Everett’s lack of inclusion. Women, people of color, and members from 
different socio-economic classes are the exception on boards and commissions and on the City Council. 
Everett can do better. 
 
Research studies and examples from similar First Class city experience show that in addition to 
improving minority, gender, race, and class representation, districts would improve voter turnout, 
create a more unified involvement in our communities and decrease apathy created by the north-south 
divide within the city.  
 
I offer this minority opinion in opposition to the decision of the Charter Review Committee that has 
denied the will and rights of our city residents. 
 
Megan Dunn, Lowell Neighborhood 
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Statement by Jim Langus 
 
Mayor Ray Stephanson, Mayor City of Everett 
Scott Murphy, President, Everett City Council 
Scott Bader, Everett City Council 
Cassie Franklin, Everett City Council 
Jeff Moore, Everett City Council 
Paul Roberts, Everett City Council 
Brenda Stonecipher, Everett City Council 
Judy Tuohy, Everett City Council 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on deliberations involving the Charter Review Committee. 
 
Let me begin by recognizing the dedication and attentiveness of the members you appointed to serve.  
The committee members were extremely thoughtful, prepared, and always respectful of each other. I 
also want to share my perspective that the committee make-up included a group of competent, bright, 
and most importantly, nice people who genuinely care about Everett. 
 
With respect to certain matters that came before the committee, I respectfully provide the following 
perspective on two issues. 
 
At the May 19, 2016 Charter Review Committee meeting, an Everett resident, Mr. J. T. Dray, presented 
his proposal in support of the formation of a Transit Advisory Committee.  A motion was passed that the 
Committee’s Report to the City Council include a recommendation that the Council consider establishing 
a Transit Advisory Committee. 
 
While appreciating Mr. Dray’s interest in Everett Transit, I didn’t support this recommendation.  I believe 
Mr. Dray attends a number of City Council meetings and often communicates on transit issues.  I didn’t 
support this particular recommendation because I believed the Mayor and City Council had a much 
better understanding of Everett’s transit operations.  If the transit operations would have merited the 
formation of a Transit Advisory Committee, it would have already been established. 
 
I am confident that the Mayor and City Council, working with Everett Transit Director Tom Hingson, can 
address the relevant matters that were expressed by Mr. Dray.  
 
The Charter Review Committee overwhelmingly supported and confirmed the current Everett Charter 
provision (Section 2.1) that Everett’s 7 Councilmembers be elected by majority vote from the City at 
large.  A motion in support of elections with a district format was rejected 11-3.   
 
It is my understanding that prior to the formation of a Charter Review Committee, the City Council had 
determined that the matter of council districts be referred to the Charter Review Committee once it had 
been convened. 
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Most likely, the City Council can expect to hear why the matter of districts should be placed on a ballot, 
notwithstanding the Charter Review Committee’s overwhelming decision not to have this forwarded as 
a ballot issue.  If the City Council had desired to place the district format issue on a ballot, they could 
have made that decision months ago without directing that it be sent to the Charter Review Committee.  
Apparently, the City Council wanted to have a citizens committee, comprised of Everett residents, 
review the districting issue and make a recommendation to them.  That’s been completed. 
 
If the City Council places this matter on a ballot, please be clear and forthcoming in your presentation of 
facts with the citizens, that the Charter Review Committee was not the genesis behind having this issue 
placed on a ballot. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Jim Langus 
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Statement by Tom Norcott 
 
I respectfully support the recommendation that City Council consider adding a citizens’ Climate Action 
Committee. In addition to the inclusion of the climate change element of the City’s recent 
Comprehensive Plan update, I believe a grass roots effort with the formation of a Climate Change 
Committee brings community attention and focus on the future quality of life of the city of Everett 
and in the interest of our community's next generation. The committee would involve 
concerned citizens, research and outreach in addition to support by city staff. Thank you for 
your consideration and my ability to serve for making Everett a better place to live. 
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Statement by Reid Shockey 
 
Once every ten years voters are given the opportunity to consider changes to the Charter.  If one issue is 
on the ballot, the cost of additional items is minimal.  If Council chooses to place on the ballot Section 
3.2 (Council meeting schedule), Section 15.9 (Allowing scrivener corrections to Charter) or others, it 
should place the question of Council districts as well; this to allow the public a voice on a current issue of 
significance to voters.  
 
To not place the matter on the ballot may prompt a citizens’ initiative, with its additional $50,000 - 
$100,000 cost and understandable questions from taxpayers about having to pay for two elections. 
 
On the question itself, we live in a great community, one that is much more diverse than fifty years ago.  
Our citizens speak one of 89 languages, some live eight or more miles from the civic center and our 
neighborhoods range from low to high income.  A recent Herald article noted that 90% of students in 
one elementary school have free and reduced lunch.  District wide 40% of students live in poverty. The 
lens through which the City Council views its constituents’ needs and acts upon those needs should 
reflect this diversity. 
 
I personally favor a system which would elect three councilmembers at-large, with four additional 
districts.  This would ensure that each citizen could affect the majority (4) by voting for three at-large 
and one district representative.  I would recommend that the ballot proposition, if approved, provide for 
a one-year implementation (November 2017) during which time the district boundaries would be 
established by a three- or five-person commission.  Boundaries would be reviewed after each decennial 
census. 
 
Thank you. 
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Statement by Angie Sievers 
 
Various perspectives regarding districting have been shared throughout this evaluation process. We 
have collaboratively discussed advantages and disadvantages of the adoption of districting in Everett. 
There appears to be political and voter participation disparity between the north, central and south 
regions of the city per public comment via online and during Charter Review public comment forums.  
 
In my opinion it would be beneficial to make progress in fostering a more receptive atmosphere to 
involve constituents residing in central and south Everett prior to the adoption of a district form of 
council (which we have recommended updating charter language to promote diversity relative to 
involvement with community boards and commissions, section 5.10). Without strong, balanced 
leadership in each jurisdiction, we risk localized interest and further division. Ultimately the relations 
between the north, central, and south city must be fostered regardless of our form of government. 
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Statement by Michael Swanson 
 
First of all, I would like to thank my fellow committee members. It was a pleasure working with all of 
you. I would also like to thank the citizens that took the time to attend the meetings and provide their 
thoughtful input. 
 
Our task was to fully examine the city’s charter and make recommendations to the city council where 
appropriate. Throughout this process, we have considered a variety of proposals and while it’s still fresh 
on my mind I thought it would be helpful to document my perspective on several of the issues. 
 
Section 2.1: Council Districts 
This issue received more discussion and consideration from the committee than any other. After 
presentations from two committee members (Megan Dunn and myself), experts Jim Doherty of 
Municipal Research Services and retired UW Professor Dr. Richard Morrill, public testimony, and a great 
deal of healthy discussion from the committee, this issue was voted down fairly substantially on a 3-11 
vote. 
 
To cut down on duplication of content, I would ask that you please see my presentation entitled 
“Rationale for Maintaining At-large Voting in Everett” in Part D of this report, rather than restating 
those points again here. This presentation was made to the committee on April 14, 2016 and recaps 
some of the reasons to maintain our current at-large system. 
 
Districting is one of those issues that sounds good on the surface but requires careful evaluation and 
discussion of the pros and cons. Prior to this committee’s work, I was open to the concept of districting 
but upon researching the issue realized many shortfalls that were not immediately obvious, which 
emphasizes why the charter review process is so important; it allows proposals to be fully vetted in a 
public setting. Elections can be reduced to campaign slogans and sound bites, but within the charter 
review venue, we were afforded the benefit of being able to fully dissect this issue. I would recommend 
that the council take the committee’s advice and not move districting forward for a vote at this time. 
 
Districting should not move forward for a public vote with the support of only 3 out of 15 committee 
members. If it did, then shouldn’t other issues that received more votes from the committee (e.g. 
uniform limit on tax rates, intergovernmental relations, climate change committee, etc.) also be placed 
on the ballot? 
 
My opposition to districts is not a “no, never” but rather a “no, not now.” It may make sense at a future 
date when Everett gets closer to a population of 200,000. But for the foreseeable future, even when 
considering population growth forecasts, Everett is still decades away from the point in which most 
cities begin to incorporate districts into their electoral composition. The charter is revisited every 10 
years so a future committee could recommend this change at a later date if/when it makes sense for the 
city to do so. 
 
New Section 15.10: Boards and Diversity 
Of the 14 or so individuals who took the time to ask the committee to look at the districting issue, I 
found myself agreeing with most of their sentiment. Yes, the council could benefit from more diversity 
in a variety of forms. No argument there. But districting alone does not bring about diversity. We need 
to look at getting more people engaged with their city government on all levels. 
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I think the best place to start is by making sure that citizens from a variety of backgrounds are given the 
opportunity to serve on the city’s various boards and commissions. Most of the boards are advisory, but 
this experience will help ensure feedback is being obtained from all parts of the city and help foster 
experiences and insight necessary for individuals from various walks of life to not only run for the city 
council, but be effective contributors to city government in the meantime as well. The city council has 
an opportunity and a responsibility to engage underrepresented segments of our city and get them 
involved with neighborhood associations, boards and commissions. This is a win-win situation as it will 
expand the experiences being represented on the city’s boards and commissions and multiply the pool 
of future candidates for city council or other leadership positions within our community. The committee 
supported this proposal unanimously and I would strongly encourage the council to forward to this to 
the citizens for a vote 
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Statement by Walt White 
 
I’m taking this opportunity to say thank you for accepting me as a member of the 2016 Everett City 
Charter Review Committee.  In our daily conversations with friends and family it’s very easy to make 
statements that communicate your viewpoint or feelings on any community issues. These types of 
general conversations can sometimes contain good ideas for the community, or they might even be a 
thought that’s common to several people in the community.  However, if no action is taken to share the 
thought or idea then it just becomes idle conversation. When I was asked to apply for a position on the 
Everett City Charter Review Committee I was very pleased because this was my opportunity to share 
and contribute to possible changes in our community.   
 
I’ve always been actively involved in the Cascade Highlands HOA since our beginning in 1997, which has 
included activities that annexed our area into the City of Everett in 2004.  Being a member of the 2016 
Everett City Charter Review Committee was my first time working with a team that involved all of the 
city limits and neighborhoods. It was a great experience in which I broadened my knowledge of various 
issues that affect areas that I typically drive through and some that I’ve never realized.  I’ve enjoyed 
being part of the conversation on multiple topics and hearing the freely spoken viewpoints of others. 
 
As I don’t have any plans to move out of Everett, I’m happy to be part of the activities that take our city 
forward in a good direction that takes everyone’s viewpoint into consideration. Not every group will be 
happy with every decision all the time, but at least if you participate in the process then your opinion 
and view point has a chance to be heard by others.  
 
Thanks, 
Walt White 
South Everett area 
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February 11, 2016 Agenda – 2016 Charter Review Committee 

4:30-6:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 8th Floor Hearing Room 

1. Mayor Stephanson and Council President Scott Murphy welcome the Committee
Members.

2. Mayor introduces other Council members in attendance, support staff, City Attorney Jim
Iles and Bob Bolerjack, liaison between the Committee and City.

3. Committee selection of 15th member and procedure for doing that.

4. Committee selection of officers.

5. City Attorney Jim Iles reviews responsibilities of the Committee.

6. Additional support for the Committee: Council allocated up to $25,000 for support
expenses including the services of an independent attorney and administrative support
staff as needed. Discuss using City Attorney or outside counsel and clerical staff.

7. Open discussion period for Committee members to express their goals, suggestions and
ideas for Charter Review.

8. Discuss future meetings.

9. Schedule next meeting.

10. Agenda items for next meeting and directions to staff.

1 City of Everett, Washington | 
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on February 11, 2016 in the 8th 

floor Hearing Room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 Wetmore Ave.  The meeting was called

to order at 4:37 p.m. and was presided over by City Committee Liaison Bob Bolerjack.

Attendees:
           Committee Members Christopher Adams Reid Shockey

Terrie Battuello Angie Sievers
Megan Dunn Michael Swanson
Dave Koening Erica Temple
Tom Norcott Michael Trujillo
Clair Olivers Walter White

           Excused Members Steven Graham Jo Metzger-Levin

           Guests Mayor Ray Stephanson City Attorney Jim Iles

           City Staff Liaison : Bob Bolerjack Admin: Lee Brandt

1. Mayor Ray Stephanson and Council President Scott Murphy welcome the Committee

Members

Mayor Stephanson thanked the members for volunteering to review the City Charter in a

relatively short period of time and noted that recommendations must be submitted to City

Council by June 1, 2016.   Council President Scott Murphy thanked members on behalf of the

Council and spoke to the City Charter as being a foundation and basis used to guide the City’s

operations.

2. Mayor introduces other Council members in attendance, support staff, City Attorney

Jim Iles and Bob Bolerjack, liaison between the Committee and City.

The Mayor introduced City staff members Bob Bolerjack as committee liaison, and City Attorney

Jim Iles.   The Mayor and Council President left the meeting at 4:39.

Bob Bolerjack continued the meeting by explaining the materials (notebook) and indicating that

Assistant City Attorney Ramsey Ramerman would be present at a future meeting to go over the

included memorandum on the Open Public Meetings and the Public Records act. He then

reviewed the meeting agenda.
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3. Committee selection of 15th member and procedure for doing that.

Bob Bolerjack explained the procedure for selecting the 15th member of the Committee.

Members discussed several people who had applied for appointment to the board, but

who had not been chosen; and discussed appointing Jim Langus (a past employee of the

City who served as Chief Administrative Assistant prior to his retirement) who had not

applied, but was known by reputation.

Greg Lineberry, an applicant who was present at the meeting, spoke on his

qualifications and desire to work with the Committee.

Committee members selected Jim Langus, by a majority show of hands, as the 15th 

member; and Greg Lineberry, by a majority show of hands, as an alternate.

Bob Bolerjack advised he would contact Jim Langus the next day and then notify Greg if

Jim did not accept the position.

4. Committee selection of officers.

The following officers were selected by the Committee:

Chair: Reid Shockey by majority

Vice Chair:  Megan Dunn by majority

The Committee discussed appointing members to the positions of Treasurer and

Secretary but decided to postpone appointments to those positions until a need was

determined.

The meeting was turned over to Chair Shockey.

5. Additional support for the Committee: Council allocated up to $25,000 for support

expenses including the services of an independent attorney and administrative

support staff as needed. Discuss using City Attorney or outside counsel and clerical

staff. [This was originally agenda item No. 6, but was moved here]

Attorney Iles advised of funding allocated in the convening resolution.  City Attorney Jim

Iles reviewed the process for using outside counsel and clerical staff.  After discussion

the Committee:
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 Asked staff to procure administrative support for taking and formatting minutes for

the meetings.  Jim Iles agreed to help find a suitable person.  As the meetings will be

recorded for broadcast, minutes will be general in nature.

 Agreed to use the City Attorney’s staff for general guidelines primarily; but if

necessary, contact outside counsel.

 Asked the City Attorney’s Office to provide them with a list of qualified attorneys

and other professionals with the needed expertise – so they would be ready to act if

and when issues arise.

 Asked the City staff to schedule a presentation to the
Committee by Municipal Research Service.

Although attorneys are on the Committee, it was noted that they serve as citizens and

Committee work is outside their areas of expertise.

6. City Attorney Jim Iles reviews responsibilities of the Committee. [This was originally

agenda item No. 5, but was moved here]

City Attorney Iles provided a historical context for the City Charter and information on

the existing form on government Everett has in place.

He explained the committee’s authority as that of an advisory group, charged with a

written report to be provided to the Mayor and City Council by June 1; and how the

work could be extended if requested by the Mayor or City Council.  Once all work has

been completed, the Committee is discharged. The City Council would then make

decisions on any changes to adopt as an ordinance for inclusion on the election ballot

for voters’ approval.

Attorney Iles continued by providing information on the deadline, the necessary number

of members needed to move a recommendation forward (10), and the requirement to

hold two hearings for public comment.

He then explained the basics of public meetings laws applicable to the Committee,

including the prohibition of discussion of Committee business by a quorum outside of

these public meetings, and avoiding the use of email to discuss Committee business.  He

further explained that the Committee is subject to the Public Records Act – all

documents received or produced are public records and as such must be retained for a
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period of time.  He reiterated the Assistant City Attorney Ramsey Ramerman would

speak to these matters more in depth at a future meeting.  He advised members to use

the memo in their binders as a guide.

Committee members inquired about the scope or boundaries of their discussion and

recommendation.  Iles responded that members can make recommendations beyond

what is currently in the Charter, that they could use the index as a guide; but if

something were absent, they could bring it up.  They are not restricted by Charter, state

law or any other rules in this regard.

Committee members expressed a desire to hear from current City department staff as

to what they would like changed in the current Charter.  They also requested copies of

the report provided to the Council ten years ago.

Committee members requested copies of the 2006 report to Council.

The Committee discussed having public hearings occurring near the beginning and end

of the process so maximum input could be obtained.

7. Open discussion period for Committee members to express their goals, suggestions

and ideas for Charter Review.

Chair Shockey asked each member to introduce themselves and to provide thoughts on

why they are present on the Committee.

Committee members went around the room, explaining their backgrounds, service and

interests.   Director Bolerjack then expanded on his background.

8. Discuss future meetings.

The Chair asked for members thoughts on possible strategies they could use to best

complete the task in the time allotted.

There was some discussion on the topic of City Council districting.  Members believe

districting will be one of the major priority issues.  Vice Chair Dunn will assist in

developing contacts and background on this issue.
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There was discussion on using subgroups as necessary, use of municipal resources,

meetings with City employees on their perceived updates.  They discussed the need to

work on multiple issues at one time – doing homework and their own research,

gathering employee input, receiving public participation.  They recognize the need for

public input to set priorities.

How to best reach the public was discussed.  City Communications Director Meghan

Pembroke will be asked to issue a press release on the first public hearing (March 3rd) 

and submit a legal notice to the Herald, asking for public testimony on Charter revisions.

Suggestions were made to include neighborhood representatives and Council of

Neighborhoods, to include a short introduction on scope at public hearings to make sure

testimony was appropriate to the task,  use of the City’s website on-line form

submissions; referral of the website form from the City’s Facebook page and Twitter

feed.

Bob Bolerjack will make arrangements for outreach through various channels that

include Media Director Meghan Pembroke.  He will also contact Wendy McClure for

assistance in reaching neighborhood representatives.

Committee members would like to meet Thursday evenings from 4:30-6:30 p.m.  They

would like set the frequency relevant to need, starting with weekly meetings and

perhaps switching to every other week; they have the option of adding other dates and

times.  Frequency will ultimately be determined by what issues arise and how close the

Committee is to the due date.   They will need public input to set the priorities.

They would like to see draft agendas before they are finalized.  Homework before the

next meeting was suggested and assigned: read current charter, mark up areas,

grammar, spelling, typos, etc.  That work would be presented by each member at the

meeting on March 3rd.

If a member is unable to attend a meeting, they should advise the Chair, Vice Chair, and

Director Bolerjack.  Bob Bolerjack will provide emails to the members with the reminder

not to violate the public meeting rules.
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9. Schedule next meeting.

The next meeting will be held March 3, at 4:30 p.m., same location [since then, this

location has been amended to the Human Resources Training Room on the 5th floor of

the Wall Street Building] and will include public hearing beginning at 5:30 p.m.

10. Agenda items for next meeting and directions to staff.

The following suggestions were made for the next meeting:

 Member presentations on individual work (homework) – changes needed to grammar,

correction of typos, wording, or content, and members’ perceived priorities

Adjourn:

The meeting was adjourned at 6:29 p.m.
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4:30 p.m.
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of  February 11th meeting minutes

3. Staff updates:

a. Announcement of clerical hire for taking of minutes (Bob Bolerjack)

b. List of qualified attorneys for possible use by Committee (Jim Iles)

4. Presentation on Open Public Meetings Act and Public Records Act by Assistant City

Attorney Ramsey Ramerman

5. Committee discussion: Thoughts and ideas after reviewing Charter

a. Charter issues raised by City department heads since 2006 review (Bob

Bolerjack)

6. Public hearing, starting at 5:30 p.m.

7. Further Committee discussion, questions, comments

a. Develop initial list of study topics

8. Date and topics for next meeting

Adjourn
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on March 3, 2016 in 

the 5th floor training room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 Wetmore Ave.  The 

meeting was called to order at 4:30 p.m. and was presided over by Committee Chair Reid 

Shockey. 

Attendees: 
  Committee Members Christopher Adams Tom Norcott 

Terrie Battuello Clair Olivers 
Megan Dunn Reid Shockey 
Steven Graham Angie Sievers 
Dave Koenig Michael Swanson 
Jim Langus Erica Temple  
Jo Metzger-Levin Walter White 

 Excused Members Michael Trujillo 
  Guests Ramsey Ramerman, 

Assistant City Attorney 

  City Staff  Liaison : Bob Bolerjack  Admin: Lisa Harrison 

Jim Isles, City Attorney 

1. Committee chair Reid Shockey called the meeting to order and welcomed those who

were not present at the last meeting.

 Those who did not attend the last meeting shared their backgrounds, service and

interests.

 February 11th meeting minutes were approved unanimously.

 Chair Shockey reminded the committee that a public hearing would be held at 5:30

p.m. to receive citizen input.

2. Staff updates:

a. Bob Bolerjack announced the clerical hire, Lisa Harrison, who will be taking

minutes and performing other administrative duties for the committee.

b. Jim Iles shared a list of qualified attorneys for possible use by Committee. The

Committee decided to hold off choosing an attorney until the need arises.
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3. Presentation on Open Public Meetings Act and Public Records Act

 Assistant City Attorney Ramsey Ramerman gave a presentation on the Acts, both of

which apply to the Committee’s work.

Public Records Act: 

Ramerman explained that during their tenure on the Committee, everything produced is 

considered a public record, either online, in their computer or in their personal notes or 

files. If it was provided to them or they created it in their capacity as a member of the 

committee (acting in this role) it is considered a public record. He suggested that if email 

was used for communication, the members should create an email address used just for 

these purposes.   

 The City (Bob Bolerjack) should receive a copy of everything considered a public

record so that committee members can remove items from their files throughout

the process.

Open Public Meetings Act: 

Ramerman explained that all action taken by the Committee must be conducted in 

public.  ”Action” is broadly defined as discussion and/or votes where the majority of the 

body of the committee is present.  

 This includes a serial meeting: an email trail or collective effort to involve a decision

or other efforts outside of the meetings (i.e. discussion boards online, etc.).  Not

only could there be legal ramifications, it could undo all of the work that was done

by the Committee (have to start over).

 He noted that a one-on-one meeting with a citizen was okay, as long as it’s not a

group of committee members or a group of citizens.

4. Committee discussion: Thoughts and ideas after reviewing Charter

 Bob Bolerjack reported that he sought the input on Charter issues from City

department heads  on two separate occasions and that they had no substantive

issues, mostly technical language such as the finance section with outdated

information. Bob will put together some recommended language to address these

issues and bring it to the committee.

 The Committee discussed the parameters of their work and was reminded that this

is an advisory committee.  The City Council can accept all or none of this
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Committee’s recommendations and can also bring up issues that Committee did not 

address for a public vote. 

 The group requested information as to what was recommended by the 2006

Charter Review Committee and what actually made it on the ballot in 2006.

Bob Bolerjack will gather that information for the next meeting.

 The request was also made for a clean hard copy of the Charter for

Committee binders (right now they have duplicated sections).

Discussion commenced regarding the various city boards, commissions and committees 

and why all are not listed in the Charter. Per Jim Isles, most of the boards are formed by 

ordinances rather than by Charter.  The Committee requested that Bob Bolerjack 

provide them with a list of the city’s boards, committees and commissions so that they 

could decide whether or not some of them should be included in the Charter. 

Various issues were brought to the table for consideration by the Committee both 

before and after the public hearing.  See Appendix A for a comprehensive list of items 

to be addressed in future meetings. 

5. Public hearing, starting at 5:30 p.m.

Three citizens addressed the committee regarding the Charter Review:

 David Simpson, former City Council member, 1501 Fulton Avenue, was on the

Snohomish County Charter Review Committee in 2006 and thanked Committee

members for their work.  He asked that the Committee review the issue of City

Council districting, as some citizens don’t feel like they are being well

represented with all City Council members elected at-large.

 J.T. Dray, 902 Wetmore Avenue.  He asked that the Committee establish an

advisory board for Everett Transit in the Charter.

 Deb Williams, P.O. Box 12893, Everett, 98206, who works as the City Council

Administrator.  Her personal request was that the committee addresses three

different issues regarding the City Council in the Charter.

i. Gender language: Refer to them as council members, not councilmen.

ii. Section 3.2, Council meetings.  Currently the Charter requires that the City

Council meet “at least once each week”. Based on her research, Williams said,

Everett is the only City Council in the area required to meet this often and it

can be burdensome if there is nothing new to discuss and/or there are
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weather issues that prevent them from meeting. She asked that the 

requirement be loosened. 

iii. Section 3.2 also requires that meeting notices be made by local press, radio

and television.  This does not appear to be necessary given use of online

posting. Williams recommended deleting references to specific media.

Public meeting concluded at 5:48 p.m. 

6. Further Committee discussion, questions, comments

One committee member asked how the Public Hearing was announced, expressing

concern over low attendance. Bob Bolerjack shared the various ways in which the public

hearing was announced.

Section 7: When asked why the Library Board and Civil Service are structured differently

than other City commissions, Jim Isles noted that they are mandated by state law. The

Library Board, for example, operates independent of the city, except for its budget,

which must be approved by the City Council.

A question was asked as to whether the Committee should hire an attorney to review

how the Charter lines up with state law so they’ll know where there might be conflicts

and avoid covering an issue already covered by state law.  Jim Isles said that an attorney

from Municipal Research Services will be attending the Committee’s meeting on March

24 to discuss Everett’s Charter and charters in general, but may not be prepared to

address specific differences from state law.

Discussion followed about the Committee’s process and the need to determine how to

disagree/agree in a respectful way.  Also want to make sure that there is a narrative

attached to the final report that gives reasons why recommendations were made,

including any minority reports.

Chair Shockey asked for a deeper discussion around the City Council districting issue:

Chris Adams suggested that the Committee start more broadly and investigate other

ways to handle Council representation and voting. He said it would be interesting to

hear about cities that have repealed districting and why.

 Jim Isles mentioned that the Municipal Research Services representative would be

prepared to address this issue at the March 24 meeting.

It was mentioned that Vice Chair Megan Dunn had done a report about proposed City 

Council districting that she presented to the City Council in September 2015, at which 
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time some Council members voiced the opinion that it was an issue for the Charter 

Review Committee to discuss. Megan was asked to make her presentation to this 

Committee at a later date. 

If the City Council districting issue is pursued by the Committee they will have to decide 

whether or not they will recommend a specific method of redistricting or just ask the 

City Council to address districting in general.   

7. Final Thoughts

Discussion took place around how the Committee should proceed with its work, and

members agreed to 1) develop rules on how to reach an agreement,  2) develop a

master list of items to be considered for change in the Charter, 3) review sections of

interest in the order they appear in the Charter, discussing each item and taking votes.

Meetings will take place weekly through the end of May unless decided otherwise.

The list of items to discuss will be distributed to the Committee next week.  Homework

assignment is to look through the Charter and form opinions on each.

Date and topics for next meeting

 Public comment

 Agree to topic list

 Discuss each item on list

The meeting was adjourned at 6:35 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED BY CHARTER REIVEW COMMITTEE AS OF 3/3/2016 

1. GENERAL: ADDRESS GENDER LANGUAGE

 Address all gender-based references, such as “councilman” and “he.” Currently it

is addressed as a footnote in the appendix rather than replacing the actual

language.

2. SECTION TBD: CITY COUNCIL DISTRICTING

 Consider forming geographic City Council districts.

3. SECTION 1.5: INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS- ADD NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES

4. SECTION 2.1: DESCRIPTION OF ELECTION

 Change language regarding voting process reference to “plurality” rather than

“majority.”

5. SECTION 2.5: CLARIFICATION OF INCAPACITY TIME PERIOD

 Consider defining the “reasonable” time beyond which incapacity constitutes a

vacancy.

6. SECTION 3.4: TYPO CORRECTION

 First paragraph 2nd page change “as” to “at” such later date.

7. SECTION 3.2: COUNCIL MEETING REQUIREMENTS

 Consider requiring less frequent meetings and broadening language regarding

public notice of such meetings

8. SECTION 5.1: REPRESENTATIVE ADVISORY BOARDS

 Consider requirement that members of boards and commissions should reflect

the makeup of the community in terms of gender, age and geography.
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9. SECTION 5.2: ADVISORY BOARD LENGTH OF TIME AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST

 The Charter states that terms for members of boards and commissions created

by ordinance shall be for a maximum of 6 years. Consider reviewing and placing

a shorter maximum in order to encourage greater citizen participation.

 Consider adding a caveat requiring that a city employee should not be allowed to

serve on an advisory board to the department where they work.

10. SECTION 11.2 INITIATIVE PROCESS: CLARIFICATION OF UNCLEAR LANGUAGE

 There is a question as to whether or not this section is even necessary, given that

there have never been initiatives brought by citizens.

 If necessary, consider reviewing and clarifying the language -- Remove section D

(confusing), change “percentum” to “percent”, remove reference to absentee

ballots.  Need to be consistent with state law. Make sure that the military is

handled correctly with respect to absentee ballots.

11. SECTION 14: FINANCE AND TAXATION CAPS

 Consider including a limitation on “payments in lieu of taxes” no greater than

the maximum tax rate for a similar service.

12. SECTION 15.1 CLARIFICATION OF POWER TO SUBPOENA WITNESSES

 Address vague language and clarify enforcement.
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4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of March 3rd meeting minutes

3. Public comment

4. Discussion of topic list sent earlier, and any additions to list

5. Confirm format for providing input and voting

6. Begin page-by-page document review

a. Discuss individual items on list

b. Districting discussion to occur after initial run through

7. Date and topics for next meeting

Adjourn
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on March 10, 2016 in 

the 5th floor training room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 Wetmore Ave.  The 

meeting was called to order at 4:30 p.m. and was presided over by Committee Chair Reid 

Shockey. 

Attendees: 
  Committee Members Christopher Adams Clair Olivers 

Terrie Battuello Reid Shockey 
Megan Dunn Angie Sievers 
Dave Koenig Michael Swanson 
Jim Langus Erica Temple  
Jo Metzger-Levin Michael Trujillo 
Tom Norcott Walter White 

 Excused Members Steven Graham 

  City Staff  Liaison : Bob Bolerjack  Admin: Lisa Harrison 

Jim Isles, City Attorney 

1. Call to order

 The March 3rd meeting minutes were approved unanimously.

2. Public comment

Chair Shockey invited public comments.

 Greg Lineberry, 3827 Kromer Avenue, Everett, referred to a document he authored that

was emailed to the Committee and highlighted the following points for the Committee’s

consideration:

o Residency requirements for certain City of Everett staff positions

o Districting for City Council positions

o Term limits for the Mayor and Council members

o Review Charter every 5 years

All Committee members acknowledged that they had received his email.  Chair Shockey 

stated that the Committee will add these items to the list of proposed topics to cover. 
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3. Discussion of topic list sent earlier, and any additions to list

 Chair Shockey referred everyone to the appendix from last week’s minutes as the

itemized list to discuss later on the agenda and asked if there were any additional topics

to add.  The Committee agreed to work through the Charter and bring up additional

topics as they surface during the discussion.

4. Confirm format for providing input and voting

 The Committee agreed to the process proposed by Chair Shockey to 1) take a first pass

through all of the Charter Articles and identify topics, 2) start making decisions on the

topics 3) formulate positions on those topics and 4) vote on items. Those who oppose

the vote can file a minority report.

 City Attorney Jim Isles clarified that they must have 10 or more positive votes for an

item to pass.  Discussion took place as to whether or not a person could abstain from a

vote.  Chair Shockey stated that the part of the role of committee members is to make

decisions, and unless there is a conflict of interest or absent during discussion he feels

strongly that all should express their opinion and vote.

5. Page-by-page document review by the Committee.

(Note: Sections not noted below were considered acceptable as they exist today. Gender 

references mentioned in the meeting are not noted below but will be corrected by staff for 

further review) 

1) GENERAL: ADDRESS GENDER LANGUAGE

Address all gender-based references, such as “councilman” and “he.” Currently it is

addressed as a footnote in the appendix rather than replacing the actual language.

 It was proposed that city staff change all language throughout the document and

correct gender specific language.  A motion was made and passed unanimously

(Vote: 14 accepted, 0 opposed).

 Bob Bolerjack agreed to make all changes in a track changes format, red line out and

highlight new language for the Committee to approve in the next couple of weeks.

2) SECTION TBD: CITY COUNCIL DISTRICTING

 Consider forming geographic City Council districts. It was agreed that this would be

discussed in detail after the first pass through the Charter.
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 Chair Shockey noted that as they go through the Charter, Committee members

should note which sections would be affected if districting is recommended.

3) SECTION 1.5: INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

 Add “or Native American tribes” after corporation.  Jim Isles or Bob will check on the

best language.

4) SECTION 2.1: DESCRIPTION OF ELECTION

 Possible location to cover districting if pursued.  It was noted that “city at large”

should be replaced with the right language to reflect districting.

 Change language regarding voting process reference to “plurality” rather than

“majority.”

5) SECTION 2.2: ELIGIBILITY FOR OFFICE (added to list)

 Consider moving within city government to the end of the sentence.

 It was noted that every change proposed would have to be in the ballot, so

caution should be taken before proposing wording changes that are not

otherwise consequential.

 Consider limiting terms per citizen’s request.

6) SECTION 2.3: FIRST ELECTION (added to list)

 Consider deleting as it is outdated.

7) SECTION 2.5: INCAPACITY TIME PERIOD

 Consider defining the “reasonable” time beyond which incapacity constitutes a

vacancy (i.e. in the last paragraph, add a time frame). Discussion took place as to

what is considered reasonable and that there is no mechanism in place currently for

the definition of a vacancy.

 Per Jim Isles, look at the ordinance referred to in the paragraph as this time frame

might be left open for a reason.

 Committee members agreed to get advice from the Municipal Research consultant,

who will be at the meeting on March 24th.
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8) SECTION 2.6 FORFEITURE OF OFFICE (added to list)

 Question as to how to determine when someone is in violation. Agreed to note this

section for further discussion on how to define.

9) SECTION 2.8 COMMISSION ON SALARIES OF ELECTED OFFICIALS (added to list)

 Suggestion to add something about them being representative of the city or of their

district in section d.  Note for further discussion.

 If districts are instituted for the City Council then Council members might appoint

people to represent their district.  The suggestion was made to state this specifically

i.e. “representative of the community’s diversity.”

10) SECTION 3.2: COUNCIL MEETING REQUIREMENTS

 Consider requiring less frequent meetings and broadening language regarding public

notice of such meetings (i.e. deleting “at least once a week.”)

 Consider changing specific media mentions with “media that will reach as much of

the population as possible” and/or add internet. One suggested just say local media.

 Change special meetings notice to 24 hours as per the Open Public Meetings Act.

 Asked that this be reviewed by the City Attorney to make sure it is consistent with

state law.

11) SECTION 3.4: COUNCIL  ORDINANCES

 First paragraph 2nd page change “as” to “at” such later date.

 Reference to journal and ordinance book.  Need to clarify what this is referencing

and if there is an inconsistency. Deb Williams, city staff, will check and report back.

12) SECTION 4.3: ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENTS (added to list)

 Positions mentioned in 4.7 – 4.11 are not mentioned in 4.4. Consider making

consistent.

 Consideration should be given to the citizen’s suggestion to require certain City

Staff members to live in Everett.  This had been an issue in the past and it was

decided that it went against the employee’s rights to require this.

 This issue was explored with the union for police and fire and it was decided

that there could be a mileage limit on how far out S.W.A.T. and special forces

can live, but not for the overall force.
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 Jim Isles noted that Municipal Research should be able to answer.  Most likely the

Committee can require it for higher levels but not for police and fire.

13) THROUGHOUT ARTICLE 4: CAPITALIZE DEPARTMENT NAMES (added to list)

 The Department names and official titles should be capitalized.

14) SECTION 5.2: ADVISORY BOARDS

 Consider requirement that members of boards and commissions should reflect the

makeup of the community in terms of gender, age and geography.  Note to review

this paragraph and adjust.

 There was discussion around how members are appointed and it was

explained that the city takes applications and City Council ultimately decides

who should be on a specific committee or board.  The suggestion was made to

keep a list of recommendations for the City Council for changes for them to

consider but not necessarily to be put in the Charter.

 The Charter states that terms for members of boards and commissions created by

ordinance shall be for a maximum of 6 years. Consider reviewing and placing a

shorter maximum in order to encourage greater citizen participation. This item was

withdrawn.

 Consider adding a caveat requiring that a city employee should not be allowed to

serve on an advisory board to the department where they work.

 Discussed whether or not some boards or committees should be put in the Charter.

One might be the Transportation Advisory Board. This was noted for further

discussion.

 Regarding establishing an Everett Transit advisory board, per Jim Isles, state law

would have to be changed.  It would not work in the Charter given state law as

Everett Transit takes direction from Mayor and Council. An advisory board could be

added by the City Council via ordinance.

15) SECTION 8.1: CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION (added to list)

 Change the wording “board” to “commission” where mentioned.
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16) SECTION 9.1: ELECTIONS (added to list)

 Discussion took place about whether or not Charter should require partisan

elections but idea was rejected.

17) SECTION 11.2 INITIATIVE PROCESS

 There is a question as to whether or not this section is even necessary, given that

there have rarely been initiatives brought by citizens.

 If necessary, consider reviewing and clarifying the language -- Remove section D

(confusing), change “percentum” to “percent”, remove reference to absentee

ballots.  Need to be consistent with state law.

 Agreed to do further research and discussion, given that this would be a significant

change.

 Attorney Jim Isles mentioned that he asked those in his department if this

process worked and there were no concerns.  Committee would like to continue

to explore.

6. Date and topics for next meeting 3/17/2016

 Group agreed to start with article 11 at the next meeting.  Agreed to start discussing

the districting issue after that.  Decided to put off a second public hearing until they

get further along.

 Will ask Megan Dunn to give the presentation on districting she gave to the City

Council last year.  Also asked Terrie Battuello to share her experience working for a

city that had districting.

 Consider having Megan’s presentation on the 24th when Municipal Research will be

here.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:35 p.m. 
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4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of March 10th meeting minutes

3. Finish page-by-page document review beginning with Article 11

a. Continue discussion of individual items on list

4. Initial thoughts on districting

5. Date and topics for next meeting

Adjourn
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on March 17, 2016 in 

the 5th floor training room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 Wetmore Ave.  The 

meeting was called to order at 4:33 p.m. and was presided over by Committee Chair Reid 

Shockey. 

Attendees: 
  Committee Members Christopher Adams Clair Olivers 

Terrie Battuello Reid Shockey 
Megan Dunn Angie Sievers 
Steven Graham Michael Swanson 
Dave Koenig Erica Temple  
Jim Langus Michael Trujillo 
Jo Metzger-Levin Walter White 
Tom Norcott 

  City Staff  Liaison : Bob Bolerjack  Finance: Susy Haugen 

City Attorney: Jim Isles Admin: Lisa Harrison 

Legal: Katie Rathbun 

1. Call to order

Chair Shockey reviewed the agenda and invited comments from the public. None of the

visitors wished to comment.

 The March 10th meeting minutes were approved unanimously.

2. Completion of page-by-page document review beginning with Article 11

 SECTION 11.6: PUBLICATION OF ORDINANCES

 On line 2 consider changing from newspaper to “local media”

 Article 13: FRANCHISES

 Katie Rathbun, Assistant City Attorney, testified that the city has not had any

issues with the franchise section of the Charter (Article 13).

 A question was asked as to why an apartment building was allowed to build out

past the sidewalk. It was noted that this issue is not one to be addressed by the

Charter.
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 SECTION 13.9: PUBLICATION

 Consider changing reference to newspaper to “local media.”

 SECTION 14.2: FINANCE AND TAXATION CAPS

 Consider including a limitation on “payments in lieu of taxes” by city-run

enterprises to an amount no greater than the maximum tax rate for a similar

service not provided by the city.

 Susy Haugen, City Treasurer, noted that the finance department has not had any

issues with the Charter.

 SECTION 15.1 CLARIFICATION OF POWER TO SUBPOENA WITNESSES

 Address vague language and clarify enforcement. How council deals with

subpoenas witnesses.

 Jim Isles, City Attorney, mentioned that the language is very common and found

in other charters. He also pointed out that this is a provision that is not used

often.  The Committee agreed to include in their final narrative a

recommendation that the city look into the specific procedures in how they deal

with subpoenas, but not to change 15.1.

 SECTION 15.9: GENDER REFERENCES AND SCRIVENER’S ERRORS

 Discussed removing mention of gender references and just keep it to scrivener’s

errors.

 One committee member commented that this might be confusing for the voters.

City Attorney Jim Isles noted that he is working with the County elections office

to determine whether one ballot proposition could reference all of the changes,

however this may not be necessary as Section 15.9 gives the city permission to

change gender references and was passed by the people.

 SECTION 16.3 AMENDMENTS- PUBLICATION OF

 Consider changing mention of the newspaper to reference “local media”

 SECTION 16.5 AMENDMENTS- PERIODIC REVIEW OF CHARTER

 Request from the public that the committee consider shortening the length of

time between Charter reviews.

Final first pass ended at 5:06 

3. Additional discussion took place regarding section 14.2.
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 City Treasurer Susie Haugen addressed the recommendation in 14.2 to limit

payment in lieu of taxes.  One committee member, Clair Olivers, suggested that

Section 14.2 be edited to cap the payment in lieu of tax imposed by the City of

Everett at the maximum tax rate allowed on services not run by the city.

 Clair Olivers volunteered to draft language for the committee to consider.

4. Review of materials

 Bob Bolerjack explained the edited version of the Charter sent to the Committee earlier

this week, which included correction of gender references and consistency of

capitalization. He also suggested updating all of the “archaic” language such as Hereto

and percentum.

 A motion was made and seconded to change all department heads and department

titles to be capitalized and that the archaic language be updated. Vote:  15 yes, 0 no

(unanimous).

5. Review of all items to eliminate low-hanging fruit

Chair Shockey suggested the Committee go through the list of issues identified and vote on

items that are easy to pass or dismiss.  A statement was made and agreed to by several that

the Committee should avoid making a lot of small changes because it might just confuse the

voters by presenting too many ballot propositions.

1) GENERAL: ADDRESS GENDER LANGUAGE

Address all gender-based references, such as “councilman” and “he.” Currently it is

addressed as a footnote in the appendix rather than replacing the actual language.

 Already voted on and covered

2) SECTION 1.5: INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

Consider adding language that covers Native American Tribes

 Proposed language was provided in the latest edited copy of the Charter.  Per Jim

Isles, this has not been an issue for the tribes as they are covered under “Other

governments” and we have contracts with Tribes now. The Committee debated

whether or not it was necessary to change or if it would be confusing to voters.

 Motion was made to table this decision until the city’s attorney office resolves

how much can be combined in the ballot. Vote: 15 yes, 0 no (unanimous).

3) SECTION 2.1: DESCRIPTION OF ELECTION
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Change language regarding voting process reference to “plurality” rather than 

“majority.”  

 This was adjusted during the editing done by the City last week.  It was noted

that this has not been a problem in the past. No motion was made.

Consider forming geographic City Council districts. 

 A more lengthy discussion is planned for later meetings.

4) SECTION 2.2: ELIGIBILITY FOR OFFICE

Consider moving “within city government” to the end of the sentence.

 Motion was made but not seconded.

Consider limiting terms. 

 No comments, no motion was made.

5) SECTION 2.3: FIRST ELECTION

Consider deleting as it is outdated.

 Discussion took place that it is not affecting anything and was there for historical

reference.  Section 2.4 has same issue.

 No motion was made.

6) SECTION 2.5: CLARIFICATION OF INCAPACITY TIME PERIOD

Consider defining the “reasonable” time beyond which incapacity constitutes a vacancy.

There is concern that incapacity could go on for a long period of time without a

replacement.  Reasonable needs to be defined.

 Opinion was given that this would be determined by the Council and they need

to be trusted to make the decision. They have the option to appoint someone to

take their place.

 Motion was made to make no changes to this section. Vote: 15 yes, 0 no

(unanimous).
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7) SECTION 2.6 FORFEITURE OF OFFICE

Review and clarify language about moral turpitude.

 The Committee agreed that clarification is not necessary.

8) SECTION 2.8 COMMISSION ON SALARIES OF ELECTED OFFICIALS

Add something about being demographically representative of the city or of their

district in section d.

 Motion was made to add language “the appointing officials shall strive to have

appointed boards and commissions be representative of age, diversity and

geography.”

 Decision was made to wait for a motion until Committee Member Terrie Battuello

sends out her proposed language.

9) SECTION 3.2: COUNCIL MEETING REQUIREMENTS

Consider requiring less frequent meetings and broadening language regarding public

notice of such meetings (i.e. deleting “at least once a week.”);  changing specific media

mentions with “local media;” and Change special meetings notice to 24 hours as per the

Open Public Meetings Act.

 Proposed language was provided in the edited version of the Charter provided to the

Committee.

 A motion was made and seconded to make the proposed changes, reading “The city

council shall meet regularly at the city hall within the corporate limits of the city at

such times as may be fixed by ordinance or resolution. At least one of such regular

meetings shall be held each month in the evening after 6:30 p.m.  Special and

emergency meetings shall be called in accordance with state law.  All council

meetings shall be open to the public, except that the council may hold executive

sessions from which the public is excluded in accordance with state law, including

the Open Public Meetings Act (Chapter 42.30 RCW).”

 Vote: 15 yes, 0 no (unanimous).
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6. Initial thoughts on City Council districting

 Chair Shockey noted that a representative from Municipal Research Services will be

at the next meeting (3/24) and one of their action items is to address districting.

After that Megan Dunn will share her presentation.  The Committee agreed that

discussion about districting will start after this input.

 The committee discussed whether it is time to hire an independent attorney to help

as they approach the districting issue.  Chris Adams volunteered to check on

availability of each of the recommended attorneys and let the Committee know who

is available.

7. Date and topics for next meeting- 3/24/2016

 Staff from Municipal Research Services will be here to present an overview of city

charters and how different cities handle the election of councilmembers.

 Megan Dunn will give the presentation on districting she gave to the City Council last

year.  Also asked Terrie Battuello to share her experience working for a city that had

districting.

 Chair Shockey will not be available on 3/31.  The week of April 7th is spring break so 2

Committee Members will be absent for that meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:28 p.m. 
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4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of March 17th meeting minutes

3. Comments from the Public

4. Presentation and discussion with representative from Municipal Research

Services

5. City Council districting

a. Presentation by Megan Dunn

b. Discussion

6. Sample Report Format from Reid Shockey

7. Continue discussion of individual items on list (if time remains)

8. Date and topics for next meeting

a. Note: meeting on 3/31 will be in the Mayor’s Conference Room and
chaired by Megan Dunn in Reid Shockey’s absence.

Adjourn
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on March 24, 2016 in 

the 5th floor training room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 Wetmore Ave.  The 

meeting was called to order at 4:30 p.m. and was presided over by Committee Chair Reid 

Shockey. 

Attendees: 
  Committee Members Christopher Adams Reid Shockey 

Megan Dunn Angie Sievers 
Dave Koenig Michael Swanson 
Jim Langus Erica Temple  
Jo Metzger-Levin Michael Trujillo 
Tom Norcott Walter White 
Clair Olivers 

   Excused Members Steven Graham Terrie Battuello 
  Guests Jim Doherty, Municipal Research 

  City Staff  Liaison : Bob Bolerjack  Admin: Lisa Harrison 

City Attorney: Jim Isles 

1. Call to order

 The March 17th meeting minutes were approved unanimously.

2. Staff comments

 Bob Bolerjack reported that Steve Graham had to resign his spot on the Committee due

to change in work hours. The Ordinance for the Charter Review Committee calls for the

mayor to appoint a replacement with the consent of the council.  The hope is to have

someone by next Thursday.

 The legal department had a discussion with the City Clerk on some issues brought up at

earlier meetings.  They concluded that the gender reference and capitalizations of

departments/department heads are authorized in the Charter and do not have to be on

the ballot to be made.  Updating archaic language throughout the Charter, however, is a

more substantive change and needs to go to ballot.
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3. Comments from the public

Jackie Minchew, 5607 South 2nd Avenue, stated that districted elections is something he

wants to see happen and asks the committee to consider.

 Chair Shockey acknowledged that this would be an important subject for the

committee, starting with today’s presentation from Megan Dunn and the help from

Municipal Research.

3. Presentation and discussion with representative from Municipal Research Services

Jim Doherty from Municipal Research Services distributed a hand out regarding district

voting.  About 20 cities have ward or district voting out of 285 cities in the state. Not done

in a small city, but as larger cities grow they have adopted this process.

 He stated that MRS does not advocate one way or the other.  There are pros and cons to

each approach.  Yakima had it forced on them because they had a large Hispanic

population and had no representation on the city council.

 Districting is often looked at as a way to provide a more comprehensive representation,

but it can go wrong if Council members focus too much on their district and not the big

picture.  If Everett makes a transition to this approach, it will have to review district

borders every time there is an election.

o There is the option of having districts and a certain number of Council members

elected at large.

 Some cities have adopted districting and then reversed.  Committee members

expressed the desire to learn more about these cities’ rationale for going back.  Jim

will try to track down some more information from the more recent changes.

Doherty opened it up for questions from the Committee. 

He was asked if he could provide an overview with how boundaries are changed due to 

census.   

 Jim will follow up on this. The criteria are always equality of population across districts,

but sometimes there can be disputes as to how these are derived.

If we get a yes in the vote in November, what is the timeline for how this would occur? 

 Doherty stated that the committee would have to include that as part of their

recommendation: a process that covers all the districts and number of council members.
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One Committee Member stated that the issue driving a desire for districting appears to be 

the impression that south Everett is under-represented.  Are there ways to address that? 

 Doherty suggested that if the City Council gets a vacancy they can decide to pull

someone in from that area who has been involved with the City in other ways, such as

committees and boards.

Doherty was asked if districting is done to solve under-representation of minorities. 

 This has not been his experience.

The suggestion was made that by a Committee Member that they get a better 

understanding of the percentage of south Everett residents that are registered to vote. 

 Another Committee Member stated that he had looked at this and stated that the

composition of voters is 2/3 south Everett citizens. Would be interested to know how

many of those who are eligible are actually registered to vote and do vote.

 Chair Shockey will try to get more specific information from the Puget Sound Regional

Council.

Doherty was asked to describe rank choice voting done in Pierce County and San Francisco. 

 Committee Member Chris Adams stated that he will learn more and report back to the

Committee.

Discussion took place as to the level of detail needed for the ballot should districting be desired. 

One committee member recommended that in the ballot proposition they should include the 

number of districts, number at large and by district and the boundaries as was the case when 

districting was on the ballot for the city of Seattle.  

 One thing to look into is whether it would increase the cost of elections to go to

districting (would need to ask the county). It was recommended that Bob ask County

Auditor Carolyn Weikel to attend a committee meeting to answer some of these

questions.

4. City Council Districting

a) Presentation by Committee Member Megan Dunn

 Dunn stated that this was presented to the city council in September but put together

by a group of citizens.  Issues identified in the presentation include lack of

representation of south and lack of diversity on the council. She stressed that it is
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important for creative input and problem solutions to have a broad group of people 

represented, which is the case for the Streets Initiatives Committee. 

 Dunn presented maps which demonstrated the diversity across neighborhoods in terms

of income, age and labor force. She stated that districting appears to help with

representation in Seattle and Yakima, as well as driving increased participation. Cities

that have moved away from districts are all smaller cities of less than 20,000 population.

o As cities grow in population, they are more likely to use voter districting.  Everett’s

size is right in the middle where others at a similar size are more likely to be

districted or mixed.

 Dunn presented a first draft of Everett districts, created by geographer Richard Morrill

who did the same for Seattle.  The draft suggests five districts for Everett, with roughly

20,000 citizens in each district.

 One Committee Member noted that many smaller cities have more council members

than Everett has (currently seven).  It was stated that the Charter can be changed to

increase the number of members if the committee desires, with or without districting.

b) City Council Districting Discussion-- Initial reactions and concerns

 One Committee Member stated concern that there is no incentive for the City Council to

support districting because they could lose their jobs in the process.  Should we be

spending this much effort on this if it will not go anywhere?

o One Committee Member disagreed, stating that they could run for the at-large

positions.  It might help get some people to come out of the woodwork and would

hope that council members would look at themselves as representing the city at

large.

o Another Committee Member stated the desire not to include districting in their

recommendations.  Historically the city has been well managed and the council has

never demonstrated a bias towards a particular area.  There is concern that

districting would introduce new variables and make our government dysfunctional.

o Chair Shockey stated the opinion that this committee would not be doing its duty if

it doesn’t address this issue.  This is an issue that has been lingering in this

community for several years.  If we don’t put something on the ballot that gives the

public to react to then it’s going to continue to be an issue.
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o They were reminded that this issue was reviewed by the City Council Members and

some stated that it should be part of the Charter Review in September.

 One Committee Member shared the opinion that the current at-large system does

provide diversity in the City Council.  We have people who have diverse backgrounds,

and the two longest-serving members were both minorities.

 Others expressed concern over the amount of time left before their report is due given

the complexity of this issue.  There is a need for more input and data before they can

feel confident about a recommendation. There is also a need to explore the legal issues

and the voting procedures as well as hear from the city of Seattle and what they went

through prior to voting on districting.

o City staff was asked to find out if there was a period of time between the

Committee’s recommendation and the November elections where more work can

be done.

o One mentioned that a report was done 10 years ago by City Councilmember Drew

Neilsen about districting.  Bob Bolerjack will scan it and send it to the committee.

o Discussion took place about hiring an attorney.  Per Committee Member Chris

Adams, Thom Graafstra is available to be the attorney for the committee.  A motion

made and seconded to retain Thom Graafstra as the outside attorney.  Vote: 12 yes,

0 no, 1 abstained (passed by majority).

 Several stated the desire to learn more about the ranked choice option, and would like

to be better information about that. Who do we want to get to speak with us?

o Committee Member Chris Adams said that he will get more information to share

with the Committee.

o Chris Adams and the new attorney will work with a sub-committee to do more

research on the work done in Pierce County.

o Municipal Research’s Doherty will consult his partners to see if he can provide any

more guidance.
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5. Sample Report Format from Reid Shockey

 Shockey provided a sample report via email to the Committee this week which will be

discussed at a later date.

6. Date and topics for next meeting 3/31/2016

 Note: meeting on 3/31 will be in the Mayor’s Conference Room on 10th floor and

chaired by Megan Dunn in Reid Shockey’s absence.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:25 p.m. 
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4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 10th floor, Mayor’s Conference Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of March 24 meeting minutes

3. Welcome new member, Mark Nesse

4. Update on retention of outside counsel

5. Comments from the public

6. Update on voter research from County, other sources

7. Review Report Outline

8. Continue discussion of individual items on list

9. Adjourn

Note: Meeting on April 7 will be in the Mayor’s Conference Room, 10th floor 
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on March 31, 2016 in 

the 10th floor Mayor’s conference room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 

Wetmore Ave.  The meeting was called to order at 4:30 p.m. and was presided over by 

Committee Vice Chair Megan Dunn. 

Attendees: 
  Committee Members Christopher Adams Angie Sievers 

Terrie Battuello Michael Swanson 
Megan Dunn Erica Temple  
Jim Langus Michael Trujillo 
Jo Metzger-Levin Walter White 
Tom Norcott Mark Nesse 
Clair Olivers 

 Excused Members Reid Shockey Dave Koenig 

  City Staff  Liaison : Bob Bolerjack Admin: Lisa Harrison 

City Attorney: Jim Iles 

1. Call to order

The March 24th meeting minutes were approved with the following amendment:  It was

requested that the minutes be amended to mention the name of the district map provider

who is geographer Richard Morrill. Yes: 12, No:0, Abstain:1

2. Welcome new member, Mark Nesse

Nesse provided his background and interests in being a member of the Committee. The City

staff provided clarification for members that Mr. Nesse was appointed by the Mayor, with

the endorsement of the appointing councilmember and that Mr. Nesse was drawn from the

original volunteer application list.

3. Update on retention of outside counsel

Thom Graafstra has been retained and is already doing some work for the Committee.  Several 

committee members had a conference call with him in the past week and discussed City Council 

districting.  Next week he will attend the meeting and can talk with Committee members about 

their questions.  He will be prepared to talk about the districting process.   
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The Committee agreed that they will need to decide what legal issues we want him to cover 

versus city staff.  

4. Comments from the public

Everett resident Jackie Minchew brought two items to the attention of the Charter Review

Committee:  1) It was noted in earlier conversations that the dividing line is considered 41st 

for north and south Everett.  Minchew suggests that they also consider a central Everett

district if pursuing districting; 2) Currently the Charter does not include a directive on

environmental responsibility and he asks that they consider including something about this

issue that compels the city to have an action plan.

5. Update on voter research from County, other sources

Bob Bolerjack talked through the various hand-outs provided to the Committee this week:

 Language from Committee Member Clair Olivers regarding a proposed amendment.

 Number of registered voters north vs. south in the last general election.

 Research on City Council races and where candidates lived from 1981-2015.

 Costs for elections if we move to districting: there would be no cost increase.

 Ranked choice voting in Pierce County: Was adopted in 2006 and was repealed by

voters in 2009—was thought to be too confusing.

 Information from the 2013 voters pamphlet regarding the Seattle initiative that

created districting, including pros and cons from supporters and opponents.

6. Review Report Outline

Megan Dunn referred to the outline provided by Chair Reid Shockey last week.  Dunn

reviewed the outline for the committee.  The idea would be for various members of the

committee to take on different parts of the report.

 Unclear to the Committee what Shockey meant by “minor” amendments in his

outline.  The Committee decided to revisit the outline at the next meeting and take

volunteers for each section.

7. Continue discussion of individual items on list

1) SECTION 5.1: REPRESENTATIVE ADVISORY BOARDS

 Consider that members of boards and commissions strive to reflect the makeup

of the community in terms of ethnic diversity, gender, age and geography.

 Remove from list.  This is being handled in Section 15
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2) SECTION 5.2: ADVISORY BOARDS

 Appointing officials for boards and commissions should strive to reflect the

makeup of the community in terms of ethnic diversity, gender, age and

geography.

 Remove from list.  This has been addressed in Section 15.

 Consider adding a caveat requiring that a city employee should not be allowed to

serve on an advisory board to the department where they work.

 Motion was made to table this issue. Vote: 13 yes, 0 no (unanimous).

 Consider whether some boards or committees should be put in the Charter.

 Suggestion was made that the Charter remain the same and keep it to the 5

mentioned in the Charter currently: Library, Planning, Civil Service, Parks and

Salary commissions/boards. In this way, the City Mayor and Council retain

the authority to form and disband others.

 Suggestion was made that any environmental committee, as suggested by

the testimony from the public, also remain within the purview of the City

Council and Mayor.

 Motion made to remove this from consideration. Vote: 13 yes, 0 no

(unanimous).

3) SECTION 8.1: CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION

 Change the wording “board” to “commission” where mentioned.

 Remove from list, can be corrected under the scrivener’s error provision

4) Articles 9 & 10 (new)

 Archaic language should be modernized, which should go on the ballot.

 Legal will draft the language that would cover it and bring to next week’s

meeting.

5) SECTION 11.2 INITIATIVE PROCESS: CLARIFICATION OF UNCLEAR LANGUAGE

 If necessary, consider reviewing and clarifying the language -- Remove section D

(confusing). Change “per centum” to “percent”, remove reference to absentee

ballots.

 Covered in archaic language to be covered all in one entry on the ballot.
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 Make consistent with state law

 Motion was made to table this issue until a review can be done comparing to

state law. Vote: 13 yes, 0 no (unanimous). 

6) SECTION 11.6: PUBLICATION OF ORDINANCES

 On line 2 consider changing from newspaper to “local media”

 Current language is actually required by state law, so changing the charter

would not eliminate the requirement by the state. Remove from list.

7) SECTION 13.9: PUBLICATION

 Consider changing reference to newspaper to “local media”

 Current language is actually required by state law, so changing the charter

would not eliminate the requirement by the state .

 Motion was made to remove all review items that recommend these

changes.  Vote: 13 yes, 0 no (unanimous).

8) SECTION 14.2: FINANCE AND TAXATION CAPS

 Consider including a limitation on “payments in lieu of taxes” by city-run

enterprises to an amount no greater than the maximum tax rate for a similar

service not provided by the city.

 Clair Olivers provided proposed language and stated that the intent is to limit

the rate while reserving the city’s authority to seek an increase by vote.

 One committee member asked what the problem is that Olivers is trying to

solve.  He mentioned that the city might be pressured to increase in lieu of

tax rate against captive utility funds in order to increase city general funds.

His intent is to make the city’s taxation more transparent and limit how high

they can go.

 One member expressed a concern that further limiting the city council options

when there were natural political incentives to control the rate was unnecessary

and noted that the City has managed this responsibly thus far.

 A suggestion was made for Clair to draft the narrative he would include in

the report to support this and to allow the Committee to have a better

understanding of the betterment proposed.

 Motion made to table for further clarification. Vote: 12 yes, 1 no (majority).
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9) SECTION 15: BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS (new)

 A motion was made to add a Section 15.10 called Boards- Diversity which would

read as follows: Appointments to City boards, commissions, and committees should

consider factors such as geography, gender, ethnicity and age in an effort to better

reflect the City’s diversity.

 Vote: 13 yes, 0 no (unanimous).

10) SECTION 16.3 AMENDMENTS- PUBLICATION

 Consider changing mention of the newspaper to reference “local media”

 Remove from list for reasons mentioned in 13.9.

11) SECTION 16.5 AMENDMENTS- PERIODIC REVIEW OF CHARTER

 Request from the public that the committee consider shortening the length of time

between Charter reviews.

 Comment was made that it takes a while to make sure that the past changes had

the desired effect.

 As it stands the City Council has the authority to ask for a review before 10 years

have passed (Charter says at least every 10 years).

 Motion made to strike this item, Vote: 13 yes, 0 no.

One member asked the other members whether Charter Review Committee seats should be 

elected positions in the future, as this is how it is handled by the County.  

 City Attorney Jim Iles pointed out that this is an advisory committee versus the county,

where Charter Review Commission members are freeholders whose recommendations

go directly to the ballot.

 One member stated it would be a lot of work for people to run for Charter Review

Committee and people may not be interested.  It was noted that the County had an

overwhelming response when they held these as electoral positions.

 One Committee Member asked that the reasoning behind changes suggested by city

clerk in section 3 (Council meetings) be provided to them.
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8. Date and topics for next meeting 4/07/2016

Agenda next week:

 Attorney Thom Graafstra will be here to share what he learned about districting.

Committee to provide him with items they want him to research.

 Homework is to draft questions for him and send them to Megan Dunn.

 Richard Morrill will be able to join the meeting via phone to discuss his rationale

behind creating the district map. He was an advocate for districting.  The suggestion

was made to find someone from Seattle who was against districting to get their

point of view as well as to study the information provided by Bob Bolerjack.

 One Committee Member asked what the process will be for getting through the

districting issue. Discussed that the committee has the option of recommending how

to district or recommending that a committee be formed to create districts.

 The Committee requested an updated copy of the neighborhood map for all

members.

 As a final note, one Committee Member stated that they need to make sure they

have a plan in terms of how they will get to the final report before the June 1

deadline.

Note:  The meeting on 4/07 will be in the Mayor’s Conference Room on 10th floor. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:21 p.m. 
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4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 10th floor, Mayor’s Conference Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of March 31 meeting minutes

3. Comments from the public

4. Discussion with Richard Morrill (participating via phone) to discuss his
approach to City  Council districting

5. Discussion with Committee counsel Thom Graafstra; questions from the
Committee for him to address

6. Discussion of process to be used from now until deadline in order to get
report completed

7. Return to master list of items to discuss those remaining

8. Adjourn

Note: Meeting on April 14 will be in the 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on April 7, 2016 in the 

10th floor Mayor’s conference room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 Wetmore 

Ave.  The meeting was called to order at 4:32 p.m. and was presided over by Committee 

Chair Reid Shockey. 

Attendees: 
  Committee Members Christopher Adams Reid Shockey 

Terrie Battuello Michael Swanson 
Megan Dunn Erica Temple  
Dave Koenig Michael Trujillo 
Jim Langus Walter White 
Tom Norcott Mark Nesse 
Clair Olivers 

 Excused Members Jo Metzger-Levin Angie Sievers 

 Guests Attorney Thom Graafstra Geographer Dr. Richard Morrill (by 
phone) 

  City Staff  City Attorney: Jim Iles Admin: Lisa Harrison 

1. Call to order

The March 30th meeting minutes were approved unanimously with amendments requested

by Committee Member Battuello.

2. Comments from the public

Jackie Minchew: The Committee decided not to require any additional councils or boards in

the Charter.  Minchew would like to have a more detailed mention of the city’s

responsibility when it comes to climate change.  He asked them to form a citizen’s

committee on energy, climate change and economics.  In 2006 an intern was hired to gather

information on greenhouse gases in Everett which was delivered in 2011 and did not result

in any action.  Paul Roberts has also drafted something with Climate Solutions.  Minchew

urged the committee to add something to the Charter which would be a call to action for

the City Council to act on this matter as they have not done so or recommend to the City

Council that they create and ordinance to form a committee.

M.J. Donovan Kramer introduced herself as representing the League of Women Voters. Is

attending to observe the process and hopes this document has the best review possible.
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3. Discussion with Committee counsel Thom Graafstra

Thom Graafstra has been retained and is already doing some work for the committee.  

Several committee members had a conference call with him in the past week and discussed 

City Council districting.  As an attorney in Snohomish with Weed, Graafstra & Associates, he 

does work with governmental bodies on municipal issues.  His experience includes providing 

counsel for the City’s 2006 Charter Review Committee, and he has done work for the City of 

Everett.   

 Graafstra looked into why the ward system was rejected by the City of Snohomish 15

years ago.  It was very political; wards didn’t seem to be effective according to the

city’s leaders.   Also Snohomish converted to being an optional municipal code city

manager form of government that requires general elections be done on an at-large

basis.

 Graafstra mentioned that some Eastern Washington communities have had issues with

at-large councils; Yakima was ordered by a court to adopt council districts.  Wenatchee

has a subcommittee that has been studying districting as an option.

 Graafstra was asked during a conference call to address the role of the committee on

the subject of districting. He mentioned that he focused on first class cities and looked

at how many have considered districting. There are 10 first class cities in Washington; 6

are like the City of Everett with a strong mayor and council, 4 have a council-manager

form of government. He reviewed the composition of the various cities.

o In terms of approach, he looked at Seattle, which specified in its charter the

number of positions elected at-large and by district and described at great length

each of the district boundaries.

o In Tacoma’s charter, the city is divided into 5 districts and also has at-large

positions, but the city council has the authority to determine where the districts

are and how they are divided by a separate ordinance. Bremerton follows a similar

approach.

 Vice Chair Dunn referred to her earlier request that he take a look at the state code

RCW 29A.04.330 which talks about all general elections being held in the odd

numbered years so wanted to make sure that they could hold elections on the even

years. Graffstra agreed to look into this.

 Committee member Adams said he believes the committee needs to discuss what issue

those in favor of districting are trying to solve.  Representation as well as being in
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compliance with the Voting Rights Act appears to be part of the issue.  Graafstra 

mentioned a recent Supreme Court decision regarding districting in Texas which 

confirmed that districting should be done on a gross population basis. 

A question was asked as to whether the committee has dropped the ranked choice option.  

Per Chair Shockey, this has not been dropped and he is following up to get more detail. 

4. Discussion with Richard Morrill (participating via phone) to discuss his approach to City

Council districting (5:00)

 Shockey asked for Morrill’s thinking on the topic of districting. Morrill explained that he

has been doing this work for 50 years.  As a geographer he believes in districting for

two reasons 1) we live in a country that values districting as a way of representation.

2) more representation of women, greater diversity. When you have a council at-large

you tend to have people from the “power center.” 

 What pushback did you get from the opponents’ side?

o In the case of Seattle he said he was careful to craft a district that was primarily a

minority community. Two minority districts were sought, but he pointed out that

they might not get either if they ask for 2.

o He started with the neighborhood delineations and worked from there.  Most

remained intact. Had over 100 neighborhoods. Districting must meet the

requirement of 1 person, 1 vote.  Much better to have the map as part of the

recommendation to the city council versus suggesting they do it.  In the case of

Seattle, a citizens committee was created to design this and Morrill provided

recommended boundaries.

 Did you look at ranked choice approach versus districting?

o Morrill responded that he does not know enough about this option.

 Is there anything unique about the City of Everett? Don’t understand why women

candidates would have an advantage with districting.

o It is easier to run when you don’t have to run at-large…can focus on your district

constituents. There are barriers to running at-large and money is one of those.

Shockey asked the committee members for comments based on what was heard during the 

discussion with Richard Morrill.  

 Some felt that the cost issue was an appealing reason to consider districting.  Requires

money to make signs and fliers, mailings, etc. It may encourage more people to run



April 7, 2016 Minutes – 2016 Charter Review Committee 

4 City of Everett, Washington | Recorded by: lharrison

rather than so many being unopposed. Encourages minorities to run since they would 

represent their own neighborhood.  One committee member mentioned that based on 

experience it costs around $20,000 to run for City Council in Everett.  

 One stated that gender does not seem to be an issue in Everett.  We’ve had an increase

in the presence of women and even have had women run against each other and it feels

like suggesting that having smaller districts to favor women is insulting, suggesting that

women can’t be successful at-large.

o It was clarified that Morrill was referring to the fact that if you can diversify

where the candidates need to come from you can get better representation

(versus the North where there is the “power center”).

 One committee member who is in favor of districting stated that it has been proven to

provide more accountability for the Councilmembers because they are responsible to

their neighbors.

o Discussion took place as to whether accountability is the issue they need to

solve, specifically is there not enough accountability for the south? Districts

might make people have closer contact with those experiencing issues.

o It appears that South Everett it is not a population that gets as much attention—

is that actually the case? Is there a way to quantify city expenditures by

neighborhood? Attorney Jim Iles stated that this might be a big undertaking but

he will ask if this is possible.

 It was asked whether or not the city has had any minorities file grievances about our

current electoral system that would make this an issue. The committee members asked

that staff follow up on this issue for the next meeting.

 One commented that they were surprised at how things have worked out in past years

based on the data that has been provided, stating that they do not see any issues based

on the data.  There were actually more voters registered in the south versus the north.

o Shockey stated that he disagrees with 41st street being considered the dividing

line between north and south Everett, suggesting that it should be Madison or

84th street. Would be curious to know what the representation looks like if you

adjust the dividing line.

 The suggestion was made that the committee should write out a statement as to the

issues they see that could be solved by districting or other solutions.  Once they agree

on the statement, it will help the committee move forward.
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 The issue was raised that many people who live in South Everett might not actually

identify themselves as an Everett citizen.  Some may think Mill Creek, Lynwood, etc.

Some are in the Mukilteo School District so they focus on that community rather than

Everett.

o Once committee member stated that in his observation there is much more

engagement in community activities and neighborhood meetings in the north

Everett areas versus the south Everett areas.

5. Discussion of process to be used from now until deadline in order to get report completed

 Shockey requested discussion on how to move forward/talk through the outline he

distributed last week. In order to get thinking coordinated and moving forward on

districting, he asked for volunteers to take a position and write out pros and cons. He

noted that they have been provided with recommended language from city staff for the

ballot on 1) City Council Meetings and 2) Updating archaic language.  They also received

language from Committee Member Clair Olivers regarding a proposed amendment.

 Shockey explained that his outline is to be thought of as the table of contents for their

report.  He included “major” items which would be the things they voted on and

“minor” are recommendations to City Council that won’t be on the ballot.

 A committee member asked who will write the report once they have agreed on

everything. Iles stated that it will have to be a combined effort.  Those items the

committee wants to go to the ballot will need to be written in the format provided by

the city staff with narrative, rationale and minority reports.

6. Return to master list of items to discuss those remaining

SECTION 1.5: INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS— previously tabled for further

discussion (Add language that covers Native American Tribes)

 One committee member stated that politically it would be good to acknowledge the

tribes more specifically since they are important partners.

 One is concerned if it is on the ballot and voted down.  The current charter allows for

business partnerships with tribes without any changes.

 Motion made and seconded to add the word “tribal” after federal in Section 1.5. Vote: 9

yes, 4 no (not passed).
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7. Shockey suggested that committee members volunteer to write opinions on the districting

issue.  It was agreed upon that in the next meeting each committee member would state

their current opinions.

8. Date and topics for next meeting 4/14/2016

Agenda next week:

 Focus entirely on the issue of districting. Decide at the end of the meeting what the

committee will recommend to the Council on this issue.

 Committee Member Swanson volunteered to present advantages of maintaining at-

large council at the next meeting

Note:  The meeting on 4/14 will be in the 5th floor Human Resources training room 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:29 p.m. 
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4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of April 7th meeting minutes

3. Comments from the public

4. Continued discussion regarding City  Council districting

a. Committee Member Swanson to present advantages of

maintaining an at-large council

b. Committee Member Dunn summarizes her reasons for supporting

districting

c. Each Committee Member states their current position on
districting

d. Decide next steps to wrap up districting issue.

i. Possible Vote

ii. Process for Majority/Minority Reports

5. Adjourn

Note: Meeting on April 14 will be in the 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on April 14, 2016 in 

the 5th floor Human Resources training room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 

Wetmore Ave.  The meeting was called to order at 4:30 p.m. and was presided over by 

Committee Chair Reid Shockey. 

Attendees: 
  Committee Members Terrie Battuello Reid Shockey 

Megan Dunn Angie Sievers 
Dave Koenig Michael Swanson 
Jim Langus Erica Temple  
Jo Metzger-Levin Michael Trujillo 
Tom Norcott Walter White 
Clair Olivers Mark Nesse 

 Excused Members Christopher Adams  

 Guests Thom Graafstra 

 City Staff   City Attorney: Jim Iles Admin: Lisa Harrison 

1. Call to order

Chair Shockey explained that there is no public hearing scheduled today, even though a

guest commentary in The Daily Herald may have left that perception. He outlined a decision

schedule that will include the date of the committee’s second public hearing.

 Shockey clarified that the 4/14 meeting has been set aside for a roundtable

discussion among the members. Once the committee gets through the scheduled

items, if there is time toward the end of the meeting that time will be made

available for public comments. He reiterated that citizens can also submit emails to

the city or post comments on the website.

 Shockey stated a proposed schedule to the committee members. He asked them all to look

at the proposed meeting schedule and comment.

Committee member Battuello stated that the published agenda shows that public

comments would be heard.  Shockey replied that this would be not related to districting,

which would happen later but it is up to the committee.

She asked whether they be ready to adopt a report by 5/19. Discussion took place as to

when a vote was considered final and if the committee can revisit votes after the public

hearing.  The committee agreed that that they would compile the report with their votes on



April 14, 2016 Minutes – 2016 Charter Review Committee 

2 City of Everett, Washington | Recorded by: lharrison

all of the issues, which would be available to the public before the public hearing.  At that 

point if someone brings up an issue with some new thoughts the committee should be able 

to revisit. 

2. The April 7th meeting minutes were approved unanimously with amendments (section 7,

strike written opinions from the comment).

3. Comments from the public

Bob Overstreet, 1717 Rockefeller, stated that districting is necessary and has been for years

so that there is representation for all corners of the City.  Yakima is an example, where over

40% of citizens were Hispanic and never had a representative. Last year two were elected

because they had districting in place. Overstreet commented that at one point this came up

with the City Council and at that time 6 of the 7 council members were from Northwest

Everett. Districting was voted down by the council, which was one of the reasons why they

formed the neighborhood associations. “I can’t urge you more strongly to accept a scheme

that includes districting for Everett,” Overstreet said.

Greg Lineberry, 3827 Kromer, stated “I’m also for districting and want to point out that the

how-to is above and beyond what this committee should have to handle.” He

recommended that they put districting on the ballot, but have a separate committee

assigned to draw district lines.

4. Continued discussion regarding City  Council districting

Jim Iles reported that he looked into whether any complaints had been filed with the city

regarding lack of fair representation in city elections. None were found.

a. Council Member Swanson presents on advantages of maintaining an at-large council

Swanson presented a report on his rationale for maintaining at-large voting in City

Council elections.  Key points of his presentation:

1) Districting would reduce choices for all Everett voters.

2) The current system already supports diversity.  City has a history of electing

people from all corners of the city.

3) South Everett already has an electoral advantage based on the number of

registered voters south of 41st Street (66% of all voters).  A candidate from south

Everett would seem to have an advantage. Everett voters have shown that they

care about much more than where candidates reside.
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4) Voters consider many factors when voting. Geographic diversity is only one

aspect. Districting mandates geography as an overriding priority.

5) Districting would narrow the focus of council members.  The current at-large

system allows council members to take a citywide view of issues, whereas

districting would narrow their view.  It is important to keep council members

“politically dependent” on votes from all areas of the city.

6) Districting would not reduce the fund-raising barrier. It is difficult to scale back a

lot of campaign investments to one area of the City of Everett.

7) Current system allows for equitable allocation of resources throughout the city.

The city has grown to the south, as this was only area for growth.  Infrastructure

has been added as needed.

8) Gerrymandering: district lines can be moved to favor certain districts.  How do

we protect against this? Who will draw the lines and how can we ensure that this

will not be driven by politics?

9) Everett is not equal to Yakima, Tacoma or Seattle.  In Everett there is no

evidence that anyone has ever been denied a seat on the council due to where

they live or their racial heritage.

10) At-large council elections are common for cities of Everett’s size. We are in line

from both a national and state perspective.  For medium cities, 44% have

districting. In line with similarly sized cities in the state of Washington.
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b. Megan Dunn summarized her key points in favor of districting:

 Last week we were asked what the problem is we are trying to solve. Her answer is that

“We have an undemocratic voting system that disenfranchises voters and has

contributed to division and apathy across the city.” Our current system is outdated and

we shouldn’t spend taxpayer dollars defending this outdated system.

 Two main advantages are better representation and more involvement in the city. To

the candidates it removes barriers to election and increases accountability for their

neighbors. Three Charter Review Committee members are here because of their

neighbors; that’s how things work.

 After Drew Nielsen passed away, there were 3 appointments of council members in 4

years and we had the “Anderson Uprising.”  Several women and people of color up for

appointments that ended up going to a white male. Part of the reason we have a

concentration of power in the north is because of those appointments.

 This is something that has been discussed over the last 20 years and it’s an issue whose

time has come. Seven out of 10 first class cities are using districting.

 41st Street should not be the dividing line since the majority of the population lives

south of there. We can’t really compare south to north this way.

 The majority of the public comments have been for district voting. In your packet today

you received a letter from  Brian Sullivan, John McCoy, Mike Sells and June Robinson

who represent Everett at the county and state level in support of districting.

 Everett is unique: We have higher crime, more renters, lower incomes, etc. in Everett

than the rest of the county so we need more involvement throughout the city.

 Dunn supported that she feels the city is ready and is prepared to offer her services to

be part of a citizen’s committee to bring it to the general election.

 Asked the ACLU for a statement around district voting for Everett.  ACLU stated that

they are committed to ensuring political fairness for diverse voices.

 Gerrymandering is not a concern. Districting would be based on state law, which states

district boundaries should be based on proportion of the population.

c. Each committee member to state their position, continue discussion regarding

districting pros and cons for Everett

1) Reid Shockey: I think it is a bona fide issue that deserves to move forward. The City

Council is looking for this committee to make a recommendation on this. I think we
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should allow the citizens a vote on what they think should happen. If we decide not 

to put it on the ballot, then this issue will continue to fester.  If we put it to a vote 

and it is voted down, at least we can say the people have had a choice.  I propose 3 

at-large and 4 district positions. A commission should be formed if it is voted in to 

develop the district boundaries. They would be developed based on population, 

geographically contiguous, etc.  

 I want to get past this opinion that 41st street is the dividing line.  It should be

farther south so as to be fair to those in the most southerly neighborhoods.

2) Terri Battuello: From the beginning we talked about approaching this from the

standpoint “If it’s not broke, don’t fix it.” I don’t think having a low barrier to being

on the city council is a good thing.  The 3 women on the council are good examples

that there isn’t currently a problem. I come from a city of 9 districts and found that it

was very political, difficult to get people to make decisions. While I agree with the

values stated by the people who have brought districting forward, I think that we

should cultivate the pool of candidates but keep it at-large. We are advisors and we

need to keep in mind that we do not make the call as to whether or not it is on the

ballot, that is the council and mayor’s decision.

3) Mark Nesse: I’ve lived in North Everett for many years and have yet to see the south

being overlooked.  We have built schools and streets, other improvements there for

years.  I fear that districting will become very political and undo what’s working now.

4) Walter White: I live in South Everett and originally Silver Lake was not part of the city

of Everett.  We got that area annexed into the city. After being annexed, we got

much better services.  I’ve never seen any issues being from South Everett. Things

get taken care of by the city whenever things come up. I understand the intent of

doing districts but I don’t see the need for it. I think the city should put more effort

into determining what the growth plan is. I don’t like the idea that people will make

decisions based on their neighborhood need versus the general city.

5) Clair Olivers: It could be that the reason service is so good in south Everett is that

you have one executive saying to serve everyone rather than different factions that

have specific council members assigned from different areas.

6) Jo Metzger-Levin: I’ve been on a lot of city and county boards and committees and

we have tried very hard to get people from South Everett and of different diverse

groups and we cannot get them to participate.  We need to recruit these people to
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serve on boards, etc., to get them to understand what the city government is all 

about before they run for council. 

7) Erica Temple: Most of us came into this knowing that districting was an issue but I

don’t see that the South is disenfranchised…they have the votes to win if they had a

candidate to support. I don’t see the problem, but it may be that the voters should

be given the opportunity to vote.

8) Michael Trujillo:  I represent two neighborhoods in the south. I think it’s real

important that we accept the task to make a recommendation to the council that

they need to think about and act on.  I agree with Reid’s suggestion. Make the

recommendation and put it on the City Council.

9) Tom Norcott: I have lived in a number of states and cities and I’ve seen both

systems. Some have worked and some haven’t.  I have lived in the city for 32 years

and I don’t feel like I’ve ever been under-represented or seen a compelling gap in

government representation. I am concerned about silos with districting. I really

appreciate all of the work that has been done around this.  I’m not sure districting

would encourage more voters to vote and I don’t see a compelling problem.

10) Jim Langus:  I don’t believe going to the district system is the right answer for

Everett.  I don’t believe we are in a situation with a problem and for all of the points

Michael Swanson brought up think we should stay with the at-large system. Our

elected officials really look at the city in its entirety.

Discussion took place as to whether they should vote now. What is the purpose of the 

public hearing? Is it to share our report or is it to get more input prior to our final 

recommendations? 

Per Attorney Iles, in accordance with the resolution you are to take votes, listen to 

public input and it is your choice to revise decisions if desired. The committee should 

proceed to vote and keep making progress. Honor what is in the resolution so that final 

decisions can be made after the public input. 

Shockey clarified that depending on the vote, the minority and majority reports would 

be developed. They would use Megan’s and Michael’s reports for those opinions.  

The motion was made to recommend to the council that a system of districting be 

amended into the Charter section 2.1 be amended to create districts and a committee 

of people to create and review with district boundaries to move forward to the voters. 
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Vote: 3 yes, 11 no (not passed). Voting in favor: Dunn, Shockey, Trujillo. Voting against: 

Battuello, Koenig, Langus, Metzger-Levin,  Nesse, Norcott, Olivers, Sievers, Swanson, 

Temple, White. 

Chair Shockey asked the Committee Members to be prepared to respond to the 

schedule he issued.  

4. Public comments

Deb Williams, P.O. box 12893 South Everett, thanked them for their work and stated that it

has been an interesting, thoughtful discussion.

5. Date and topics for next meeting 4/07/2016

Tom Norcott and Megan Dunn will not be in attendance next week.  

Note: Meeting on April 21 will be in the 10th floor, Mayor’s Conference Room 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:28 p.m. 
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4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 10th floor, Mayor’s Conference Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of April 14th meeting minutes

3. Comments from the public

4. Review of proposed schedule

5. Review of proposed report format

 Process for Majority/Minority Reports

6. Return to master list of items to discuss/vote on those remaining

7. Adjourn

Note: Meeting on April 28 will be in the 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on April 21, 2016 in 
the 5th floor Human Resources Training room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 
Wetmore Ave.  The meeting was called to order at 4:32 p.m. and was presided over by 
Committee Chair Reid Shockey. 

Attendees: 
    Committee Members Christopher Adams Reid Shockey 

Terrie Battuello Angie Sievers 
Jim Langus Michael Swanson 
Jo Metzger-Levin Michael Trujillo 
Clair Olivers Walter White 

Mark Nesse 

 Excused Members Megan Dunn Tom Norcott 
Dave Koenig Erica Temple 

 Guests Thom Graafstra 
 City Staff  Liaison : Bob Bolerjack 

City Attorney: Jim Iles 
Admin: Lisa Harrison 

1. Call to order

2. Approval of Minutes

The April 14th meeting minutes were approved unanimously. One comment mistakenly
attributed to Clair Olivers will be corrected and attributed to Jim Langus.

3. Comments from the public

Jackie Minchew, Lowell neighborhood:  “I’m sorry that I missed last week’s vote on
districting. That and the question of climate change are the two issues I bring to the
committee which is also not going to be considered.  I urge you to consider that the city
began to hear about this issue way back and these are urgent issues that are not going to
wait around. Where we are now in greenhouse gas and emissions is going to affect us 50-
100 years down the road.”

• It was noted by Committee member Adams that City Councilmember Paul Roberts had
spoken to the Planning Commission and climate change was incorporated into the
comprehensive planning process. Mr. Minchew expressed doubt that this effort will
reach beyond Everett, which he said is imperative.
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• Mr. Minchew was asked by Committee member Trujillo if he could come up with some
recommended language to submit to the Committee to amend the Charter, and he
agreed to do so.

4. Review of proposed schedule

Shockey stated that the intended schedule has been shared and asked for feedback on that
and the draft report format.  Proposed schedule:

• Aim for a May 12th public hearing on draft report.  This will allow the committee to get
through topics and take votes over the next three weeks.

• After May 12th the Committee members can revisit any previous votes using the
procedure to bring issues back to the table. At that point they should be able to finalize
the report on either the 19th or the 26th of May.

• Bob Bolerjack has looked into the timing for notifications for advertising the hearing and
this works well for that.

• Motion was made and passed unanimously to accept the new timeline.

5. Review of proposed report format

Shockey reported that Tim Benedict from the City Attorney’s Office took the report format
from 2006 and used the 2016 minutes to reflect what has been voted on so far and added
the ballot format to aid the City Council’s understanding of what was being recommended.
Several committee members commented that it was a nice, simple flow and format.

• Process for Majority/Minority Reports

Shockey explained that minority reports should consist of a paragraph as to why a
Committee member supported or didn’t support a particular issue, as individual
members may have different reasons for voting in the minority. For the majority votes
he suggested that they get a common narrative (a couple of volunteers). Shockey asked
for comments from the Committee.

One committee member suggested that supporting material should go in an appendix,
along with reports and minutes. Each charter change has a statement for and a
statement against, which should be fine. Keep it simple.

Attorney Graafstra explained that the City Council drafts the ballot measure and a
statement that supports it.  For the purposes of the voter’s pamphlet there is a
statement for and a statement against. Shockey agreed that the report contains a set of
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recommendations to the Council, and that it should be clear that it does not contain the 
proposed language for a ballot proposition. 

• A question was asked and reminder was given that the gender references have already
been voted on in 2006, and thus do not need to be on the ballot. Gender references will
be removed or made neutral.

• Shockey directed Committee members to the master list of items to be discussed.

• Bolerjack spoke to Committee member Dunn’s request that information be distributed
regarding the NAACP request for information from the City of Everett sent in March
regarding diversity in employment and other areas. The letter and a package of
documents with city’s responses were distributed to Committee members. Bolerjack
said that the Mayor met with Dr. Janice Greene, President of the NAACP’s Snohomish
County branch, and had a discussion about this. The NAACP indicated that it will be
requesting updated data from the City.

• One Committee member noted that the Committee did approve and will recommend to
the Council that boards and commissions be more diverse.

• Request was made to memorialize the discussion about the Committee’s process for
approving and revisiting proposals, as there had been no vote to adopt it.  One
Committee member asked that the minutes for this meeting document the process
based on Attorney Thom Graafstra’s comments, which Graafstra submitted as follows:

o If Robert's Rules of Order apply, there are different motions with different
standards for matters where there has been a substantive motion already and a
matter merely tabled.

o For decided substantive motions, the proper motion to reconsider is a "motion to
reconsider" and it must be made by a party who was on the prevailing (majority)
side when the prior motion was called. The second can be by any committee
member. Reconsideration then can occur by a majority vote. This then returns you
to the substantive motion where anyone can move, anyone can second but under
the Resolution for a charter amendment to proceed there must be 10 affirmative
votes.

o For tabled matters, the proper motion is a motion to "take from the table and
return for discussion." Any member can make this motion and any member can
second. A majority vote is required, and if passed, the matter returns to being a
discussion item.
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• If there is a prevailing vote and someone wants to bring it up again, it would require a
motion by someone under the majority to revisit the issue and a motion would have to
be made and voted on.

• Motion was made and seconded to accept the rules stated.  Vote 11 yes: 0 No.

6. Return to master list of items to discuss/vote on those remaining

Suggestion was made to add a date column to table of topics voted on to make it easier to
find a particular topic in the minutes. It was also suggested that a comments column be
added for context.

1) Section 15.1: One Committee member recalled that this was withdrawn by Erica Temple
after further discussion.  Need to confirm with Committee Member Temple prior to
editing. If she agrees they will leave it at no motion. (This was done; Temple was
contacted and agreed she had withdrawn her idea.)

2) Section 5.2: Swanson said it should be categorized as “dismissed,” as the motion did not
get a second.

3) Section 2.8 d can be dismissed as well since it has been addressed in a new Section
15.10 

4) Section 4.0 Police Chief and Fire Chief required to live in the city limits? Other than
elected officials there are no requirements for residency, other than the Chief
Administrative Assistant, for whom there is somewhat vague language.

• Graafstra stated that there are a limited amount of positions that you could require
residency for city employees without a legal problem. It’s a matter of collective
bargaining for the vast majority of the employees. Those under Civil Service rules
cannot be required to live in the City.

o You could require residency of senior appointed officials (i.e. department
heads). There is a small group of at-will appointed employees not under
collective bargaining for whom the Charter could require City residency.

o Discussion took place as to whether a motion on this was needed. No motion
was made.

5) Section 4.4: Positions are mentioned as a group, not individually therefore not an issue.
Withdrawn.

6) Section 14.2: Moved and seconded to put on the table for discussion Vote: 9 yes, 2 no to
bring it back for discussion.
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• Committee Member Olivers explained that while the payment in lieu of taxes
(PILOT) rate has remained at 6%, the issue comes up frequently in budget
discussions and when there are challenges with other areas of the budget and
money is needed, it could be raised substantially with little public notice. He said he
believes that it should be capped at the state tax rate for utilities except as voted
on by citizens. There are other cities that have raised it to double digits.

• Question was asked as to whether there are cities that have this in their charter.
This is unknown.

• One comment was made that there are enough watchdogs and political fallbacks
that would keep City Council from increasing the PILOT. There would be an
immediate reaction and the community would hear about it.  Committee member
Adams suggested removing it from consideration in the Charter but recommend
this to the city council to bring it to their attention.

• Olivers stated that the most important thing coming out of this discussion is
increased transparency but there is a way to involve the citizens if we put it in the
Charter.

• Motion was made to add the language drafted by Clair and seconded at the end of
14.2. 

 Vote: 4 yes: 6 opposed (defeated). Shockey stated that the motion was
defeated but there will be opportunity to bring it back up after the public
hearing.

Committee member Adams had to leave the meeting at 5:40 pm. 

7) Section 15.9: Update archaic language in the Charter. Motion was made and seconded
to put on ballot.
 Vote: 10 yes, 0 no (unanimous).

Shockey pointed out that the committee is done until May 12th.  That meeting will include 
the second required public hearing.  

Concern was expressed that votes have been taken when there is not a full committee 
present. It was noted that motions for reconsideration of such votes can be made by a 
member of the prevailing side. Such a motion can also be made by a member who was not 
present for the prior vote. 
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Regarding the report, need to clarify who will be drafting the report. Keep in mind the open 
meetings act. Can only have one way communication and cannot have a group discussion. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:55 p.m. 

6 City of Everett, Washington | Recorded by: lharrison



May 12, 2016 Agenda – 2016 Charter Review Committee 

4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of April 21st meeting minutes

3. Public hearing – Hearing will close no earlier than 6 p.m.

4. Committee discussion – No votes to be taken

5. Adjourn

Note: Meeting on May 19 will be in the 5th floor Human Resources Training Room 
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on May 12, 2016 in 
the 5th floor Human Resources Training room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 
Wetmore Ave.  The meeting was called to order at 4:30 p.m. and was presided over by 
Committee Chair Reid Shockey. 

Attendees: 
    Committee Members Christopher Adams Clair Olivers 

Terrie Battuello Reid Shockey 
Megan Dunn Angie Sievers 
Dave Koenig Michael Swanson 
Jim Langus Erica Temple 
Jo Metzger-Levin Michael Trujillo 
Tom Norcott Walter White 

 Excused Members Mark Nesse 

 Guests Thom Graafstra, Attorney 
 City Staff   Liaison : Bob Bolerjack  

City Attorney: Jim Iles 
Admin: Lisa Harrison 

1. Call to order

Committee Chair Reid Shockey welcomed public hearing attendees, introduced himself and
asked the committee members to introduce themselves to the audience.

Shockey recognized Chris Adams for his recent award as the 2016 recipient of the Emerging
Leaders Award for Snohomish County.

2. Approval of Minutes

The April 21st meeting minutes were approved by majority.  Vote: 14 yes, 1 abstain.

3. Public hearing

Shockey explained the agenda for the audience. He mentioned that the Charter Review
Committee has been meeting since February to make recommendations to the City Council,
which will decide the items that will move forward to the November general-election ballot.

• Shockey stated that tonight is the night for the Committee’s second required public
hearing before making final recommendations to the Council.  Citizens were asked to
keep their comments to 3-5 minutes each.
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• This hearing will run at least until 6:00, then the hearing will be concluded and the
committee will have discussion after that.  (Shockey has to leave at 6:00 pm.)

• There will be no votes taken by the Committee tonight, but that will take place in the
next two weeks. Any member can bring up new items for the Committee to consider.

o They can also revisit issues already voted on if a Committee member who voted
on the prevailing side of an issue makes a motion and it is seconded.

• Those interested in speaking were asked to fill out a speaker sheet and give their
testimony at the podium.

1) M.J. Donovan-Creamer spoke in reference to Claire Olivers’ recommendation to put a
cap on “payment in lieu of tax” rates for city-owned utilities. She said she concurs with
Olivers on this issue and asked that the Committee consider it.

2) Carol Jensen, 2522 Rucker Avenue: Here supporting a mixture of at-large and districted
council members. She read the minutes and did not feel that the Committee gave this
issue the serious attention that it deserves. She said she believes districting would ensure
a diversity of voices at the table. Our city will be stronger when more people have a
stake. It would send a message that all voices are wanted and needed in our political
system.

3) Ron Young, 2522 Rucker Avenue: He said he thinks our country today has a big challenge
to find more diversity in inclusion of others. The problem has been exacerbated by
efforts to limit ability for low-income and ethnic populations to vote. He said he thinks
that having a district system along with at-large positions makes it more likely that
people will feel included without people focusing on just their district. He noted that one
County Council member and three state legislators have expressed the desire for
districting and feel like those opinions should be made public. He said he hopes this
Committee will take this issue to the City Council and to the voters so that there can be
more discussion with the public.

4) Shelley Weyer, 1501 Rucker Avenue: Her comments concerning the districting issue as
well.  As she wrote to the Committee earlier this year, she said she believes it is time for
districting to be used in Everett. More individuals would have a better opportunity and
would choose to run for City Council with districts. It would provide a representative for
each of the five areas (in a five-district, two at-large format).  Three of the current
Council members are in her neighborhood.  We should have a council that represents all
corners of the city.
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5) Tina Hokanson, 325 South Cabot Road: She said she supports the idea of council districts.
Everett is one of the largest cities in the county and we have an expanding population
and increased diversity. Although she appreciates the representation that we have had,
she said she thinks the idea of running for office if you are in South Everett is kind of
overwhelming because you have to have a large network that includes political and
financial support that you might not have.  If we have smaller districts candidates could
get support from their neighbors and have a better support system.  All of the areas have
different issues that they are dealing with every day.

6) Jackie Minchew, 5607 South 2nd Avenue:  He commended Committee members on the
work they have done so far. He said he doesn’t believe in the north and south borders –
that Everett should be thought of as having North, Central and South sections. He said he
ran for City Council five times and learned it takes being part of a personal and
professional network, which he said he hasn’t been able to crack. He said he favors
Council districts. If you want representation for those who are not currently represented,
you’ve got to get them involved.

7) Mary Rollins, 1626 46th Street SE: She said she appreciates the Committee’s hard work.
As a new resident (four years), she said she sees a disparity between people in
government and those they represent. It’s one city, but it’s not. She said she agrees with
Jackie Minchew regarding there being a central district.  People in some neighborhoods
are embarrassed to see where they are from when they should have pride instilled in
where they live.

8) Sal Casturita: 3905 Grand Avenue: He said he comes to the Committee as a concerned
citizen about districting, and asked that the Committee reconsider the districting issue.
He said he has been in this town most of his life and has seen it change over this time,
but only in certain spots. We need to engage all of the people—teachers, Boeing
employees, younger people, etc. He said he hopes that a little civic involvement will help
us take our place and be proud of the city.

9) Brenda Bolanos-Ivory: 2129 Rucker Avenue: She said she’s a new resident, having moved
from California last month.  She joined the local League of Women Voters. The League
does not take a position on districting because they need months to investigate. She said
she thinks that we need to allow all to have a voice and be represented and there is
considerable interest by the League of Women Voters to do more research to see if
districting is a solution. She asked the Committee to leave this issue open.
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10) Dave Ramstad: 1301 Pinkerton Avenue: He said he supports districting as the most
logical and reasonable thing to do so that every voice is heard and they aren’t right now.
He has lived in Everett from the Snohomish River mouth to Silver Lake and it’s the most
beautiful area of the world. He said he thinks all of those areas need to have a voice in
our City’s leadership.

11) J.T. Dray, 902 Wetmore Avenue: He said he was at the Committee’s first meeting and had
a proposal to add an Everett Transit advisory committee to the Charter, but it didn’t
meet legal requirements since it was in conflict with state law. He wrote a new proposal
amd requested that the Committee consider the possibility of recommending the
creation of a committee on Transit. Right now only 15 minutes of the ongoing
Transportation Advisory Committee meetings are devoted to Transit. Everett Transit
seems to be purposely opaque. There are metro area developments underway right now
and there are more and more apartment tenants who do not own nor want to own cars
and will be more dependent on public transportation. He proposed adding in Section 5
an advisory committee to advise the mayor and council on issues related to Everett
Transit.

12) Charlene Rawson: 3011 Nassau Street: She commented on the districting issue. She said
she wanted to point out how many North Everett residents are here in support of
districting even though they are the most represented. Voter apathy is appalling in the
south. None of the current Council members have been door-belling these areas to help
them feel involved. The passion for this is huge and we have hundreds of citizens
volunteering to help make this happen. You have to actually live in the middle of what
these people are going through every day to really be able to deal with these issues.

A break was taken after all public comments had been heard at approximately 5:15 p.m. The 
meeting was reconvened at 5:26.  

Shockey asked for feedback from the Committee Members regarding the format of the report.  
He stated that all of the public comments that were given tonight will be summarized and 
included in the final report. One asked if this was duplicative given that it is covered in the 
minutes. Tonight’s testimonies will be covered in the minutes.  One commented that the 
meetings are also being video recorded and available for a long time after the committee has 
been dismissed.  

• Recommendation was given to have a table of contents in the front for easier reference.
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• Committee Member Swanson asked if it was allowed to have the ballot language in the
report. It was clarified by attorney Thom Graafstra that this was OK as long as it is
labeled as a Committee recommendation.

• Terri Battuello said she would be in favor to take out any language referring to the
ballot. What the Committee is here to do is to evaluate the Charter, not give them the
way to do it. Otherwise it’s confusing as to what this Committee’s job is.

• Tom Norcott said he thinks it makes it clearer to have proposed ballot language that
summarizes the Committee’s recommendations.

• Michael Trujillo said he thinks it’s the Committee’s job to recommend what members
think the Council should take to the people for a vote.

• Shockey asked for a vote on whether to include the ballot-language section in the
report.  Will vote on the two alternatives next week: 1) eliminate the language about
ballots or 2) keep it as is.

• Norcott thanked the citizens in the audience for attending and expressing their
opinions. It shows how much they care about the city.

• Clair Olivers asked that documentation on the discussion of the “payment in lieu of
taxes” changes recommended be added to the table in the report for documentation.

• Shockey asked members to provide provide comments for Part C if they wish and
wanted to know if all of the comments should be grouped into one section.

• Vice Chair Dunn said she supports the opportunity to add a succinct comment with her
opinion.  It appears that there will be only three issues that will require this
documentation.

• Committee members agreed that all comments should be sent to Bob Bolerjack by close
of business the Monday after the final meeting.  Shockey asked that they keep it short,
and keep each section separate.

Regarding next week: Vice Chair Dunn asked that they be prepared to succinctly bring up 
anything they want to bring back up for discussion.  Per attorney Graafstra: if there was no 
substantive vote and an issue was tabled, then anyone can move to bring it up.  If reconsidering 
a vote, the motion has to be brought up by 1) someone on the prevailing side or 2) somebody 
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who was not present. This is based on Robert’s Rules of Order, which has not been officially 
adopted. There have to be 10 affirmative votes for an item to be passed.  

Motion made and seconded to close the public meeting. Vote: 14-0. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:09 p.m. 
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May 19, 2016 Agenda – 2016 Charter Review Committee 

4:30 p.m. 
2930 Wetmore Avenue, 5th floor, Human Resources Training Room 

1. Call meeting to order

2. Approval of May 12th meeting minutes

3. Committee discussion

a) Finalize report format questions, including whether to include
sample ballot language

b) New issues to discuss

c) Votes to revisit

4. Finalizing Report

5. Adjourn

Note: Meeting on May 26th will be in the 5th floor Human Resources Training Room 
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A Charter Review Committee Meeting of the City of Everett was held on May 19, 2016 in 
the 5th floor Human Resources training room of the Wall Street Building located at 2930 
Wetmore Ave.  The meeting was called to order at 4:32 p.m. and was presided over by 
Committee Chair Reid Shockey. 

Attendees: 
    Committee Members Christopher Adams Clair Olivers 

Terrie Battuello Reid Shockey 
Megan Dunn Angie Sievers 
Dave Koenig Michael Swanson 
Jim Langus Erica Temple  
Jo Metzger-Levin Michael Trujillo 
Tom Norcott Walter White 

 Excused Members Mark Nesse 
 Guests Tom Hingson, Everett Transit 
 City Staff   Liaison: Bob Bolerjack 

City Attorney: Jim Iles 
Admin: Lisa Harrison 

1. Call to order

2. Approval of Minutes

The May 12th meeting minutes were approved unanimously (14-0)

Chair Shockey reviewed the agenda for the meeting:

• Review the report format

• Discuss two new issues:

o Section 1.5 Intergovernmental affairs.  The original version was voted on and was
not passed.  However, there is a new version prepared by city staff and Clair
Olivers that attempts to offer clarity to this potentially confusing section.

o Mr. J.T. Dray has submitted a recommendation for a Transit Advisory Committee
to be added to the Charter. Tom Hingson from Everett Transit is present to answer
questions.

• The Committee will go through the process of reviewing any issues that members want
to bring back up for discussion.

• Then go to work finalizing the report.

1 City of Everett, Washington | Recorded by: lharrison



May 19, 2016 Minutes – 2016 Charter Review Committee 

3. Committee discussion
a) Report format

Chair Shockey reviewed the outline for the report.  Part A, Recommended Charter
Changes; Part B, All Changes Considered by the Committee; Part C, Comments from
Individual Committee Members; and Part D, everything else (Appendix). Shockey asked
whether Committee members wanted to leave in recommended ballot language or
delete it.

• Committee member Koenig stated, “I like it. I think it clarifies what we are thinking
about.”

• Committee member Norcott agreed: “I think it makes it easier to understand.”

• Committee member Langus stated “I concur with the language as an explanatory
statement but I’m not in favor of telling the City what to say on the ballot.”

• Committee member Trujillo: “I think having the sample ballot language and the
explanatory section are information we are providing to the City Council for their
use.”

• Shockey suggested they remove the header, leaving an explanatory statement
telling the council how the Committee arrived at its recommendations.

• Committee member Battuello stated, “The word ballot, proposition and the yes and
no boxes makes it look like a ballot. It’s not our job to decide whether it goes to the
ballot or not.  We are limited to providing the Council and the Mayor as to our
position. We also will not be the ones writing the ballot so I don’t think it’s fair to do
this.”

• Shockey suggested that they state “Charter change, recommended ballot language
and then explanatory statement. It would include a minority report unless there was
a unanimous vote.”

• Motion was made and seconded to accept Shockey’s recommendation but removing
the word “ballot” and the yes/no boxes:

 Vote: 12 yes, 0 no, 2 abstain.

b) New issues to discuss
1) The question of whether to add a Transit Advisory Committee to the Charter was

discussed first because Tom Hingson (Transportation Director, City of Everett) was
only available for a limited amount of time. J.T. Dray was asked if he had anything
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else to add to his proposal. His comment was that Everett has not been transit 
friendly. He said he would like to give citizens a genuine opportunity to have their 
voices heard. 

• Shockey asked Hingson to address the issue brought up by Dray – specifically
whether the Charter should specify a board that advises Everett Transit.

• Hingson stated that he believes Everett Transit is transparent, deals with issues
immediately and solicits citizen feedback prior to making changes.  He is not
opposed to adding another committee, but he believes that participation in the
monthly Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting is successful in
updating people. He clarified that there is no animosity between Everett Transit
and Community Transit.  They are partners and work together to solve issues.

• Hingson noted that TAC was a large committee with appointed citizen
participation.

• Committee member Trujillo stated that he would like to understand what Dray is
asking for that would be different than TAC.

• Committee member Olivers asked Hingson if he would you see any advantage to
having a riders’ advisory committee to Transit, and if not, what are the
disadvantages?

o Hingson: I think we have a very large rider’s committee with today’s
modern communication tool. They call or they email/comment on the
website to give us their comments in real time.

• Committee member Battuello: What would prevent the council from creating
this type of committee by ordinance? Per city attorney, nothing.

• Committee member Temple: Where are the voices of the riders being heard?
We try to get them on the advisory board but don’t solicit them specifically.

• Committee member Metzger-Levin: Do we know if this has been on the table
with City Council at all?

o Dray: I asked to be a part of the ATPA assessment done on Transit and it
was very cursory, never reported.  I would stand by my report. I would
dispute how well Transit is hearing us (the riders).  Regarding whether or
not this was brought up with the City Council, no it has not been brought
up.
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• Regarding who should be on the committee, he feels it should be riders,
including paratransit riders, school representatives, nonprofit representatives
and those living in new developments who will be relying on transit.

Shockey thanked Mr. Dray for his comments and the time he has put into this discussion. 

• Committee member Metzger-Levin: If this is one of the top five issues that came up
during the Council’s retreat, where are they on this issue now? Nobody had this answer.

• Committee member Norcott asked if the committee could make a recommendation to
the council to establish a Transit Advisory Committee by ordinance.

• Committee member Battuello asked if some obstacle is getting in the way of full
disclosure or if Everett Transit is like all other city departments. Per Isles, yes it is a
department just like the others, but it receives substantial federal funding.

• Committee member Temple stated, “ I don’t see the need for us to put it into the
Charter, but one thing we could do is include in our recommendations to the Council
that they form an advisory board for Everett Transit.”

• Chair Shockey stated, “What I’m hearing is there may be issues with whether or not TAC
is doing what it needs to do.  I think we have to be very careful mandating any boards by
Charter. I’m having a tough time understanding if we have a TAC why would we create a
separate free-standing committee. Seems like duplication.”

• Committee member Battuello: “I don’t feel like I would recommend anything at this
point. It’s beyond our scope to look at how it’s operating now.”

• Committee member Olivers: “I do agree that TAC is overwhelmed with everything else
they address (roads, bike paths, development, etc.) focused on the dollars and they
have limited amount of time to address ridership issues.”

• Committee member Koenig: Agreed that the focus is primarily on the 3-year plan and
funding. Perhaps transit issues could be addressed in a separate committee.

• Committee member Langus offered that since Mr. Dray has had several discussions
with the Council, that they have a better perspective on all of this than we do.
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• Committee member Temple moved that a statement be included in Part B of the report
that recommends the City Council consider the establishment of a Transit Advisory
Committee made up of citizens interested in transit issues.

 Vote: 10 yes, 4 no, motion is approved.

2) New language from the legal department which addresses including tribes and reads much
clearer. A motion was made and seconded to accept the new language.

 Discussion took place as to whether this would be a meaningful change and would be at risk of 
being voted down, which would send the wrong message to tribes. With or without this 
change, the City has the same ability to contract and negotiate with these entities. 

• Could this be addressed as a Scrivener’s error? Answer was no.
• Committee member Adams: “I struggle with whether or not this is a ballot issue.”
• Committee member Trujillo: “For me it is a matter of inclusiveness, recognizing groups

that we do business with.  It is still up to the Council to decide if it goes on the ballot,
but we need to do what’s right.”

• Committee member Battuello: “I don’t know if we want a community discussion over
something that’s not broken, that is a non-issue.”
 Vote: 7 yes, 6 no, 1 abstain (not passed)

• Committee member Dunn made a motion to create a Climate Action Committee in the
Charter. Chair Shockey ruled the motion out of order because it has been voted on
previously. Will need to bring up under reconsideration.

c) Votes to reconsider

• Committee member Dunn made a motion to reconsider previous vote on Section 5.2
(Advisory Boards) included in the Charter and amend the Charter to include a Climate
Action Committee to create recommendations for a climate action plan for the City of
Everett.

• Dunn read a statement: “The plan should include research and data gathering, be
advisory to committees and the council on all issues that impact climate change and
preparations to address climate change, including but not limited to the Planning
Commission, Parks Board, Tree Committee, Emergency Response and Transportation.
The Committee should propose outreach to all city residents and establish an
understanding of the impacts of climate change on public health, emergency response,
population vulnerability, and data gathering.  The committee should have staff support
from the Planning Department.  Members of the committee should include relevant

5 City of Everett, Washington | Recorded by: lharrison



May 19, 2016 Minutes – 2016 Charter Review Committee 

stakeholders and residents representing a diverse collection of neighborhoods.” 
Seconded to bring it back on the table. 

 Vote: 7 yes, 7 no (not passed). Will not be reconsidered.

• Dunn then made a motion that the Committee recommend that the Council consider
adding a citizens’ Climate Action Committee. Motion was seconded. Discussion took
place as to whether this was included in the climate change element of the City’s recent
Comprehensive Plan update. Dunn pointed out that this has to do with involving
citizens, research and outreach rather than just the city staff.  Per Shockey, this could be
an implementation tool of the Comprehensive Plan.

 Vote: 7 yes, 6 no, 1 abstention. Did not pass.

• Council districting issue: Chair Shockey asked if anyone moves to reconsider this issue.
There was no interest among those qualified to make the motion.

• 14.2: payment in lieu of tax move to reconsider (Dunn), seconded.

 Vote: 7 yes, 7 no (not passed). Will not be reconsidered.

4. Finalizing report
• Committee member Temple: Table 3, 4.0 comments says change isn’t necessary.  I recall

that we were considering state law and we didn’t think we could make this change.
Recommends removing the comment.

• Committee member Langus: Page 8, need to add comment to the recommended
Charter change regarding Council meetings that the weather causes issues as well as the
fact that there sometimes is no need to meet. He recommended striking the first
paragraph of the explanatory statement, and adding the factors of weather and reasons
to meet.  Add as second sentence: “at times weather, limited business or holidays make
a meeting unnecessary.”

• Committee member Dunn would like to specify that Mark Nesse was appointed by the
Mayor with consent of the Councilmember who had chosen the member Nesse
replaced. The Committee decided to leave as is.

• Committee members decided the statement regarding “if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it” on
Page 4 should be removed from introduction.

• Motion made to accept changes as outlines, seconded.
 Vote: 14 yes, 0 no (unanimous).

• Motion made and seconded to accept the report without reviewing the final.
 Vote: 12 yes, 2 no (passed).
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All comments from individual Committee members to be included in the report are due by 
close of business Wednesday. Trujillo put it on the record thanking Reid Shockey for being a 
great Chair.  Applause. 

5. The meeting was adjourned at 6:35 p.m.
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Under Article V, Section II of the Everett City Charter the 
following recommendation is made to the Charter Review 
Committee in substitution for the original recommendation 
presented on the first day the Committee convened its 
proceedings. 

Whereas Everett Transit has served the residents of Everett as a 
private company for more than a century, it only became a 
department of city government in the 1960s. 

Whereas Everett Transit depends for its revenue on the fare box 
and a dedicated local sales tax, and on the sale of surplus 
equipment, it also depends on competitive federal and state 
grants; the competition for these grants typically involves larger 
transit agencies whose service area extends beyond the city 
boundaries of a single municipality; these competing transit 
agencies, virtually without exception, enjoy the benefit and 
support of some form of board. 

Whereas its finances are entirely separate from those of the 
City of Everett, ET is dependent on a thriving economy in the 
same way that the city is, and although separate, Everett 

Comments from citizen J.T. Dray 



Transit also is dependent on the leadership of the larger city 
government and the approval of the city council when a rate 
hike (or tax increase) is required. 

Given the generally impoverished demographic of the city, 
much of ET's ridership is understandably on the lower rung of 
an already low ladder. 

And whereas the municipal transit system of Everett is not 
adequately funded and its riders are poor, there is hope that the 
rapidly arriving disruptive force of technology is descending on 
the the mass transit industry [think Uber and driverless cars as 
illustrations of the sort of progress underway.] 

Whereas the City of Everett has responded to the challenges of 
the great recession as well as the new economic climate viz a 
vis the recent tax breaks awarded to area manufacturing firms 
[mayor's "new normal"] by A) generating new revenue and B) 

cutting costs, Everett Transit has not raised fares nor sought an 
increase in dedicated sales tax revenue, this approach is in 
marked contrast to virtually all similar agencies, particularly 
Community Transit which has a service area immediately 
outside the city's borders. 



Everett Transit, though it is a department of city government, 
appears not to be the beneficiary of much in the way of 
administrative guidance, and consequently its two principal 
managers operate the bus and para-transit system as their own 
private fiefdom. "If we have more money, you'll get more 
service" is the mantra one hears. A proposal to raise the fare in 
the wake of the new normal was abandoned without 
explanation in favor of stark cuts in service. 

Effected riders, in one instance where the focus of the cutting 
was clear, were able to band together and resist the 
elimination of their service provided to much of the north-end 
of town from Everett Station after 5:30pm. Riders weren't 
aware that Community Transit would soon be answering the 
phone when they called Everett Transit and this is the current 
situation at the city's own municipal transit system. 

Whereas this {feast or famine' business model discourages 
likely potential riders who find the undulating levels of service 

too undependable to rely on, it also negatively impacts those 

car-less residents who depend on Everett Transit as their only 
means of transportation in the city. Indeed many spend long 
hours commuting to their places of employment on the bus and 
are required to travel very early in the morning and late into the 
evening to reach distant employers. 



Whereas the King county has adopted a program named Lift to 
address the needs of low-income riders and whereas 
Community Transit is exploring the adoption of the same 
program, Everett Transit has chosen to keep fares abnormally 
low ($1) and to gnaw away at service and infrastructure. When 
service is restricted, it is typically neighborhood service which is 
the first to be eliminated ....another hardship for those without 
vehicles to rely on for the trip to Everett Station and a transfer to 
CT. 

Indeed, this fact very issue throws into question the reason for 
the existence of a small, badly funded municipal transit system 
when the most it accomplishes the same mission as Community 
Transit, which is to say corridor travel. Further new social 
developments make car ownership and operation less desirable 
for future generations than it has been in the past. 

And whereas the city administration expends enormous effort to 
convince taxpayers of the region to tax themselves almost $5 
billion to bring light rail to the city, city leadership 

demonstrates virtually no interest in attending to the future 
prospects of Everett Transit and indeed suggests it is more of 
an annoyance than anything else. And whereas, the City 
Council NEVER heard its liaison to the TAC committee EVER 
make mention of Everett Transit, until recently when a new 



---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Council liaison was chosen, Council approval is required for 
raising the fare. [Untill recently was the same person who is the 
Vice-Chair of Sound Transit served as the Council liaison to the 
TAC committee. 

And whereas the local newspaper seems to have abandoned 
any interest in mass transit at the local level, Everett Transit is 
effectively allowed to operate behind a screen of opaqueness 
which even interested riders find difficult to penetrate. 

are on the horizon and could be adapted to suit the city's self- 
imposed mandate(?) to maintain para-transit and a municipal 
bus service (11a smaller system by national comparison"--APTA) 
which could provide neighborhood service to city residents at 
an acceptable cost. (See http://www.bridj.com/connect as a 
suggestion of what is just appearing on the market.) 

The Herald headline on Monday May 6 told us /(Group eyes 
transit area redevelopment." This transit redevelopment is 
advanced under the banner of transit oriented development. 
Such development assumes greatly that residents will live in 
apartments and be able to easily commute to their place of 
employment. Something beyond commuter service will be 
required to transport this increased population to great city 
parks and the new amenities planned around town at the riverfront 
and the Port development. 

http://www.bridj.com/connect


Whereas the adoption of any new technology will be difficult, 
especially given the sustained inattention provided for ET it is 
not impossible and it is better if it is attended to now. As the 
final report of the American Transportation Association which 
was commissioned to do a very limited peer review in December 
of 2014 suggested: "It was not apparent to the panel that there 
is a long term City vision for the future direction of Everett 
Transit that staff could identify with." 

Therefore, the Charter Review Committee is respectfully 
requested to propose amending the city's Charter Section 
5 to include, among the city's twenty some advisory 
groups, a Committee on Everett Transit that might assist 
"the mayor or council in the performance of their duties." 











Proposal:	Mix	District	Elections	to	Improve	Representation	on	Everett	City	Council	
Submitted	by:	Megan	Dunn,	with	support	from	citizens	
Date:		April,	2016	

The	city	of	Everett	would	benefit	from	an	increase	in	diversity	on	the	City	Council.	As	seen	with	
other	at-large	electoral	systems,	many	residents	feel	the	city	council	members	are	not	
accessible	and	less	responsive	to	those	not	adequately	represented	by	the	current	electoral	
system	(Compton,	2003).	Lack	of	representation	by	the	southern	region	of	the	city	and	a	lack	of	
diversity	in	socio-economic	status,	class,	gender,	ethnicity	and	race	are	seen	as	a	root	cause	of	
apathy.	Apathy	has	resulted	in	low	voter	turn	out,	uncontested	elections	and	limited	citizen	
involvement.	

While	advancements	have	been	made	to	increase	transparency	in	Everett’s	government,	there	
exists	a	need	to	increase	democracy	and	improve	turn	out.	This	proposal	explains	how	creating	
voting	districts	of	5	districts	and	2	at	large	positions,	would	decrease	apathy,	increase	
representation	and	improve	the	quality	of	life	of	all	residents.	Included	is	research	on	why	
districts	are	needed	in	Everett	and	how	a	more	inclusive	voting	process	and	accurate	
representation	would	align	with	the	city’s	growth.		

The	Charter	Review	Committee	has	the	authority	to	advise	the	council	on	this	issue-and	
respond	to	the	needs	for	residents	and	the	decade	long	call	for	increased	representation	and	
work	to	heal	the	divide	between	north	and	south	Everett	(Everett	Herald	Editorial,	2012).	The	
Committee	should	review	the	data	and	facts	of	this	issue	and	vote	in	favor	of	recommending	a	
mixed	district	system	to	the	Council	to	be	placed	on	the	next	general	election	ballot,	with	a	map	
of	boundaries	to	be	determined	by	a	committee.		

The	City	Council	has	the	legislative	power	to	evaluate	and	recommend	a	change	from	an	at-
large	to	a	mixed	electoral	system.	If	the	council	chooses,	a	majority	can	approve	to	make	this	
electoral	change,	or	allow	the	voters	to	decide	by	placing	the	issue	on	the	ballot	and	letting	
voters	decide.	A	third	option	is	a	citizen	initiative	petition	to	bring	mixed	districted	to	the	ballot.	

Voting	Districts	Improve	Quality	of	Life	
Research	indicates	that	serving	a	broad	constituency	reduces	an	elected	official’s	accountability	
(Compton,	2003,	page	9).		Additionally,	at-large	elections	require	more	campaign	spending,	this	
creates	a	barrier	to	entry	for	potential	candidates	and	limits	the	accessibility	of	those	who	are	
not	strong	fundraisers	or	independently	wealthy	to	participate	in	the	political	process.	This	
restricts	the	pool	of	candidates	who	may	be	leaders	in	their	neighborhood,	but	unable	to	fund	a	
campaign.	The	broader	impact	is	that	local	office	is	a	frequent	starting	point	for	state	and	
federal	elected	officials	(Adams,	2010).	There	remains	a	strong	relationship	between	city	
council	electoral	systems	and	the	amount	of	campaign	funds	spent	by	winning	candidates.	
Candidates	for	at-large	contests	expend	a	far	greater	amount	of	funds	than	district	candidates	
(Malinowski,	2013).		



When	there	is	a	material	and	geographically	concentrated	minority	population,	there	is	strong	
evidence	that	changing	from	an	at-large	to	a	district	system	increases	the	number	of	minority	
city	councilmembers	(Heilig,	1983;	Trounstine,	2008).	Including	our	minority	population	in	the	
political	process	is	of	utmost	importance	for	Everett.	Improved	representation	translates	to	
better	inclusion	and	more	involvement.	One	measurement	of	quality	of	life	or	well-being	is	civic	
and	community	involvement.	Government	is	part	of	the	human	social	system,	which	includes	
social	institutions,	social	cycles	and	social	order.	Social	institutions,	including	our	local	
government,	is	defined	as	a	collective	solutions	to	universal	social	challenges	or	needs	(Machlis,	
Force	&	Burch,	1997).	Involvement	in	this	social	institution	and	improved	quality	of	life,	can	be	
measured	with	political	participation,	resulting	in	feelings	of	autonomy,	competence	and	
relatedness	(Weitz-Shaprio	and	Winters,	2008).	

Everett’s	Current	Electoral	System		
The	current	electoral	system	contributes	to	the	northern	part	of	city	being	a	disproportionate	
beneficiary	of	public	investments	and	city	services,	including	the	library,	sewer	improvement	
and	emphasis	on	public	safety	and	reducing	the	perception	of	the	homeless	population	in	the	
downtown	core.				

Everett	has	a	geographic	bias	on	the	current	council,	as	6	of	the	7	current	council	members	
reside	in	the	northern	boundaries	of	the	city	(north	of	41st	street).		Everett	is	a	city	made	of	
individualized	neighborhoods	and	our	life	experiences	vary	between	neighborhoods.	Appendix	
A	includes	census	maps	of	Everett	for	median	household	income,	population	over	65	years	old,	
and	number	of	residents	in	the	labor	force.	These	maps	illustrate	the	sharp	contrast	of	
economic	and	socio	economic	status	of	the	city	and	offer	a	visual	representation	of	the	variance	
of	life	experiences	in	different	geographic	regions	of	the	city.		

How	do	similar	sized	cities	
compare	to	Everett?	
Research	indicates	there	is	
a	clear	trend	as	cities	
increase	in	number	of	
residents,	they	are	more	
likely	to	have	district	voting	
and	mixed	voting	and	less	
likely	to	rely	on	at-large	
voting.	As	illustrated	in	
Appendix	chart	B,	a	city	of	
Everett	size	(estimated	at	
120,000)	is	at	the	tipping	
point	toward	districts	and	

mixed	system.	The	city	is	expected	to	grow	by	30,000	by	the	year	2025	(Everett	Comprehensive	
Plan,	page	14);	this	also	supports	a	need	to	use	district	voting	and	is	in	line	with	trends	in	cities	
of	similar	size.		

Mixed	or	all	
District	(70%)	

All	At-large	
(30%)	



Voting	Districts	Are	Improving	Representation	in	Other	Washington	Cities	
In	Seattle,	the	council	voted	in	a	majority	of	women	on	the	city	council.	The	primary	election	in	
2015	had	an	unprecedented	number	of	candidates-over	40	for	9	districts.	This	increase	of	
involvement	by	new	candidates	demonstrates	increased	involvement	in	the	political	process	
(Crosscut,	2015).	

In	Yakima,	newly	districted	elections	allowed	for	the	first	ever	Latino	candidates	to	advance	to	
the	City	Council.	“For	the	first	time	in	Yakima’s	history	a	Latino	candidate	is	guaranteed	election	
to	the	City	Council	as	two	advanced	in	in	the	race	for	District	1,	and	three	more	are	advancing	
to	the	general	election	in	other	district	races”	(Fault,	2015).	

Comparable	cities	in	Washington	use	mixed	wards	or	district	system	to	select	their	council	
members,	including	seven	out	of	ten	similar	First	Class	Cities	(Aberdeen,	Bellingham,	
Bremerton,	Seattle,	Spokane,	Tacoma,	and	Yakima).	Moreover,	Everett	has	unique	regional	
challenges	that	require	a	broader	representation	to	solve-such	as	crime	and	gang	activity	on	
Casino	Road,	homeless	encampments	along	the	river,	traffic	near	the	mall.	These	challenges	
take	on	a	different	understanding	when	you	are	part	of	the	community	and	living	in	the	
affected	area.	

Districts	Based	on	Neighborhood	and	Population	
In	keeping	with	the	same	number	of	council	members,	5	districts	based	on	the	current	
neighborhood	boundaries,	census	tract	and	equal	population	size	are	proposed,	along	with	2	at	
large	positions.	Mixed	districts,	with	at	large	and	districts,	offer	geographic	diversity	and	overall	
stewardship.	Maintaining	the	same	total	number	of	seven,	prevents	increase	in	human	
resource	costs.	See	map	of	proposed	Mixed	District	boundaries	in	appendix	C.		The	proposed	
map	and	districts	boundaries	were	drawn	by	Dr.	Richard	Morrill,	Professor	Emeritus,	University	
of	Washington.	Dr.	Morrill	assisted	with	the	district	boundaries	in	Seattle	and	is	a	noted	expert	
in	his	field	with	over	50	years	of	experience.		

Some	argue	that	at-large	elections	provide	a	broad	perspective	or	a	city	wide	perspective,	for	
this	reason,	we	recommend	a	mixed	scenario	with	districts	and	at	large	positions.	Mixed	
districts	maintain	a	city-wide	presence	of	the	council	and	promote	geographic	diversity	and	
representation.	Electing	our	council	members	by	district	would	increase	voter	participation,	
decrease	voter	apathy,	and	improve	our	connection	to	council	members.	District	boundaries	
would	be	adjusted	with	population	changes	along	with	the	10-year	census.	

Everett	Council	Can	Exercise	The	Legislative	Authority	to	Establish	Districts	
With	confirmation	from	the	Department	of	Elections,	a	mixed	5-2	electoral	system	can	be	
established	in	three	ways.	First,	the	council	can	vote	by	majority	to	establish	districts	in	Everett.	
Second,	the	council	can	vote	to	place	mixed	districts	on	the	general	election	or	special	election	
ballot	and	let	the	people	of	Everett	vote	to	elect	council	members	by	district.	And	third,	
residents	can	gather	signatures	and	place	mixed	districts	on	the	ballot	by	a	voter	initiative.	This	
proposal	recommends	that	the	Charter	Review	Committee	review	the	evidence	and	
recommend	a	vote	by	the	council	to	place	district	elections	on	the	soonest	eligible	voter	ballot.	



While	this	proposal	outlines	mixed	districts	as	a	remedy	to	improve	the	lack	of	representation	
and	unfair	influence	of	moneyed	interests,	other	solutions	exists	for	a	more	balanced	
government	and	electoral	system.	

Everett	is	facing	important	regional	challenges	–school	funding,	high	crime	rate,	park	
maintenance,	and	new	housing	options	for	low-income	residents.		The	city	also	has	important	
future	decisions	on	regional	issues	such	as	transportation.		Everett	would	benefit	by	addressing	
the	geographic,	gender,	socioeconomic,	racial	and	ethic	minority	disparity	on	the	council.		

Commonly	Raised	Questions	
Is	this	Gerrymandering?	Establishing	district	voting	for	council	members	is	nothing	like	
gerrymandering.	District	boundaries	are	based	on	the	general	population	and	not	voter	
preference	or	party	affiliation.	State	law	requires	that	districts	be	based	on	an	equal	population	
number,	according	to	the	most	recent	census;	boundaries	will	be	drawn	based	on	existing	
neighborhoods	and	natural	boundaries	(rivers,	major	roads,	etc.).		

Will	we	vote	less	often?	No,	all	voters	would	still	be	voting	in	every	election	for	council	
members.	By	creating	districts,	we	return	city	government	to	voters	and	our	communities	and	
you’d	have	a	council	member	who	represents	you!	At-large	elections	could	be	held	every	2	
years	to	increase	the	number	of	candidates	and	number	of	candidates	on	the	ballot.	Everett	has	
districts	for	Port	of	Everett	representation,	Snohomish	County	council	members	are	voted	in	by	
districts	and	our	State	legislature	and	Federal	congressional	representative	are	all	voted	on	
using	districts.	A	majority	(70%	or	7	out	of	10)	of	cities	comparable	to	Everett	(First	Class	Cities),	
use	mixed	or	district	voting	for	council	members.	

Are	there	qualified	candidates	in	the	other	areas	of	the	city?	Yes!	We	have	PTA	presidents,	
Church	leaders,	non-profit	leaders,	small	business	owners,	and	little	league	coaches,	the	list	
goes	on!	There	are	countless	leaders	already	active	and	involved	in	their	community,	we	need	
to	encourage	these	leaders	to	be	involved	in	our	city	government.	

Why	Should	I	vote	for	this?	People	on	the	Council	represent	me.	We	have	an	imbalance	of	power	
in	Everett	and	our	southern	neighbors,	women,	minorities	and	others	are	not	fairly	
represented.	Establishing	mixed	district	elections	would	return	city	government	to	voters	and	
our	communities	and	is	supported	by	local	leaders	including	38th	LD	Representatives	June	
Robinson	and	Mike	Sells,	State	Senator	John	McCoy,	and	County	Councilmember	Brian	Sullivan.	
Most	importantly,	voters	are	asking	for	a	more	democratic	and	fair	voting-they	deserve	the	
chance	to	vote	on	this	issue	by	putting	it	on	the	ballot!	



There	are	3	women	on	the	council,	isn’t	that	enough?	In	the	nearly	150-year	history	of	Everett	
there	have	been	a	total	of	4	
women	and	3	minorities	
elected	to	the	council.		We	
have	a	right	to	a	legal	cause	of	
action	where	members	of	the	
protected	class	do	not	have	an	
equal	opportunity	to	elect	
their	preferred	candidate	or	
influence	the	election.	This	
overly	simplistic	bar	graph	is	
intended	to	illustrate	that	
simply	saying	3	women	on	
council	is	enough	is	
unacceptable!	We	need	a	

voting	system	that	supports	systematic	change	based	on	the	principles	of	justice	and	equality! 

Questions	or	comments?	Please	contact	Megan	Dunn	at	dunnmegan@hotmail.com	or	sign	up	
to	get	involved	by	emailing	Districts4Everett@gmail.com!	
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Appendix	A-	
Median	Household	Income-Everett	
This	map	represents	the	disparity	in	median	household	income	in	the	different	geographic	
neighborhoods	of	Everett.	



Residents	in	the	Labor	Force-Everett	
This	map	represents	the	disparity	in	%	in	the	labor	force	in	the	different	geographic	
neighborhoods	of	Everett.	



Residents	65	and	over-Everett:	This	map	represents	the	disparity	in	age	distribution	in	the	
different	geographic	neighborhoods	of	Everett.	



Appendix	B-Electoral	System	for	US	Cities	by	Population	

Chart	from	(Malinowski,	2013).	



Appendix	C-Proposed	Mixed	District	Map-Prepared	by	Dr.	Morrill	



Rationale	for	Maintaining	
At-large	Voting	in	Everett	

Prepared	for		
Everett	Charter	Review	Committee	

April	14,	2016	

	By	Michael	Swanson	

Introduction:		First	of	all,	I	would	like	to	thank	Megan	Dunn	for	the	presentation	
she	made	previously	to	the	Charter	Review	Committee	on	the	topic	of	districting.	
This	is	exactly	the	type	of	work	the	Charter	Review	Committee	should	be	doing	–	
discussing	the	pros	and	cons	of	various	suggestions	and	then	ultimately	deciding	
which	proposals	merit	advancement	to	the	Everett	City	Council.			Having	an	open	
and	objective	conversation	is	healthy	–	and	this	committee	is	the	appropriate	
venue	for	that	discussion.			

This	report	outlines	why	–	at	this	time	–	having	districts	is	not	the	right	plan	for	
our	city.		I	don’t	claim	to	be	an	expert	on	the	topic	of	districting	and	have	cited	
sources	throughout	the	report	where	applicable.		

The	following	is	a	compilation	of	some	of	the	top	concerns	to	districting	I	have	
come	to	recognize	while	independently	researching	the	topic,	listening	to	the	
conversations	we’ve	shared	as	a	committee,	and	my	own	observations	as	an	
Everett	resident.		I	look	forward	to	hearing	feedback	from	the	rest	of	the	
committee	on	this	topic.		



1 Districting	would	reduce	choices	for	all	Everett	
voters.	

Everett	Voter	Choices		
Current	At-Large	vs	Proposed	Districting.	 With	the	current	at-large	system,	

Everett	voters	are	empowered	to	vote	
in	all	7	city	council	races.			

At-large	also	allows	candidates	to	run	
for	any	of	the	7	positions.			

Allowing	candidates	to	run	for	ANY	of	
the	7	seats	means	“better-qualified	
individuals	are	elected	to	the	council	
because	the	candidate	pool	is	larger.”	
(National	League	of	Cities,	Municipal	Elections)

Districting,	as	proposed	(5	districts/2	
at-large)	would	reduce	the	number	of		
council	districts	voters	may	participate	
in	from	7	to	3.		

How	your	ballot	would	change	with	districting	
in	upcoming	elections	(hypothetical).	

The	current	at-large	system	allows	
Everett	voters	to	vote	in	3	or	4	city	
council	races	every	two	years.		With	
districting,	this	figure	shrinks	to	1	or	2	
races	every	two	years,	reducing	the	
opportunities	Everett	voters	have	to	
make	decisions	on	who	will	represent	
them	at	their	municipal	level	of	
government.			

Position	1
Position	2
Position	3
Position	4 At-large	2
Position	5 District	#
Position	6
Position	7

2017 At-large	1

2019

Current	
At-Large

Proposed	
Districting



2 Our	current	at-large	system	already	supports	
diversity.	

• Two	of	the	longest	serving	councilmembers	in	Everett’s	history	are
minorities.

• Current	council	is	3	women	and	4	men.

• Professional	backgrounds	of	the	current	council	represent	for-profit
business,	non-profit,	education,	art,	and	government	sectors.

• The	at-large	system	has	a	history	of	electing	councilmembers	from	all
corners	of	the	city	(see	Drew	Nielsen’s	report	and	updated	addendum	from
Scott	Bader,	distributed	at	prior	meeting).

If	there	is	a	deficiency	in	a	particular	area,	the	solution	is	to	encourage	candidates	
that	would	bring	diversity	and	balance	to	the	council	to	run	for	office.	

For	most	of	the	past	decade,	only	one	woman	served	on	the	council.		The	public	
took	note	of	the	deficiency,	supported	additional	women	in	2014	and	2015,	and	
now	the	council	has	greater	balance	of	gender.		The	voters	responded	to	a	need.	
The	problem	wasn’t	that	voters	would	not	allow	women	on	the	council;	the	
problem	was	there	just	weren’t	many	women	running.	

Similarly,	if	more	geographic	diversity	is	desired,	the	simplest	approach	is	to	find	
qualified	candidates	from	underrepresented	areas	and	encourage	them	to	run.		
We’ve	seen	from	Drew	Nielsen’s	report	and	Scott	Bader’s	addendum	that	
candidates	from	South	Everett	can	win	when	they	run.		But	I	can	100%	guarantee	
that	they	will	not	win	if	they	do	not	run	in	the	first	place.	

Finding	candidates	that	bring	balance	to	the	council	as	a	whole	–	whatever	the	
deficiency	may	be	at	a	given	point	in	time	–	will	be	even	harder	if	we	restrict	the	
pool	of	candidates	eligible	to	run	for	each	position.	



3 South	Everett	already	has	an	electoral	advantage.	

If	geographic	diversity	is	an	overriding	priority	for	voters,	wouldn’t	more	
candidates	from	South	Everett	run	under	the	campaign	slogan	of	“Elect	me	–	I’m	
from	South	Everett”?		A	majority	of	Everett	voters	live	south	of	41st	Street	and	
sheer	math	would	give	these	candidates	an	electoral	advantage,	if	geographic	
diversity	were	truly	a	priority	for	Everett	voters.			

In	the	2015	General	Election,	ballots	cast	south	of	41st	Street	compromised	
66.45%	of	all	ballots	cast	in	Everett.	

While	it’s	true	that	North	Everett	has	a	higher	turnout	percentage,	more	ballots	
are	actually	cast	South	of	41st.		The	point	is,	if	South	Everett	voters	wanted	to	
increase	their	numbers	on	the	council	–	they	could	do	so	as	early	as	the	next	
election	and	with	a	commanding	electoral	advantage.			

Historically,	Everett	voters	have	shown	they	care	about	much	more	than	just	
where	the	candidates	reside.	

Precincts Reg.	Voters Ballots	Cast %	Turnout %	of	Everett	Vote

North	of	41st 27 15,006 5,356 35.69% 33.55%

South	of	41st 68 34,807 10,607 30.47% 66.45%

Total	Everett 95 49,813 15,963 32.05% 100.00%

Data	Source:	Snohomish	County	Auditor's	Office,	November	2015	General	Election	Results



4	 Voters	consider	many	factors	when	voting.	

	

Geographic	diversity	is	only	one	factor	voters	may	–	or	may	not	–	find	important	
when	casting	their	ballot.			
	
The	League	of	Women	Voters	offers	the	following	recommendations	on	their	
website	of	“How	to	Judge	a	Candidate.”		Voters	are	encouraged	to	consider:	

• Positions	candidates	take	on	issues	
• Leadership	Qualities	
• Experience	candidates	would	bring	to	office	

“Your	first	step	in	picking	a	candidate	is	to	decide	the	issues	you	care	about	and	
the	qualities	you	want	in	a	leader.”		(http://lwv.org/content/how-judge-candidate)	

The	above	quote	is	very	important	because	it	underscores	the	importance	of	
recognizing	that	we,	as	voters,	all	have	different	considerations	that	we	find	of	
importance	when	voting.	

For	some	voters,	gender	diversity	may	be	an	area	of	primary	importance.		For	
others,	ethnicity	may	be	an	area	of	upmost	importance.		There	really	is	no	right	or	
wrong	answer.			
	
The	at-large	system	allows	voters	to	decide	what	is	most	important	to	them	in	a	
particular	election,	whereas	districting	reduces	the	pool	of	eligible	candidates	for	
each	race,	thus,	mandating	to	the	voters	that	geographic	diversity	is	an	overriding	
priority	above	all	other	considerations.	

I	believe	this	is	a	key	point:		Districting	mandates	geographic	diversity	as	an	
overriding	priority,	while	the	at-large	system	gives	the	voters	freedom	to	decide	
what	is	of	paramount	importance	to	them.	



5 Districting	would	narrow	the	focus	of	
councilmembers.	

The	current	at	large-system	allows	councilmembers	to	work	collaboratively	
towards	objectives	that	benefit	the	city	at	large.			

“Council	members	in	an	at-large	system	can	be	more	impartial,	rise	above	the	
limited	perspective	of	a	single	district	and	concern	themselves	with	the	problems	
of	the	whole	community.”	(National	League	of	Cities,	Municipal	Elections)	

Districting	narrows	the	focus	of	councilmembers	because	they	are	only	
dependent	on	the	voters	in	their	immediate	district	for	re-election.			

Consider	Congress,	where	every	representative	wants	to	“bring	home	the	bacon.”	
The	district	becomes	the	top	priority.		Votes	are	traded.		Comprehensive,	overall	
vision,	is	lost.	

With	at-large	systems,	“vote	trading	between	councilmembers	is	minimized.”	
(National	League	of	Cities,	Municipal	Elections)

Also	concerning	is	that	“…councils	elected	by	district	elections	may	experience	
more	infighting	and	be	less	likely	to	prioritize	the	good	of	the	city	over	the	good	of	
their	district.”		(National	League	of	Cities,	Municipal	Elections)	

	(http://www.nlc.org/build-skills-and-networks/resources/cities-101/city-officials/municipal-elections)	

Think	there	is	a	North/South	divide	in	Everett	now?		Think	about	how	much	worse	
it	would	be	if	we	created	competing	political	districts	within	the	city.			

It’s	important	to	keep	councilmembers	“politically	dependent”	on	votes	from	all	
corners	of	the	city	so	that	they	remain	focused	on	big	picture	–	comprehensive	
solutions	that	are	in	the	best	interest	of	all	citizens.



6 Districting	would	not	reduce	the	fundraising	
barrier.	

Districting	would	have	little,	if	any,	impact	on	leveling	the	playing	field	when	it	
comes	to	fundraising.	

Candidates	capable	of	raising	campaign	contributions	in	an	at-large	system	will	
still	have	access	to	those	resources	if	running	in	a	smaller	district	and,	conversely,	
candidates	who	were	not	able	to	successfully	fundraise	in	an	at-large	system	may	
still	struggle	to	raise	funds	running	in	a	smaller	district	race.	

Even	if	running	in	a	smaller	district,	many	campaign	expenses	are	fixed	(i.e.	not	
scalable	to	the	size	of	the	district).			For	example:	

• Filing	Fee	(1%	of	salary)
• Media	Buys	(Newspaper,	online	ads,	cable	tv)
• Website
• Phone
• Parade/Event	Entry	Fees

…would	all	be	approximately	the	same	whether	running	in	a	district	of	21,000	or
105,000.	

For	scalable	campaign	expenses	(e.g.	direct	mail,	yardsigns,	printed	materials,	
etc),	well-funded	candidates	would	simply	send	more	mail	pieces	to	the	district	or	
find	other	ways	to	deploy	the	cash.	

In	reality,	a	candidate	with	the	capacity	to	raise	$25,000	for	his	or	her	citywide	
campaign	is	not	going	to	scale	back	and	say,	“well,	I’m	only	going	to	accept	$5,000	
in	donations	now	that	I’m	running	in	only	20%	of	the	city.”			

Candidates	who	can	raise	$25,000	for	an	at-large	race	are	still	going	to	raise	
$25,000	for	a	district	race	and	have	a	fundraising	advantage	over	a	candidate	
that	may	not	have	as	much	financial	support	in	the	community.	



7 Current	system	allows	for	equitable	allocation	of	
resources	throughout	the	community	at	large.	

One	of	the	arguments	proponents	of	districting	have	made	is	that	city	resources	
are	not	allocated	equitably	by	the	at-large	system.			

The	concentration	of	amenities	in	the	North	end	can	be	easily	explained	by	the	
history	and	natural	geography	of	the	city.		The	city	was	founded	in	the	North	and	
due	to	natural	barriers	like	the	Snohomish	River	and	Puget	Sound	the	city	has	
grown	primarily	in	one	direction:	South.		That	explains	why	city	hall	and	many	of	
the	older	public	amenities	are	concentrated	in	the	North	end.			

Over	the	years,	the	city	has	appropriately	added	amenities	as	the	city	has	grown	
to	the	South	(e.g.	fire/police	stations,	parks,	golf	course,	library	branch,	road	
improvements,	Everett	Mall,	utilities,	infrastructure,	etc.).			

I’m	not	going	to	spend	much	time	on	this	point	but	I	would	like	to	talk	briefly	
about	my	own	experience	on	the	Board	of	Park	Commissioners	for	the	past	4	
years.		Part	of	why	I	find	the	charge	of	inequity	of	resources	flawed	is	because	I	
have	seen	first-hand	how	hard	the	city	works	to	make	sure	resources	are	
equitability	distributed.	

Right	now,	the	Parks	Department	is	working	on	a	Park,	Recreation,	and	Open	
Space	(PROS)	plan	to	take	inventory	on	existing	amenities	throughout	the	city	so	
that	resources	can	be	allocated	in	the	areas	where	there	is	the	most	need.	Where	
deficiencies	are	found,	recommendations	are	made	to	allocate	resources	to	this	
particular	area.	

What	does	the	Parks	Department’s	PROS	Plan	have	to	do	with	districting?		My	
point	is	to	give	a	glimpse	into	the	efforts	the	city	council,	city	staff,	and	citizen	
commissions	are	already	taking	to	make	sure	resources	are	allocated	equitably.	



8 One	word:		Gerrymandering.	

Type	“gerrymandering”	into	Google	Images	and	you’ll	be	treated	to	some	truly	
obscene	examples	of	how	district	lines	can	evolve	over	time	to	protect	
officeholders.		Now,	I	fully	concede	that	these	are	worse-case	scenarios	and	likely	
would	not	occur	in	Everett	for	non-partisan	positions,	but	at	the	same	time	this	
begs	the	question	of,	“who	sets	the	lines?”		If	we	adopted	a	districting	system,	
how	would	we	ensure	that	districts	are	drawn	impartially,	and	free	of	political	
expediency?		How	would	we	make	sure	councilmembers	don’t	use	their	influence	
in	future	redistrictings	to	carve	out	districts	for	their	own	benefit?			

These	four	congressional	districts	are	examples	of	gerrymandering	pushed	to	the	
extreme,	but	the	question	is	still	one	that	would	need	to	be	addressed	to	ensure	
impartiality	and	fairness	in	how	the	lines	would	be	re-drawn	in	the	future.	

There	are	also	plenty	of	examples	in	Federal	and	State	redistrictings	where	
incumbents	have	been	intentionally	drawn	into	the	same	district	as	a	means	of	
eliminating	political	rivals.		How	would	we	keep	the	politics	out	of	an	inherently	
political	process?	



9 Everett		≠		Yakima		≠		Seattle		≠		Tacoma.	

Throughout	this	commission’s	conversations,	Everett	has	been	compared	to	
electoral	systems	in	a	number	of	other	cities	throughout	Washington.		Each	city	is	
unique	and	it	is	unfair	to	make	apples-to-apples	comparisons	with	other	cities	
without	understanding	the	background	and	rationale	for	each	city’s	decision	to	
adopt	their	various	electoral	systems.	

Yakima	is	a	poor	comparable	for	Everett.		Yakima	had	systemic	problems	where	
minorities	were	unable	to	win	election	to	their	city	council	and	had	been	
demonstrated	over	many	election	cycles.		That	is	not	the	case	in	Everett	where	
the	citizens	have	a	proud	history	of	electing	candidates	from	a	variety	of	
backgrounds.			In	Everett,	there	is	no	evidence	that	anyone	has	ever	been	denied	
a	seat	on	the	council	by	where	they	live	or	their	racial	heritage.	

Seattle	and	Tacoma	are	also	poor	comparables	given	the	obvious	size	differences	
in	population.		Seattle	(pop	668,342)	is	6.5x	the	size	of	Everett	and	Tacoma’s	
population	(205,159)	is	nearly	twice	the	size	of	Everett’s.	
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_cities_in_Washington)



10	At-large	council	elections	are	common	for	cities	
Everett’s	size.	

	

But	if	we	are	going	to	compare	Everett	against	other	similarly-sized	cities,	rest	
assured	we	are	in-line	on	both	a	national	and	state	perspective.	

Breakdown	of	Types	of	City	Council	Elections	by	City	Size	(2001)	

	 Small	 Medium	 Large	
	 (25,000-69,999)	 (70,000-199,999)	 (200,000	and	up)	
All	At-Large	 48.9%	 43.7%	 16.4%	
Mixed	 25.0%	 25.4%	 38.2%	
All	District	 26.1%	 31.0%	 45.5%	

Svara,	James	H.	Two	Decades	of	Continuity	and	Change	in	American	City	Councils.		
Washington,	DC:	National	League	of	Cities,	2003.	

Most	US	cities	Everett’s	size	(about	44%)	have	all	at-large	city	council	elections.		If	
you	were	to	drill	down	further	on	this	range,	we	could	reasonably	assume	the	
smaller	cities	in	this	range,	like	Everett	at	106,736,	would	be	even	more	prone	to	
use	all	at-large	elections	and	the	cities	closer	to	the	top	of	the	range	would	find	a	
greater	prevalence	of	mixed	and	district	systems.	

Top	WA	Cities	by	Population		
&	Council	Composition	(per	Wikipedia)	

	

Turning	locally,	the	chart	to	the	left	
shows	Everett	is	in-line	with	similarly	
sized	cities	in	the	State	of	Washington.	
	
Cities	with	populations	of	200,000	or	
more	are	more	likely	to	use	district	
elections.	(National	League	of	Cities,	Municipal	
Elections)	(http://www.nlc.org/build-skills-and-
networks/resources/cities-101/city-officials/municipal-
elections)	
	
Looking	forward,	even	if	Everett’s	
population	continues	to	grow	at	3%	
annually,	our	population	would	reach	
143,444,	ten	years	from	now	and	still	
be	well	below	the	200,000	threshold.	

	



























City of Everett Boards, Commissions and Committees 
Animal Shelter Advisory Board, seven members. Provides input on all aspects of animal control including in-depth 
review and modification of ordinances. 

Board of Appeals, seven members. Determines suitable alternate materials, alternate types and methods of 
construction, proposes equivalent methods or protection or safety and reasonable interpretations regarding 
various building codes and ordinances. 

Board of Park Commissioners, seven members. Advises the Mayor, City Council and Parks and Recreation 
Department on Parks and Recreation activities within the City of Everett. 

Civil Service Commission*, three members. Provides for the classification of City of Everett employees, 
competitive and free examinations as to fitness, an eligibility list from which vacancies shall be filled, a period of 
probation before employment is made permanent, for promotion on the basis of merit, experience and record, 
and hear appeals from suspension, terminations and reductions in rank. 

Community Housing Improvement (CHIP) Loan Review Committee, three members, three alternates, four-year 
terms. Meets primarily during a three-month period from January to March, seven or eight times. Sometimes 
meets one or two times in the other nine months. The Committee reviews, interviews applicants for housing 
improvements, and makes recommendations on federal and state funds for housing, human needs, and 
community development programs/projects. Everett five years it also reviews policy development related to the 
programs and projects to be funded. 

Council of Neighborhoods, not to exceed two members from each neighborhood (each member shall be 
appointed to a separate position). Members are elected by their neighborhood organizations. Council makes 
recommendations concerning tools and resources needed for planning and development of various 
neighborhoods, to make recommendations regarding plans, regulations and programs to suit the diverse character 
of the City’s neighborhoods, to make recommendations concerning intercity departmental responses to 
neighborhood problems and concerns, to encourage the settlement of disputes involving neighborhood groups 
and prospective land use applicants, to make recommendations as to the budget for the Office Neighborhoods, 
and other such duties as may be prescribed by the Mayor. 

Cultural Commission, eleven members. Provides funding for nonprofit arts groups, presents free lectures and 
musical performances, is responsible for the care and maintenance of the Public Art Collection and oversees an 
outdoor sculpture exhibition that features sculptures in the downtown. 

Diversity Advisory Board, fifteen members. Advises the Mayor and City Council on issues of diversity, creates a 
two-year work plan outlining goals and expectations of the board, and makes recommendations concerning City 
policies and programs needed to suit the diverse population of the community. 

Historical Commission, nine members. Advises the City on matters of history and historic preservation. Nominates 
property to be included on the Everett Register of Historic Places, reviews state and national register nominations, 
approves restoration tax benefits, provides design review in Historical Overlay Zones and publishes information 
about Everett heritage. 

Housing Authority, six members. Meets monthly, and is an independent government organization with its own 
budget and staff. The Mayor and Council appoint the Board of Commissioners, who comprise the non-elected 



“Board of Directors” for the Housing Authority. The Housing Authority owns and operates apartments for low-
income residents and provides subsidized rent payments for low-income residents to private landlords.  

Committee for Housing and Community Development, eleven members. Advises the City Council on matters 
relating to the preparation of the community’s application for Title I funds under the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974. 

Human Needs Advisory Committee, seven members. Meets each October to review applications and award grants 
to nonprofit agencies that render services in Everett to the City’s residents. 

Library Board*, five members. Selects the library director, adopts a system of examinations under which all 
appointments except that of library director shall be made, oversees the overall management and control of the 
library.  

Lodging Tax Advisory Committee, five members. Reviews and comments on any proposed changes to the 
imposition, rate, repeal/exemption, or use of revenue received under the City’s lodging excise tax. 

New Markets Tax Credit Advisory Board**, five members. The New Markets Tax Credit program is a federal 
program intended to spur investment in low income communities and specifically in economically distressed 
census tracts.  The Board provides advice to the Mayor and City Council regarding the use of the City’s New 
Markets Tax Credit allocation. 

Planning Commission, seven members. Makes recommendations to the Council, Mayor and other City 
Departments on the City’s broad planning goals and policies and on such plans for the development of the City as 
its present and future needs may require. The Commission shall also advise and make recommendations to the 
Council, Mayor and other City Departments in connection with matters relating to the City’s physical development 
and redevelopment as may be directed by ordinance. 

Public Facilities District Board, five members. Authorized to undertake the design, construction, operation, 
promotion and financing of a regional center (the Xfinity Arena facility). 

Salary Commission, seven members. Commissioners study the relationship of salaries to the duties of all elected 
officials and set the salaries for each respective position.  

Senior Center Advisory Board, nine members. Gives input on various projects and assists in events to raise money 
for the Everett Senior Center. Also assesses the center’s changing needs. 

Transportation Advisory Committee, nine members. Studies traffic issues and proposes solutions to the problems. 
The board also advises on transit services, long-range transportation planning and traffic safety planning.  

Tree Committee, seven members. Advises on the management of trees on city-owned property and rights-of-way. 

*Boards required by state law

**Board required by federal law 
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