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TERMS OF (FFICL AND (TPHER DATA ON CO'UI\ICIUIEN
United States Cities with 1950 Ponulation of 250,000 to 1,000,000: 1934 and 1953

APPENDIX A

1934 1953
No. of No, of
councilmen councilmen
elected: 7 ’Af -%M*%—: Over
Population Form of &t by Over-  Population Form of & H in
o1t (in 000's) gov't.* large distr. ’l’elz;m _lQ-P_ETAﬂg - {in 000's) ggg . —3-—-—-—‘-0;2(; t ____g________,_la{ = d;.gtr Teﬁm lé%%g"
Baltimore 805 M 1 18 ‘ No ' 915 MO 0 33 2 No
Cleveland 900 MC 0 (1 ) 2 © p MG 1 29 L Yes
St. Louis 822 MC 0 29 N Tes 857 , 2 I
. 81 MC o 22 2 No 801 ue 9. 0 i
Boston ? 4 Yes s MC 11 0 L Yes
San Prancisco 63k He 0 o 6 MC 9 0 b Yes
e 670 HC 9 0 b Yos 7. ; ~
Pittsburgh | | i O A 21 L Yo~
; 8 MC 0 27 b Yo 37
Milwaukee . 57 6 MC 3 5 2 No
| 292 Com L 0 2 Yes 59 ,
Houston Distr gs 2-Dist, Yes
Buffalo 573 MC 5 9 - £:2I38E 188 580 MC 6 9 Yeat lar.lo
¥s# Orleans 159 Com 5 0 4 Yo 570 Com 1 ? b No -—
M INNEAPOLIS L6l MC 0 26 L Yes 522 MC 0 13 2 No
Cincimmati 451 Mgr, 9 0 2 No 504 Mer, 9 0 2 No
Seattle 366 MC 9 0 3 Yes 468 MC 9 0 L Yes
Kansas City Mo, L0oo Mer, 5 4y 4 No Ls7 Mz, 5 4 L No —
Newazrk 4h2 Com, 5 0 L No 439 Com, 5 0 L ¥o —
San Diego 148 Mer. 7 0 R Yes 435 Mer, 1 6 h Yes
Dallas 260 NeTs, 9 0 2 ¥o L34 Mgr, 2 6 2 No
Indienapolie 364 MC 0 9 L Mo n27 MC 9 0 L No -
Denver 288 MC 0 9 2 Yo L16 MC 0 9 4 No —
San Antonto 232 Com 5 0 2 No Lo8 Mer, 9 0 2 No
Memphis 253 Com 5 0 L No 396 Con, 5 0 4 No —
Galdland . 284 Mer, 9 0 4 Yes 385 Mer, 9 0 L Yes_-
C)olumbus Ohio 291 MC 4 0 L No 376 Mo i 0 L Yes-
Portland 302 Com 5 0 Ly Yes 374 Com 9 0 . Yes -
Louisville 4 308 HC 12 0 2 Yo 369 HC 0 12 2 Yo
Rochester, W,Y. 328 Mgy, 35 4 b Yes 332 ligr, 5 L L Yes.
Atlanta 270 MC 13 26 3 o 331 HC 0 27 L Ne —
Birmingham 260 Com 3 0 4 No 326 Com 3 0 L Yo —~
St,Paul 272 Com 6 0 S 2 No 311 Com 7 0 2 No



-2 1934 « _ 1953

No, of . No, of
Councilmen ' Councilmen
elected: ‘ elected:
‘ Population Form of at by Over-~ Population Form of  at by Over-
City (in_000fs) gov't.* large distr, Term lapping (in 000's) _gov't. large distr, Term lapping
Toledo 291 MC 0 21 2 No 304 Mer, 9 0 2 Yo
Jersey City 317 Com 5 0 L No 299 Com 5 0 b No —
Fort Worth 163 Mer, 9 0 2 No 279 Mgr. 9 0 2 No
Akron 255 MC 3 10 2 Yo. 275 MC 3 10 2 No
Long Beach 142 . Mgr, 9 0 3 No 251 Mgr.. 5 4 L No—
Omaho ( 214 Com 7 0 3 ¥o . 251 Com 7 0 3 No
* MC. -~ mayor-council Mgr, ~ council-manger Com - commission

SOURCE: Municipal Year Book, 1954 and 1953

March 26, 1954 y |
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How do present and recent alidermen, and other City officials regard
2
the four-year term?

To determine the enswer to this question, the subscunmitte=
interviewed the 13 incumbsnt aldermen, the Maycr, Compiroller snd
City Treasurer, and presone who wers on the Charter Commission when
the 13 :an council emendment was subixitted but have since left the
Comni ssion.,

Of the 37 persomw in this group, replies were received from 30,
inciuding all 13 of the incumbent aldermesn end the present Mayor,
Comptroller and City Treasurer, The 3G repliss are tabulated in same
detail in Appendix 4, :

{a) There is an overwhelming preference for the four-year term for
aldsymen. This preference was shown by present aldermen, the recent
aldermanic incumbents, the ex-Charter Commission members snd ths three
elected exscutives.

The principael reasons given were:

1, Ths two-year term requires too much ccapaigning time of the perscn
in office and his cofficial duties suffer, Estimates varied as to how
socn before election the incumbent begins compaigning for reelectiomn.
But all seemed to think that ebout twice as much time was taken up
under the twoeyear system then under the four-year system,

2, More money fer campasigning is also needed under the two-year term.
In closely contested wards, it was estimated that a cempaign costs between
$2,000 and 3,000, It was alsc felt that this adds expenses uof election
to be paid out of public funds.

3. it was felt that two years is toc short a time for en alderman to
gain the experience needed to cope well with the difficult problems
facing the Council,

4, Two years is too little time for a new alderman to meke a record,
One respondent felt this is & particular handicap on the independent-
minded alderman.

5, Qualified persons find the two-year term a deterrent to their
running for office,

The small minority opposing the four=-year term said:

1., Requiring aldermen to rur every two years makes them more accountable
to the woters,

Z. The necessity for spending money on s cempsign is over-rated,
especially as more publioity is being ziven to incumbeuts' stands on
issues,

3. While continuation of the two-year term with all incumbents
stending for re-elsction et the seme time, raises the pessibal.ty of
& ccmplete or substantiel turnover in the Council, this possibility is remote,
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B. View of the leapue

In a letter to the Charter Comission subecommittee studying the
four-year term, the League of Women Voters of Minnoszpolis stated it
favers & foureyesr, non«staggsred term for sldermen. It favers four
years to save cempaigning time snd expense and to glve new asldermen
sdequete time to malts & good record. It opposes the staggered term
because it feels aldermanic clections interfere with reguler Council
business and heving them every two years instead of four ysars doubles
the fregusncy of this interference. The League does not think it likely
that all aldermsa will be turned out at any one time,

+ ©

The League states it wculd not press its opposition te steggering i~
the extent of sacrificing ths four-ysar ternm.

May 4, 1954



1. Do vou favor or oppoge a fow year term for alderren?

el ( 5 gy Civrd at <t an N TR oy gt Tarn
Boye, Christensen, Christiansen, Egan, ¥ ortier, Hansen,

Le i, Hannula, Hoyer (if terms staggered), E. Johnson,
¢. Johnson, Marters, Gladys Miller, Moulton, Hordstrom, OKeefs,

Pratt, Riley, Short, Stokowski, Straiton, Swanson, Wallace, Wilson,

Reasons: Two years term takes up too much time in campaigning,
Men lave more experience in four-ysar term. More econom-
isal for cardidate and city. Short perlod discourages
good candi daiss. Person has better chance to make a
goed recard,

Opposs:  Arthur, Haberland

Reasons: Two years better for l'zeping aldermen responsible.
Campaipn cost is mimor factor, particularly with greater
publicity baine given to voting records, Little possibil-.
ity of all incimbents being defeated. No adversse sffect
¢f two year term in Hous: of Representatives or State
Legislature, Candidates can prove self in two years,

L
1

COMRENTS: Wallace says derm issue should not te tisd in with question of
increased sslaries for aldsrmsn,

2. Do you favor a term other tha two or four years? If so, wat terms, ad
way?

No respondent suggested any other term.

3. Do you favor or oppose staggered terms fear sldermen? Why?

Favor:  Boye, Christensen, Christisnsen, Haberland, Haisen, Hoyer, E.,
o Johnson, G, Johnsom, Martens, Miller, Moulton, Welson, Nordstrom,
OfKeefe, Pratt, Riler, Short, Stokowski, Straiten, Wsllace, Swanson,
“ilson, Wolinski.

Reasons: Provide stabiliﬁy in City Council. Assure experience,
Offset possible collusion among alderman, Shorten baliot, -

Oppeser Arthur, Bank, Fertier, Leitschuh, Hannula,

Reasons: Public should have the right to turn council out akl at
once, Staggered terms would allow those nsarest to
election to hide behind others on centroversial questioms.,
Non-Staggered elections have no adveise effect in Congress,
State Legisiature. Nok feasible except with two aldermec
pa ward, Nesdldss precaution, since few seekinp re-elec-
tion ever fail.



TLBULATION . 2

COMuENTS: W, P. Christensen, new aldermen of Sth Ward, wants more time
to study this cquestion.

L. (To be asked of those who were Charter Commission members in June 1951,

A Y

when the former four year term was cut to two years,)
Did you faver or opoose the reduction to a two year term in 19512 Why?

Haberiand - thinks he favored two year term, as he does now,

Fortisr — opposed, Four years needed to get feet on ground,

Boya ~ fawrs four-year term,

5, f{a) Do ycu think the terms of the mayor, comptroller md treasurer should bs
increased from two to four ysars? Wiy?

Favor foar year term for all three: Bank, Boys, Fortler, Haberland, Hanzan,
Teitschuh, Hamnula, Miller, Pratt, Riley, Straiton, Swanson, Wolin~-

CH el

Favor four year term for Comptroller, and Treasurer: Christiansen, Wilson,

Favor four year term for Mayor cnly: Martems, Moultoh,; Nelson,

Reascns: Generally ths reason for favoring longer term is the msed
for gaining experisnce in the job, providing continulty
in an administrative office,

4 nurber of respondents considered the administrative as-
pects of these jobs, and drew differemt conclusions from
them, Some felt that this was an argument for longer tenure.
This was also recognized by those who merely said the jobs
of comptroller and treasurer should bs appointive, not
alective (see below),

Oprose four year term for all three: Artlmr, Kordstronm,

Reasons: Mayor's term should conform with Council?s (Arthur favored
tyo-year Council term), Comptroller and Treasurer should
ba appointed,

Opross four year term for Mayor onlys (Christiansen,

Reason: Work not too heavy,

CCM.ENTS: OtKeefe said if Comptroller and Treasurer sit on policy-making
boards, their terms should be two years, Favors four year
term for Mayor, since his job is mostly administrative,



TABULATION « 3

5 {b} " If you favor a four year teur for these thres officials; & you think
their terms should be staggered?

D28

Pavor: Riley (stabilize executive and administrative side <I govt}.
Moultonn would stageer Comptrolleris cffice, Believes this
is way to play up the impcrtance ofthis office which he feels
i3 overlooksd,

Oppose: Bank, Boye, Arthur, Christiansen, Haberland, Hansen, Leitschuh,
Hannula, Hoyer, Miller, O’Keefe, Prati, Straiton, Swanson,
Wilson,

Imiffe!fesa s Foriier.

May 3, 195L
CITIZENS LEAQUE OF GREATEX MINNEAPCLIS



