
From: craig stephens [mailto:craigattbi@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Saturday, September 20, 2008 1:02 PM 
To: Selden, Sarah 
Subject: Input re draft CIG requesting changes and deletions 
 
 
      Sarah 
 
      I would like to take issue with the revised draft Citizen Involvement Guidelines, in particular the 
Accountability section.  Going to 2. "Minimal meeting and notification requirements are:"  this reads OK 
and makes sense from a. through e.  However f and g seem seriously amiss from reality.  I would like to 
explain why I think that and ask that this objection be considered as input for hopefully amending this and 
also I would like to suggest alternatives that are already in place in reality that might accomplish what is 
desired. 
 
      First I would draw your attention to Appendix C, the draft Neighborhood Bylaws Outline, which I think 
is very good.  You will see that 10. Parliamentary Government is to have "a mix of RRofO with fairness 
and common courtesy" (actually RRof O are all about fairness and common courtesy but anyway the 
intent here is clear.)  In our bylaws we are required to record any motions in the minutes and the vote so 
that it will be clear how many people voted for something and how many voted against it.  This is crucial 
for anyone to understand any opposition.  What is not to be included in Minutes per RRofO are details of 
discussion or positions, only actions are to be recorded in the Minutes.  This is clear in any summary of 
RRofO and in the full discussion regarding Minutes. 
 
      OK, so what is the objection to these two sub-paragraphs that I would like to register?  Subsection f. 
is a requirement on the "minimal meeting and notification requirements" that requires the Board(?) to 
"maintain a list of mailing addresses within the geographic boundaries of the association".  It states "City 
staff may provide support..." so this is evidently a requirement to the Board of the neighborhood 
association that is not reflected in the bylaws guidelines and is nearly impossible to do as discussed in 
the open meeting we had recently with everyone agreeing.  There is no need for this "mailing list" to 
follow sub-section d) because the written notice can be given "personally, mail, fax or e-mail" and it is 
manifestly obvious that a MAILED written notice would be burdensome relative to signs, newspaper 
notices, city calendar, reader board postings, personal contact and e-mail even if it were possible to 
maintain a mailing list.  Of course for out-of-town owners this might be the only way to contact them but 
that has to be tempered with the fact that if they cannot come to the meeting they cannot vote anyway.  I 
therefore suggest elimination of this requirement which is vague, unenforceable and generally not 
necessary even if it might be possible for some neighborhoods.  For those few neighbors that can be 
contacted no other way, we will have to go to the expense and effort of mailing notices but this should not 
be a requirement for every neighbor where other means are less costly and less trouble.  I strongly 
suggest that the neighborhood be the judge of the best notification method for any given person within the 
confines of sub-section d). 
 
      Section 2. g) gets tangled within itself.  Possibly the sentence should be broken into two sentences.  
Presumably the "annual" requirement is for the list of officers and board members along with the 
anticipated schedule of board meetings to be forwarded to the CCI and the City staff.  And the desire is 
for "meeting minutes" to be forwarded to the CCI and the City staff within a month or sooner(?) after the 
meeting in draft form and when approved.  And a copy of any meeting notice as required in section 2 d is 
to be sent to the CCI and City staff whenever circulated.  If this is what is requested it should be clearly 
stated.  The first clause in this sentence about "demonstrating compliance" with these requirements is 
unnecessary.  So I suggest this sentence be broken up into clear sentences that state what exactly the 
requirements are. 
 
      Section 3.  "Dissenting views...through meeting minutes and minority report representations" ... "made 
available to the City.  This is wrong.  First, the minutes per the bylaws do not have "views", dissenting or 
otherwise, they have motions, votes and actions taken.  (See above regarding RRoO and any the Bylaw 
guidelines concerning Minutes.)  My suggestion is that this Section, Section 3, be reworded to require that 
the minutes have the count of the votes on any motion or proposal.  The Minutes should then be sent to 
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the City staff and CCI within a month in draft form (see above, if that change is made) and the amount of 
assenting and dissenting voting will be evident and can be explored if desired.  There is nothing in the 
way of "minority report representations", this is out of thin air.  I suggest that this Section be changed to 
require that "The minutes, to be forwarded to City staff and CCI as soon as possible after any meeting 
and no later than one month later in draft form, pending possible amendment at the next meeting, be sent 
by the Secretary, Chair or Vice Chair with the vote count on any motion or other action clearly stated.  
The vote count should only include verified neighborhood association members."  
 
      The problems in the past have been that the vote count was not conveyed to the City, not that the 
minority was not heard.  Only the minority was represented to the City.  So it is important to require that 
the vote count be made available to City staff, not a minority report, whatever that is and whoever would 
supply that.  There really is no such thing. 
 
      One other suggestion:  Somewhere in here it should be made manditory that every Board member 
and officer be given a copy of the latest approved By Laws at or prior to their first board meeting of the 
year!!  It does no good to have these bylaw requirements and the charter if no one has access to them or 
no one reads them!! 
 
      Thanks very much for conveying this input regarding these changes, I hope they are in time to 
consider as part of the Monday meeting. 
 
      Craig 
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