To: Members, Bill of rights and Voting Rights Committee

From: Richard Saphire, Chair

Re: Matters to Consider at Meeting on Thursday, March 13, 2014

Date: March 7, 2014

I am advised that at our February meeting, the Committee indicated its desire to press ahead with our roadmap and to begin reviewing the various provisions of the Ohio Constitution that have been assigned to us. But before we do so, I propose that we address and resolve a number of what I think are important process-related questions.

On February 21, at the request of Kathleen Trafford, Chair of the Coordinating Committee, a conference call was held with the Chairs of the subject matter committees to discuss a range of matters, including protocols for preparing committee recommendations to the full Commission, a format for memorializing the discussion of provisions within a committee’s scope for which no change is being recommended, and the definition of, and timeline for, identifying obsolete provisions.  Among the matters as to which agreement was reached, was the following (taken from Ms. Trafford’s memo summing up the results of the conference call):

	“The Subject Matter Committees would like assistance in identifying the best practices 	for providing public notice and information to the public when a recommendation is 	being considered by the Committee or ready to be forwarded to the Commission. 	Consistency among committees on the public education/public involvement process 	is important. The Public Education and Information Committee have been discussing 	this topic and will coordinate with the Organization Committee on developing 	policies or rules for coordinating public outreach.”

While this suggests a consensus among committee chairs about the desirability of developing of a common policy concerning protocols or methods for maximizing public education and engagement, the fact is that as of now, no such policy exists.  Until or unless such a common policy is adopted, the question arises whether the Committee should adopt its own policy for obtaining public input before it begins to take up the items on our roadmap. (To be frank, I am concerned that unless we at least attempt to cultivate public involvement, we, as well as other subject matter committees and the Commission itself, might eventually find our work challenged by those who would claim that they were not informed or consulted about the Commission’s work product.) I had included this issue in my agenda memo for the February meeting, but am unclear if the Committee reached any conclusions. In this regard, posting on the Commission’s website our intention to consider various constitutional provisions may be a good first step toward public involvement, but is it enough? Are there other steps we can/should take?

Putting aside the question of developing a public engagement policy, perhaps the least that we should do before we begin to address the roadmap is consider whether there are groups or individuals with an apparent or obvious interest in a particular constitutional provision that we might contact. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]You should have already received the notice of our March 13 meeting that has been posted on the Commission’s website. It includes a reference to five provisions (drawn from “Tier 1” of the roadmap)  from Article I and one from Article 5 that the committee “may also begin to discuss” at our meeting. Assuming we decide to begin that discussion next week, I thought it might be useful if we all reviewed the 1970’s Commission’s report concerning those provisions. I will forward to you another copy of that report for your convenience.

If you have any additional matters that you would like to take up next week, please let me know.
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