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You have requested a legal opinion from the Department of Law on the following
question:

Question

How many consecutive terms may an individual serve in the office of the Mayor
of the Metropolitan Government of Nashville and Davidson County under the terms of
the Metropolitan Charter?

Short Answer

As there are conflicting sections in the Metropolitan Charter, the question
becomes whether there has been a repeal of the Mayor’s three-term limit by the later
enacted Charter Amendment specifying a two-term limit for all officials. As there was no
express repeal in the Amendment, the analysis of whether there was an implied repeal
involves multiple steps. This analysis is construed in favor of eligibility of candidates in
otder to protect the people’s right to vote from a field of candidates that has not been
unnecessatily limited. The three step analysis that is applied in determining whether there
is an implied repeal 1s as follows:

1. Are the Metropolitan Charter §§ 1.07, 5.06, and 5.07 irreconcilable? No. The
provisions can be construed so that all have meaning by applying Metropolitan
Charter § 1.07 to all officials except the Mayor so there is no repeal.
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2. Is the eatlier provision a specific law while the later enacted law is a general law?
Yes. The earlier law applied specifically to the Mayor while the later enacted law
has general application to all elected officials so there is no repeal as the eatlier
law will be treated as an exception to the later law.

3. Was it clearly the intent of the voters to repeal the existing law? No. Itis not
clear that the intent of the voters was to repeal the three term limit for the Office
of the Mayor because the evil that the voters sought to remedy was unlimited
terms and the Mayor already had a limited term; there is no extrinsic evidence
that the voters knew they were voting to repeal the Mayor’s term; and repealing
Metropolitan Charter Sections 5.06 and 5.07 that permit a Mayor three terms and
an enhanced pension does violence to those sections and the Metropolitan
Chatrter.

The answer to each of the questions results in a conclusion that there has been no repeal
by implication! of Mezropolitan Charter §§ 5.06 and 5.07 and, therefore, based on any one of
these three analyses, an individual may serve three (3) consecutive terms in the Office of
the Mayor of the Metropolitan Government.

Background

Tennessee Constitution, Tennessee Statutes and Metropolitan Charter.

The Constitution of the State of Tennessee was amended in 1953 to permit
consolidated city and county governments. Tenn. Const. Art. XI, § 9. In 1957 the
General Assembly adopted the legislation necessary to allow a consolidated government
to be created. See T.C.A. {§ 7-1-101 through 7-3-508. The Metropolitan Government
was created pursuant to the authority of Tennessee Code Annotated, Title 7. The
Metropolitan Charter was approved by an election in June, 1962, and the Metropolitan
Government was implemented on April 1, 1963. Metropolitan Charter § 20.21.

The enabling state legislation required the Metropolitan Chatter to provide:

(14) For the names or titles of the administrative and executive
officers of the metropolitan government, their qualifications,
compensation, method of selection, tenure, removal, replacement and such
other provisions with respect to such officers, not inconsistent with
general law, as may be deemed necessary or approprate for the
metropolitan government;

T.C.A. § 7-2-108 (14). The Metropolitan Charter provides that the Mayor is responsible
for the conduct of the executive and administrative work of the Metropolitan
Government and for the law enforcement within its boundaries. Metropolitan Charter §

1 “An implication is an inference. A thought or idea not represented by the words used but to be deduced
therefrom.” George Cole Motor Co. v. McCanless, 10 Beeler 625, 174 Tenn. 625, 130 S.W.2d 93 (1939)
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5.01. Section 5.06 of the Metropolitan Charter limits the Mayor to three (3) consecutive
terms.2 Section 5.07 of the Charter allows the Mayor a pension (10% of last annual
salary) if the Mayor serves two full terms and an increased pension (25% of last annual
salary) if the Mayor serves three full terms.3 These provisions have not been repealed ot
changed since their approval in June, 1962.

On November 8, 1994, the Metropolitan Charter was amended through an
election initiated by petition as provided in Metropolitan Charter Section 19.01(2). (See
Petition & Ballot, Attachment A) The amendment added a new provision to the
Metropolitan Charter that limited the number of terms for “any elected official authotized
or created by the Charter.”” Metropolitan Charter § 1.07. The provision added to the Charter
states:

A. Effective January 1, 1995, no person shall be eligible to setve in any
elected office authorized or created by the Charter of the Metropolitan
Government of Nashville and Davidson County if during the previous
two (2) terms of that office, the person in question has served more
than a single term. Service prior to the passage of this measure shall not
count in determining length of service. Judges are exempt from this
provision.

D. If any provision of this petition shall be held unconstitutional, invalid
or inapplicable to any persons or circumstances, then it is intended and
declared by the people of Davidson County that all other provisions of
this petition and their application to all other persons and

2 Sec. 5.06. Limitation on terms of setvice.
No mayor elected and qualified for three (3) consecutive four (4) year terms shall be eligible for the
succeeding term. Metropolitan Charter § 5.06.

3 Sec. 5.07. Pension for mayor.

After the mayor shall have setrved two (2) full terms, he shall receive an annual pension equivalent to ten
(10%) percent of his salary during the last year of his second term, and after he shall have served three (3)
full terms (in lieu of the lesser pension) he shall receive an annual pension equivalent to twenty-five (25%)
petcent of his salary during the last year of his third term. The amount of this pension shall not be
increased by subsequent years of service as mayor. The pension herein provided shall be suspended during
any subsequent period that the mayor shall be a compensated officer or employee of the metropolitan
government and, if accepted, shall be in lieu of any pension which said mayor may be entitled to receive
from the metropolitan government by reason of service as an officer or employee of the City of Nashville.
Any pension which a person may be entitled to receive from the metropolitan government by reason of
services as mayor of the City of Nashville shall also be suspended during the period that such person shall
be a compensated officer or employee of the metropolitan government. Metropolitan Charter § 5.07.
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circumstances shall be severable and shall not be affected by such
decision.

The amendment did not expressly repeal either Metropolitan Charter § 5.06 (providing three
terms for a Mayor) or Metropolitan Charter § 5.07 (increased pension benefit for a Mayor
serving three terms). The presence in the Metropolitan Charter of the three provisions,
two provisions setting a limit on terms that may be setved (one applicable to all elected
officials authorized or created by the Metropolitan Charter (two terms) and one applicable
only to the Mayor (three terms)) and the third provision setting the pension rights of the
Mayor, creates an apparent conflict within the Charter.

Analysis*

4 For the purposes of this opinion, the holding of the Tennessee Supreme Coutt in Staze ex rel. Maner v.
Leech may be, and will be considered as, controlling. (The opinion as it relates to Metropolitan Government
was non-binding dicta in that it is not the point of the opinion that concerned a non-metropolitan
government, Knox County.) State ex rel. Maner v. Leech, 588 S.W.2d 534, 537 (Tenn. 1979). In that case,
the Coutt held that:
It is evident that, in broad form, our Constitution now provides for three types of county
government:
a. Article VII government wherein the basic units of government are the county executive and
the county legislative body.
b. A consolidated form of government commonly known as Metropolitan or "Metro." See

Article XI, Section 9, last paragraph. Any county having such a government is exempt from
Article VII government.

C....

... A literal reading of this language produces the conclusion that the Act ctreates a uniform
system of county government to which all counties, except those having metropolitan
government, must ultimately convert.

State ex rel. Maner v. Leech, 588 S.W.2d at 537, 539 (emphasis added). However, Article VII, Section 1, of
the Constitution of Tennessee provides:

§ 1. Counties; elected officers; legislative body; forms of government

The qualified voters of each county shall elect for terms of four years a legislative body, a county
executive, a Sheriff, a Trustee, a Register, a County Cletk and an Assessor of Property. Their
qualifications and duties shall be prescribed by the General Assembly. Any officer shall be removed
for malfeasance or neglect of duty as prescribed by the General Assembly.

The legislative body shall be composed of representatives from districts in the county as drawn by
the county legislative body pursuant to statutes enacted by the General Assembly. Districts shall be
reapportioned at least every ten years based upon the most recent federal census. The legislative
body shall not exceed twenty-five members, and no more than three representatives shall be elected

from a district. Any county organized under the consolidated government provisions of Article XI,

Section 9, of this Constitution shall be exempt from having a county executive and a county
legislative body as described in this paragraph. (emphasis added)

The General Assembly may provide alternate forms of county government including the right to
charter and the manner by which a referendum may be called. The new form of government shall
replace the existing form if approved by a majority of the voters in the referendum.
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Constraints on Right to Seek Office. Each of these Charter provisions raise
public policy issues because they place restraints on candidates for public office. The
inherent power of the government resides with the people. This power is expressed
through voting. By adopting a term limit, the choices of the people ate reduced. Courts
hold that when there is ambiguity in laws placing any constraints on an individual’s right
to seek office - thereby reducing the people’s choices — the laws should be interpreted in
favor of allowing the individuals to seek office. Crowe . Ferguson, 814 S.W.2d at 724-725
(Tenn. 1991) (court disfavors statutory interpretations that unduly restrict the election
process and the individual's right to participate as a candidate).5

One goal of the election process is to provide the electorate with a field of worthy
candidates from whom to choose. Laws regulating the eligibility of candidates should
encourage qualification, not restrict it, in order to help achieve that goal. Wilkiams .
Ragland, 567 So.2d 63, 66 (La. 1990) (action seeking to disqualify incumbent judicial
candidate from re-election dismissed; interpretation of statues that restrict the tight to run
for public office should be avoided).

It has been stated that there is a presumption in favor of eligibility of one
who has been chosen and elected or appointed, to public office, and that a
strong public policy exists in favor of eligibility for public office. Thus, the
imposition of restrictions upon the right of a person to hold public office
should receive a liberal construction in favor of the people exercising
freedom of choice in the selection of their public officers, and statutes

The last sentence of paragraph two (underlined) is unclear and subject to several interpretation. The Journal
of the Debates of the Constitutional Convention (1977), Vol. 2, p. 1392. The Attorney General has opined and the
Tennessee Supreme Court has held that this sentence exempts the Metropolitan Government from being
requited to have a county executive and a county legislative body. State ex rel. Maner v. Leech, 588 S.W.2d at
537 (see language quoted above); Tenn. Op. Atty. Gen. No. 78-367. Should the Supreme Court revisit this
issue and find that these offices are Constitutional offices, then it is possible that, applying the analysis of a
1995 Opinion of the Attorney General, neither the mayor who serves as the chief executive officer of the
Metropolitan Government (T.C.A. §7-21-206(d) “All executive powers of the unified government shall be
vested in a chief executive officer whose title shall be determined by the charter commission.”) nor the
members of the Metropolitan Council as the “county legislative body,” ate subject to term limits. Tenn.
Op. Atty. Gen. No. 95-007.

5 See also Jarnagin v. Harris, 138 Ga.App. 318, 226 S.E.2d 108 (Ga. Ct. App. 1976), citing Gagan v. Heery, 183
Ga. 30(4), 187 S.E.2d 371 (statute limiting an individual's right to hold office must be construed to the
benefit those seeking office); Vieira v. Slanghter, 318 So.2d 490 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1975), citing Ervin .
Collins, 85 So.2d 852 (Fla. 1956) (restrictions on the right to hold office should receive a construction in
favor of the candidates and the people exercising their freedom of choice in selecting their public officers),
and also citing Hur? v. Naples, 299 So.2d 17 (Fla. 1974) (discouragement of candidacy for public office
should be frowned upon since widening the field of candidates is the rule, not the exception, and it should
not be done absent express statutory disqualification).
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declaring qualifications are to receive a liberal construction.® Or, as
sometimes stated, the right to public office, or any constitutional or
statutory provision which restricts the right to hold office, must be strictly
construed against ineligibility, and statutory and constitutional provisions
which tend to limit the candidacy of any person for public office must be
construed in favor of the right of the voters to exercise their choice and
should be construed strictly and not extended to cases not cleatly covered
thereby. If there is any doubt or ambiguity in the applicable provisions,
such doubt or ambiguity must be resolved in favor of eligibility.”? A
constitutional provision, where the language and context allow, should be
construed so as to preserve eligibility.

63C Am. Jur. 2d Public Officers and Employees § 53
As expressed by the Supreme Court of Utah:

A principle which is foundational to our system is that the inherent powers
of government reside in the people. This is given expression in the right to
vote, and thus to choose the public officials who will serve them; and the
correlative right of citizens to aspire to public office and serve therein if so
chosen. It is generally held that statutes dealing with that subject should
receive a liberal construction in favor of assuring the right to exercise
freedom of choice in selecting public officials and also the right to aspite
to and hold public office.

Cannon v. Gardner, 611 P.2d 1207, 1211 (Utah, 1980). Therefore, a court will use an
analysis of these Charter provisions that strictly construes them against ineligibility of
individuals to seek office and in favor of making individuals eligible to seek office.

The Three Charter Provisions Are Reconcilable. As a threshold matter, the
question to be answered is whether the Charter provisions are irreconcilable. Metropolitan
Government of Nashville v. Hillsboro Land Co., Inc., 26 McCanless 431, 436, S.W.2d 850, 854
(Tenn. 1968) (Coutt held that a repeal by implication is indicated only when two statutes

6 “The right to be a candidate for public office is a valuable right, and no one should be denied this right
unless the Constitution or applicable valid law expressly declares him ineligible. Ervin v. Collins, 85 So.2d
852 (Fla.1956); Hurt v. Naples, 299 So.2d 17 (Fla.1974). The imposition of restrictions upon the right of a
petson to hold public office should receive a liberal construction in favor of the people exercising freedom
of choice in the selection of their public officers. Ervin v. Collins, supra. If there be doubt or ambiguity in
the provisions, the doubt or ambiguity must be resolved in favor of eligibility. Ervin v. Collins, supra.” Vieira
v. Slaughter, 318 So.2d 490, 491 (Fla.App. 1975).

7 “For the purpose of argument only, let it be assumed that said provision is ambiguous. The effect could
do no more than cast a doubt on eligibility. If it amounted to this, under every accepted rule of
interpretation, the doubt or ambiguity must be resolved in favor of eligibility.” Ervin v. Collins, 85 So.2d
852, 855 (Fla. 1956).
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are manifestly repugnant or in irreconcilable conflict of substance.); State v. Hicks, 55
S.W.3d 515, 523 (Tenn. 2001) (No need for repeal by implication if statutes can be
reasonably construed so as to give effect to each.); Massachusetts Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Vogue,
Inc., 54 Tenn. App. 624, 631, 393 S.W.2d 164, 167 (Tenn.App. 1965) (The later enacted
law conferring the management powers of Tennessee corporations upon the Board of
Directors did not repeal by implication the specialized earlier enacted power of cotporate
officers to change insurance policies.) A court will not find that an implied repeal was
intended unless the earlier and later provisions are irreconcilable. If they are reconcilable,
the analysis need go no further.

“A repeal by implication is indicated, therefore, only when two statutes are
manifestly repugnant or in irreconcilable conflict of substance; however, such repugnance
or conflict will not be found where any fair and reasonable construction will permit the
statutes to stand together.” Metropolitan Government of Nashville v. Hillsboro Land Co., Inc., 26
McCanless at 440, 436 S.W.2d 854. In this instance, the three Metropolitan Charter
provisions are not irreconcilable because it is possible to give a fair and reasonable
construction to the amendment and the earlier enacted provisions that gives each
meaning. Following the analysis used by the Court in Massachusetts Mut. Life Ins. Co. v.
Vogue, Inc., the earlier enacted law 1s a specialized law providing a three-term limit for the
Mayor and the later enacted law providing two-term limits is to be applied to the other
elected officials. With this analysis, both provisions still have meaning.® Since they are not
irreconcilable, the inquiry need not go further as both provisions can be enforced.® Asa
result, Metropolitan Charter § 5.06 remains applicable to the Office of the Mayor and an

individual may setve three consecutive terms in that office.

Earlier Enacted Specific Law As Exception to Later Enacted General Law. The

1994 Charter amendment is a general law in nature in that it purports to apply to all
elected officials (except judges) created or authorized by the Charter. Mesropolitan Charter §
5.06, the eatlier enacted law, is a specific law directed only at the term of the Office of the
Mayor. In this situation, if the specific law is in conflict with the general law, the specific
law is to be treated as an exception to the general law.1® Both the Tennessee Supreme

8 The severability clause found in the amendment, Mezropolitan Charter § 1.07 (d), while considered standard
language for proposed laws, suppozts the position that it was anticipated that there would be exceptions to
the later enacted two-term limit.

9 See generally, Karen Petroski, Comment, Retheorizing the Presumption Against Implied Repeals, 92 Cal. L. Rev.
487, 488 (Match, 2004) (“Comment focuses primarily on the problems posed by conflicting statutes of
equal generality, that is, on situations in which reconciliation of the statutes, if possible, must occur in some
manner other than by construing one statute as providing for an exception to the other.” Fnal.)

10 “If one of the statutes is more specific than the other, the statutes may be reconciled by construing the
mote specific statute as an exception to the more general statute, regardless of the temporal relationship
between the statutes. The current leading statutory interpretation treatise recognizes both the specific-
controls-the-general canon and the later-enacted-statute rule. Norman J. Singer, 1A Statutes and Statutory
Construction § 23:9, at 458, § 23:15, at 511-12 (6th ed. 2002); see also William N. Eskridge, Jr. et al,
Legislation and Statutory Interpretation 274-75 (2000).” Petroski, Note 1.
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Court and the Court of Appeals have discussed the principal to be applied in this
situation. The Tennessee Supreme Court held:

Repeal by implication is not favored. It is only where the conflict between
the earlier and later statutes is completely irreconcilable that the eatlier
statute can be said to have been repealed by implication. As a corollary of
that doctrine it is an established rule that a subsequent statute treating a
general subject and not expressly contradicting the terms of an eatlier
special  statute will not be given the effect of repealing the special
provisions of the first statute unless absolutely necessary in order to give
some meaning to the words of the general statute. Szaze ex rel. v. Safley, 172
Tenn. 385, 112 S.W.2d 831; Grubb et al v. Mayor and Aldermen, 185 Tenn.
114, 203 S.W.2d 593.

Massachusetts Mut. Life Ins. Co. v. Vogue, Inc., 54 Tenn.App. 624, 631, 393 S.W.2d 164, 167
(Tenn.App. 1965) (emphasis added). The Tennessee Court of Appeals held:

Directly in point is the following from Black on Interpretation of Laws,
116:

“As a corollary from the doctrine that implied repeals are not favored, it
has come to be an established rule in the construction of statutes that a
subsequent act, treating a subject in general terms and not expressly
contradicting the provisions of a prior special statute, is not to be
considered as intended to affect the more particular and specific provisions
of the earlier act, unless it 1s absolutely necessary so to construe it in order
to give its words any meaning at all.”

So, 1n Sedgwick on the Construction of Statutory and Constitutional Law,
the author observes, on page 98, with respect to this rule:

“The reason and philosophy of the rule is, that when the mind of the
legislator has been turned to the details of a subject, and he has acted upon
it, a subsequent statute in general terms or treating the subject in a general
manner, and not expressly contradicting the original act, shall not be
considered as intended to affect the more particular or positive previous
provisions, unless it is absolutely necessary to give the latter act such a
construction, in order that its words shall have any meaning at all.”

And, Mr. Justice Brewer, in his opinion in Rodgers v. United States, 185 U.S.
83, 22 S.Ct. 582, 584, 46 L.Ed. 816, quotes with approval the following
from Crane v. Reeder, 22 Mich. 322, 334, which has application to the instant
case:

"Where there are two acts or provisions, one of which is special and
particular, and certainly includes the matter in question, and the other
general, which, if standing alone, would include the same matter and thus
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conflict with the special act or provision, the special must be taken as
intended to constitute an exception to the general act ot provision,
especially when such general and special acts or provisions are
contemporaneous, as the legislature is not to be presumed to have
intended a conflict."

State ex rel. v. Safley, 8 Beeler 385, 112 S.W.2d 831, 833 (Tenn. 1938) (emphasis added).!t

It 1s the opinion of the Department of Law that, even if a court decided that the
Charter provisions are irreconcilable, this rule alone requires that the eatlier enacted law
that is specific prevail over the later enacted general law. Under this analysis, too,
Metropolitan Charter § 5.06 remains applicable to the Office of the Mayor and an
individual may serve three consecutive terms in that office.

Intent of the Voter. If a court finds that the Charter provisions are itreconcilable
and that both provisions are general rather than one being specific and the other general,
it will then proceed to the final analysis — the intent of the voters. As repeals by
implication are strongly disfavored, the court will adopt a presumption that there was no
repeal by implication. When the law under scrutiny has been adopted by the voter, 12 as
both the Metropolitan Charter and the Charter Amendment were, the primary intent to
be determined is not the intent of the drafters of the amendment!3 but, rather, the intent

1 See also, McDaniel v. Physicians Mut. Ins. Co., 621 SW.2d 391 (Tenn. 1981) wherein the Supreme Court
held:
It is a well settled principle of statutory construction that:

"t is the duty of the Court in construing statutes to avoid a construction which will place one
statute in conflict with another, and the Court should resolve any possible conflict between the
statutes in favor of each other, whenever possible, so as to provide a harmonious operation of the
laws."

In addition, "any statute, not tepealing directly or by implication any previous law, is cumulative to
such law," and "repeals by implication are not favored ...."

McDaniel v. Physicians Mat. Ins. Co., 621 S.W.2d at 394. (Internal citations omitted)

2 The majority of the cases dealing with interpretation of written laws are cases in which the court is
interpreting traditional legislation, that is, legislation adopted by Congtess, a state legislature, or the
legislative body of a local government. The focus of the courts for traditional legislation is to apply the
laws as the legislative body intended and relies on the words of the statute and the legislative intent as that
may be determined from the legislative history, the political context, and the problem the statute was
intended to remedy. Elizabeth A. McNellie, Note, The Use of Extrinsic Aids in the Interpretation of Popularly
Enacted L egislation, 89 Colum. L. Rev. 157, 158-9 (1989). The coutts use the same analysis in interpreting
legislation enacted through an initiative of the voters. Jane S. Schacter, The Parsuit of Popular Intent:
Interpretive Dilemmas in Direct Democracy, 105 Yale L.J. 107, 109 (1995). Initiatives or referenda by voters can
either be for legislation or for adoption or amendment of a constitution or a charter. Id. at 113-114.

3 “The words represent the most meticulously drafted evidence of intent and are what was actually voted
into law. However, like more traditional bills, these initiatives are written in language most conducive to
passage. Accordingly, the enactment may be full of expedient silences on issues that could not or would
not receive suppott if addressed. This often results in an unclear statement that the courts must interpret.”
McNellie, supra, at 173-74.
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of the voters. ¥ Southern Ry. Co. v. Fowler, 497 S.W.2d 891 (Tenn. 1973). A court will use
the same analysis for the Metropolitan Charter as is used for the Tennessee Constitution
because the Metropolitan Charter is the organic law'® of the Metropolitan Government,
was adopted by referendum, was amended by initiative,!6 and is to the Metropolitan
Government what the Tennessee Constitution is to the State of Tennessee. State ex rel.
Lewis v. Bowman, 814 S.W.2d 369, 373 (Tenn. App. 1991); 2A McQuillin Mun. Corp. § 9.03
(31d ed.).

An individual legislator’s remarks concerning a constitutional amendment
are ‘of less materiality than in that of an ordinary bill or resolution.” Maxwell
v. Dow, 176 U.S. 581, 20 S.Ct. 448, 44 L.Ed. 597 (1899).

This 1s true because there 1s an important distinction between a legislative
enactment which is an end product in and of itself and a legislative
enactment which is but an initial step in a constitutional amendatory
process. As stated above, in the former situation, legislative intent is a
controlling factor 1n determining the meaning and effect of statutes, and
principles of statutory construction have evolved as aids in determining
legislative intent. However, in the latter situation where a statute is enacted
as the initial step in amending the constitution through the constitutional
convention process, the statute has no operative effect until approved by the
people. Consequently, it 1s the people, not the legislature, who call the
convention, and their intent and not the intent of the legislature is that
which this Court must look to if it becomes necessary to ascertain the intent

4 Most cases on “repeal by implication” relate to whether a later enacted statute (rather than a provision of
a Charter or Constitution) has repealed an earlier enacted statute. While the courts may consider several
issues in order to determine whether such repeal has occurred, the intent of the legislature is the primary
consideration. Bennett v. State, 10 Tenn. 472 (1830); English v. Farrar, 10 McCanless 188, 197-199, 332
S.W.2d 215, 219-220 (Tenn. 1960)(1957 Private Act expressly amending the 1947 Private Act “as amended”
was sufficient evidence of legislative intent to repeal the intervening 1953 Private Act.). A court analyzing
voter adopted Charter provisions will be primarily concerned with the intent of the voters. McCulley v. State
(State Report Title: The Judges' Cases) 102 Tenn. 509, 53 S.W. 134, 136 (1899).

15 The body of laws (as in a constitution) that define and establish a government. Black's Law Dictionary (8th
ed. 2004) “organic law”.

“Unless additional powers are conferred by statute or by the state constitution, a municipal corporation
created by charter derives all its powers from the charter under which it acts as a body corporate and
politic. Charters have been called bills of right, a name originating in the medieval period when they were
obtained from the feudal lords and barons by diplomacy, purchase or other means. And municipal charters
are sometimes mentioned as constitutions, that is, fundamental or organic laws of municipal corporations.”

McQuillin’s Municipal Corp., § 9.03, “Natute, Purpose and Scope of Charter.” (footnotes omitted)

16 See Metropolitan Charter § 19.01.

An “initiative” results when sponsors of a proposed measure secure the required number of signatures and
the majority of the votets approve the law. A “referendum” results when the law requires that a law be
submitted by the “legislative” body to the voters before it is finally approved. See Schacter, supra, at Note
22-23.
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of anyone. Illustration Design Gp. v. McCanless, 224 Tenn. 284, 454 S.W.2d
115 (1970); Cummings v. Beeler, 189 Tenn. 151, 223 S.W.2d 913 (1949).

Southern Ry. Co. v. Fowler, 497 S.W.2d at 895.

In order for the amendment, Metropolitan Charter § 1.07, to replace Metropolitan
Charter § 5.06 (Mayor’s three-term limit) a court would need to find that the voters
intended to repeal both Metropolitan Charter §§ 5.06 & 5.07 even though the language in
the amendment did not provide for or indicate that it would cause a repeal. As discussed
above, repeal by implication of an eatlier law by a later law is not favored by the coutts.
Fletcher v. State, 951 S.W.2d 378, 382 (Tenn. 1997). 7 When the court finds that there has
been repeal by implication, the statute enacted later in time prevails over the eatlier
enacted statute. Szeznbonse v. Neal, 723 S.W.2d 625, 627 (Tenn. 1987) (Coutrt held that the
legislative intent, as expressed in the wording of the legislation itself was to establish a
“uniform period” of ten (10) days in which any such appeal may be perfected in any
county in Tennessee and, therefore, the later enacted statute repealed the eatlier because
that was clearly what the legislature intended. This was so because they used the term
“uniform period” 1 the later enacted legislation.)

The Tennessee Supreme Court has described the method by which the meaning
of provisions of the Constitution will be analyzed in Cleveland Surgery Center, L.P. v. Bradley
County Memorial Hospital, 30 S.W.3d 278 (Tenn. 2000). 81 The court will note the

17 Repeal by implication is strongly disfavored. (cite) It must be evident that the repeal was intended.
There is a presumption against repeal. When the acts are in conflict, the act which is more specifically
directed to the matter prevails as an exception to the general act. Roby ». Board of Trustees of Employees’
Retirement System of City of New Orteans, 650 So.2d 811 (La.App. 4 Cir.,1995).

18 When construing a constitutional provision, this Court must “give effect to the intent of the

people who adopt [ed] a constitutional provision.” Gaskin ». Collins, 661 S.W.2d 865, 867
(Tenn.1983) (internal quotations omitted); see also State v. Martin, 940 SW.2d 567, 570 (Tenn.1997)
(“It has long been held in this state that provisions of the constitution are to be given effect
according to the drafters' intention in light of the entire document.”). These intentions are reflected
in the terms of the constitutional provision, and unless the context requires otherwise, terms in a
constitution must be given their “ ‘ordinary and inherent meaning.’ ” Gaskin, 661 SW.2d at 867
(quoting Szate v. Phillips, 159 Tenn. 546, 21 S.W.2d 4 (1929)). To accomplish that end, courts must
construe constitutional provisions “reasonably in light of the practices and usages that were well-
known when the provision was passed” Martin v. Beer Bd, 908 SW.2d 941, 947
(Tenn.Ct.App.1995); State ex: rel. Witcher v. Bilbrey, 878 S.W.2d 567, 573 (Tenn.Ct.App.1994) (citing
Ashe v. Leech, 653 S.W.2d 398, 401 (Tenn.1983); Peay v. Nolan, 157 Tenn. 222, 230, 7 S.W.2d 815,
817 (1928)). As the Court of Appeals has recognized,

Articulating constitutional principles, like any other interpretative exercise, may be aided by
referring to external sources. A state constitution does not exist in isolation but rather is a
unique historical document. While the text must always be the primary guide to the purpose of a
constitutional provision, we should approach the text in a principled way that takes into account
the history, structure, and underlying values of the document. Accordingly, Tennessee's courts
have relied upon historical documents, constitutional convention proceedings, the proposed
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circumstances surrounding the adoption of the law and may look at historical documents
to ascertain those circumstances. Thetefore, a court will use extrinsic or external factors
and sources to help determine the intent of the voters.20 Extrinsic factors that a court will
examine to determine the intent of the voters will include the problem that was sought to
be remedied, the political context in which the legislation was enacted, and the popular
understanding of the words that were used.?! Taking all these authorities togethet, a

constitution of the State of Franklin, other similar state and federal constitutional provisions,
and decisions from other jurisdictions construing similar provisions.

Martin, 908 S.W.2d at 947 (internal footnotes omitted).
Cleveland Surgery Center, L.P. v. Bradley County Memorial Hospital, 30 S.W.3d 281-2.

9 In Tennessee, the way in which this traditional statutory analysis is handled was summarized recently by
the Tennessee Court of Appeals for the Middle Section in an as-yet unreported case:

The issues raised in this appeal involve the interpretation of state statutes and local ordinances. The
primary rule of statutory construction is "to ascertain and give effect to the intention and purpose
of the legislature." LensCrafiers, Inc. v. Sundguist, 33 SW.3d 772, 777 (Tenn.2000); Carson Creek
Vacation Resorts, Inc. v. Department of Revenue, 865 SW.2d 1, 2 (Tenn.1993); McGee ». Best, 106 S.W.3d
48, 64 (Tenn.Ct.App.2002). To determine legislative intent, one must look to the natural and
ordinary meaning of the language used in the statute itself. We must examine any provision within
the context of the entire statute and in light of its ovet-arching purpose and the goals it serves. Staze
v. Flemming, 19 S.W.3d 195, 197 (Tenn.2000); Coben v. Coben, 937 S.W.2d 823, 828 (Tenn.1996); T.R.
Mills Contractors, Inc. v. WRH Enterprises, LLC, 93 S.W.3d 861, 867 (Tenn.Ct. App.2002). The statute
should be read "without any forced or subtle construction which would extend or limit its
meaning." National Gas Distributors, Inc. v. State, 804 SW.2d 66, 67 (Tenn.1991). As our Supreme
Court has said, "[w]e must seek a reasonable construction in light of the purposes, objectives, and
spirit of the statute based on good sound reasoning." Scozt v. Ashland Healthcare Center, Inc., 49 S.W.3d
281, 286 (Tenn.2001), citing State v. Turner, 913 S.W.2d 158, 160 (Tenn.1995).

Coutts are also instructed to "give effect to every word, phrase, clause and sentence of the act in
otder to carty out the legislative intent." Tidwel/ v. Collins, 522 S.W.2d 674, 676-77 (Tenn.1975). In re
Estate of Dobbins, 987 S.W.2d 30, 34 (Tenn.Ct .App.1998). Courts must presume that the General
Assembly selected these words deliberately, Tenn. Manufactured Housing Ass'n. v. Metropolitan Gov't,
798 S.W.2d 254, 257 (Tenn.App.1990), and that the use of these words conveys some intent and
carries meaning and purpose. Tennessee Growers, Inc. v. King, 682 S.W.2d 203, 205 (Tenn.1984). Clark
v. Crow, 37 SW.3d 919, 922 (Tenn.Ct. App.2000).

B.F. Nashville Inc. v. City of Franklin, 2005 WL 127082 (Tenn.Ct.App., Middle Section, Filed Jan. 21, 2005)

20 As this amendment adopting Metropolitan Charter § 1.07 was initiated by the petition process and not
through a resolution of the Metropolitan Council, there are no minutes of the Metropolitan Council or the
Charter Revision Commission to help determine the way in which the conflict should be resolved.

2l An earlier Tennessee Supreme Court case, Prescost v. Duncan, 18 Cates 106, 148 S.W. 229, 233 (Tenn.
1912), explained in some detail the factors to be considered.

It will be useful in this connection to state some familiar rules for the construction of state
Constitutions which have been recognized by this court throughout the history of the state. The
Legislature has all legislative power not prohibited by the Constitution of the United States or the
Constitution of this state either expressly or by necessary and fair implication. Jackson v. Nimmo, 3
Lea, 599.
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court called upon to resolve the conflict in the Metropolitan Charter will give the terms in
the amendment their ordinary and inherent meaning unless the context as evidenced by
extrinsic factors requires otherwise; analyze the amendment in light of the entire Charter;
construe the amendment reasonably in light of the practices and usages that were well-

State Constitutions are adopted as a whole, and a clause which, standing by itself, might seem of
doubtful import may yet be made plain by comparison with other clauses or portions of the same
instrument, therefore it is a proper rule of construction that the whole is to be examined with a view
to arriving at the true intent of each part. Cooley's Constitutional Limitations, 71.

The object of construction, as applied to a written Constitution, is to give effect to the intent of the
people in adopting it, and this intent is to be found in the instrument itself. It is to be presumed that
language has been employed with sufficient precision to convey the meaning intended, and, unless

examination demonstrates that the presumption does not hold good in the particular case, nothing

will remain except to enforce it. Id. 69. ...

Another rule of general application often referred to in our cases is that stated by Judge Cooley, as
follows:

"It is also a very reasonable rule that a state Constitution shall be understood and construed in
the light and by the assistance of the common law, and with the fact in view that its rules are still
left in force. By that we do not mean that the common law is to control the Constitution, or that
the latter is to be warped and perverted in its meaning in order that no inroads, or as few as
possible, may be made in the system of common-law rules, but only that for its definitions we
are to draw from that great fountain, and that, in judging what it means, we are to keep in mind
that it is not the beginning of law for the state, but that it assumes the existence of a well-
understood system which is still to remain in force and be administered, but under such
limitations and restrictions as that instrument imposes. It is a maxim with the courts that statutes
in derogation of the common law shall be construed strictly--a maxim which we fear is
sometimes perverted to the overthrow of the legislative intent--but thete can seldom be either
proptiety or safety in applying this maxim to Constitutions. When these instruments assume to
make any change in the common law, the change designed is generally a radical one, but as they
do not go minutely into particulars, as do statutes, it will sometimes be easy to defeat a provision
if courts ate at liberty to say that they will presume against any intention to alter the common
law further than is expressly declared. A_reasonable construction is what such an instrument

demands and should receive, and the real question is what the people meant, and not how
meaningless their words can be made by the application of arbitrary rules.”
We have set out the foregoing text in full for the reason that the complainants' case is practically
built upon it, and there seems to have been some misapprehension of its scope and application.

From the foregoing generally accepted rules of construction, it is manifest that the Legislature may
take from the county court all power not conferred upon it by the Constitution expressly ot by
necessary implication. Powers conferred, as well as restraints upon inherent power, may be
supported by such implications as are necessary to give effect to the intent of the people in
confetring the one or setting the bounds of restraint upon the other. But, in drawing implications of
the people's intent in using the words under consideration, the courts must not only look to every
part of the Constitution, but it must be borne in mind that the words themselves were used in a
prospective sense and were selected with care and consideration to be expected from the body of
distinguished men who framed the instrument

No implication of intention with respect to one part of the instrument can be justified which does

violence to a plainly expressed intention to be found in another part.
Prescott v. Duncan, 18 Cates 106, 148 S.W. 229, 233 (Tenn. 1912). (emphasis added)
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known when the provision was passed; take into account the history, structure, and
undetlying values of the amendment;?2 and give effect to the intent of the people who
adopted the amendment.

Unless the court finds that it was the intention of the voters to enact a new law in
place of the old law, the court will not find that there has been a repeal. 73 Am. Jur. 2d,
Statutes § 280 (2004).2 In this instance, the court would need to find that the voters
intended to replace both sections, Metropolitan Charter § 5.06 and patts of Metropolitan
Charter § 5.07, with Metropolitan Charter § 1.07 in order to find there has been repeal by
implication.

22 Mr. Cooley, in his work on Constitutional Limitations (2d Ed., p. 65), says:

“When the inquiry is directed to ascertaining the mischief designed to be remedied or the purpose

sought to be accomplished by a particular provision, it may be proper to examine the proceedings
of the convention which framed the instrument. Where the proceedings cleatly point out the

purpose of the provision, the aid will be valuable and satisfactory; but, where the question is one of
abstract meaning, it will be difficult to derive from this source much reliable assistance in
interpretations. Every member of such a convention acts upon such motives and reasons as
influence him personally, and the motions and debates do not necessarily indicate the purpose of a
majority of the convention in adopting a particular clause. It is quite possible for a clause to appear
so clear and unambiguous to the members of the convention as to require neither discussion nor
illustration, and the few remarks made concerning it in the convention might have a plain tendency
to lead directly away from the meaning in the minds of the majority. It is equally possible for a part
of the members to accept a clause in one sense, and a part in another. And, even if we wete certain
we had attained the meaning of the convention, it is by no means to be allowed a controlling force,
especially if that meaning appears not to be the one which the words would most naturally and
obviously convey; for, as the constitution does not derive its force from the convention which

framed, but from the people who ratified, it, the intent to be arrived at is that of the people, and it is
not to be supposed that they have looked for any dark or abstruse meaning in the words employed,

but, rather, that they have accepted them in the sense most obvious to the common understanding,
and ratified the instrument on the belief that that was the sense designed to be conveyed.”

These proceedings (the journal) are less conclusive of the proper construction of the instrument than are
legislative proceedings of the proper construction of a statute, since in the latter case it is the intent of the
legislature we seek, while in the former we are endeavoring to arrive at the intent of the people through the
discussions and deliberations of their representatives. We have an illustration of this in the adoption by the
convention of 1870 of that clause which provides, viz.: “No corporation shall be created or its powers
increased or diminished by special laws,” etc. The journal of the convention shows that an amendment to
limit the provisions of this section to private corporations and exclude municipal corporations was
rejected. Yet this court held that, looking to the scope and purpose of the entire section, private
corporations were alone contemplated, and the clause did not apply to municipal corporations. Siaze ».
Wilson, 12 Lea, 259.

McCulley v. State (State Report Title: The Judges' Cases) 102 Tenn. 509, 53 SW. 134, 136 (Tenn. 1899).
(emphasis added)

23 The question as to whether a new act works an implied repeal of an existing statute is one of legislative
intention in the enactment of the alleged repealing act. In this regard, one statute will not repeal another by
implication unless it appears from the terms and provisions of the later act that it was the intention of the
legislature to enact a new law in place of the old. 73 Am. Jur. 2d, Statutes § 280 (2004).
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The Evil the Voters Sought to Remedy. To determine the intent of the voters, one
factor that a court will consider is the underlying problem that the voters were trying to
solve. S#// v. First Tennessee Bank, N.A., 900 S.W.2d 282 (Tenn. 1995); First Nat. Bank ».
Howard, 148 Tenn. 188, 253 S.W. 961,962 (Tenn. 1923)24 Paraphrasing the language from
First Nat. Bank v. Howard to reflect the focus on the voter’s intent, the court will be
guided as follows:

The object of interpretation and construction of a statute is to find and
adopt the purpose of the [voters], and give force to their intention. This is
accomplished by a view of the entire [amendment|, and of other [Charter
provisions) in pari materia. Beside which the existing state of the law, the
contemporaneous circumstances, the facts which induced the new law, and
the evil sought to be remedied must be considered. (See exact quote in
footnote 24.)

Based on the language used in the petition and the language placed on the ballot
(see below), the voters decided to adopt the new law because they wanted term limits.
The voters’ apparent intent was to remedy the evil of officials in office without term
limits. The remedy was to embed in the Charter the imposition of term limits on all
elected officials of the Metropolitan Government.

Should Article 1 of the Metropolitan Charter be amended to limit the
petson holding any elected office authorized or created by the

Metropolitan Charter to two consecutive terms?
(Official State General Election Ballot, Nov. 6, 1994)

Located in Article 5 of the Charter, the term limit for the Mayor was the only term
limit in the Charter at the time of the petition and initiative. Neither the petition nor the
ballot stated or indicated in any way that Article 5 would be amended. Each stated only
that Article 1 of the Charter was being amended. The petition did not state nor indicate
in any way that it was repealing the three-term limit for the Mayor. There was nothing in
the petition and there was nothing on the ballot to inform the voter that the Mayor
already had a three-term limit, that the petition was intended to change that to a two-term
limit, and that as a result the pension provision for the Mayor would be reduced.

As the petition and ballot did not explain this, there is no way to know whether a
voter knew or considered that the Mayor already had a term limit. A survey of the media
coverage from August through the November, 1994, election has revealed that virtually all

24 “The object of interpretation and construction of a statute is to find and adopt the purpose of the
lawmakers, and give force to their intention. This is accomplished by a view of the entire statute, and of
other statutes in pari materia. Beside which the existing state of the law, the contemporaneous
circumstances, the facts which induced the new law, and the evil sought to be remedied must be
considered.” First Nat. Bank v. Howard, 253 S.W. at 962
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the coverage related to term limits for the Metropolitan Council.? It is not clear that the
voters knew about the two existing provisions of the Charter that would conflict with the
amendment. It follows that the intent of the voters to repeal those provisions is not
clear.26 The intent that is clear is that the Mayor is to be subject to a term limit. Based on
the lack of intent to repeal coupled with the fulfillment of the undetlying objective of
having a limited number of terms, it is likely that a court will conclude that the intent of
the voters to impose a term limit was met through the existing Metropolitan Charter § 5.06
and that there is no need to repeal by implication other provisions of the Chatter to
achieve the goal that was sought.

Metropolitan Charter as a Whole. 'The courts will try to give meaning to the Charter
as a whole and try not to do “violence” to any one provision. “No implication of
intention with respect to one part of the instrument can be justified which does violence
to a plainly expressed intention to be found in another part.” Prescott v. Duncan, 148 S.W.
at 233; see also State v. Martin, 940 S.W.2d 567, 570 (Tenn.1997) The courts will not imply,
in the absence of clear intent, that a plainly expressed intention that a Mayor may setve
three terms and be entitled to an increased pension in the event of serving three terms,
has been repealed. Striking the provision allowing a Mayor to serve three terms with the
opportunity to a substantially increased pension does violence to those provisions.

Conclusion

First, the provisions of the Metropolitan Charter can be construed so that all
have meaning by applying Metropolitan Charter § 5.06 to the Office of the Mayor as a
specialized matter and Metropolitan Charter § 1.07 to all officials except the Office of the

25 For the largest general circulation newspaper, The Tennessean, the repozrts found on the initiative did
not discuss the reduced term for the Mayor until after the election. (Attachment B) Two of the atticles
found in The Nashville Banner mentioned the Mayor, Vice-Mayor, and Council as being affected but later
articles from November only referred to the Vice-Mayor and Council members. None were found that
mentioned that the Mayor already had a term limit that would be reduced. (Attachment C) Three articles
from The Nashville Scene were found that mentioned the election but none of the three mentioned that
the Mayor’s tetm was involved. (The Nashville Scene articles found were from Sept. 29, Oct. 27, and Nov.
3,1994.) The 3 local television stations, Channels 2, 4 and 5, were contacted and they reported that they
no longer have transcripts or tapes available of the coverage of this 1994 election.

26 Even where the language of a section is cleat, if the context as it appeared to the voter leads to the
conclusion that the voter intended another meaning, the Supreme Court in Tennessee has applied that
other, intended meaning. In a case interpreting a Constitutional provision that stated “(n)o corporation
shall be created, or its powers increased or diminished by special laws,” the Supreme Court held that the
provision was only applicable to ptivate corporations and not to public corporations, notwithstanding that
the Constitutional Convention specifically voted down changing the section to cover only private
corporations. “Whatever may have been the motive of this action, we are constrained to hold that the
section itself, as adopted by the people, only applies to private corporations.” State v. Wilson, 80 Tenn. 246
(1883). Therefore, a court could determine that in the context of all the facts, the voters intended a tetm
limit for the Mayor but did not affirmatively intend to change the Mayor’s term limit provided in
Metropolitan Charter § 5.06.
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Mayor. Therefore, all provisions are reconcilable. Second, the earlier law was a
specific law applicable to the Office of the Mayor while the later law was a law of
general application, applicable to all other elected officials. Therefore, the eatlier law
will be treated as an exception to the later law. Third, it is not clear that the intent of
the voters was to repeal the three term limit for the Office of the Mayor because the
evil that the voters sought to remedy was unlimited terms and the Mayor already had a
limited term; there is no extrinsic evidence that the voters knew they were voting to
repeal the Mayor’s term; and repealing Sections 5.06 and 5.07 that permit a Mayor
three terms and an enhanced pension does violence to those sections and the
Metropolitan Charter. For each of these reasons, thete has been no repeal by
implication of Metropolitan Charter § 5.06 and portions of Metropolitan Charter § 5.07 and,
therefore, an individual may serve three (3) consecutive terms in the Office of the
Mayor of the Metropolitan Government.
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ATTACHMENT A

Term Limits Petition

The undersigned residents and qualified voters of Davidson Cownty. So bereby propase the following smendment 10 the
Metropolitan Charier 19 be vosad on by Uis peopie al the Novamber 8, 1994 clection.

~Articke | of the Charter of the Menopolitan Gavemment of Neanvills snd Davidsan County is hereby aended by adding
whe following e SCEON;

Section 1.07 Tema Limijts.

A. Effecyve January 1. 1995 80 person shall be eligible w0 zerve in any elecwd office authorizsd or
created by the Chareor of the Mewopolisen Govemment of Nadhville and Davidson County if during the
previous 2 12ems of thar office, The Peeson in question has served widre then & single term. Service mhor 1o
the passage of this measure shall not coomt in determining length of service. Judges are exemy {romt this
provision,

B. In Jasuary prior 1o esch staty legisiaive sessian until such 3 Eme il i cape be cemtifind that the
legislative vy limils desttibed in this clanse have been enacied. the clerk shall wriwe all star legisiasors
whose districts include any part of Davidson Covnty statie g that the people of Davidson County desire mn
SPPOTEIY 10 voKk on Mfislitive e limits. The poupls of Davidean County respecdfylly reques thata
proposcd conytmoonal unendment Iimit exch Representstive to six ymuy (duee terme) in the Tennesses
Hause of Repremeriatives and sight youry (2o (9784) in the Tenosasse Seonic. The peophke of Devidson
County alao instruce all scate legicinions representing any part of Davidson County o pass thig proposed
constitutions] amendment and pigce it ont the general slection ballot.

C. InJanuary of each yesr until much g time that it can be c&tificd thut the werm limits described in this
clause have been endsted, the clerk shall write all U, 5. Represeniatives whose disericts include any pan
of Davidson County's limies and both federal Senasors stating that the people of this municipality support .
term limixs for the U, S. Comgress. The peaple of Davidson County respectfully rsquest that a proposed
fesierm) constingtional Thendment limit each Representative (0 six years (Wye¢ terms) i the United Swins
House of Represeniatives mnd twelve yewrs (swo teoms) in the United States Senate. The prople Davidson
County also instroct theic federal delsyation 1o pass a consttytiona] amendment {Mpoding e limis
and submit it 10 e mates for mrfication.

D. .:5«31823..3&&58355&5&&&%5!«;
o circumstances. then is is imeadad and dectard by the people of Davidson Cognty that all cther
provisions of Wxis petition and their application 10 all other pertons and-circumstances shall be severabie
and shall not be affected by such decision, =

Enter your signatere and address exacily as sateres on your vour regittation

1 Sigrarre Prsunt Neme , Lidren Zp
7 1 -A\«\-hﬂlﬂ h’n - s <., .L L . -_—_ . -
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OFFICIAL STATE GENERAL ELECTION

DAVIDSON COUNTY

INSTRUCTIONS TO VOTER
1. TO VOTE YOU MUST BLACKER THE
OVAL (@mm) COMPLEYELY.
2. USE ONLY THE PENCIL. PROVIDED.
3. 7O WRITE-IN 2 nams, you must biacken
the oval (ewe} to the lafi of the line
provided.

4. DO NOT CROSS OUT - H you change your
mind, sxchange yeur ballol for a new ona.

GOVERNOR
VOTE FOR ONE (1)

> PHIl. BREDESEN
DEMOGRATIG NOMINEE

O DON SUNDQUIST
REPUBLICAN NOMINEE

€O STEPHANIE E. HOLT
INDEPENDENT CANDIDATE

€ CHARLIE MGFFETT
INDEPENDENT CANDIDATE

OO WILL SMITH
INDEPENDENT CANDIDATE

(WRITE4N)

UNITED STATES SENATE
(FULL TERM)
VOTE FOR ONE (1)

O JIM SASSER
DEMOCRATIC NOMINEE

O BILL FRIST
REPUBLICAN NOMINEE

€3 JOHN JAY HOOKER
INDEPENDENT GANDIDATE

o CHARLES F. JOHNSON
INDEPENDENT GANCIDATE

3 PHILIP L. KIENLEN
INDEPENDENT GANDIDATE

UNITED STATES SENATE
(UNEXPIRED TERM)
VOTE FOR ONE (1)

) JIM COOPER
DEMOCRATIC NOMINEE

€ FRED THOMPSON
REPUBLICAN NOMINEE

= CHARLES N. HANCOCK
INDEPENDENT CANDIDATE

o HOBART R, LUMPKIN
INDEPENDENT CANDIDATE

— YNV Wt E

TERNESSEE

NOVEMBER 8, 1994

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONER
WESTERN DIVISION
VOTE FOR ONE (1)

€D SARAKYLE
DEMOCRATIC NOMINEE

o TOM WATSON
REPUBLICAN NOMINEE

O MARY T. SHELBY
INDEPENDENT CANDIDATE

(WRITE-IN]

UNITED STATES
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
5TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
VOTE FOR ONE (1)

O BOB CLEMENT
BEMOCRATIC NCMINEE

— JOHN OSBORNE
REPUBLIGAN NOMINEE

<> LLOYD BOTWAY
INDEPENDENT CANDIDATE

O CHUCK LOKEY
INDEPENDENT GANDIDATE

{WRITE-IN}

TENNESSEE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES - DISTRICT 52
VOTE FOR ONE (1)

O BILL PURCELL
DEMOCRATIC NOMINEE

= RONALD {RON) P. COLES
REPUBLICAN NOMINEE

—

PROPOSED METROPOLITAN
CHARTER AMENDMENTS

DO YOU FAVOR PROPOSED

AMENDMENT NO 1
Shouid Article 1 of the Malropolitan Char-
fer be amended o imit the person holding
any elected ofiice authorized or created by
the Mstropolitan Gharier to two consacue
tive terma? Should the Metropelitan Clerk
Wite letters 9ach yaar o ali members of
the Tennessee General Assembly and all
members of the United States Congress en-
dorsing amendments to the Tennesses and
United States Constitutions that limit rep-
resentatives to three terms and senators
io twa terma?

3 YES

2 NO

DO YOU FAVOR PROPOSED
AMENDMENT KO 2
Thia amendment would require that when
avacancy ocours in the office of vice mayor,
district council member or ouncil member-
atarge, such office would remain vacant
untii the next ganaral siection 18 heid, thero-
for remaving the necessity for the calling of
special elections {o fll such vacancy,

C3 YES

O NO

DO YOU FAVOR PROPOSED
AMENDMENT NO 3
This ameadmant ¢changes the tem of the
member of counch elected by the council
0 the metropofitan pianning commission
from a four (4) year 10 a two (2) vesr term.

O YES

o NO

DO YOU FAVOR PROPOSED
AMENDMENT NO 4

This amendmant changes the term of the
membar of council slected by the council
ta tha traffic and parking commission from
aone {1) year io a two {2) year term,

> YES

CONO

OFFICIAL BALLOT

namnnenn cnadfvy FEAMMES CET
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ATTACHMENT B: The Tennessean

?/!/(4‘{

Reducmg council
up to N ashvﬂhans

MARK IFPOUTO

Writer

" Sta

"When it comes to the Metro .

Counci], does stze ocount or Is less
more?

Nashvllllans can express their
opinlons next moath on whether the -

than this, are too drastic,” Wallace
told the commission.. .

Council members proposed sever-
al other changes. Each would re-

. quire amendments to the Metro

charter, enacted when the city and
county merged 31 years ago. The

40-member councll should be re- proposed changes include:

- duced,

The Metro CharterRevBton Com— council seats, ...

mission set a public hearing for
Aug 24 yesterday after listening to
two council. members who want to
shrink the council and make other

“The focus IS on the size of the
councl] and not the work that we
do, the fssues that we tackle,” Coun-
ciiman Charles Tygard said. -

- Tygard wants to reduce the coun-

cll to 18 members because, he sald,
the public perceives it as too large.

He cited Jacksonville, Fla,, which
has a city-county government like
Nashville, a similar population, and
just 19 council members.

Councilman Ludye Wallace sald
he would prefer a medium-sized
counci] of 25 members.

“l think some of the numbers
that have been proposed, smaller

® Eliminating the five at-large'

At-large councit members are
elected countywide, unlike district
seats. Because it is difficult for a
minority candidate to win a county-
wide race, critics say the at-large
seats were created to keep blacks
out of power.

® Limiting council] members to -
three terms. '

If the public response Is favor-
able, the council may vote to put
the proposed changes on the No-
vember ballot

“] proposed when [ helped write
the charter, the first one, a8 21-mem-
ber councll,” Charter Revision Com-

" mission Chalrman Cecil Branstetter

said. But after years of watching the

" council in action, he sald, he would

recommend keeping it at 40 mem-
bers. @
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Counc1l accéémble, backers say

~ Opinions heard on
. downsizing panel. -

gmummo

cltizens who crowded Into & com-
‘mittee’ room: at the-Metro ' Coyrt-
house to.express opinions-on pro-
" posals- to - reduce the-councll size |
and make other: 8 -,

. The Metro Charter Revlslon

from’ holdln; more than one elect-
edotﬂeeataﬂme. :

oEllmlnaﬂngat-luaeseats. '
'l'hechanaeswould requlrea

publlc vote,
One limltlng council

“faving more councll members Commbsion called the. public hear-"" members to two terms, will appear |

...inan other. cities..allows Nashvil-...

" lians more direct contact with their

.ing to review 18 proposed changes :
to the Metro Charter. The commis-

‘on the November.ballot. The coun-.
:cil will consider the others next’

‘elected officials, defenders of the sion' set a rollowup heaﬂng for ronth for lncluston on the same’

- 4&member Metro Council sald yes-
terday. .
. L3I you make an effort, you can

Sept. 7. .
. Some council members attend-’
lng the hearing ‘sdid a ‘smaller -

ballot. -
Charter Revlslon Commlsslon
members ‘'sald .they were'. leaning

ml to-know your councilman and council would have a harder time - against the proposed amendments.

_ discuss the issues and make an

ingpact.on Metro. Government,”:
sald community activist John Rum<_

‘ble.
He was among more than 30

returning phone cails and respond-
ing to constituents,
Other proposals included:
©® Limiting terms. .
@ Prohlblﬂng council members

“I don’t think we're golng to im-
-prove the charter’one hell-of a'lot; |
quite frankly,” said commisslon
Chairman Cecil Branstetter, one of
the clmrtet‘s originators. l :
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September 26, 1994

Voters should deade
51ze of the counc1l

ETRO vaters wlll get a chance to

;.'f vote on a new term length for the

..council member on the. piannmg and

: parking commissions,

They'll get to vole on ending special .

“elections for council members, -

" smaller council.

* the charter this year, decreasing the size .

“They'll' even-get to vote on’ term iumts

tor council members.

- What they won't get to vole on is a
Metro Council turned
. ’those amendments to the charter .down

" flat. That's a mistake the council should

truly regret. -
‘Of all the many proposals to amend

. o the Metro Council was the most de-
- serving of public debate and a general

- vole. Instend of debate over a substantive
change in managing the council, howev-
-er, the public will get only the most
superﬁcua! fiddling in city government to

’ consider in the November election.

>

No council member wants to lose a

- Zjob, but: given-a choice between term

limits, a measure put on the ballot by a

" petition drive, and a smaller council,

> council members should have endorsed

“"the latter. The idea has been around

.- fince Metro government was approved in
““Nashville, The only justification for the
_40-member council at the time of ratifi-

- ..cation was the political expediency of

combmmg a county court and a city
Tcouncil. To get support for combining
" city and county governments, charter of-
. ficials chose a large council,

", Some 30 years after the fact is a good

’ 'tlme to reconsider. As the city faces in-
creasingly difficult issues about schools
““and public safety, volers ought to have a

) ,Chance to determine if the council isn't

tco cumbersome, A decrease in size

. cou!d make for more efficiency.

And it's not as if there were only one

*“proposal. Two different council size ad-

- Council failed to'put good
amendments on the ballot

justments were proposed, One, sponsored

- by Councilman Charles Tygard, would

have created an 18-member council. The.

-other would have cut the council size to

25 and eliminated at-large positions.

The council’s dismissal of both propos-
als looks especially selfserving. Tygard
served notice last fall he intended to
introduce an amendment on éouncil size.
The Metro Council had a chance in June’
to put the measure on the ballot and put
it off until this week in order to study the
idea more closely, The Metro Charter
Commission voted earlier this month not
to recommend a change in the size be-
cause it needed more time to study the
impact of the proposals on the charter.

It doesn't add up. There has been plen-
ty of time fo study the amendment on
council size, and voters should have been
aliowed (o vote on it.

The term limits amendment that will
appear on the ballot was put there by
petition, not by the council. It offers only .
a cosmetic change and a potentially dan-
gerous one at that. The possibility that
Nashville could lose good council mem-
bers under term limits is something to
fear. Yet, the measure undoubtedly re-
flects public dissatisfaction.

Trimming the council size might have
cost Mefro some good members, too. But
it also promised to bring the kind of
efficiency that limiting terms can't guar-
antee. The amendments were certainly a
good counter for voters faced with a
term limits proposal, Too bad the council
didn't let them have that chance. ®
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. ber 8 ballot is not only unnecessaryfor

> Metro Charter. to limit.“any elected o

charter amendments on the Novem-

clty govemment. it ls Insulting t 'M
oters. e,
“The - reterendum would amen “thi

"“fice authorized or creatéd. by the Metro:
polltan Charter to two consecut|ve
terms.” - T
.. Currently, the Metro mayor ls limlted

to three consecutive four-year terms, but:
--the terms of council members and other
-, court officers are-not. limited. - o
. ‘The amendment: would force a turn- P
": over where no force is neéded. Since the ™

"t creation’ of Metro, the voters of this. city "

q«»themselvs at the voting booth, .

" have done a fine job of creating’ tumover

- Each: Metro council election. - about .

Given the- ycie o electiors 1n Meiro,”
the: longest that any seat: would stay ve-.

~cant: is, about ;18- months...That : aménd-

ment would save Metro. taxpayérs money
wlthout ‘leaving any i/citizens : unrepre-
sented for a.prolonged. ‘period of time.. .
- Amendment “three” would -reduce the

“term of the council member elected by -

'the ~¢ouncil . to. serve - on- the Planning -

one-tounh of ‘the councll. members. are ' commission from . four . years to. two.

.. replaced, either by resignation or by de-:
" “feat. Of the 40 members now serving the -
the ‘cour@il, 11 are serving their first :

-years.:: .Amendment. four ‘would - expand
the -term: of :the councll member who is -
' elected to serve on the Traffic and Park-.

Stx of, those 1. deteated lncum--, ing- Commtsslon m,m ‘one - year to;two_

: bents.

Most people who support term Ilmlts
do so because they believe that the pow- -
“er of incumbency is so strong that. chal-

. lengers never ‘have a chance. That is a

" valid argument on the congressional lev-:

““el, but it is no-argument at ail for the

- ‘Metro Council. Councll members have no -
- staff, and no.perks.such as franking to

'. help promote them between elections.

“They do receive a small ailowance for

r “office expenses, but most councli mem-

* bers:pay.out of their own pockets to stay
_“in_touch_with_voters., .
“And unlike members 6f Congress; Met:—

-years.

For the most part. the councll js ‘autho-
rtzed to set up its committee. structure in’
any way.lt sees fit. Because the charter.
says’ that a council member shall sit on’
the Planning Commission and the Traffic
and Parking Commission, adjustments in
! those. terms requlre a charter amend-'
.ment, . :
Whether the counclt rnember serves
..one year, o5 two, or four should really be

"determined by the council; which added

. these two referenda to the ballot. Voters
_ shiould_have: no_problem approving them.
This city’s voters have proved repeat-.

—r0- CouncllAmembers—don't—get—mt—cam--ed|y--m!"...m,dersumdms of the impor-

palgn contributions from special interest -
_groups that hope to keep them in office.

" But.the ‘proposed amendment gets .
. worse, It requires the Metro Clerk to -

7 “write letters each year to all members
‘of the Tennessee General Assembly and

~-all members of the United States Con-
.. gress endorsing amendments to the Ten-
nessee and -United States .Constitutions
- that limit representatives to three terms -
and senators to two terms.”. -

If Metro voters want to contact the

 legisiature and the Congress to-urge sup-" -

- port of term limits, that is certainly their

business, But.thils referendum wouid ‘ac::.
_tually put this absurd requlrement into
the Metro Charter,

The other three proposed charter
amendments make some sense. The sec-
ond one says that any vacancy In the
councll would go unfllled untit the next
eléction. - .

1l /9y

the Metro_Charter.. Théy_have
to- clutter it up with unnecessary
amehdments They have demonstrated’

remarkable ‘wisdom in adopting amend-

ments that would benefit the city. . -~ .
- Amendments two, three and.four —
‘though not the most significant ones ever

- put before the voters — make sense for

Metro. But the radical term-limit amend-
‘ment makes no sense at all, It deserves
to be defeated. M )

Edltonal' ohcy-

HE editorial board of The Tennesse-
an includes Sandra Roberts, manag-
Ing editor/opinion; Mike Morrow and El-
len Dahnke, editorial writers; Sandy
Campbeli, cartoonist; Terry Quillen, op-
ed page edltor; and Dwight Lewis, colum-

nist.’
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If voters approve term umlts for Metro -

_ 1961 two yem befora(Metro was formed

'Council members .this election, Nashville

- won't have guys like Tandy Wilson or Mans-
field Douglas to kick around much longer.
Wiison, 71, and Douglas, 64, are members

of the Metro Council's 30-year club, So are

Vice Mayor David Scobey, 72, and Council-

man’ Buster Boguskie, 71, who say they

won't run again regardless of whether vot-
_ers Impose. term limits on ther.

All four are original members of the Met- -

ro - Councll, which formed when Nashville

. and - Davidson- County -merged-in-1963. All " golng on, It takes a while.” -

four ha\re won re-elecuon every four years

since, - _
“"A—qnesﬂornrmrbanot—irmvl
_County asks voters whether_they want to
“limit Metro Council members to two terms
of four years each, If the rule passes, for
‘better or.worse, there may not be a next
ration of council old-timers. - :

. lmpmved with age.. . -

I have never accepted a8 campaign con-

—‘ tribution from-anybody,” Wilson-sald; “and ™~
- I've’ never_ spent more’ than 3250 on any:.

election.” . ;
For his first campalgn. he made nlers on

" @ copy machine and ‘started knocking on -

doors. He hasn't changed his style,-and vot- -

‘ers have been’ putting hlm back fn orﬂce
" ever since.

. The 33rd District councllman says he's

“When I first went up theté 1 was llterally
- scared to death ... To really learn what's’

Wilson sald he's worked with some dedl- -

- cated long-termers, with Douglas chief -

ong thent

.When_Douglas_was_a_younger man, he
“delivered n pers in a neighborhood
with a- of-decent-housing.- It made

him want to do somethlng to help. he sald

" .80 he ran for council...

“I don't really know what these term-limit -

people are trying to accomplish,” said Wil-

son, who actually has a few years on the -

_other members of the 30-year club. He won
election to the old Nashville City Councll In

“When I first got in the councll a fellow
,knockcd on my door looking. for employ-
ment. ... He looked at me, There was just

~® Tum to PAGE 2B, Column 1
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. had a baby and they couldn't af-
_ford to pay their bills, Douglas sald .
- he made a phone call and got the 5
man ) a job.as a school custodian, ..

.While ‘many .'90s politicians

N would be less candid about such™”
- favors, the 17th. District councll-
__man uses the story as an. example
©oof why he keeps runnlng, )

‘ “We feel like if we're’ not_there,
- there’s- not. going - to be anybody
there. to try for. the people that
“'really need it." .

It the ‘ballot measure pases. all

-current:members of councll.— in- .
_.cluding_Wilson and  Douglas —
would beé allowed to run-one more
“time. “Then, in 1999, all -current
members would be forced out and .
“"no new member couid’ iast more
- than eight years.

~ The measure is part of a nation-

al term-limit movement that began
in 1990. A local petition, backed by
- Ross Perot's United We Stand, put
", the question on the ballot in David-

Mter the: man sald his wlfe just

“DOUGLAS 'wusON

- voters will find three other. ..

] :|:" their Metrd Council. -
“ » They questions are: .

1. Metrocouncllbelottvwant
" untit the next general elect!on?

son™ County. _

. Many voters see It as a way o .
keep politicians from becomlng too .

entrenched tn the system

“1‘hey get dug in,” explalns early '

voter W.E. Bingham of the West
‘End area.

- Early ‘voters questloned ‘by The -
Tennessean yesterday outside the

polls at Woodbine Cumberland

Presbyterian Church had mixed
feelings about term -limits.. More .

sald they were for limits than said

they were against limits. A few

were undecided.

But ‘almost all had one thlng in |
common: They didn’'t know the..

names of their Metro Council rep-
resentat{ves. R

-|--clal-elections when-council ——7— :

-change is approved, an at-large |
- councll member would be as- |-
- signed to represent a district
" the Interim, Councilman Ludye

" o save taxpayers the costof ..
. holding special Lo

" the Metro Planning Commls-.

Bolony the tarilit Guestion |
on baliots in Davidson County, -

qoutlonubmnhowtonm

@ Should empty seats ln the

The system now requires spe- -

members leave office before
their terms expire. If the ...

that loses its council member In
Wallace called for the change

| elections.
. @ Should the Metro Councll
n one of its membersto °

slon for two years lnstead ol

four years?
@ Should the Metro Counclt

assign one of its member 1o the
Traffic and Parking Commis-:
slon for two years lnstead ot
one year?
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;JOHN JAY HOOKER C '

CHARLES F. JOHNSON

“PHILIP L KIENLEN
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LLOYD BOTWAY |

(HUCK LOKEY
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5 STEPAANEE uouq S
| CHARUEOFFETT - |
1 vnwsm

o e g &

. “consacutive terms. Those

m&edormatodbyﬂucmm{b
officials In office on the'

effective -date "of ‘the - amendment.: January -1, | :
1995, if reelected for the 1995-1999!.!"!.*00“

"} .tan-Cleik, each year, to write to state legislators |
Jrequesting they |

A

: AMENDMENT#I -
Should Article 1 of the: Metropoman Chaﬂer be

tution - lmpodng tann Rmits . on members. of . the
. Te " This’ letter would
endorse a three term limh for each representative
and a two term limit for each unamrlnmeTen-

: United’ States “ gress rep:

County, g-they- :
to the United ‘States- Constitution lmposlng term

‘limits on members..of the United.States Con-

gress. This letter would endorse a three term limit [.-." .
for each representative and a two term limit for | - .

eaqh senator In the United States Congress.

amended o llmn the person holding any elected
office authorized or

Metropolitan Ciérk write letters each year 1o all
members of the Tennessee General Assembly
and all members of the United States Congress
d to the T and
United States Constitutions that Hmit representa-
tlves to three terms and senators to two terms?

AMENDMENT #2
VACANCY PROVISIONS

This amendment would require that when a .

vacancy occurs in the office of vice mayor, dis-

trict council member or council member-at-large, | -

such office would remain vacanl until lhe next
general el is heid, theref g the
necessity for the calling of special elections to ]
such vacancy.

d by th politan § . . .
Charter to two consecutive lerms? Should the{ -

Fly Menufacturit
Tenn, edne

Hoepltal, Nashville,
gery. Services | p.n
ma_ Funeral Ho
daughter, Josn Ft
sons, Thomas Burg

tase T arens Cnksr
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METRO RESUL’I’S

Nashwlllans vote-.,..-,
..... Iong—tlmers,.

t drop
s!%:- K PPOLITO |

Term-limit ldvoata around the nation have
fssued a war cry to throw the geezers out.

And Nashville became a minor victory in their
battle yesterday.

Voters here overwhelmingly approved a mea-
sure limiting elected Metro officials to two terms

" of four years each. Voters approved the measure

3Ho-1.
The term limit rule stands to change the face

of the Metro Council, which historically has been

a mix of newcomers and old-timers. Vice Mayor
David Scobey, 72, and Counclimen Buster Bogus-
kie, 71, Mansfleid Douglas, 64, and Wil
son, 71, have been on council since it formed in
1963.

" “It means you're going to have a Jot of inexpe-

renced people up there on a regular. basis”
Wilson said.
All current councll members are allowed to
run one more time before being forced out,
Metro Legal Director Jim Murphy sald the
provision would not apply to Nashville mayors,

-er, he said, his interpretation may be challenged.

. approved term limits.
‘term limits for members of

_:Satell'ites.élect
.city commissioners-

T TVOlers it tWO DAVIdSoh ToUNty Sateliity cit-—
ldu slected commlulomn In races yester-

- In Forest Htllmknn. Roos and John Lovell
won two open commission seats. Roos re-
celved 1,325 votes, while Lovell received
1,324, .

in Belle Meade, Mary Hitt Pirtle and Scott
Fillebrown won two open commission seats
..over opponent Elizadbeth Craig Proctor. Pirtie
- received 1,129 votes, Fillebrown received
1,129 and Proctor received 807,

—

who already are limited o three ferTlEROwev:

In other parts of the country eight states were
considering term limits for the representatives
they send to Congress. Since 1990, 17-states have

National polls suggest 80%, of Americans favor ..

Tennessee had no statewide term-limit ques-

. tion on the ballot.

- Termlimit advocates say career politiclans ture and to Congress each year.
become 30 entrenched in the system they lose Three other questions on the ballot in Nash-
touch with thelr communities.  But opponents ville were approved by the same mar;in. - They —
argue limits rod voters of choice. ... ..—.—make_the- following-changes——

-“1f I think a guy s doing a good job, Tdont @ When Metro Council members leave office
care If he runs 10 times,” Boguskie said. “I don't early, their seats be left empty until the next
say boot him out because he's been there too _general election rather thnn filled in special
fong.” elections as vacancies occu

The anti- lncumbem mood, here and around @ The Metro Councll vdll assign one of its
the country, translated Into term-limit support.  members to the Metro Planning Commission for

“I think there's a good ol’ boy system going two years instead of four years? -
on,” sald voter Susan McCuiston of Inglewood. @ The Metro Councll wili assign one of its

Passage also requires Metro officlals to send members to the Traffic and Parking Commission
letters advocating term limits to the state legisia- for two years instead of one year? B .

Call 242-NEWS for home delivery THE TENNESSEAN

[4¢
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ATTACHMENT C: The Nashvxlle Banner

Tiime short for council
fo mullcharter changes

El'lllhﬂuﬂ:
Bariir Stal Wit

“Time 1 of the essence” If 13
pro Metre Charter amend-
menis have a chance of the
Nov. ! baliot, the chalrman the
Charier Revislon Commisaien

B4y,
Theﬁnts'beplu'publlch&arfng
"to be beld at 4:30 p.m. Ang: 24,
ﬂwﬂww CIXnMmixsion
members at a Wadnesday meeting.
Tie commission must dold a
_public kearing and (hen make rec-
‘ommendations on each of the 13
amendmanty 5o the councl can
mmthmatluSepLameeﬂ.n;
" Aroenciments rece| council ap-
proval will be on the lbaIlnL
e mdmeni.tothe
- Mebo — & two-term limit
.fnr Metro Counctl members — is

ter.l ‘to be on the ballot’

ﬁutlon drive by Ross
Pem'.s U We Stand Ametica
-and Terrn Limits of Tenneasee, -
mpmedc mtl.lhree-h::!rem Ihnrl.“! ﬁ
a
gnmuilmnbe:s. .
Along with ibe three-term 3mit
for council members, other pro-

posed charter amendments to be -

discussed at the Auvg. 24 puhlm

hearing would: - .
| Cut the number of district

conneil jotmbers From 35 to 18,
B Eliminate the Hve al-large

.out &

=% MEIRC

'i'? ffl a‘f
counct] seats,

W Reducing ihe councll to 25
‘That amendment alse acks that the
at-large posaltions be eliminnted. -

W Allow the Metro Coungdl to re-
deaw councilmanie districis with-.
izl referéndum electlon.

N Combine the Metro Board of
Hes!th and the Metro hospital
board, )

B Hava the position of ¥iee may-
o elecled by the countil and not
the yoters,

H Require ﬂecuw for vacated

- council sexty be hedd on the next

scheduled election, rather than
calling {al electinms.
. e all directors of Melro
departments ron-civil sarvice posl-
tions.

W Prehibit council toerabers
Irom holding other elected olflces -.
whilc serving on the Metro Guun- B

I Requice Metro dupartmmu h" :
get counell approval if ey want
1o shutfie money withln their dE-
partienial bedgats,

W Set 8 three-ierm limi? for vice

AYOT.
M Cul the term codncil netnbers
serve on the Metro Plaoning Com-
mission frem four years to two

years.
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Term limits. group petltlons

|~ f't ':. b .
mxm-w :

HM’Tmmﬂmam
“Tormed rtatewlde organlmtion
'iuuhad at limiting terma of loeal o-
+ficlals; today Nied & petitlon with
Clerk’s oiflce that oove

th_mu.
.~i§lln Whlwthg—m unwﬂllns to.even submit it to )

i "Man Lindsay, working locali
“with Councllman Charlie 'rygug
. today flled a pelltion conlalning
*more than 13,000 sighaieres. The
patition, which would go lnto effect
Jan. 1, 1995, calls foe Hmlting locat
oHticials to two consacutive lerms,
The on will go bafore the
¢ Metro Councll for approval. The
+ counctl can vole to pot the laste on
. the November ballot, or It can vote
* agalnst #. it would then go to the
' ballot by petition. Last year, Ty-
+ gard unsucoesafully put tbe issue
i pefore the council, end Lindsay
says an approval thls time alsc t

LRl s

==

28 METRO ‘E;MH'{

unllhmr

"When it comes lo 1:lmitlng thlr-*
own lerms, ¢lected pificlals quite™
titem are obetinate abost this and

%o brmg issue up for vote

the votery,” leluy sald.
H volers 3 tha memme.
ope ol to & Meiro olfice
'Iner the first of the year couid
gerve no mcre than two consetu-
tive termas. The Metro Clerk also

would be mmnxihle for mtllinge
at the beginning of each year to
Davidsen Comty members of the
state Honse and Sepate ard to Da-
vidson Otuniy delegaiss In Wash-
inglon encouraging the paxzagy of

. term limits cn both levels.

“This ts3 an Incmmental
change,” Lindsay zaid. “This isn't
some revolotionary chop-all-thelr-

e 19

ldl-nﬂt»dny Ourpurpuo!sm
chapge 'the way olecilons take
'Iaul Wewmtoh'ytug:tamy
fmm { gov-
'T mpnmi-

uld e willing
tahenyearortmoﬂtroma.
nmudnl}nbtnuwethewwe"

The number of. signaiures re-
tu put ae lasve on the ballot

i of the number of
those whe voted in'the last general
_electlon, About 90000 cast {heir
" ballots here tn the Auguat slaction,
putiing the number of signatures
necessary at 6,821, . -

Similar +fforts are underway in
Knoxrville, and -
phis. Tennessee Term Limits al-
mdy has fled it5 petition In Knox-
Hay and is .tffn thering s e
iures in Memphis. 'ge wiﬁu' .
before the covmecil in Chmtanooga
Iz Qctober, Lindsay mi

Metro Council set to discuss .
12 more charter amendments§

- Py Pob Rority

N Wl
Mmm
ﬁw&m.
" geheduled for- Wednesdny W Haye the unnmu,-_
Louss 12 QUMER Sy - o o alectad hyw eundi m m}
Whhdﬁwﬂnt- uae.vm A, ﬁr K
430 paTy,_Matre ! bonr- eetions umhﬂ
*ing would: “-~ council. pests be beld on the naxt

'8 Eliminate the five st-iarge

councll seats.
-smmmmeam

mﬂemﬂum&tﬁ&o%’

tmdummmﬂmzs That
also asks that the at-
ellminated.

scheduled elmm. rather’ than

mpwl—

B Raquire Matro ae&umu
want
T A

-mmwmm‘
serve oo the Metro Com-
mision from four years Lo two

mndmh. says he'll vlthdrur) _

mmam‘ i
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“Charter revision unlikely,
Metrowmmlssmmagrees

mwm-

glzslyy

;' After a publle hearlng that
addressed changin

vp of the Metre

tliy's Charter Revision Gom-

the make- -
neil, the

Amendments recelving coun-
ol) approval — 3 minimurm of
17 votes — will then be placed

- on the Nov. & hallot.- :

Cne propesed amendment,

. Hled by a petition, is already on

- mizsion members agreed they the ballot and sets a two-term -
probably won't recommend . fimit on the office of mayor,
oy changes o the Metro Char-  yjce mayor and coonci] seats,
A public hearing on the 14
'I'he coppriasion will wait  ponnenie . jhrge
tiro weeks before makin ﬂ“'t “cently ll:ém.ﬂ]ed ﬁ :hafllii:l&d
= recammendation “offlc it - .
“The next meeiing u at i—ﬁi Wednesday with abont £0 In at-
tendance.
© P, Sept. T. )
. mideﬂum must ~ Amendments rece{ving the
bk made to these fondamental ost public comment included:
changes,”" Cecll -Branstetter, N Downsizing the council - to -
either 19 or I5 members; -

commisslon chkasirman, -ex-

Sept 20 meeting-

Some members eéven sog-
gested birlog a conavltant to
determine if any of the amend-
meents actually are noeded.

The Metre Cnunc.il will ad-
dress - the amendments at iis

positiots;

© mervi

e
B Having the
mayor elected by the council

# Eliminating ke at-large

B Making all directors cof
Metre departmenls nnn—civil

tion of vice

and oot the voters,

Term-limit initiative not ‘plain talk’

Fuzzy language even confuses plan’s backers

przepmme G131 [ o

PBllionalte Raoss Perot, the un-

lelable Texas maverick who

hi his 'way Into the 1982 presi-
dential elmpnlgn prides himself
on “plain talk."

Bul a termellmit initdalive
placed on November’s Metro ballot
by his United We Stand Acerica
political organization Is as clear ap
Texas crude.

“TL Is an; $he model of clarity,”
Metro Legal Direclor Jim Murphy

m iniliative, developed by Ten.
neaseans for Term Limils and el
culated by the Perot group, would
limil Metro elected oll'lx:m: to lva
four-year (arms.

1 also includes 3 "(rnmltalher
clause” thal exempts terms served
prior to Jan. 3, 1995, Lhe date the

nitlative would take effect if .

passed.

That seems simple encugh on
the surface: Twn terms equals
eight years.

But Tuzzy Janguage In the initia-
tive Nhides the faet that .urrent
covncil members may have to
ieave office in 1599, only 43 vears
from lthe lime the initiative be-
comes law,

It is wonded ax fallows: "Effac-
tive Jan. 1, 1995, no person shall be
&ligible to serve {n any clected of-
lice anthorized or crcated by the
{Melro Chatter) If during the previ-
ouxs lwo tering of that office, the
person in question has served more
1han a single term.”

Huh?

That means the lnllnw:r\l' w lhe
Metro Legal Department;

W Current council memlwrs,'ldll

serve the remainder of their terms

unlil the August, 1995 election,

W The lime they serve from Jan
L, 1995, until the elcction 1s consid-
ered a nartial lerm, which.counts,
according to ihe wofdlng of the ini.
tiative,

B So even If re-elecled, the in-
cumbents aré gone in Augusl of
199% — ¢4 years from the time
(he initialive lakes eﬂoct

“Thal appeary to be 1" Murphy
says. “Dutil's hard to say what this

(Continued next page)

really dass . . _ because It s some-
whal -:cmiun'ng

Even lls proponents an eon-
lusod

“Ry the way it’s writlen oln T

would interpret if as them nnl he-
ing eligible to run (n 1999, -says
Robert Nakamote, acting dlstrict
coordinator far Vniled We Stand
Amcrica n Davldson and Robert-
son countles, “Bul [ guess we
would have Lo gel a legsl opinion
on that.”

*Thatl may be a valid inlerprele-
tion.” says Alan-Lindsay, director .

Please vee METRO, page B-3
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28 FrROM PAGE B-

s (44 ¢

1
' . havethé power fo get rid of elect.’
MetrOI o ofticial they gt
E y e t ev:u'v;e t:g:afgur:;ea':r:?-lllﬂﬂ.':
ven proponents . )
Of p p? P'Eﬁiﬁ'ﬁrrn?? Ludye . Wallace
tGrITI "mltS admu , agrees: “Every lime :e're ltlp l:; )
NEW law CONfUSING o ot i penpte e 1o e
W Continuad from pege B-1 . no talks about term lim-

of Tennesseans for Term Limlts,

who deveioped the petition, "Ev-

ervone wilj be able (o finish out -
their current term and serve an-’

other,

“But we don't realiy care wheth-
er that is 1999 or 2003. We'll be
happy with either result,”

Ancther major question is .

wheiher the limil applies to the
Metro Board of Education. .

“I think nol,” Murphy siys, be-
cause state law “creales” school
Boards, not Metro, “But there I3
ambigulty there.”

Lindsay, however, says: "'We be-

lieve it does; we may be wrong. .

But there ig at least a8 much sup-
port for limiting those types of of-
tices as for limiting the terms of
coancil.” :

All of this spells trouble for the
voler, Murphy says. )

“It’s confusing Jor us, sa It has to
be contusing for them,” Murphy
says. “There are all lhese lssues
Lhat are floating around.”

Tygard tavors limits

Ambiguity aside, councllman
Charles Tygard, one of the few
Metre council members who sup-
port the initiative, says it's a good
idea,

“It's nat clear, but it s my un-

derstanding It had to be that way -

to meet the legal parameters,”
says Tygard, who was defeated in
this year's Juvenile Court clerk
race by incumbent Kenny Norman,
*'I wish it could have been simpier.

“But 1 support term limits at ali

levels of government because it en- -

courages more peaple Lo get into
government and the gaod people to
run for higher ult'iol!."

Branstetiter disagrees

Not so, says Cecil Branstetter,
chairman of the Metro Charter Re-
vislon Commission

The commission voted not to
recommend the term limits refer-
endum [or approval on the Novem-
ber ballot. . .

“The relarendum rambles, is
just aboul unintelligible ahd na one
is Just how It will affect ather

c er amendments,” says Bran-

stetter, an author of the original

- Metro Charter,

. He adds that term limits aren’t
needed becauxe voters already

its, but I don't think the public |
belng glven enovgh credit for vot-
Ing,” he adda, .- - '

“Ihey alect uy as publle officlals
to serve as many terms as they
want us to servo, }f you're a good
elecied ofticiat and the public likes
you, you shouldn't be subject to on-
ty two terma.” C o .

Wallace also says & (we-term
limit isn't enough time Lo be a gaod
councliman, -

“I{’s not enough time, especially
with the staff limitations we have
and sil the work we do,” he zays.
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VOte

“oight by the hatro Council. None,

-howerer, vﬂldﬁlwltbcuwngm .
‘_ )

“size of the coméil: Two

, dealing with the tasue were
"'dﬂ"mkh o

R amandmt.
Wikich sets two-term limits on the-

_offices of mayor, vice-mayer and
council, wis filed by petition. . -
three proposals approved -

«The

the - onlmc!l would, if voters

ol lRaqulreelacﬁomfm'vmu _

eamdlmhwvleemayor

'next scheduled election, rather.:

-amendrnents tu‘. — -
wlllhmuei»

13;Three of the propossd amesd- -
‘ments were -approved 'l'uuda’*'-"'

Charter committee
favors 2 amendments

By Rob Motz
Bannae IV Winer

Only two of a dopea or 32 pro-
posed amendments (o the Metro
Charter are being resommended
by the council's duxm revision
Sommiiter

No smendmenls were recom.

ered at Twesday's councy

s that receive 27 vates
from the council will be placed on
ihe Nov. 8 ballot,

The councl] committee Thurs.
Aay voted unanimously 1o recom.
mend smendments: '

W Requlring elections for vacat.

= oouncll Seats on the pext sched-
uled el«:um, rather than calling
special eleclions.

B Probibiting countil members
Irom dmlltamuny holding other
¢locted of!l

They ntrrwky defested ap.
proving an kmendmeny that would
reduce the dxe of the council Lo 25
apd ellminale the af-firge seats.

No other pmpouls were voted

op by the committee.

e wheﬁ on tne ones with (e
most merit,” Councilman Tandy
Wilson sald after the meeting:

mmn’ 'mmu‘ lgerda m.aé’“

W Allowing the councll to re-
draw councilmanic districty with-
tupmhﬂwﬁnmthcm

Board

ihe Metrn
of Helllh md lhe Metro bospital
board.

W Req all Metro employ-
et to m% Davidson County.
- lring Metro departments
{0 get council approval to yhuffle
money within their budgets.
M Cutting the term council

‘menibers serve o the Matro Plan-
ping Commisaion from four yesrs .

to two,
B Cutting the term councfl

members serve on the Trallic and:

Parking Commission from four
years to two. '

* sald while def

nndoneyear“lm't ”to

.be on. the Traﬂic and Parking
cmnisiou

’ *mconncllspmtnmmm

_honr debating each of the 17 pro- -

‘puoedchnuruneadmenh
cutting thé size.of

- Amendments
the councl] to 25 and to 18 were
- both defeated by an 20-8

“What are we afrald of,”

ei]manmrllehgud.whomn-
sored the bill tg slash the size to 18,

“Let's, let the people declde and .
Iet’s putthktomt." .

The term Lmit

America” organization.
.- In other action, the council:
W Defeated an ord!naqce' oh

his proposal. -’

rs__l won’t get chanoe to cut councll

thlrd readlng that would luve

“changed Metrs zoning regulations
“to allow citizéns to lease thelr bill--
-board sites to the highest bidder

once curvent leases on .the bill-

* board sites bave expired. The bill
" needed 2T votes for approval be--
- cause it wasn't approved by the

Metro-Planning Ctlmmj:swn 'l‘he:
vote was 22-19.. .. . .

B Deferred two bills cunmrnmg :
the Metro residency requirement’

- untll a [ble compromise can be -

. workeclpus fing )

" ond reading Joosens the hardshlp .

o petition alnady
on the ballot was circulated by

. Ross Perot’s “United We Stand

out, The ordinance on sec--

restrictions for Metro employees
to live out of county, hut doesn’t to-
tally eliminate the residency.re-’

- gtrletlon, A bill'on third mdin’z;"
. would eliminate the requirement

.completely.
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Term-limit entry
on ballot unclear.

Questions surround 2 important points

l.:rw% i }"f (?‘{

tion — including thoee in Tennes-
gae

In Fact, elght states have state-
wide term limit referendums on
ilheir ballots this year.
| But one of only three places
yor'll find 8 term Umit referendum
on the ballot for local government
ofllcizls in Tennessee ia Nashville,
The others are in Shelby Counly
and the city of Knoxville.

The proposed amendment 1o the
Si.year-old Metre charler would
limit Metro councll members ang
the vice mayor to lwo four-year
terms.

The somewhat confusing refer-
endurn, which was placed on the
ballel viz a petitlon drive spear-
headed by Tennesseans for Term
Limils and Ross Petot's United We
Stand America political organiza-
tion, is aone' of four proposed
amendments to the charter op
Tuesday’s bailot in Nashville. The
others, which werc approved by
he Metro Cauned], are far less con-
troversial. They Include:

B Requiring elections [or vacat-
ed counell seats or vice mayor on
the next scheduled election, rather
than ealling special clections.

B Changing the term of Lhe
‘council member serving on the
Pianning Commission from [our
years to iwo yeary.

B Changing the term of {he
council member serving on the
Tralfie and Parking Commissiow®
{rom one Lo twd years.

Conlusing language

Although the bdsic premise of
the lerm limit referendum 18
straightforward — two fout-year
terms — cily altorneys were ini-
tially confused by (he wording of
the amendment and ils ramifica-
tions for clty govemntment.

They think (hey now have the
perplexing language of the pro-
posed amendment sorted out.

“There's no question that it's
confuting,' says Metro Atorney
Jim Murphy. “That's always been
an issue”

The confusion centered around
1wo kev points 10 the amekiment

@ Since it takes effect almost
three-guarters of the way through
the currepl terms on the council.
will Lhe current tecm count against
the limit of 1we?

& Will term limits atfect the
Metro Board of Education?

The relérendem siates it will
necome effective on Jan. 1. 1935,

Z8% METRO
Thal means, says Morphy, that the
time cerreal council members
serve between Jan. ) and the Ao

. gust 1995 election will count as one

term.

“That's what the langeage says.
That would mean during the term
of the current council members,”
says Murphy. "They would have ta
finish ont their current term and
serve only one more.”

Az far school bosrd members,
they will nol be alfected by term
Timits because they are governed
by a state statule snd not the Met-

ro Charter.

What the critics say

Critics of the term limit amend-
ment say it circumvents the right
ol the voter to chocse who he or
she thinks is best for the job.

"People who want term limits
discredit the intellect of the voter,”
says Cecil Bransicttcr, chairman
of the Metro Charter Commitlee
and one of the wrllers of the orlgi-
nal charter,

“The charter was well writien
and has served the community
well,” he gzays. “There already are
term limits each lime the voter
gues ihlo the dallot box. The voters
have voted intelligently and to In-
disertminately take Irom the coun-
cil those with expetience. . . IS to-
tally onfair and unappropriate.”

Opponents noled during a re-
cent Charter Commission meeting
thal 11 of the cerrent 40 members
oh the council are servidg thelr |
first term. i

Bransteller, in fact, hapes al)
four proposals are voted down Lhis
wechk.

{le says the Charter Commiijs-
sian plans a series of meetings
over the next few months to re-
view Lhe entire Metro Charter to
determine if any amendments
should he added.

Supporters of term limits say it
will give unknown candidales an
“even playing Eield” whena seeking
office. Incumbents have too much
of an advantage.

“It's atways disappointing to me
when the council refuses to give
the vote to the people.” says Coun-
¢llman Charlie Tygard, one of the
few counci] members whe supporis
1erm limuts, In fact, be proposed
Yus own term limit amendment bt
withdrew it sfier the pelitiop drive
succeeded.

“lL creates a leve] playing field
for challengers,”" Tygard says. "It
also encourages incumbents to get
in and do what they promised to do.
rather than worrying about being
re-2lected.”
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Mixed bag on charter

Amendment on council elections should pass

election will find on their ballots

four proposed amendments to the
Metro Charter. One has merit. Two
olhers probably would done harm. The
other should berejected.

The first and most conlroversial
proposes to limit members of (he Metro
Council to Lwo terms, This newspaper
supports the concept of term limitsasa
way toensure new blood ip government
and neutralize the advantage
incumbents inevitably accrue.
However, Lhisamendment i3 poorly
drawn.

The praposal, put on (he baliot
through a petition drive by Ross Perol's
“United We Stand America™

‘organization, includes a “grandfather™
clause that exernpts council terms
served before the amendrent takes
effect, if approved. However, it would
become effective nexl Jan, L, seven
months before the next Metra electinn.
Cily attorneys say Lhat language means
the current term would count against
thelwo-term Jimit.

Nashville votersin Toesday's

- ... The amendment docsn't stop there, It

would make forevermorea part of the
Metro Charter 4 silly requirement for
the Metroclerk, each year, towriteto
Davidson County member or membars
of Congress and state legislalors
requesling thal they support
constilulional emendments limiting
terms for Congress and the Legislature.,
Theres nothing wrong with the Metro
Couneil expressing supparl forterm
limits each vear if it wants 1o, biit to
writcsuch a requirement into the Metro
Charter, which so farhas been
protecied from such clutter, would be
absurd. Voters should rejert this

amengdment.
Amendment 2 onthe ballotisa

sensible praposal to leave vacant
council seatsopenuntil the next
clection, removing the necessitytocall
a custly special clection. Jtshould be
adopted.

Amendments 3 and § change the
term lengths of council members
elected to the Planning Commission
and the Traffie and Parking :
Commissions to two years. They seem
harmless enough, but unnecessary,- ——
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PROPOSED METROPOLITAN
- CHARTER AMENDMENTS

SUMRWRY DF PROPOSED: CHARTER ARENDMENT 71

“rin woedd amend Aicls 1 of {na Malropotiinn
Charler 1o AMh 0" paradn o
athce SuihGZES ca croated by the
mmnmhuloﬂwh i 2ifice on Ing
ahaca wie of MmO amerdmen Jawery |,
1005, 4 restected kv 1e 19951590 un, wowkd

any slecied
hartar o o

Al b parTIEEd 1o run 1OF ancrmen imm w1068
under It AMasImant

Ty amendmain winvid moUlie T Moliopos-
B Chork, $02K yRr, YO wille 10 Sinie hegulabud
rypridaniing Landsad County, they
weoull i emandman ko e Tannosses Crancl
lulion #Pasng 18em Smas oh members ol e
Tennassss Gipial Ascambey, Tre mar would
anckna B thred WA MVl For Bach. e asancatve
] 0 1D I8 WY Kl Bech senaku in tra {4
ARG (5eTarnl Ansambly

Ths amendmem would mqulie t Malinpok-
1an Clors, Bach yeal, 10 Arde 1o mesntls of 1he
Unteo Sltos Compess represaning Davidon
Oounly, mquoswrg Wy «appon an prpwaimand
8 ha Uniod Silvied CMGWMIAON I0Kneng lamm
e o0 membes ol ™a Unked Sides Corr
yious. Tras lpnar wnuld angrswd & thros lnsm bl
ue BEG) wpivortaw s and & o larm g 300
02ck Souhy W kinaed Slaier Srunpasns.

AMERTMEN #1

S Adticta | of thie Walropalian Chaner be
Hmaralud 5 bl Ihe para hodng any hooed
oMyy adhnrizod o SreMLd by Fw Merapolrun
Churier &t 1s0 corgacullyd [9mms™ Sipukd the
Mairopomen Clors wills tellwip o0ach yewr w all
wambes ol 1hé Torpesusuy Bangsol Aauwinldy
wig Al mombeia ¢f Bra 'Uniled Siaks Cangresa
erdoruly] Amendmerts 13 I |evcipesaa wnd
Uaidnd S:alus Cungltibans i IImh soprose-aa-
Hyus %l atr 12 "ma i 90F.AT21A 16 W0 NMET

Page 35 of 38
SAMPLE BALLOT - DAVIDSON COUNTY STATE GENERAL ELECTION - NOV. 8, 1994
STATE OF TERNESSEE — REPUBLICAN INDEPEHDSHT
GENERAL ELECTION NOMINEES NOMINEES CANDIBATES
- ey
o GOYERNOR PHIL BREDESEN q DO SUNDQUISY STEPHANIE E.HOI.IF
- — .. h
VOTE FOR ONE {1} UL MO
. WALLSKITY
UNITED STATES ISR | ums 10HN JAY HOORER ||
SENATE (Ful Torm} | CRARLES F. JOHWSOK
VOTE FOR OXE (1) PHILIP L KIEKLE
1INITED STATES micoorR [ | PREDTHOMPSOR [ | cHARLTS N Mamcock{ |
, HOBART R. LUMPIGN
SENATE
TERRY L LYTLE
{Unexpired Tarm) KERRY MARTIN
CHARLES M. HOOKE
YOTE FOR ONE {1} DON SCHHELLER
JONWaLLS
]

NO |

B ...
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\ ‘umuwmm
e Frist's vikioey party ot
artdt Plazx Tunsday.

danner

TODAY'S HEWS TODAY

Conservative clout
extends far beyond
state’s big-3 sweep

By Jait Waods and Ed Cromer
“W\MD

Juhslmt slate Regublicans are celebeating a *palit-
Kal earthquake” thal bk toppled Democrats und hag
given the GOP contred of the governor's olfice and
both US Senate seals Tor {he lirst time la 20 yem
The Republicans won all three conleats Tuesday b
big msrging, and the: party aloy won [ of the sulﬂ
nine posis — Laking open seals In e
3rd 5nd 42 Districts that hdd Dewii Teld by I'Jemmtu
“H's 3 politles] exrlviyake in Tereesire,
ckn newesner B3 Frld: inlﬂ 2 wall4o-wal M‘llmun
Samrm after defesting 18-year incumbest Sen, Jim

*Apd 18 yeurs was long ecugh,” b shouted as the

crowd ruared,
Don Susdquist defeated Dermocral Phil Bredesen in
the governer’s race, which deew aboul 1.4 million

| wotes, wiick could be the kighest Lornout in & non-

&mnu tial election since 1973, stale eleclisns offi:
Al sy,

Fred Thompaan ersised past Depscrat Sim Cooper
13 win the special election for the last 1wo years of
Wice President Al Gore's Senate tarm

But the conservative trend wenl beyood Lhe them

majr alatewide plections:

W Volers In Davidsen, Stelby and Brox counbes de-

| elded term limile skeuld be appied 10 Uiy poverning
| bodies. Metre Council members will B relnicied (o

Lo lefmny

8 Répabilcans picked up four $#31% in the slate
Howe of Repeesentatives and one is 1he Sonate.

M Regubiscan Van Hillesry dafeated Jeff Whorley
in Dkt Dastricl 1o Lake the seat vacated by Cosger.

¥ Ed Bryan delealed Hazels Byrd to retain for i
GOP 1he Tia Distnict sedl Sondgeal relizquisted o
run [ povernnor.

Fiease vee STATE, page A-2
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“Obwicwsly, the Decrnerats have
B0t salisfisd the tweds of the popo-
Lalion,” said stite Sen. Thelow
Harper of Nashville, who vauly
wom re-seckion.

Lamar Alpgander'y [582 resiee-
oe: 35 governor that ¥ Repablicen
%u wse any statewsde affice in

ERNESRE.

The Repablocsn lide was so
slrung thar swen %mln"tnun
ngmnrdlm e Walson,
the GOP somioes for the Pubilic
Serywe Commbistion, mazaped 16
rollect 45 peroest of the volr o
lomtog s Sara Kyhe & niece of e
late Geov. Prank Olernent and 3
TogEn 10 the congivnran.

‘We've got to produce’

Alecander, wbo 5 poadenog a
1934 presis id, sad Toes:

1 L000-page education bells, stop
(b E000-page crime bitls, We

Lo Aa® Wit we beleve in” be ooo-
linged. “We've got to produce
®e've ooly had two Republican
senaiors (n oar siale’s hisory, and
we've oly had fowr Repeblican
. in this eweszury. We pow

BV 3 two-parTY S

D, %30 sight years ago st
b1y secwod bid for the gecirnos-
ship. cabled the GOP sweep “Lbe
eyleainaton of & dreams for me”

“Golog back 1o e carly 6os. |
had logked (& & 1me when we
wagld have 2 comprlrtive, (Es
party syseem.” be said ~t Jooks
Lk we e gor 1w

I any sther vear. Sakder 1
Canpes ©Eghs mave biwd vikwed 2
dedieated pablic servanis Bt o
this vear of wad-ar-del voters, 1o
Tennesser and patiopwide, they
weore Serided as carvet

CIUK ipasiant Bl 10 be dis.
conripes by 2 election. by 13
current Feputboan e o0 by e

pundils” r told dejectad supe
“Heing a puddic servas i ool &
S8 - WS 2 wirlie,” be conlinemd.
~Even thoogh most public' seyvans
Bave bees vilified in 38 cam-
i | ik I1's very Snportnt w
readize the great contribution thiat
poblic sevias have made iy e
Pt i Amerscan hetory and widl
cosinue 1o make in U fureee.”

Presidential baggaye
Azeons 1 sation., Emd pITNS
larly an uwe iw‘fh, Presideat Clis-
100 was blamed Jor draggiag down
2 Rﬁmppuhmrf Tea

Rarrwr PN By S Tatiel

Shaeitt's Departmant inmates Miky Teashey flefl],  campaign signs cobectied 25 pan of 2 “clean up e
Amonio Hyde (censer] and Bonnie Savaga pick up Sty promation. on radio stabon Y-107.

£ of ot vouz likad the person wto
is currently Sebding the olfice of
jpresideat of 1be United Stxtes. it
2ad o S0 with more fusdamentsl
ithan it
| feel atienated from
their poversmest Paople feed
fram the people's bessh
ol governmenl, and they're Se-
and fundameeta] ehanpes.
And if professicsal palitirwxos.
don’t undersiasd tar, PR S000
EUALE 10 ubderstand that. We didnit
rub for Adfice this year o go wp
theew and WA 3 weat.”
 State GOP Chaurman Rasdle
Richardsos, hardly ssvorisg his
party's historic aight, ealiad on Re-

bis part

ewswe charly beiped Regp
B who facknd op

1 Eargest vote Lally (HCH.E386x of

ihe elecucs, cocteaded volers

ware o thuch fawe than

dupteasure with the peedident’s

.

*1 am are convinewd today
%an ever before that 13l #lection
58 year had to do with mone than
st parsisan pobilics, Depmrals
and ’ S3id.
Lo B rooee s o LIS furd whekh-
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Davidson, Knox, Shelby OK term limits

mabdes |4
Torm Eimdle got » big vele of
canfidence feotn valaes bere and in
two otber Tennensee counties.
And politiciens kad beiter take
nalies, the erecutive dirscior of
‘Tenrwaentn fee Term Limits says.
T ean el you politiclane who
[y -ntmmﬂe tald them
&“m% - mm‘"’m'aﬂ
tlon spearbeaded patition drives to
the Lerm Ermiks om Ehe ballots in
wahville &3 well a3 i Knox snd
Shalby couiities.

In Nashville, § term lmit
amendment 1a the Meire Charter
regiilring no mate than iwo feer-
yeur terma for councll members
and he vieE mayor passed orer-
whelmingly with. 76.5 percent of
the vote. received similar
walel In boik Kmox and Shelby
coustiey,

In Iscd, teven Hinlts rederenda
weps Approved i all sight states
where {hey were on the ballol, and
in the District of Columbds,

1‘2 thisk we have m;tﬁ; Im-r
clear messspe,” Lindsay FonTs
Knoxville, “What the volars are

Supparters of term limbs wilk
now begim Jobhying state uﬁmn-
tors bo get & atewide Lerm limit

reler on the ballst, Lintsay
sad.

The thg::: i:;mcs&mn:. ap-

W In Mashvitle slso reqeirem
etiers b pent to all members of

the state General Axsembly and
the Uniited States Congress urging
them b endorse term-lmit amend.
fiends 10 the siale and Unlted
Staten constitulioes.

“We'll send & very strong mes-
sage to pur Lagisisiure that says
you guys pewd to go b3 work 10 get
verm Limits. Wall try to dald a co-
alition of legialators o stand op
and say we're guing 1o do what the
voters wanl ws to da.”

3 other smendmenls

Three other amessiments 1o the
Metro charter also were apreoved.

inelude:

Requiriag eloctions tor vacats
td council ssats or vice mivr on
b mext schoduied election, rither
taam caliing speci] slections

& Changing ihe term: of the

By Mob: Moritz
Barvet S1a8 vty
David Klelnfe#ior i uﬁu w0 pel by work at ki
naw job a3 a Metro Counci m%ﬂ' )
T'en reddy to g0, the 32.year-old Nashville
Lawyer sald siter easily ontdistancing two oppo-
o EzE  venls inihe race for (e District
E'? } :; mmlc seal vacated
; a when she wias
tlectod sherit! earker (Ms year.
Kitinfeller recelved 53 pees
eent of the 5307 vetes cust an
the slection, His closssl oppo-
el Wae in Worrell, @
Tormmes sxocative directin of D
Temneasee Arts Commissinn,
S ho gaeeered 32 percent of the
Wieinielt vole, [ugias Gilbert, 3 sinie

eplayes, received 1§ parcont.
Unaiire st when ivgfhe tdlicially sworn in,
Kleinfelter plars to atiend Twesday's moeting s
be &8 [nvglved as he can.

“T suspect 1'll ba there, Whether TIY aciualty be
abile 10 it iy U counes) chambers, | don'l know,”
he sayy, adding thal bs cant be officislly sworn in
until the vole is cortilind. That could take & weetk,

During e Give-week cammaign, ke found tratfic
probdeans aid poor drainage a3 (he bwo isbes moat

K!einfelter ready to tackle mundane issues

Abszusaed by voters n i 25kh Disirict.
“These sre esther mundase lssues 8 somw, et
:h;;u :;:a get h:km’;;mm lm;* s your yurd atier
2ain iLonn be x Big peedlem.' he sa that
Mt plura to work clonsly with Mruﬂm‘%u
0 Impirave siredt dedinage.
There's 2 Tol of Lrafthe In my distriel and spoed
x;;nwl problems that need {6 be addeessed,” he

¥3,
~"Tiried 1o poriray moseld in this exce 25 a pers
san who has Uhe commitment and etergy io Wackle
the frankly boring lsues” he says, refeering Lo the
z&ummam@j«m he wanis 15 back-

"Most people aren'l foo interested in that, o
find it boring,” he says. TN ls an extremely im-
portant mrue, and I'm willing to take the i 1o
Ieok.“m whole wasle kesot & wp i the oir right
DOw.

Kheinleller, of 20 Z3rd Ave. ., Is wn akie
with Dorunves & Tramger. A gradusie-al Vanderhi
University, he received his law degree from the
University of Tennssse,

He formerly worked s prau for B
Democratic cauems of s siate House and on Gov.
Mod LOME campaign. He abso workes
o Ray's eammpaign Tor Matro il thres: yoary
ape and om her campalgn Tor Seeridt, In tuct, Ray
wrgad Mm o seek ber vacated council seat.

ﬂutﬁhwmv—'—vﬂp'“nrrvt-d

coqrcil member seriing on Lhe
Plarming Commission from four
yedrs 1o Lo years.

% Changing the term 9f the
couecil member serving oo Lk
Trattic ang Parking Commission
from ens 1o two years.

Tygard "not surprised”
Metra-touneil members sald the
larm-lmit vobe was expecied.

“I'm aot surprioed at all™ sadd
Chatlie Tygard, & longtlme sup-
parer of term limnits.

“Feople, 1 think, are mooe cow-
ceened with term Limals at the
state sed foderal Tove] bt Bl thex
g Lo start at the loead level,” Ty-

gard says. “They scad & very clhear
messape. They want politicisns to
S what they xay, get in and gol
oial™

Longiime cowncil mesiber Tan-
dy Wilsen, am oppoend of ferm
limits, slso was unsurprised,

"1 wnderstand that people are
upset a5 | wase'l surptiied it
Nm* sakd Whsen, ';p charler
reenber of the 3Y-year-oid Matro
Coserail. ~T untersiand 5 foestra-
tion,

“Trm surpeised & ligtie hil by the
enargin £ won 1t goes with the ter-
ritory; everybody is preily much
wanting change and we hive 10 £x
cept that"

Howewnr, term limita wilk limit
the effectiveness of Metro Council
members, Wilsan added.

It will change the malesp of
the eomeci] and how i€ operales”
ke said. "Every elght years you'll
Lave 3 complele & S much
of it you dow’t learn in a short pexs-
od of time. 1t will make the may.
or's office ihet mwoch stronger™

Wilson 3l xaid b&'s not sure
he'll ek his office again next

year,

"Fre just enjored cepresenting
the people.” he said. “It's goitiag
chose 1o theitine for me 16 get oul
wheiher have lerm limits or
oL, i
Conldsion cleared up

Although the baske premise of
the term-limit referandum is
atraightiorward, city atlorneys
were inltlxlly confused by the
wording of the amendrsent and jis
rarnificatlons dor city governemest.

Twe key questions have been
clasred up,

Sisce the termelumil charter
sencodment Lakas efbicl on Jan §,
1993, akmosl threequirtees of
way through the current terma on
e oowncal, the lust Toweth of e
oarren term will osunt agaias the
limit of ten.

Alsa, the amendments will not
Attect 15 Metro Board of Edwcu-
ticn because members xre gov-
erned by » stale sealote and sot the
Metro Charser, .

« s daed not 1o smibe from sar
10 war right now," Lindsay xasd af-
fer ay nighl’s et

»





