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reofuary i7. 1986

The Honorapie Crawfora J. Carroli
Mayor. City of Dover
City Hail
Dover, Delaware 19901
Dear Mayor Carroii:

In March of 1985, you, after discussion ana deilberation With mempers of the
City Councti, appointea a Dover City Charter Review Committee. Upon your
Invitation those citizens who agreea to secve included Leon deValinger, Jr., Esther
5. Frear, James B. Jackson, Charles A. Legates, Jr. and myself. QOur efforts have
peen carried out with sincerity and devotion to our charge. QGOur work has consumed
neariy one year and involved vast amounts of individual research and reflection, as
weil as many hours of meetings, private at the ocutset, but apsciutely public since
the first pubiic meeting on September 3, i985. Moreover, minutes of all private
meetings have been available to the press and the general population since the
first week of Fepruary, 1986. [t is interesting to note, yet vexing, that since
all minutes of the Committee have been on public display, only two persons have
read them.

The perception cf the Committee 1S that we were dicrected to submit
recommendations of proposed changes in our city charter as to the form or type of
government best sulted O meet our city's future needs, 1nciuding a recommended

election process. It 1s our further understanding that we were not expected to

decide matters of policy or legal issues, since such matters rest solely under the



cuiy elected representatives of aii the peopie. !

We register most respectfuliy our unanimous opinion that the nature of the
propiems anag 1ssues that we were calied to adaress requlired that we be permitted to
examine them in an atmosphere conductive to completeiy frank and canqia airscussion
among ourselves. Wwe aiways expectea to pe fuiiy accountabie for our fipai proauct,
DUl We Suomit that, as & purely consultative pody, We sShould not have peen expectéd
or reguired to conauct our analytical and investigative discusSsiOns In a pupiic
forum. We are not scofflaws and we accepted, obviousiy, the i1nterpretation of the
extended “Sunshine Law." Tet, our constant frustration has peen that we were
consultants treatea as 1f we were elected officials creating poiicy and deciding
legal 1ssues.

In light of the specific charge you and the City Council gave us, we saw
ourselves as essentially five private citizens who were asked’by the Mayor ana
Counci! tc submit ouc coliective personai recommendations regarding very specific
and confined aspects of our city government. We have, therefore, been both puzzled
and distressed that some of the local media have overreacted to distort and
exaggerate the true pature and importance of our function. The bottom line, sir,
is that our task has bDeen an cnerous one, but 1t was accepted by us in good faith.
The committee was negativeiy impacted py the "Sunshine Law" peing extended (o the
work of ad hoc committees. We had hoped to accompiish, finaliy, work that first
started 1n 1972. Lamentaply, that work i1s stili not finisheda. [ speak for the
entice Committee 1n expressing the opinion that the revision of the city charter
rests solely 1n the hands of the City Councii. We respectfully request

consideration of the appropriateness of future charter changes being decided by the

ey



sitting councli of a given time assisted, perhaps, DY & private ang pald
consuitant, but not by a committee of citizen volunteers.

Attached heretoc are the recommendations--kept deltlperateily orief--of the Dovec
City Charter Review Committee. As we offer our cecommencations for review ana
consideration by the peopie’'s eiected leacers and representatives, we,
stmuitaneousiy, Seek reiease from service as a Committee ana discharge of the
Committee. We feel wWe have met our opligation to the extent of the capapilities of
our collective wisaom anc the constraints under which we worxked. Each of us is
sincerely proud to have had the honor and opportunity of attempting to serve you,
the Council, the future of our city and the pest interests of our fellow citizens.

Respectfuliy, for the

Dover City Charter Review Committee

ALt DS H a7

Reed M. Stewart, chalrman

pc: Honoraple Mempers of the City Councii
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FORM OF GOVERNMENT

in the work, HOW CITIES ARE ORGANIZED (National League of Cities, U.S.
Conference of Mayors, James E. Larson, 196i1.), it is noted that there is no
categorical answer to the question of what may be the pest form of government.

This 1s aiso the conclusion of the Charter Review Committee. Government (s
actually a service organization, As James Larson noted, “They are concerned
chiefly with providing the public with those services without which a large modern
community could not exist. Whatever form (of government) is used, then, should be
that which returns the most services for the citizen’s tax adoliar. In fact, most
of the past changes 1n city government, producing new forms, have been the resuit
of efforts to improve city administration, or, 1n & word, to make (it more
efficient.” We obviously wish for the form of government in Dover, Delaware, to
extend the citizens the best return on their money.

The Charter Review Committee studied several forms of government and then
quickly discovered one cannot judge the effectiveness of a given form of government
by examining an instance where that specific form 1s successfully practiced.
Interestingly, there is always an exception--always an instance of failure to place
beside an instance of success. Government seems to "work" where it is congruent
with the environment it directs, the effort it facjilitates-~the “chemistry,” if you
wiil, of the peoples it purports to serve.

The Committee examined mayor and councii government. Of that variety, there
are two types, namely, weak mayor and strong mayor. As the National League of

Cities discovered long before the Charter Review Committee decided tc explore the
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1SSue--tne Weak Mayor GOVEernment 1S 1apeieqa SuCn Oecause The Mayor hoias very
limited executive power. in weak mayor forms, the peop!e eiect the mayor and the
councii, but the councli often dicects all city aepartments. The best that can pe
sald of this form of government 1S that 1t 1s common. The worst that can be satd
is that it 1s i1nefficlent, amateurish and that 1t scatters responsibility and
establishes too many centers of authority.

Strong mayor government is characterized by that system where the peopie elect
the councli! and the mayor, but the mayor, often as not, appoints heads and directs
city departments. This form takes executive power away from the council and vests
it in the mayor. Such a plan extends a city strong politicai and administrative
leadership. The major risk of such a form 1S that not ail strong mayors are strong
and capablie administrators. Such a government also provides fertile ground for
mayor-council confiict.

We examined the commission form of government. Such a form provides for the
citizens electing a commission. In turn, each commissioner iS the head of a
gepartment. This tends to simpiify government. All power is centralized under
this form. But the major defect is that i1t tends to place both legislative and
administrative powers in the same hands,

For obvious reasons, the council-manager form of government was carefully
reviewed. This is a popular form of government today. In the sixties the National
League of Cities (U.S. Conference of Mayors) noted, "...Council-manager form of
government appears to provide the solution to the perplexing problem of bringing
democracy and efficiency together. It recognizes that city administration is a
problem to be deait with by a professional administrator. It substitutes

administration of a high order under the steady, even-flowing competency of the



experlenced ¢ily Mmanagér ol Lhe erralic periods of good adminisSicallon procucea by
commisSsSion or by mayor ana councii government. On the whoie, the recora ot
counc!i-manager government has pbeen outstanding."

Under the councli-manager form of government, the voters usually elect a
council which, |n turn, appolnts a manager who, In turn, appoints heads and directs
city departments such as streets, health, fire, police, finance, utilities, parks
and planning.

Is the council-manager form of government a panacea? No. It certainly
remedies the weakness of the strong mayor plan because the manager does not have to
divide his time ana talent between administrative and political duties. Also, the
bailot box 1s not necessarily the most appropriate way to select an outstanding
administrator. The city manager 1S a credentiaied and certified administrator.
That‘s good, but hardliy a panacea. The council-manager form of government seems
not always to work in large cities. Strong political leadership seems necessary to
control growingly compliex popuiation centers. Why? Here 1S the 1ssue of
“chemistry" and "environment" and perceptions and feelings. Voters seem to need a
mayor to give information and guidance--an elected mayor--a champion of the people.
This kind of leadership 1s usually absent in the counctl-manager form of
government. Managers are often perceived to be “outsiders" and hot committed to
the real welfare of the city. Mayors tend to be regarded as "sons or daughters of
the city'--deeply committed to city welfare and devotedly beholden to the “family"
of voters. Factually, this 1s debatable. HNconetheless, 1t 1S a perception, and
perceptions often carry areater power than truth. The city of Dover currently has
a councijl-manager form of government. Thus, it behooves us to spend some time in

discussion of this form of government. Facts about this form of government tend,
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1n anq of themseives, L0 articuiate the sirengtn ana popurarity of the
COuNC ! i -Manaqec system. ,

The 1nterested reader-citizen IS remtnded that the city councii 1s usuaiiy the
mayor iegisiative policy-making pody of & municipailty. The council 1S electeq
only by qualified electors residing within the corporate iimits of the
municipality. In parts of New England, this is the poard of sSelectmen: for the
commission form of government, previously discussed, 1t is the commission.

The mayor is the chief elected official executive of the municipality: in
parts of neighboring New Engiand, the chairman, board of selectment; for commission
form of government, the chaicrman of the commission.

The chief administrative officer is appointed by the elected executive and/or
the legislative body to serve as the manager or chief administrative officer of the
municipality.

The mayor-counctii form of government has a legislative body that is elected
eilther at large, by ward or district, or by some compination of the two. The
aistingulshing characteristics of the mayor-council form are: (1) a separate)y
elected mayor, and (2) official designation of the office as at least the titular
head of the city government. Depending on the legal framework and local customs,
the powers of the mayor may range from [imited ceremonial and representational
duties to full-scale authority to appoint and to dismiss department heads, to
appoint members of boards and commissions, to prepare the budget for city council
review, to administer the budget anda the daily operations of the city government,
and to veto ordinances passed by the council.

The council-manager form of government has a legislative body elected by

popular vote responsgible for policy making; the municipality is under the
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aaministcation of a manager responsipie tO tne COuNncli. 1he counc!i appoints the
chief administcator Of manager. 1he MaAyor 1S a memoeriof the councli, usuaiiy has
no veto power over councii actions, ana has no aaministrative dut:es. He is,
however, recognized as the communxty;s poiitical ieaaqer.
(Source of above definitions: Charles Adcian, GOVERNING URBAN AMERICA, p.214)
With these aefinitions in mind, the Charter Review Committee would like to "fact
out" and profile the council-manager plan and profession.

According to IMCA, the professional association of appointed administrators
serving c1ties...ana.other local governments, in 1985 the following facts

prevalled.

CURRENT:

...2,543 council-manager cities in the United States, 125 in Canada

...84 council-manager counties in the United States and 6 in Canada

...772 other cities, 155 counties ana 144 COG's with overail professional

management in the United States; 26 generai-management in Canada

...77 percent of the cities recognized by IMCA in the United States have the plan

...single most popular form of government in cities with a population over 10,000
..Dade County, Florida, (population 1,625,979) is the largest council-manager

Jurisdiction

...large council-manager cities include Dallas, San Diego and Phoenix

...the form of local government for over 100 miilion Americans

GROWTH :

...adopted on the average more than once every week by a city or county since

1945~-80 adoptions annually
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...growing taster tnan any other form of iocai government
ORIGIN:
...f1cst adepted i908, Staunton, Vicginia
...1CMA, tne professiona: assoclation of appolnted chief management executlives in
clties, countlies, and counciis of governments
...Dayton, Onio, first magor city in the Uniteqa Stateé, aqgopteq the pian 1n 1514
Now turning to the proflie of tne profession of city manager |tseif, note the
foliowing interesting facts~--i1nciuQing some compeiilng facts apout e;,ected
officials.
MANAGERS:
...B7 percent are coljege graduates
...58 percent have a graduate aqegree
...13 percent have Masters degrees in political science or government; 82 percent
1n public or business administration
...average salary 1s 342,925
..average tenure of office is 5.4 years per local government
ASSISTANT MANAGERS:
...77 percent are coilege graduates
...46 percent have a graduate qQegree
...68 percent are tratned 1n a fleid reiated to pubiic aamintstration
...average annual sailary 1S5 $34,522x
*4s reportea 1n an ICMA "paseilne aata report.”
ELECTED CFFICIALS:
...the mayor i1n 57 percent of councll-manager cittes 1s directiy elected by the

peopie



, . COUNCLIS Tendg Lo De Smatl 1 SiZe and receive nominal sataries

...the majority of counc!imembers are part-time ’

...B3 percent of the counciimembers are eiected in nonpartisan elections

«v.76 percent of the counciimembers i1n councli-manager cities are eiected i(n
at-large elections; 1n mayor-council cities, the figure 1s 57 percent

...24 percent of the counc!li-manager cities conduct council elections enticely, or
1n part, by ward or district: in mayor-council cities, the figure 1S 43 percent

But what of the strong mayocr form of government? Do the above facts render 1t
obsolete? We think not. In January of 1986, a survey of all capitol cities in the
United States was undertaken: Although responses were not secured from all the
cities solicited, foilowing is a nonetheless revealing executive summary cf the
capitol city survey attempted.

There were fifty survey forms mailed. Thirty-three responses were gained.
This, of course, i1ndicates a 66 percent rate of response, probably an acceptabie
numper from which to draw souna tentative conciusions.

CITIES RECEIVING PAYMENT FROM STATE: 21 responses----64%

CITIES NOT RECEIVING PAYMENT FROM THE STATE: 12 responses----36%
FORMULA USED FOR PAYMENT: 12 responses

LUMP SUM USED FOR PAYMENT: 9 responses

PERCENTAGE OF GENERAL FUNDS RECEIVED FROM STATE:

less than 1% 11
1.00 to 4.99% S
5.00 to 9.99% 3
10% and above 2

FORM OF GOVERNMENT:
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SLeong mayor 12 responses—--37%

responses--iB%

[+ 1Y

mayor/counci i

responses--zZi%

~1

Ci1tly manager

other 8 responses--24%

In pola reiief, this seems to be the issue. Relative to the Degt form of
local government, some believe that the council-manager form of government 1s one
that people can understand and that officiais can aaminister. These two qualities
are said to make 1t the preferred choice of political scientists and many cities as
well. But where does this leave the mayor and proponents of the strong mayor form
of government? Well, almost ali council-manager communlties also have a mayor who
is leader in deveioping community policies. With the council the mayor is
responsible for soliciting citizen views in forming these policies and interpreting
them to the public. The mayor aiso represents the city 1n official functions,
appoints agviscry committees, coorainates their work, and maitntains liaison with
other governmentai agencies and civil groups. Is this enough? The Dover City
Charter Review Committee does not think so. After consideration of all forms, the
"chemistry® of the area and our perceptions of the cesires of the general populace,
coupled with a search for a "hybri1d" form of government which refused discovery, we
recommend the foliowing relative to form of government best suited to meet the
future needs of the city of Dover, Delaware:
1. Following the evolution and development of the system of government in our
country, we should continue, 1n the municipal government of Dover, to maintain the
separate auties and functions of the executive branch (mayor and administrative

offices) and the legislative branch comprising the city council. These branches
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witln thelr auties ana responsioiiities are we,l sSpeiied outl 1h the present city

charter.
I

-~

2. Dover has fufictioned weli under 1tS present charter with some changes ana
amendments as needea. We recommena that the present charter pe retained ana that
certaln corrections pbe made as this report will suggest.,

3. At present, the city manager, the city cierk, the'czty treasurer, the city
assessor, the city building inspector and the fire marshal are reporting to the
city council. To be compatibie with the best form of government, as we percelve
it, these administrative offices, with the exception of the city assessor, should
report directly to tHe mayor rather than to the city council. Thus, executive
branch responsibilities would be coming to the attention of the mayor who (s the
chief executive. In turn, the mayor would be in a p681tion to comnunicate directly
to the council regarding any of these important administrative functions.

4. To maintain a uniformity in that branch of government, we recommend further
that the city manager, the city clerk, the city solicitor, the chief of poiice.
the flpe marshai, the buliding inspector and the city treasucer shouid ail oe
appointed by the mayor of Dover, reporting directly toc the mayor, but approved and
confirmed by the city councii.

S. The above recommendations noththstandiﬁé, the Dover City Charter Review
Committee 1s not yet ready to recommend a pure strong mayor form of government.
Thus, for a period of at least five years from the present we recommend a
continuance of our present charter requirement for a city manager to administer the
day-to-day affairs of the city. But we stress again that current counctl
appointments should, in the future, be the mayor’s choice with approval and

confirmation of the council.



6. rresentiy, there 1S nO method to oreak a tie vote. Shouid we contlnue Lo have
an even numper of counciipersons, it 1S recommended that the mayor pe empowered Lo
break a tie vote. Most feei that a tie votre shouid never be construed a4s a no
vote. However, Mr. James B. Jackson dissents from the majority, noting that this
mattec wouid be appropriately resoived through the selection of an uneven numoer of
counciipersons. Empowering the mayor to preak a tie vote, Mr. Jacxsdn stresses,
places the mayor in a legislative posture; the legislatn&e function is the
exclusive province of the council.

Though we perhaps depart from our specific charge, we feel compelled to
indicate that the city committee structure is not a charter covenant. This
structure should be discarded in favor of a Committee of the Whole approach that
would relieve the city council mempers from attending numerous meetings and allow
the mayor to be knowledgeabie of referral 1tems discussed by staff and council
prior to the regular meetings of the city councii. The present committee structure
fragments 1mportént staff presentations to 1naividual committees and counci
mempers feel obligated to attend ali meetings rather than walt for the formai
presentation of the committee deliberations at a regular council meeting.

<EL_—“// Following are suggested changes to pe made in the current Charter. The
changes are compelled because of incorrect or obsoiete wording:
p. 20, section 3

The city does not have home rule. Should that be considered for the future?
p. 21, section 4

Powers of government are vested in a mayor and city council. There 1s no
mention of a city manager. .

p. 22, section §
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p. 22, secrtion &
li

Pertains to eiections, & subgect notl to oe consiqered whiie the NAAC? st
nas a case agalnst the clity in The courts.
p.28, section 14

States mayor shall have no vote except [n case of a tie.
p. 2B, secticn i8

Include cabie TV equipment
p. 30, section Z4

Mentions "6perating a steam railcoaa” tn the city.
p. 3G, 3i, section 26

Does not mention tne kent county sewer system.
p. 37, section 29, 30

States that councii nhas supervision of the sStreets, et(c., and gargage
aisposal .
p. 40, section 42

A recent ordinance placed city treasurer under jurisdaiction of the council.
p. 42, section 47

Calis for a general assessment 1n 1950 and every year thereafter. This
section neeas to pe reviseq.
p. 43, section 48

Refers to a iimit of $150,000.60 annual sum to be raisea for general purposes,
Thnis 1s opsolete.
p. 50, section 52

The alderman section shouid be retained as the ¢city may aesire to re-activate



D. 32, Secrion 353

Chanae tne name cof county sa:: of nent County.

Ine Dcover City Chacter review Committee nas given some Stuay to, out feeis 1t
musSt NOU render an opinion Or recommendatlon apoul, at iarge vs. disStrict voring.
It IS iamentabie that we ¢annot comment on this Impocrlant issue, put iU IS 4 matter
now !n ititigation pefore the Court. rorf tne Committee IO comment wouid tena to
usucp the function of the Court ana posSSiDiy reSuil 4n the ernjoining of the
Committee memoers as a party {0 the suil. 1T COuiQ iSO De percelivea as an attempt
to prejucalice tne Court oc 1nfiuence & Court cgecision. hone of us on the Committee
nas any intention of interfering witn Court actlion Of any parilies IAVOIvVea In Such
action. Tnerefore. tnougn frustrated DY Cul Ci€ar inagiiity L0 exXpress opinton

rejative (¢ Q:sSircl o0 at-:

2

fge voling., we go feei tnat the :ssues of eiection
dates, reatstricting, terms of office and cdual registration are critically
important, and we offer the folliowing recommendations:
1. We recommend an apportionment plan which reauces current election districts to
three proportionate areas by population, Three counctlipersons would emerge from
each aistrict, for a totai cf nine. The "odd person" would be elected as presiaent
of (ne Cily councti py memders ot tne councii: (0 €iiMiNate Tne possiPiiily of a tie
vote.

Reiative Lo our primary Cecommenaation on election process, however, we of the

Committee finqQ every reascn to commena tne apportionment pian aavancea py former
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memopers. we recommena nine counCtr: mempers [rom tnreée e,ecl;on QisSlricts ot equa.

popuiaticn. we (eCOMMEnc (ncee cOuACli Memoers Irom each Of the three ¢iSifigcls.

District ii1nes (piease refer (o The drawing at the conciusion of this repor

) are

1

arawn nerilzonta::y DecausSe heé few dISiCiCis Wouid NOL have L0 D reagpodrtioned as
often as aistricts formea py vertical iitnes. As West Dover continues 1LS growin.
the Lhree e;ection A!SICICIS WOu:Q Qrow proportionateiy oecause éach. as proposed,
wouid I1nciuge a part of arowing West Dover. This recommendation 1S pased
(particuiariy the proposea disirict ilnes) on informattion proviced oy the city
assessor’'s office. We siress, as aoes the assessor, that the popuiation fiqures
represent oniy the most accurate cata avallapie:fcom the tax assessor s office.
These figures are consigered py the Committee 10 pDe @ooQ enough for census tract
base iine caicuiations. The map at the end of this report snows Aividing iines
grawn 1o Dest foliow natura; DOUNGar1esS of Sireeis. Mr. Legaltes Qoes notl (ecara
the iines to De apsciute therefore. AsS an ald ana discussion gulae to faciiltate

Mayor and Councii consideration of this recommendation, we Qo aavance the foii10WiNg

figures:

Note: figures not basea on a detalled canvas of ail city residentiail units, rather

they are aerived from the initial Novemper 25, 1984, count.

AREA ONE: From the northern extremity of Dover’s city i11mits to Waiker Road, to
Siiver Laxe, 3iiver Laxe scuth to a point past Oak Lane, a iine from Sitiver Lake to

Route 13, Route i3 soutn to Whitecak Road, Whiteoak Roaa east to the city limits.
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AREA TWC: Between the Waixer Roaq Siiver LakesWnlteoak Road DOUndary and Forest
Street (Rt. #8), toc Division Street (Rt. #8) ana Kings Highway east to Rt. #i3,

east on N. Llttle Creex Roacd (Rt. #8) tc intersectlon of . Littie Creek Roaa anc

wWillis Road, north on Wiilis Road to Wniteoak Road.

RESIDENCES 1,841
APARTMENT UNITS 1,080
WESLEY COLLEGE STUDENT CAPACITY 656

TOTAL 3,571

AREA THRECL: rfrom tné Forest Street-LUivision Sireei . L:liie Creex FOaC wiiiilS

Road pounaary o the eastern and soutnecn exicemity of pover s City i1mits.

RESIDENCES 2,302
APARTMENT UNITS 666
MOBILE HOME PARK SITES 359

TOTAL 3,327
DOVER AIR FORCEL BASE DORM CAPACITY 1,958

(Normai occupancy 80-85%)

=

2. Eiections dates should pe chanhged so that newly elected city personnel may have

the opportunity to set the tax rate ana neip formuiate the budget for the next
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f1sCa. vealr. wWiin e;eCi, CnS i ALC:: 300 LNe nEWIY ELeCcieq 0L SWOIn o n uGntl: dav.,
(nCSe eiecled MUST (ive Witn a fax ratée a:ready pasSeq ana a puGaei Lo De ACIec Of
within forty aays. This 1S 1nasproprlatle. We urge offiyear eiections o Novemper
whicn wouia aliow erectea officiaIs LC pe seated ati Ine first meeting in January
foliowing the eiection.

3. Though there 1S not wnanimiiy among the mempers of the Charter rReview
Committee, ovames 3. JaCrSON and rFeeq 4. 3tewartl wisSh LO recommenda a Singie
registration as opposSeqa {0 lhe current quai reQistration system. Juai cegistration
1S anacnronistic. :iC i5 a source of confuSion TO Lhe DOVEL newcomer, a frustration
L0 The e30apiisSned (eSident, ana a polentiai LACORVEenience TO eVeryone. he
eirimination of a separate Cliy registration ShouiQ LmMProve voter partiicipation.
The cost assoclatea With CnRaNgINg volter [eglsSIiratlion iS a consiaecation. Jackson
and Stewart recognize that it may ¢ost $40.0006-960,000 to transfer the registration
j1st to the State computer, out that 15 oniy .01% of the operations ouagetl. 7100
few peopie are curcently participating In ¢itly eiect:cns anc these Commitiee
mempers percelve duai [egrsiralion L0 0& a pacrt of tne progiem.

4. Though there 1S not unanimity among mempers of the Charter Review Commitiee on
this point elther, Reed M. Stewart wishes to reccmmena that mayor ana
counciipersons pe remunerated more than the equivaient of five aollars a week
“reimpursement” of expenses. Suth a practice does not necessariiy attract
volunteer servants of Seif-giving generosity as mucn as 1t may very weli preciuage
outstanding citizens of modest 1ncome from participating In puDiicC sService. it IS
time for Dover TO &xTena a respecralie COMPensSalion To (1S @:iecléd 1£agers.

5. It IS recommenged that mayor and counclipersons pe eiected to four-year terms.

6. Aii appointments to committees ana commissions of the City, except tnose



committees wilnin tne Cciiy COURCli. Snouid £ Mage oy (ne mayor and contirmed oy

il

tne Councii.

This conciuces tne report ana tne recommendations of the Dover City Charter
Review Committee of :1985~.%86. Lacn memper of tnhe Commiiiee has ieacrnea mucn,
Coniciouled muen, and oeen Qeepiy nonoreQ Lo nave served an ocutlstanajng Mayor anc

Ciluigd O S0iendl

Councli ang & supery Ciiy €on

CiliZensg COMmmiltec, one anda ai.,

)]

[¢

10 the 1nventi1on of an ever petter futuce for Lover.

respecttuiiy sSubmitted.

reeg M. Stewart
For The Charter Keview Committee Mempership
Mempers: Leon aevVaiinaer. Jr.
LSiner 3. frear
James B. Jackson

Charies A. Legates, Jr.
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