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Dear Council Members, City Manager and City Clerk,

While as President of Californians for Electoral Reform I am a strong
support of ranked choice voting (RCV), and do appreciate Mr. Karney's
support for RCV (and Bruce I am glad you cc'd me on this message), and
while RCV is excellent for public elections where the number of voters

is much greater than the number of candidates, RCV does not always work
well when the number of voters is small compared to the number of
candidates.

This is because when the number of voters is small compared to the
number of candidates, ties are more likely to occur than when the number
of voters is much larger than the number of candidates. While breaking
ties by lot in public elections is perfectly acceptable, using a random
method may not be the best way to break a tie when a small group can
deliberate about the choices in between votes, and can agree to use
randomness only after deliberation has not changed any votes.

The method outlined in the attached document (provided to me and Mr.
Karney by Councilmember Lucas Ramirez) is an excellent method for small
group decision making when the group can meet and discuss the
alternatives in between votes, especially when ties occur. (There are

other methods that are appropriate for small group decision making as

well, and I would be happy to explain them if there is interest in

learning about them.)

While I would like to see RCV, especially its multi-winner proportional
form, used to elect the Mountain View City Council, I do not think it is
the best tool for the job of filling a vacancy on the Mountain View City
Council. Other methods, such as the one being proposed, that work well
in small groups but would not work well for public elections, are more
appropriate.

I hope this helps.

--Steve Chessin
President, Californians for Electoral Reform
www.cfer.org

On 1/19/23 3:43 PM, BRUCE KARNEY wrote:
> Dear Council Members, City Manager and City Clerk,
>

> I very much hope you will decide to use ranked choice voting in
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Attachment 2

SAMPLE INTERVIEW AND SELECTION PROCEDURE

1. Questions to be asked, time allotted for each question, and order of questions to be
determined by the City Council and should be the same for each applicant.

2.  Applicantinterview order established by City Clerk random draw, the results of which would
be included in the Council report along with the application packets received.

3.  Each Councilmember votes for the applicant of their choice. Voting continues until one
candidate receives majority vote (four or more votes). The applicant(s) that receive the
least number of votes will be eliminated in each round of voting unless elimination will
result in only one remaining applicant that did not receive majority vote. In the event of tie
or a vote the leaves only one applicant that did not receive majority vote, no applicant will
be eliminated, and Council must vote again. Examples of possible voting scenarios with
three, five, and seven applicants are provided below:

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Applicant 1 2 votes 3 votes 3 votes 2 votes
Applicant 2 2 votes 2 votes 3 votes 4 votes
Applicant 3 2 votes 1 vote - -
Result Tie vote, no one Applicant 3 is Another tie vote, | Applicant 2 wins.

is eliminated, and | eliminated, and neither of the

Council votes Council votes remaining

again. again for applicants are

Applicants 1 and | eliminated, and
2. Council votes
again.
Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Applicant 1 2 votes 3 votes 3 votes 4 votes
Applicant 2 1 vote 1 vote 0 votes -
Applicant 3 1 vote 1 vote 3 votes 2 votes
Applicant 4 1 vote 1 vote 0 votes -
Applicant 5 1 vote 0 votes - -
Result No one is Applicant 5 is Applicants 2 and | Applicant 1 wins.

eliminated eliminated, and 4 are eliminated,

because Applicant | Council votes and Council votes

1 did not receive | again for again for

enough votes to Applicants 1-4. Applicants 1 and

be the only 3.

remaining

applicant.
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Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

Applicant 1 1 vote 0 votes -
Applicant 2 2 votes 3 votes 2 votes
Applicant 3 1 vote 1 vote 0 votes
Applicant 4 1 vote 2 votes 4 votes
Applicant 5 0 votes - -
Applicant 6 1 vote 0 votes -
Applicant 7 0 votes - -
Result Applicants 5 and 7 are Applicants 1 and 6 are Applicant 4 wins.

eliminated, and Council | eliminated, and Council

votes again for votes again for

Applicants 1-4 and 6. Applicants 2-4.

4.  Council adopts a resolution appointing the winning applicant to the vacant seat.

5. The new Councilmember is sworn in at the next regularly scheduled Council meeting.
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> selecting Sally Lieber's replacement.

>

> [ believe it is a perfect tool for identifying the individual with the

> greatest appeal to the community at large.

>

> Local resident Steve Chessin (copied) is an expert on ranked choice

> voting and I am sure he can answer any questions you have on the topic.
>

> Cheers,

> Bruce Karney
>





