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Tacoma’s League in ’27 decided a change was due
We wanted City Manager, but it did not go thru.
In ’28 an’29 – in ’30 ‘31
We wanted City Manager, but nothing could be done.
In ’32 and ’33 and ’34 and ‘35
We wanted City Manager and kept the cause alive.
From ’36 to ’46, we studied every year
We wanted City Manager, but couldn’t get one here.
In 1947 we enlisted aid from others
We talked to city‐fathers and even city‐mothers.
We asked for an elec on in 1948
We wanted City Manager, but they would not cooperate.
In 1949 we got out a pe on
To inform the electorate of the League’s posi on.
In 1950 we elected Big John
A new city charter was the pla orm he ran on.
In 1951 we supported an elec on
We called 400 groups and pointed the direc on.
We wanted City Manager in 1952
We elected 15 freeholders to help us get it thru.
The charter was rewri en to conform to all our plans
We wanted City Manager; the me seemed now at hand.
We knocked on doors, we wore out shoes, and held big mee ngs too
We wanted City Manager and finally got it thru.

LWVWA: h p://www.lwvwa.org/
LWVUS: h p://www.lwv.org/

In ’53 we held a mee ng where 99 could speak
These were the men and women who the council posts did seek.
And now that we’ve accomplished this our job has just begun
We know since we are women that our work is never done.

The League of Women Voters of Tacoma‐
Pierce County is a nonpar san poli cal or‐
ganiza on that encourages informed and
ac ve par cipa on in government, works to
increase understanding of major public poli‐
cy issues, and influences public policy
through educa on and advocacy

This poem was read at the LWV State Convention in 1953 by Tacoma-Pierce County delegates who authored it. They were Jean Tudor, Dawn Olson, Jane Chastek, and Helen Sohlberg..
This year, our League is OPPOSING Charter Initiative 2, which
seeks to give us a Strong Mayor form of government!!!!! VOTE!
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Meet Board Member Julio Quan
Dr. Julio Quan was born in Guatemala under one of the
tradi onal “banana republic” tyrannies of La n Ameri‐
ca. When he was 10 years old, the Guatemalan people
expelled the tyrant u lizing nonviolent ac ons, and for
10 years, Guatemalans enjoyed the fruits of democracy;
labor laws, agrarian reform, health, educa on, poli cal
rights for women and indigenous people, and more. His
experience with nonviolent social ac on and democra‐
cy le in Julio an experience that has shaped his life.
As a researcher and professor at the Na onal University
of Guatemala, Julio developed the knowledge and tech‐
niques required for social, poli cal, cultural and eco‐
nomic development. Empowerment of people became
an essen al part of his work.
A er years as director of the conflict resolu on pro‐
gram of the United Na ons University for Peace, Julio
came to the U.S. in 1999 to con nue his work for social

Barbara Weikert
By Helen Sohlberg

jus ce, promo ng inte‐
grated development. He
became a U.S. ci zen in
2005.
Julio concentrates his
work in re rement with
grassroots organiza ons
including
TeamChild,
Read 2 Me, Tacoma Food
Coop, Sexual Assault Cen‐
ter of Pierce County, Ta‐
coma Public Library,
Cross Cultural Collabora ve, Access to Health – We Can
Do Be er, Race and Pedagogy, and editor of “El Agui‐
la” (a bilingual newspaper).

Welcome, New Members:
Shirley Cox
Jean Jacobson
Wanda Oaks‐Thomas

On September 25, 2015, Barbara Weikert died. Bar‐
bara was a long me member of the League and was
honored as a 50‐year member at the Annual Mee ng
in June. Barbara was also a leader and volunteer in
American Associa on of University Women (AAUW),
Methodist Women's Associa on, and Tacoma Com‐
munity House. She was a state president of the
Methodist Women’s Associa on and president of the
local AAUW, and also served as the archivist for local
Methodist churches. Barbara was an ac ve member
of the local Church Librarians' Associa on. I remem‐
ber with aﬀec on her sense of humor and work ethic,
always doing her jobs with perfec on.
A celebra on of Barbara’s life will be held on Sunday,
November 8, 2015, at 3:00 p.m. at the Mason United
Methodist Church, 2710 N Madison St, Tacoma.

Thanks to our generous donors since
the last Voter:
Terri Baker
Nancy Davis
Meg Penalver

Check out our new web site:
www.tacomapiercelwv.org

Keeping up with League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County
For those of you who are not on Facebook, look for LWVT‐PC online posts at The Suburban Times, thesub‐
mes.com, and Patch, patch.com. Both of these news sites have become easy to use. For Patch, select your
desired community (Find your Patch) and scroll among the latest Bulle n Board posts.
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Election Season 2015
By Lyz Kurnitz-Thurlow & Ann Williams, Co-Chairs, Voter Service
People have their ballots, and we
have finished our last scheduled
Forums. This season, we moderated
Forums for Edgewood, Northeast
Tacoma Neighborhood Council, and
Puyallup. During the Primary sea‐
son, we, with the Community Coun‐
cil of Tacoma, presented seven fo‐
rums for TV Tacoma, and did candi‐
date forums for Edgewood and at
Franke Tobey Jones for Tacoma
Council District 1.
Our October Units covered all of the
ballot issues, as did our general
mee ng on Ballot Issues at the
Wheelock Library in Tacoma.

Northeast Tacoma Neighborhood Council Forum

We par cipated in Na onal Voter Registra on
Day at Pierce College, and also registered vot‐
ers and gave out informa on at the Puyallup
Fair.
Many thanks to Terri Baker, Jean Buhaly,
Lyne e Chandler, Ingrid Cur s, Susan Ei‐
denschink, Ruth Ann Hatche , Diane Kerlin,
Mary Kohli, Cheryl Mann, Roxanne Miles, Judy
Payne, John Thurlow, and everyone else who
helped or a ended.

NE Tacoma Neighborhood Council Forum above; Puyallup Forum at right

Visit us on Facebook at
www.facebook.com/pages/
League‐of‐Women‐Voters‐
of‐Tacoma‐Pierce‐
County/312747775413
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President’s Report
My husband and I returned from a five‐week road trip through 12 states visi ng family
and friends along the way. We saw many beau ful and historic sites, but I can’t say
anywhere is more beau ful than Washington. It is good to be home.
Thanks to a fantas c board of directors, League work con nued as usual. The LWVT‐PC
board is the best I could imagine. Each member has taken on one or more areas of
work and provides leadership and brings innova ve ideas for how the League can
be er serve our communi es.
League members are preparing for our move to our new oﬃce in the First United Meth‐
odist Church at 621 Tacoma Ave S. The church rents space to non‐profits in the tower
building which is connected to the church. We are able to rent the same size space at
the same rent as we do currently. We will be asking for help as we make the move in
December.

Ruth Ann Hatchett

Please review the calendar in the Voter for informa on on upcoming events and mee ngs. See you at one of them.

Letters to the Editor
Let us know if you’ve wri en a published le er to the editor that relates to a non‐par san League posi on (see your
Handbook). We’d love to print it in The Voter. Send it as a Word document to The Voter editors. Your le er must
be wri en as a private ci zen on an issue that interests you. Remember: only League oﬃcers can indicate in the
le er that the topic is a League posi on. Below is one that Ruth Ann Hatche wrote to the Tacoma News Tribune.
It was printed on October 14, 2015 (h p://www.thenewstribune.com/opinion/le ers‐to‐the‐editor/
ar cle39159858.html).

League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County
702 Broadway, Suite 105
Tacoma, WA 98402
253-272-1495
16 October 2015
To the Editor:
The League of Women Voters urges all voters to vote NO on Tacoma’s Citizens’ Charter Amendment Initiative Measure No. 2. The League of Women Voters is strictly nonpartisan on candidates, and will never support or oppose any candidate for office. However, on issues on which we have a position, we do take a
stand.
The first phrase of our long-held position on Tacoma City Government reads, “The League of Women Voters
of Tacoma-Pierce County supports the Council-Manager form of government for the City of Tacoma…” A
City Manager is not political, is professionally trained, carries out the wishes of the Mayor and Council, and
can be fired by the Council at any time. An elected strong mayor, as someone who needs to be elected by
the public, is more subject to influence, and might or might not be a good administrator.
To learn about all the Initiatives on our ballot this year, please come to our Ballot Issues Forum on Wednesday, October 21, at Wheelock Library at 6:00 p.m.

Ruth Ann Hatchett
President, League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County
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Introduction to Part I Consensus Questions

In 1790, the United States Cons tu on was unanimously ra fied by the thirteen states in existence at that me. A
conven on had been called to revise the Ar cles of Confedera on, but instead, the delegates to the conven on
dra ed a totally new document. One important part of the document was Ar cle V, which stated,
“The Congress, whenever two thirds of both houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose amend-

ments to this Constitution, or, on the application of the legislatures of two thirds of the several
states, shall call a convention for proposing amendments, which, in either case, shall be valid to all
intents and purposes, as part of this Constitution, when ratified by the legislatures of three fourths of
the several states, or by conventions in three fourths thereof, as the one or the other mode of ratification may be proposed by Congress.”

This was a middle course for the framers of the U.S. Cons tu on, between establishing a cons tu on that was so
fluid as to provide no protec on against changes in ordinary poli cs and one that was so rigid as to provide no
mechanism for orderly change.
Congress has submi ed 33 amendments to the states, beginning with the Bill of Rights in 1871. Of these, 27 were
approved by three fourths of the states, and 26 are currently in eﬀect. (The 18th Amendment – Prohibi on – was
repealed by a second amendment, Amendment 21. Amendment 21 is the only amendment to be ra fied by state
conven ons rather than state legislatures.) The second method, an Ar cle V Conven on, has never been success‐
fully invoked.
Most things Congress does can be undone by the next elec on, but amendments to the U.S. Cons tu on cannot be
undone easily. Even though cons tu onal amendments are diﬃcult to pass, there has been an increase in the num‐
ber of proposals in recent years. We are now in the 114th Congress, and in recent Congresses the following amend‐
ments have been proposed by members of Congress:
111th Congress (2009‐2010)
 Denial of U.S. ci zenship to anyone born in the US unless at least one parent was a US ci zen, a perma‐
nent resident, or in the armed forces.
 To provide a Representa ve to the District of Columbia.
 To limit the number of terms of senators to two terms.
 Right to Vote Amendment to guarantee the right to vote for all legal U.S. ci zens and empower Con‐
gress to protect this right.
112th Congress (2011‐2012)
 People’s Rights Amendment – to limit the Cons tu on’s protec ons only to the rights of natural per‐
sons, and not corpora ons – overturn the Ci zens United decision. (House bill)
 Saving America Democracy Amendment – overturn Ci zens United decision. (Senate bill)
th
 Right to Vote Amendment – same as in the 111 Congress.
113th Congress (2013‐2014)
nd
 To repeal the 22 Amendment, which limits the number of terms of the President of the U.S. to two
terms.
th
 Right to Vote Amendment – same as in 111 Congress.
The last amendment to the U.S. Cons tu on happened in 1971, Amendment 26, which gave the right to vote to
those who are eighteen years of age and older.

Continued, next page
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Introduction to Part I Consensus Questions, cont’d

Maintaining stable agreement on the fundamental organizing principles of government has a number of clear poli ‐
cal advantages over a system whose basic structure is always up for grabs. It is a bad idea to poli cize the Cons tu‐
on. The Cons tu on sets up a few fundamental poli cal ideals (equality, representa on, individual liber es) that
place limits on how many changes a temporary majority can make. In addi on, amendments that are passed with‐
out any regard for their fit in the en re document, can have unintended structural consequences.
Restraint is important because a cons tu onal amendment is binding not only for our own genera on, but future
genera ons as well. A certain policy or prac ce may reflect values at the me it is proposed, but as years pass
these values may change. An example of this is the Prohibi on Amendment, which was adopted in 1919 when
many Americans thought it was a sensible social policy. During the next ten years opinions on prohibi on changed,
and in 1933, the Prohibi on Amendment was repealed. Another example is the Equal Rights Amendment, which
was passed by Congress in 1972 and ra fied by 20 states within three months. Progress toward receiving the re‐
quired three fourths of state support slowed and even though Congress extended the deadline, the required num‐
ber of states did not ra fy this amendment. Some of the strong supporters of this amendment now concede that
the amendment may not have been necessary. Legisla on by the states and by Congress that addressed the con‐
cerns of the proponents of the Equal Rights Amendment may have proved less conten ous and divisive than trying
to pass a Cons tu onal amendment.
There have been mes in our history when arguments for restraint have been counterbalanced by the compelling
need for reform. Important issues of today may lead us to consider a cons tu onal change.
References


Seidman, Louis Michael and Sloan, Virginia, “Great and Extraordinary Occasions: Developing Guidelines
for Cons tu onal Change,” The Cons tu on Project at the Century Founda on, 1999, h p://
www.cons tu onproject.org/wp‐content/uploads/2012/09/32.pdf.
 Sullivan, Kathleen, “What’s Wrong with Cons tu onal Amendments?” Great and Extraordinary Occa‐
sions: Developing Guidelines for Cons tu onal Change, Appendix D, page 40,” The Cons tu on Project
at the Century Founda on, 1999.
 Wikipedia, “List of proposed amendments to the United States Cons tu on,” 2015, h ps://
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_proposed_amendments_to_the_United_States_Cons tu on

Introduction to Part II Consensus Questions
The Cons tu on provides for two ways to pass an amendment. One method that has so far never been used is for
two‐thirds of the states to pe on Congress to call a Cons tu onal Conven on. Ar cle V of the US Cons tu on
provides li le detail regarding the rules and mechanics that would govern such a conven on. The Consensus Ques‐
ons in Part II are focused on developing consensus on these details of conven on procedure.
Despite the lack of detail in the Cons tu on itself, the US Congress, scholars and other interested groups as well as
the historical record have addressed many issues. (2)
It is important to recall that delibera ons that led to the wri ng of the US Cons tu on were held in strictest secre‐
cy, and that the document would likely never have seen the light of day had this not been the case. (1)
In the 20th Century, there have been three eﬀorts to call a conven on by state pe on under Ar cle V. The first
was to require that Senators be elected by popular vote rather than by state legislatures. These pe ons led Con‐
gress to ini ate what became the 17th Amendment. The most recent issue was the Balance the Budget Amendment

Continued, next page
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Introduction to Part II Consensus Questions, cont’d
which came close to being successful. Probably for this reason Congress in the 1970’s and 1980’s was ac ve in
claiming its authority over the amendment process.
Some common elements of two Senate bills on the rules governing conven ons included the following, although
final legisla on never passed. (2)
1. Standardized state applica on procedures and a seven‐year expira on for any given applica on, so that
applica ons are contemporaneous
2. Used the model of the Electoral College to define the number of delegates
3. Provided federal funding
4. Required approval of amendments by two‐thirds of the number of delegates rather than two‐thirds of
the states
5. Required that the amendments be consistent with the original issue that the conven on had been
called to address, and reserved to Congress the right to assess whether this condi on had been met
6. Allowed states to rescind ra fica on any me before the three‐fourths threshold for final passage had
been met
Addi onally, scholarly opinion addresses a number of issues. (2)
Congress is required to call a conven on if two‐thirds of the states apply.
1. The breadth of a conven on is unclear, although the risk of a “runaway” conven on is felt to be re‐
mote. The ability of Congress to define the limits of the ques ons to be addressed is challenged by
many.
2. There is general agreement that a conven on called to address a pre‐wri en amendment is not allowa‐
ble, as it robs the conven on of its delibera ve func on.
3. There is no consensus that Congress has the right to refuse forwarding an amendment to the states for
ra fica on, and considerable opinion that it does not.
It seems likely that if Congress perceives a serious eﬀort to pe on for a call for a Cons tu onal Conven on, then it
would resume its work to define the details of a conven on. Given the lack of unanimity of opinion on many of
these issues, a court challenge could even result.
References:


Ellis, Joseph J. The Quartet, Orchestra ng the Second American Revolu on 1783‐1789, Alfred A Knopf,
2015
 Neale, Thomas H. “The Ar cle V Conven on to Propose Cons tu onal Amendments: Issues for Con‐
gress” in Congressional Research Service, April 11, 2014. h p://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42589.pdf
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Constitutional Amendment Consensus Questions

This study is in three parts. The ques ons in Part I are to develop guidelines for evalua ng cons tu onal amend‐
ment proposals. Part II asks about aspects of an Ar cle V Cons tu onal Conven on that may be important in con‐
duc ng such a conven on. Part III asks two overall balancing ques ons between process and posi ons.
Answer each ques on, regardless of your answers to other ques ons.

Part I - Considerations for Evaluating Constitutional Amendment Proposals
1. Which of these should or should not be a consideration in identifying an appropriate and wellcrafted amendment?
1a) Whether the public policy objective addresses matters of such acute and abiding importance that
the fundamental charter of our nation must be changed.
PRO: Amendments are changes to a document that provides stability to our system and should be
undertaken to address extreme problems or long-term needs.
CON: When public sentiment is overwhelmingly in favor of change, restraint based on veneration
of the document is misplaced.
This ques on is asking if it is important to consider whether an amendment will work. Can it be readily implemented to achieve
its intended policy outcome? Will the courts properly interpret the amendment? If it will not be eﬀec ve in achieving its policy
objec ve, or may have unintended consequences, then its purpose will not be fulfilled. On the other hand, such an amendment
could ar culate policy goals that may not be prac cally a ained, but rather that may provide guidance to the courts for deciding
future cases or require statutes to bring laws into compliance with the new cons tu onal principle.

_____ Should

_____

Should not

_____ No consensus

1b) Whether the amendment as written would be effective in achieving its policy objective.
PRO: Amendments that may be unenforceable, miss the objective or have unintended consequences
will not work to achieve the policy objective.
CON: It’s all right to deliberately put something in the Constitution that will need to be interpreted
by courts and legislatures over time.
This ques on is asking if it is important to consider whether an amendment will work. Can it be readily implemented
to achieve its intended policy outcome? Will the courts properly interpret the amendment? If it will not be eﬀec ve
in achieving its policy objec ve, or may have unintended consequences, then its purpose will not be fulfilled. On the
other hand, such an amendment could ar culate policy goals that may not be prac cally a ained, but rather that
may provide guidance to the courts for deciding future cases or require statutes to bring laws into compliance with
the new cons tu onal principle.

_____ Should

_____

Should not

_____ No consensus

Continued, next page
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Constitutional Amendment Consensus Questions, cont’d
1c) Whether the amendment would either make our political system more democratic or protect individual rights.
PRO: Most amendments have sought to make our system more democratic by extending voting
rights, for example, or to protect the rights of minorities from powerful interests.
CON: What has been typical in the past is not a good measure of what’s appropriate or necessary
today or in the future, especially since there have been relatively few amendments.
This ques on is asking whether we think the use of the amendment process should be limited to one of two primary
goals: (1) to make the structures of government more responsive to the will of the people (e.g. extension of the fran‐
chise, direct elec on of senators); OR (2) to protect or expand individual rights from government overreach (e.g.
most of the Bill of Rights). Except for a few housekeeping amendments and those passed under unusual circumstanc‐
es, nearly all the others have dealt with one or the other of these two fundamentals.

_____ Should

_____

Should not

_____ No consensus

1d) Whether the policy objective can be achieved by a legislative or political approach that is less difficult than a constitutional amendment.
PRO: Due to the difficulty of amending the Constitution, it is important to consider whether legislation or political action is more likely to succeed than an amendment, in order to achieve the objective
and to expend resources wisely.
CON: Important policy objectives should sometimes be pursued through a constitutional amendment
even though it may be difficult for it to be enacted and even when other options are available.
This ques on is asking whether we think the use of the amendment process should be focused on those circum‐
stances where there is no other course of ac on or where other courses of ac on have been exhausted, such as ex‐
ecu ve ac on, legisla on at the state or federal levels, and tradi onal poli cs – elec ng representa ves and ap‐
poin ng judges who are commi ed to suppor ng the desired reform.

_____ Should

_____

Should not

_____ No consensus

1e) Whether the public policy objective is more suited to a constitutional and general approach than to
a statutory and detailed approach.
PRO: It is important to consider whether the goal can best be achieved by an overall value statement, which will be interpreted by the courts, or with specific statutory detail to resolve important
issues and reduce ambiguity.
CON: Getting action on an issue is more important than how a policy objective can best be
achieved.
Some topics are best suited to the detailed and specific approach provided by a statute because important issues
need to be clearly resolved and ambiguity could allow the courts to misinterpret. Other topics demand a clear values
statement and general provisions that may be subject to evolving judicial interpreta ons. Most amendments that
have been adopted have broad general provisions, in keeping with the pa ern set by the first 10 amendments which
we know as the Bill of Rights.

_____ Should

_____

Should not

_____ No consensus

Continued, next page
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Constitutional Amendment Consensus Questions, cont’d
Part II - Aspects of an Article V Constitutional Convention
2. What conditions should or should not be in place for an Article V Constitutional Convention initiated by the states?
2a) The Convention must be transparent and not conducted in secret.
PRO: The public has a right to know what is being debated and voted on.
CON: The lack of public scrutiny and the ability to negotiate in private may enable delegates to
more easily reach agreement.
This ques on highlights the importance of the process by which the Conven on delegates meet, hold discussions,
and make decisions. It is asking whether basic “open mee ngs” and “freedom of informa on” rules should be in
place for a Cons tu onal Conven on. Under such rules, the formal business of the Conven on is open to the public
and the press, and the working documents of the Conven on are accessible to the public and the press, but private
discussions among delegates are also permi ed.

_____ Agree

_____

Disagree

_____ No consensus

2b) Representation at the Convention must be based on population rather than one state, one vote.
PRO: The delegates represent citizens and should be distributed by U.S. population.
CON: The U.S. is really a federation of states that must agree by state to any change in the Constitution.
These are two diﬀerent ways of proceeding – quite diﬀerent in the philosophy on which they are based. The first,
based on popula on, provides for each individual ci zen – the people – to be represented; the second provides an
outcome in which individual states are represented and gives more weight to smaller states.

_____ Agree _____ Disagree

_____ No consensus

2c) State delegates must be elected rather than appointed.
PRO: Delegates represent citizens and therefore need to be elected by them.
CON: Appointment allows for experts who wouldn’t run in an election.
Some governing bodies are elected by the people and other governing bodies are appointed by other elected or ap‐
pointed oﬃcials – by governors or by legislatures, for instance.

_____ Agree

_____

Disagree

_____ No consensus

2d) Voting at the Convention must be by delegate, not by state.
PRO: As at the Articles of Confederation Convention, delegates from one state can have varying
views and should be able to express them by individual votes.
CON: Because any amendment proposal will go to the states for ratification, voting by state
blocs—however the delegates are originally chosen—reflects the probability of eventual ratification.
Continued, next page
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Constitutional Amendment Consensus Questions, cont’d
Question 2d) continued
This means that whatever the method of selec on of delegates to the Conven on, each delegate would have one
vote, and they need not vote by bloc with their state. A state delega on’s votes could be divided on any given ac‐
on.

_____ Agree

_____

Disagree

_____ No consensus

2e) The Convention must be limited to a specific topic.
PRO: It is important to guard against a “runaway convention”.
CON: The convention alternative was provided for a time when Congress was not listening, so the
delegates should not be constrained.
There are two possibili es: 1) once the Conven on is called to order, only one topic may be considered– presuma‐
bly the one on which 34 states have called for a Conven on; or, 2) the Conven on once convened can consider any
topic that the delegates wish to consider. This second op on raises the issue of a “runaway conven on,” one that
could go beyond the issues that prompted the states to call a conven on. The 1787 Conven on is the only prece‐
dent for a conven on like one called under Ar cle V. It was called to revise the Ar cles of Confedera on and, in the
end, wrote a whole new Cons tu on.
It is prudent to acknowledge one point on which most observers agree: state calls for a Conven on cannot be for
a specifically worded proposal. The wording of the proposed amendment must be open enough to allow the
Conven on to deliberate and cra the amendment to be oﬀered to the states for ra fica on.

_____ Agree

_____

Disagree

_____ No consensus

2f) Only state resolutions on a single topic count when determining if a Convention must be called.
PRO: Counting state requests by topic ensures that there is sufficient interest in a particular subject
to call a convention, and enhances citizen interest and participation in the process.
CON: There is no requirement for Congress to count state requests by topic and when enough
states are unhappy enough to ask for a convention, it should happen.
Congress has the responsibility to call a Cons tu onal Conven on when two‐thirds of the states ask for one, but it is
unclear how Congress should count the two‐thirds. Should state resolu ons calling for a Conven on on a specific
topic be counted as a request for a Conven on on only that topic when determining if 34 state requests have been
received? Or should Congress count every state resolu on regardless of its substan ve content?

_____ Agree

_____

Disagree

_____ No consensus

2g) The validity of state “calls” for an Article V Constitutional Convention must be determined by
the most recent action of the state. If a state has enacted a rescission (cancellation) of its call, that rescission should be respected by Congress.
PRO: A state legislature should be free to determine its position in regard to an Article V Constitutional Convention. A rescission should be equally acceptable to Congress as a state’s call for a
convention.
CON: A state legislature’s call for a Convention cannot be overturned because the process may
never end.
Continued, next page
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Constitutional Amendment Consensus Questions, cont’d
Question 2g) continued
States can issue their calls for a Conven on without a me limit or expira on date, and the calls, once issued, can
be considered valid or “in force” indefinitely. A er a period of me, long or short, changes in the poli cal climate or
in the majority controlling a state legislature might cause a state to change its mind about such a call and try to take
it back or rescind the call. Should those rescissions be counted by Congress when tallying whether the required 2/3
threshold has been reached?

_____ Agree

_____

Disagree

_____ No consensus

3. Should the League oppose an Article V Constitutional Convention to propose amendments to the
U.S. Constitution because of unresolved questions about the powers and processes of such a convention?
PRO: The Constitution is too important to trust an unknown or uncontrollable process. It is unclear whether conditions or safeguards regarding powers and processes for a convention can be
successfully put in place.
CON: A convention is intended to be an unrestrained process to propose amendments to the Constitution.
There is a debate among scholars as to whether a Cons tu onal Conven on can be controlled in any way. Those
who believe it cannot be controlled are afraid of a “runaway conven on:” one that could go beyond its original pur‐
pose and alter the Cons tu on in any way it chose. Other people are uncertain whether the powers and processes
of a conven on can be controlled and worry about the magnitude of the risk. S ll others are convinced that the
Conven on would be bound by its “call” or that Congress would have the power to impose some controls. Finally,
there is the view that control does not ma er – a Cons tu onal Conven on is intended to be an unrestrained pro‐
cess. There is no consensus on how these ques ons would be answered. Congress has not passed any legisla on
to clarify, and the U.S. Supreme Court has refused to hear cases related to amendment procedures, calling such
ques ons “poli cal” and not ones for the Court to consider.

_____ Agree

_____

Disagree

_____ No consensus

Part III – Balancing Questions
4. Should the League consider supporting a Constitutional amendment that will advance a League
position even if:
4a) There are significant problems with the actual amendment as proposed?
PRO: Our positions have been studied and agreed to. If other organizations are supporting an
amendment in a policy area we also support, we might participate even though it is inconsistent
with the evaluation guidelines we support under Part I.
CON: If the League has a consensus on the evaluation guidelines outlined in Part I, then the
League should not campaign on an amendment when it is inconsistent with those standards, even
though the League supports the policy outcome.
This ques on is asking whether we might want to allow for circumstances where our commitment to a policy out‐
come could overcome the evalua on guidelines developed in
Part I. Would we ever relax the considera ons for determining an appropriate and well‐cra ed amendment to try
to achieve a desired policy outcome?

_____ Should Consider _____ Should Not Consider _____ No consensus
Continued, next page
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Constitutional Amendment Consensus Questions, cont’d
4b) It is being put forward by a procedural process the League would otherwise oppose?
PRO: Our positions have been studied and agreed to. If other organizations are supporting an
amendment in a policy area we also support, we might participate even though it is inconsistent
with the process criteria we support under Part II.
CON: If the League has a consensus on the process criteria outlined in Part II, then the League
should not campaign for an amendment when the process being proposed is inconsistent with those
standards, even though the League supports the policy outcome.
This ques on is asking whether we might want to allow for circumstances where our commitment to a policy out‐
come could overcome our commitment to good process, as developed in Part II. Would we ever relax our standards
about whether and how an Ar cle V Conven on should be called and conducted in order to try to achieve a desired
policy outcome?

_____ Should Consider _____ Should Not Consider _____ No consensus

Program Planning & An Outreach Suggestion
By Julio Quan & Lyz Kurnitz-Thurlow

Please save Saturday, 5 December for our Annual Program Planning mee ng. As we did last year, we will do this as
a whole group. (There will be NO Unit Mee ngs in December.) We will be at Merrill Gardens – Coﬀee and snacks at
9:30 (Please bring food to share.) Mee ng will begin at 10:00. Lunch will follow. (Again, please bring food to share.)
As it is also the holiday season, (Sinter Klaas comes that night to fill wooden shoes…), we will have raﬄe baskets.
You can coordinate these at November Unit mee ngs, or bring what you will.
On to the subject...Program Planning
This is our me to:
1. Find out what League holds dear; and
2. Tell League what we WANT to study or take ac on on.
This year, we discuss League’s NATIONAL program. (Na onal Conven on next spring.) We get to recommend our
ideas for new studies or ac on items. (The Na onal Conven on in 2014 led to the two Na onal studies we have go‐
ing on now.) We will briefly introduce the posi ons Na onal League holds, as we’re not all so familiar them. And, as
always, we will discuss local program. We can discuss ideas for new local studies AND the proposal below, for an
ac on and outreach program which we will discuss at Program Planning, and, we hope, gain your support, approval,
and involvement.
Project: Develop Rela onships with Women’s Organiza ons.
Objec ve: establish, maintain, and improve rela ons between the LWVT‐PC and women’s organiza ons in‐
terested in encouraging the informed and ac ve par cipa on of ci zens in government, and influencing
public policy through educa on and advocacy. In other words: furthering the mission and ac vi es of the
League.
How: Find a contact person in each organiza on who will facilitate the rela onship of that organiza on with
ours. The Commi ee which we set up will designate a contact person from the League to work with each
organiza on.
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Opportunities for Action & Participation

Help collect informa on for the 2016 They Represent You (TRY) – If you would like to work on the TRY, or want to
know more about what’s involved, contact John Thurlow at 253‐219‐1627 or johnthurlow@harbornet.com or lwvta‐
comapierce@gmail.com.

Help organize materials for January Consensus Unit mee ngs on on Money in Poli cs. Contact Susan Eidenschink
at 253‐365‐4005 or susaneiden@harbornet.com or lwvtacomapierce@gmail.com.

Help the State League on one of two projects – Voter Turnout or Climate Change
The Voter Turnout team will iden fy barriers to vo ng and explore and analyze the reasons registered vot‐
ers do not vote. If you are interested, contact Maurie Louis at maurie.louis@comcast.net for Voter Turnout
as soon as possible.
The Climate Change Team will educate League members, the public, and elected oﬃcials concerning the
present and future eﬀects of global climate change with a focus on the Pacific Northwest. If you are inter‐
ested, contact Michelle Valen ne at emvalen n@aol.com for Climate Change as soon as possible.

A end an Ac on Workshop to hear about possible 2016 legisla on. The closest Ac on Workshop to Pierce County
is in Mason County at Shelton with a speaker giving informa on on economic jus ce. Below is a list of the Ac on
Workshops:
Saturday, November 7 from 10:00 am to 3:00 pm in Spokane, Saint Andrews Church, 2404 N. Howard St
Saturday, November 14 from 10:00 am to 3:00 pm in Bellingham at Northwood Hall, 3240 Northwest Ave
Saturday, November 21 in Bellevue, 9:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. at Saint Andrew’s Lutheran Church, 2650 148th
Ave SE, Bellevue.
Saturday, December 5th from 9:30 am to 3:00 pm at Mason Public U lity District, 2621 East Johns Prairie Rd
You can register for these workshops at h p://bit.ly/LWVWAAct2015. More informa on on each Ac on Workshop
is available at h p://www.lwvwa.org/ac onworkshop.html. The cost is $25, which includes lunch.

Par cipate in the December Program Planning General Mee ng at Merrill Gardens, 7290 Rosemount Circle, Taco‐
ma. If you want to help organize this mee ng, contact Lyz Kurnitz‐Thurlow at lyzkurnitz@harbornet.com.
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Get Involved! Attend a Unit Meeting and Bring a Friend (or two)
Tacoma
2nd Thursday of the Month
1:00—3:00 pm
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St.
Tacoma
Contact: Lyz Kurnitz‐Thurlow,
lyzkurnitz@harbornet.com
Southwest Pierce
(formerly Lakewood &
Neighbors)
2nd Friday of the Month
10:00 am to noon
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St.
Steilacoom
Contact: Ann Elliston, 253‐564‐4102
East Pierce
2nd Saturday of the Month
10:00 am to Noon
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian
Puyallup
Contact: Ellen Zulauf,
eazul@comcast.net
Gig Harbor-Key Peninsula
2nd Saturday of the Month
2:00—4:00 pm
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr.
Gig Harbor
Contact: Sharon Peace‐Doane, 253‐

This Month: November—Constitutional Amendment – LWVUS Consensus
At the November Unit mee ngs, you will be able to par cipate in
discussions on guidelines for evalua ng proposed amendments to
the U. S. Cons tu on. There are two methods of proposing Con‐
s tu onal amendments. The first is for Congress (both houses),
by a two‐thirds vote, to propose an amendment to the states. If
three‐fourths of the states (38 at present) vote to ra fy the
amendment, it becomes part of the Cons tu on. The second
method, Ar cle V Conven on, is for the legislatures of two‐thirds
of the states (34 at present) to request that Congress call a con‐
ven on to consider an amendment. Congress must call a Cons ‐
tu onal Conven on to propose and consider the amendment. If
the amendment is approved at the conven on, three‐fourths of
the states must ra fy the amendment before it becomes a part of
the Cons tu on. Both methods are diﬃcult, as changing the U.S.
Cons tu on, is an ac on not to be taken lightly.

Next Month: December – Program Planning
General Meeting
Our Unit mee ngs in December will be combined for a general
mee ng to jointly discuss Program Planning. We tried this format
last year, and it worked out very well. Each of us can hear other
members’ thoughts and ideas on possible studies and update or
ac on of local and na onal topics. Come to Merrill Gardens on
December 5th to par cipate in this important process.

Last Month: October—Ballot Issues
The October Unit mee ngs included informa on on the WA State
Ini a ves and Advisory Votes and the Pierce County Referendum
on a new Pierce County Service Building. The Tacoma Unit
mee ng included informa on on the Tacoma Ini a ves on the
minimum wage, the ini a ve on changes in legisla on and execu‐
ve powers for Tacoma, and two proposi ons on taxa on and
improvements of Tacoma streets.

For more information, see www.tacomapiercelwv.org or call 253-272-1495

November 2015

Page 16
LWVT-PC Calendar November 2015—May 2016

November 12
1:00—3:00 pm

November 13
10:00 am—Noon

Tacoma Unit Mee ng
Cons tu onal Amendments
LWVUS Consensus Study
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng
(formerly Lakewood & Neigh‐
bors)
Cons tu onal Amendments
LWVUS Consensus Study
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

November 14
10:00 am—Noon

November 14
2:00—4:00 pm

November 20

East Pierce Unit Mee ng
Cons tu onal Amendments
LWVUS Consensus Study
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

January 9
10:00 am—Noon

East Pierce Unit Mee ng

January 9
2:00—4:00 pm

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng

January 14
1:00—3:00 pm

Tacoma Unit Mee ng

January 20

Deadline for February Voter Ar ‐
cles

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng

Money in Poli cs
LWVUS Consensus Study
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

Money in Poli cs
LWVUS Consensus Study
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

Money in Poli cs
LWVUS Consensus Study
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

Cons tu onal Amendments
LWVUS Consensus Study
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

January 26
10:00 am—Noon

Deadline for December Voter
ar cles

February 11
1:00—3:00 pm

Tacoma Unit Mee ng

February 12
10:00 am—Noon

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng

February 13
10:00 am—Noon

East Pierce Unit Mee ng

November 24
10:00 am—Noon

702 Broadway, Suite 105, Tacoma

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng

December 5
10:00 am—2:00 pm

Program Planning
General Membership Mee ng
Merrill Gardens
7290 Rosemount Circle, Tacoma
Coﬀee & snacks begin at 9:30 am

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng
621 S Tacoma Ave, #202
Tacoma

Topic TBD
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

Topic TBD
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

Topic TBD
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

December 20

Deadline for January Voter

December 29
10:00 am—Noon

621 S. Tacoma Ave, #101, Tacoma

February 13
2:00—4:00 pm

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng
(formerly Lakewood & Neigh‐
bors)

February 20

Deadline for March Voter ar cles

January 8
10:00 am—Noon

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng

Money in Poli cs
LWVUS Consensus Study
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

Topic TBD
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

Continued, next page
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LWVT-PC Calendar November 2015—May 2016, cont’d
February 22
10:00 am—Noon

March 10
1:00—3:00 pm

March 11
10:00 am—Noon

March 12
10:00 am—Noon

March 12
2:00—4:00 pm

March 20
March 22
10:00 am—Noon
April 8
10:00 am—Noon

April 9
10:00 am—Noon

April 9
2:00—4:00 pm

April 14
1:00—3:00 pm

Tacoma Unit Mee ng

April 20

Deadline for May Voter ar cles

April 26
10:00 am—Noon

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng,

May 12
1:00—3:00 pm

Tacoma Unit Mee ng

Mental Health Study Part II & Con‐
sensus
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

May 13
10:00 am—Noon

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng

May 14
10:00 am—Noon

East Pierce Unit Mee ng

May 14
2:00—4:00 pm

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng

May 24
10:00 am—Noon

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng,

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng,
621 S. Tacoma Ave, #202
Tacoma

Tacoma Unit Mee ng
Mental Health Study Part II & Con‐
sensus
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng
Mental Health Study Part II & Con‐
sensus
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

Pierce County Funding Consensus
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

621 S. Tacoma Ave, #202
Tacoma

Topic of Choice
North Tacoma Police Sta on
5140 N. 26th St., Tacoma

East Pierce Unit Mee ng

Mental Health Study Part II & Con‐
sensus
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

Deadline for April Voter ar cles

Topic of Choice
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

Topic of Choice
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

Topic of Choice
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

LWVT‐PC Board Mee ng,
621 S. Tacoma Ave, #202
Tacoma

Southwest Pierce Unit Mee ng
Pierce County Funding Consensus
Steilacoom Community Center
2301 Worthington St., Steilacoom

East Pierce Unit Mee ng
Pierce County Funding Consensus
Puyallup Library
324 S. Meridian, Puyallup

Gig Harbor Unit Mee ng
Pierce County Funding Consensus
Harbor History Museum
4121 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor

621 S. Tacoma Ave, #202, Tacoma
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LWVTPC Board Members

President

Ruth Ann Hatche

253‐864‐7556 ; ruthann6257@msn.com

1st Vice President

Lyz Kurnitz‐Thurlow

253‐924‐0288; lyzkurnitz@harbornet.com

2nd Vice President

Julie Oﬀner

253‐432‐4407; oﬀner.julie@gmail.com

Secretary

Paula Eismann

253‐863‐8845, peismann60@comcast.net

Treasurer

Susan Eidenschink

253‐365‐4005; susaneiden@harbornet.com

Directors:

Ingrid Cur s

253‐862‐7865; Ltcolrwc@comcast.net

Cheryl Mann

252‐851‐6266; Larch@gci.net

Sharon Peace‐Doane

253‐265‐0841; hrdoanes@comcast.net

Julio Quan

253‐238‐9161 ; julioquan1@gmail.com

Cynthia Stewart

360‐413‐1210; stewdahl@comcast.net

John Thurlow

253‐219‐1617; johnthurlow@harbornet.com

Ann Williams

253‐759‐3355; willar12000@yahoo.com

Join the Tacoma—Pierce County League of Women Voters !
The League of Women Voters of Tacoma – Pierce County invites you to join us!
Any citizen of voting age, male or female may become a member.
Yes, I’d like to become a Member of the League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County.
This application also entitles me to full membership in and mailings of the Washington State
and National League of Women Voters (LWVWA and LWVUS)
Membership for one year for an individual is $75 (for two members of a household - $112.50). Student membership is
$37.50. If you are not a citizen and/or 18 years of age, you may become an Associate Member for $37.50.
There are also special memberships that will help League even more and will be given special recognition: LWV Suffragist, $500.00; LWV Advocate, $250.00; and LWV Supporter, $150.00.
Please indicate the type of membership you desire. We have scholarship memberships available at this time. Membership dues are NOT tax deductible. Contributions to the Education Fund (by separate check made out to the Education
Fund of LWVT-PC, and they are tax deductible) and/or the General Fund are welcome.
Name
Address

Phone ______________________Email _____________________
_______________________________ City ______________________State __________Zip __________

Type of Membership: ____________________

Comments: _________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________
Mail to:

League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County, 702 Broadway, Suite #105 / Tacoma, WA 98402-3710

