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MEMORANDUM FOR HERMAN T. GUERRERO %%;@f,_,

SUBJECT: Current Cnises

Yes, I apgree. Ruth Tighe docs have a knack for irritating onc. Attached is a drall response for
your consideration, We think you will want to end up with something pasitive. - like the call tor
deferral of the vole on the proposed amendments. I am surc that individual delegatcs may have
mare critical commeuts (o wuke about this reporter - who didn‘t cover any of our sessions and
secms to think that she has a better sense of what the community wants than the 27 delegates
elected by the community to do this job.

Glad to hear that the Legislaturc may address the defcrral problem shortly. If this s not
accomplished by the week after Labor Day, we will plan ta change our plans and get out to
Saipan promptly.

As to public cducation, we have some preliminaxy thoughts to discuss with you. We suggest a
call on your Friday momning at 10:30. We we in Buffulo at 716- 662-4884 in caso there i another
better time. ( Therc is a 14 hour difference.) By way of genciul topics, we need to address:

1) Use of the Media: what has been your success in gettiog agreemeat in the newspapers
to print matecial 1egurding the amendments? How about the TV programs?

2) Your invitation to speak ut the Chamber of Commerce is an important onc. They ought
to be especially intcrested in the amendinents with financial implications, eg. deficit reduction,
Agticle 12, legislative downsizing, ctc. We du huve to worry a bit about the number of
amendments; we haven't checked ‘tighe’s number but in auy vvent we need to emphasize publicly
that there me fur fewer major amendments than she (or others) may be complaining about, I think
some of the major puints made in the proposcd response to her might also be made before the
Chamber  1)eanne and I sugnest that a list of organizations he prepared, or drawn upon, and thal
letters go out from the Post-Con Cowmittee asking for an opportunity for a member to appear
before the group to disciiss the amendwents.

3) Beyond the above, we need to think about how best 10 reach other groups of voters.
We recall some discussion of meetings with government employees, any further considertion of
this. 1low about the Guvernor's reactions to the praposed amendments?

Will talk to you later. Reyuxds.

August 24, 1995 vward

-

[

DRA1°U RESPONSE TO TIGHE AR UICLE

As a delcgate to the Third Constitutiona! Convention, I am vety surprised to read in Ruth
Tighe’s recent column that I was “brainwashed” into ercating a “aaonster” that no vne can figure
out how to “tame.” This is simply not true. Any reporter who covered the (lonveation regularly,
read the proposals submitted for consideration, attended Convention committce meetings and
scssions could not make such charges.

Contcary Lo Tighe's sugggestion, there was indeed widespiead interest throughout the
Commonwecalth i revising, the Constitution — to address setious problems in the govermance of
the Commonwealth, to delete muny of the “legislative” provisions inserted by the 1985
Convention, and to draft a Constitulion that would govern the Commonwealth’s course over the
ncat 25 years. This public concem was evidenced in the number of candidates that ran ¥or the
Conventioq, the range of issucs that the candidules addressed during the campaign, and the
extensive coverage of the Convention’s deliberations by the mnedia.
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DRAFY RESPONSE TO TIGHE ARTICLE

As a delegate to the Third Constitutional Convention, I am very surprised to read in_Rulh
‘Iighe’r recent colmn that T was “brainwashed™ into creating a “monster” that no one can tigure
out how to “tamc.” This is simply not true. Any reporter who coversd the Couvention regularly,
read the proposals submitted for consideration, attended Convention committes meetings and
sessions could not make such charges,

Contrary to Tighe’s sugggestion, there was indeed widespread interest throughout the
Commonwealth in revising the Consfitution — to address scrious problems in the goveinsuce of
the Commonwealth, to delcte many of the “lcgislative” provisions inserted by the 1985
Convention, and to draft a Constitution that would govem the Commouwealll’s course over tha
next 25 years. This public concemn was evidenced in the number ol candidates that ran for the
Convention, the range of issues that the cundidutes wddiessed during the campaign, and the
extensive coverage of the Convention’s deliberations by the media

What the ceparter convenicotly ignares is that each dclcgate elected to serve was free to
advance his or her own suggestions for amending tho Constitution, There wus no effur¢
whatsoever to restrain the delegates from making proposed amendments thut reflected their own
priorities — however varied they might be or however different they might be from what this
particulax reporter thought was iinportant, The delegates were elected to do exactly this. Some
wese concerned about improviog e educationnl system; others wanted to improve the operations
of the Legislature; others wanted to restrict the Governor’s authority in specific respeots, others
wanted ta protect the environment; and so on.

The Convention's procedures encouraged this process —- which resulted in ubout 620
proposed amendments to the Constitution. Many of these supgestions cune Lo outside the
Counvention -- from the Muyors, the Govemor, community groups, deleated candidates and
interestexd individuals. Each such suggestion wus introduced as 2 matter of courtesy and piven the
satac attention and respect as proposals submitted by the delegates. No Convention has been so
opcn to snggestinns and thene was nathing but praise for the Convention’s rcadincas to consider
proposcd amendmecents that came from ountsido the Convention.

The challenge for the delegates was how 1o evaluate the 620 proposals, to weed out the
unportunt from the less unportant, the constitutional from the legislulive, and to achieve a
consensus behind a proposed amendment that would achieve the two-thinde majority that was
required nnder the Convention’s Rules. This was done through the {aborious efforts of the
Convention’s four subsatantive committees, which conducted extensive public hearings and had
hundreds of hours of meetings in which the issucs were debated - and debated - until the
cormmittee mombers believed they had achieved the necessary agreement. No one who atrended
these meetingy, or watched them on television, could have any question whatsover that the
delegates were wrestling with eaxlremely difficult issues and doing »o in an boaest and non pastisan
manncr. The delegates were not “brainwaghed™ by the Convention leadership, by
theConvention's counscl, by tho Gavernor, by tho Legislature, or by the media!



What the: reporter conveniently ignorces is that each delegate elected tu yerve was free to
advance his or her nwa suggestions for amending the Constitution. “I'here was no effurt
whatsoever to restrain the delegates fiom making proposed amcndments that reflected their own
priorities -- however varicd they might be or bowever differeat they might be from what this
particular reporter thmfght was important. The delegates were elected to do cxactly this. Some
werc concarned about improving the cducational systen; others wanted to improve the apcrations

of the Legisiature; others wanted to restrict the G 7 ily 1 i
: Govarnor’s authorily in specific respects; S
wanted to protect the envivomment; and so on. ) P e res  orhers

The Convention’s procedures encouraged this process -- which resulted in abc
p.roposa_l amendments to the Constitulion. Many oftlfese suggestions came from :ﬁf:éf fl?e
-( .onvcntmfl -- ljrum the Mayors, the Governos, community groups, defcated candidates and
intcrested individuals. Each such suggestion was introduced as a matter of courtc'.;ay and given the
same attcntion and cespect as proposals suhmitted by the delegates. No Convention has heen so

open tsoe;uggmtions and there was nothing but praise tor the Convention's readiness to cansider
proposed amcendments that cawne from outside the Convention.

) The challenge for the delegates wus how to evaluate the 620 proposals, to ‘w v
g::goﬂam f‘mx{x the less important, the constitutional from the lcgislat'i,vc,p and t:'.) adﬁ:::rg aut the
¢ spnc:u behind a propose.d amcndment that would achieve the two-thirds majority that was
Ceg::lv;nﬁ unGer the Convent_non's Rulea. ‘this was dour through the laborious cfforts of the

Lonvent on’s four substantive comnittces, which conducied extensive public hearings and bad
an, 5 of hours of meetings in which the issucs were debated - and debated - until the

counittee members believed they hud achieved th
*;'L“c meetings, or watched them € C nccessary agreement. .lio one who attendcd

Ruther than rcsort 1o lahcls like “monster,” reporters who are tmly committed to 2 fair
public debate conld contributc to the process of public ducation by focusing on the substuuce of
the propnsed amendments. The delegates were uware that their cfforts resulted in u substantial
rowriting of the Commonwealth's Constitution. They thought that was necesyy in order to dcal
with some of the Commonweald:’s critical problems, to cnsurc that the resullunt document was
consistent throughout, Lo eliminate outdated provisions, and to present lo the people for approval
u docwuent that could survive without further amendment for the neat 25 years

‘I'he dclcgates arc well aware of the need for a fmieaching public cducation program. Itis
nccessary and desirable to address the major ameudments sepacately; to consider their
interrelationship with other provisions; and W wake every effort to cnsure that the volas
understand the sigmificance of the Coaveation’s proposals. This public education campaign is one
of the principal 1esponsibilities of the Post-Convention Committee as set forth in the enabling
lepislation, The Committes was formed in the last days of the Convention and has already mct
several times to consider how hest to present the amendments on the ballot and how to conduct
the needed public cducation program. The Committee needs the help of all the media to
accomplish its public education mission -- even those who believe that the Convention created a
“monster.”

The Post-Conveation Committec agrees that there ia too little time for an eflective public
education program before the Navember elections. For that reason the Commitlee has been
urging the 1.agislature to cnact legislation that would enable the proposed amendments to he
considcred at a special clection in late February or early March nexl year. Such deferral would
not only provide more time for public education but would ulso allow the proposed amendments
10 be considered on their mexits separately fivm the partisan campaigning that will precede the
November elections. The Legislature has not yet acted on this suggcestion, but may do so within
the next week or so. We delegates ask everyone to support this deferral -- so that the important
work of the Third Constitutional Convention receives the carcful consideration that it so xichly

deserves
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MEMORANDUM FOR HERMAN T. GUERRERO

SUBJECT: Current Crises

Yes, I agree. Ruth Tighe docs have a knack for irritating one. Attached is a drafl response for
your considerstion, We think you will want to ¢nd up with something positive - like the call for
deferral of the vole on the proposed amendments. I am surc that individual dclcgates may have
mare critical commeuts (o 1nuke ubout this reporter - who didn't cover any of our sessions and
secms to think that she has a better seuse of what the community wants than the 27 delegates
elected by the community toa do this job.

Glad to hear that the Legislaturc may address the deferral problem shortly. If this s not
accomplished by the week after Labor Day, we will plan ta change our plans and get out to
Saipau promptly.

As to public cducation, we have some preliminary thoughts to discuss with you., We suggest o
call on your Friday maming at 10:30. We wre in Buffalo at 716- 662-4884 in case there is another
better time. ( Therc is a 14 hour difference.) By way of penciul topics, we need to address:

1) Use of the Media: what has been your success in getting agrecocent in the newspapess
to print material 1egurding the amendments? How about the TV programs?

2) Your invitation to speak ul the Chamber of Commerce is an important onc. They ought
to be especially iutcrested in the ameodments with financial implications, eg. deficit reduction,
Article 12, legislative downsizing, ctc. We Jdu huve to worry a bit about the number of
amendments; we haven't checked ‘tighe’s mumber but in auy vvent we need to emphasize publicly
that there are fur fewer major amendments than she (or others) may be compluimny about. 1 think
some ot the major puints made in the proposed response to her might also be made befoxe the
Chamher  1)canne and I sugyest that a list of organizations hc prepared, or drawn upon, and that
letters go out from the Post-Con Committee asking for an opportunity for a member to appear
before the group to discuss the amendwents.

3) Beyond the above, we need to think about how best tu reach other groups of voters.
We rccall some discussion of meetings with government employees, uny further considertion of
thix tlow about the Guvernor's reactions to the proposed araendments?

Will talk to you later. Reyards.

August 24, 1995 Oward

-

Ve

DRAI'L RESPONSE TO TIGHE ARLICLE

) As a delcgate to the Third Constitutional Conveation, I am very surprised to read in Ruth
Tighe's recent column that I was “brainwashed” into crcating a “caonster” that no vue can figure
oul how to “tame.™ This is simply not true. Any reporter who covered the Convention regularly,
read Lhe proposals submitted for consideration, attended Convention committec meetings and
sessions could not make such charges.

Contrary 10 Tighe's sugggestion, there was indeed widespread interest throughout the
Commonwecalth in rcvising, tlw Constitution — to address setions problems in the govemunce of
the Commonwealth, to delete many of the “legislative” provitions inserted by the 1985
Convention, and to draft a Constitution that would govemn the Commonwealth’s course over the
noxt 25 years. This public concerm was evidenced in the number of candidates that tan for the
Convention, the range of issucs that the candidutes uddressed during the campaign, : nd the
cxtensive coverage of the Convention™s defiberations by (1w mexiia.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO TIGHE ARTICLE

As a delegatc to the Third Constitutional Cenvention, T am very surprised to read in_Rulh
‘I'ighe s recent column that T was “brainwashed™ into creating a “monster” thal no one can figure
out how ta “tamc.” This is simply not true. Any reporter who covervd ihe ponxvmtn9n reguiarly,
read the proposals submitted for consideration, attended Couvention commuttee meetings and
sessions could not make such charges,

Contrary to Tighe’s sugggcestion, there was indeed widespread interest throughout the
Commonwealth in revising the Constitution — to addreas scrious problems in the goveinsuce of
the Commonwecalth, to delete many of the “legislative” provisions inserted by the 1985
Convention, and to draft a Constitution that would govem the Comunouwealth’s course over tha
next 25 years. Thig public concern was evidenced in the nunber of candidates that ran for the
Convention, the range of issues thut the candidutes addeessed duting the campaign, and the
extensive coverage of the Convention’s delibetations by the media

What the ceparter convenicotly ignares is that each delcgate elected to serve was free to
advance his ar her own suggcations for amending tho Constitution. There wus no effort
whatsoever to restrain the delegates from making proposed amendments that rellected their own
priorities — however varied they might be or however different they might be trom what this
particular reporter thought wug important, The delegales were elected to do exactly this. Some
were concesned uboul nprovivg tie educutivual system; others wanted to improve the operations
of the Legislature; others wanted to restrict the Governor’s authority in specific respeots; others
wanted ta protect the environment; and so on.

The Convention’s procedures encouraged this process -- which resulted in ubout 620
proposed amendments to the Constitution. Many of these suggrestions cuane fxonx outside the
Couvention ~— from the Mayorx, the Governor, commuuity groups, defeated candidates and
terested individuals. Each such suggestion was introduced as a matter of courtesy and given the
same attention and respect as proposals submitted by the dclegates. N Canvention has boen so
open ta sggestions and there was vothiog but praise for the Coavention®s readiness to consider
proposcd amendments that came from outarde the Convention.

The challenge for the delegates was how to evaluate the 620 proposaly, 1o weed out the
importunt ffom the less inportant, the constitutional from the legislulive, and to achieve a
consensus behind a proposed ameadment that would achieve the two-thirds majority that was
required undec the Convention’s Rules. This was done through the laboricus efforts of the
Convention's four substantive committees, which conducted extensive public hearings and had
hundreds of hours of meetings in which the issues were debated - and debated - untif the
coramittec inombers believed they had achieved the necessary agreement. No one who attended
these mectingy, or watched them on television, could bave any question whatsover that the
delcgates were wrestling wilh extremely difficult issues and duiug so in an bonest and non partisan
manncr. The delegates were not “brainwaghed™ by the Convention leadership, by
theConvention's counscl, by the Gavernor, by the Legislature, or by the media!



What the reporter couveniently ignores is that each delegate elected Lo serve was free to

advance his or her nwe suggestions for amending the Constitution. ‘here was no effort
. whatsoever to restrain the delcgates Gomn making proposed amcndments that reflected their own

priorities -- however varicd they might be or however differeat they might be from what this
particular repurter thought was important. The delegates were elected to do cxactly this. Some
were concerned about improving the cducational systeaa,; vthers wanted to improve the apcrations
of the Legisiature, others wanted to restrict the Governor’s authuority i specific respects; others
wanted to protect the enviromment; and so on.

The Convention’s procedures encouraged this process -- which resulted in about 620
proposed amendments to the Constitution. Many of these suggcstions came from outside the
Clonvention -~ from the Mayors, the Governor, commupnity groups, defcated candidatcs and
intcrested individuals. Each such suggestion was inttuduced as a matter of courtcsy and given the
same attention and respect as proposals submitted by the delegates. No Convention has heen so

open 1o suggestions and there was nothing but praise tos the Convention's readiness to cansider
proposed amendments that came from outside the Convention.

] The challenge for the delegates was how to evaluate the 620 praposals, to weed out the
fmportant from the less important, the constitutional from the Icgislative, and to achieve a
cansensus behiad 8 proposed amendmont that would achieve the two-thirds majonty that was
requircd under the Convention’s Rulca. "This was doue through the taborious cffosts of the
Convention™s four substantive committces, which conducied extensive public hearings and bad
hundreds of hours of meetings in which the iascs were debated - and debated - uniil the

oomxuittae_mambem believed they hud uchieved the nccessary agreement. No one who attendod
these mectings, or watched them ontelevivian couldbaua aser ccimadian. —x -

her than resort ta lahols fike “monster,™ reporters wyho are tmiy- committed to .a fa}r ]
public dRc;Laltc coutd contributc to the process of public education by focusing ::_ﬂ\e wlb;::::::; ‘oi
the proposed amendments. The delegates were awate that their cfforts result o in & sul A el
rowriting of the Commonwealth's Constitution. They thought that was necessmy 10 or et to d
with some of the Commonwealtlh’s critical problems, to ensurc that the resultunt d(icuf;a ; .
consistent throughout, 1o eliminate outdated provisions, and to present to the people for app
2 docuisent that conld survive without further amendment for the next 25 years

‘I'he dclcgates arc well aware of the need for a fimcaching public cducation program. Itis
ncccasary and desirable to address the major amendments separately; to consider their .
interrelationship with other provisions, and to wake every cﬂ‘bft to cnsuse tha;l the jrulcns. o
understand the significance of the Conveation’s proposals. This public education umupa;ﬁin iso
of the principal 1exsponsibilities of the Post-Convention Committee as set forth in lhm :E:t
Iepislation. The Committes was formed in the last days of the Convention and has y
several times to consider how hest to prescat the amendments on the ballot and how to conduct
the needed public education program. The Committee needs the help of alf the mcc_lm 10 .
accomplish its public education mission — even those who believe that the Convention created &
“monster.”

The Pust-Convention Committec agrees that there is too little time for an eflective public
education program before the November elections. For that reason the Committee has t;ec::
urging the Legislature to cnact legislation that would enable the propouscd a{nemlruc‘mta:‘l O ‘:,1 4
considered at a apecial clection in late Februaxy ot early March next year. Such deferral wor
not only provide more time for public education but would wlso allow fhc pmpo.v:cd amcndm:nts
10 be considered on their merits separately fium the partisan campaigning that will precede the
November elections. The Legislature has not yet acted on this suggestion, but may do 5o within
the uext week or so. We delegates ask everyorne to support this defen:al -- 80 that tl_xe impuortant
wark of the Third Constitutional Convention receives the carcful consideration that il so sichly

Jeserves



