2026 Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee

**New Location**
Folsom Community Center, East Room

FOLSOM 52 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA 95630
April 30, 2026, 6:00 pm

Committee Members: Non-Voting Member:

Bill Romanelli, Chair (appt'd by Vice Mayor Rohrbough) City Manager Bryan Whitemyer
Tom Aceituno, Vice Chair  (appt'd by Mayor Raithel

Glenn Fait (appt'd by Councilmember Kozlowski) ~ Legal Counsel to Committee:
Justin Hurst (appt'd by Councilmember Leary) Interim City Attorney Sari Dierking
Ken Payne (appt'd by Councilmember Aquino)

Justin Raithel Mayor

Anna Rohrbough Vice Mayor

AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

CONSENT CALENDAR: Items appearing on the Consent Calendar are considered routine and may
be approved by one motion. Committee members may pull an item for discussion.

1. Approve minutes from April 1, 2026 meeting

DISCUSSION ITEMS

2. Approve language amendments to Section 2.01(E) (City Council Term Limits) for City
Council consideration

3. Conduct final review of Charter; provide recommendations to staff for inclusion in report to
City Council

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT

Next Meeting: May 4, 2026, 5:00 pm
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NOTICE: Members of the public are entitled to directly address the Committee concerning any item that
is described in the notice of this meeting, before or during consideration of that item. Please limit your
comments to three minutes or less.

NOTICE REGARDING CHALLENGES TO DECISIONS: Pursuant to all applicable laws and regulations,
including without limitation, California Government Code Section 65009 and or California Public
Resources Code Section 21177, if you wish to challenge in court any of the above decisions (regarding
planning, zoning and/or environmental decisions), you may be limited to raising only those issues you or
someone else raised at the public hearing(s) described in this notice/agenda, or in written correspondence
delivered to the City at, or prior to, the public hearing.

As presiding officer, the Chair has the authority to preserve order at all Committee meetings, to remove
or cause the removal of any person from any such meeting for disorderly conduct, or for making personal,
impertinent, or slanderous remarks, using profanity, or becoming boisterous, threatening or personally
abusive while addressing said Council, and to enforce the rules of the Council.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a person with a disability and you need
a disability-related modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the City
Clerk’s Office at (916) 461-6035 or CityClerkDept@folsom.ca.us. Requests must be made as early as
possible and at least two full business days before the start of the meeting.

Any documents produced by the City and distributed to the Committee regarding any item on this agenda
will be made available at the City Clerk’s Counter at City Hall located at 50 Natoma Street, Folsom,
California during normal business hours.
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2026 Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee Meeting
April 1, 2026, 5:00 PM

MEETING MINUTES

Committee Members: Non-Voting Member:

Bill Romanelli, Chair (appt'd by Vice Mayor Rohrbough) City Manager Bryan Whitemyer
Tom Aceituno, Vice Chair (appt'd by Mayor Raithel

Glenn Fait (appt’ by Councilmember Kozlowski) Legal Counsel to Committee:
Justin Hurst (appt'd by Councilmember Leary) Int. City Attorney Sari Dierking

Ken Payne (appt'd by Councilmember Aquino)

Justin Raithel Mayor

Anna Rohrbough Vice Mayor

CALL TO ORDER

The Committee meeting was called to order at 5:04 pm.

ROLL CALL

Committee Members Present: Aceituno, Fait, Hurst, Payne, Raithel, Rohrbough, Romanelli,
Whitemyer

Committee Members Absent: None

CONSENT CALENDAR: Items appearing on the Consent Calendar are considered routine
and may be approved by one motion. Committee members may pull an item for
discussion.

1. Approve minutes from March 19, 2026 meeting

Motion by Glenn Fait, second by Ken Payne to approve the consent calendar. The
motion was approved by the following vote:

Ayes: Aceituno, Fait, Hurst, Payne, Raithel, Rohrbough, Romanelli
Noes: None
Abstain: None

Draft Minutes — Not Official Until Approved Page 1

Page 3




04/30/2026 Item No.1.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

2. Approve Proposed Simple Clean Up Language Amendments for City Council
Consideration

Chair Romanelli opened the discussion by acknowledging the receipt of a public comment
letter submitted for the record. Following this acknowledgement, the Interim City Attorney
provided an overview of the procedural requirements governing the committee's actions,
including the City Council’s proactive choice to have the Committee meetings open to the
public under the provisions of the Brown Act. This led to a broader dialogue among
committee members regarding the important role of public input and the decision-making
process.

The City Manager then presented a summary of the staff report, which incorporated the
recommendations developed during the previous meeting. He noted a series of proposed
charter amendments characterized as "simple clean-up language" intended to clarify
existing administrative processes. These amendments were presented for the Committee’s
formal consideration and approval to move forward.

Section 2.07D Franchise Authority

The Committee discussed proposed amendments to Section 2.07D of the City Charter,
specifically concerning the City’s authority to franchise municipal services. Staff and several
committee members highlighted that evolving State mandates—specifically the
requirement for the electrification of solid waste vehicle fleets—present a significant fiscal
burden. Compliance requires not only the replacement of vehicles but also the
construction of specialized charging infrastructure. It was noted that private companies
often possess the economies of scale necessary to meet these mandates more affordably
than the City, and that the current requirement for a public vote to franchise services
creates a barrier to receiving competitive bids from private service providers.

However, significant concerns were raised regarding whether the proposed language was
merely "clean-up" or actually a more substantive policy shift. Some members expressed a
concern that removing the voter approval requirement would lead to unwanted
privatization and argued that the current voter requirement should remain as a vital
safeguard. Some members questioned the necessity of the change, suggesting that if the
public is satisfied with current service levels, the voter requirement should not be viewed
as a problem that needs solving.

The discussion further explored the tension between fiscal flexibility and public oversight.
While some members emphasized the need for the City to have more options to reduce
costs for ratepayers—who are already facing high garbage service fees—others cautioned
that once municipal infrastructure is forfeited through franchising, it is exceptionally
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difficult and costly to reacquire. The Committee briefly considered middle-ground
solutions, such as "threshold" requirements or advisory votes, though some noted the
practical difficulty of asking voters to approve a proposal without specific, finalized contract
terms.

Members of the public in attendance contributed several perspectives to the record. One
resident inquired about public access to meeting materials and the reasoning behind
member abstentions, while another pointed out that the previous transition of bus services
was not a comparable precedent since it remained a governmental service rather than a
privatized one. A representative from the bidding community noted that private firms are
unlikely to submit bids if the final agreement remains contingent on the uncertainty of a
public vote. Additional comments from the public reflected a deep-seated concern over
privatization and questioned whether contracts could be scaled during the bidding process.
Conversely, one speaker suggested that elected officials should be empowered to make
these fiscal decisions directly to avoid the potential for special interest influence during a
public ballot campaign.

Motion by Glenn Fait, second by Justin Raithel to recommend the removal of
language in section Section 2.07D requiring approval by a majority vote at an
election before any City owned utility or enterprise, or any portion thereof, which
lies within the corporate boundaries of the City may be sold, leased for more than 2
years, contracted to, or put to franchise to any non-governmental party without
complying with the procedures set out in Charter Section 7.02. Motion carried by the
following vote:

Ayes: Fait, Hurst, Payne, Raithel, Rohrbough, Romanelli
Noes: Aceituno
Abstain: None

Section 4.03 City Attorney

The Committee deliberated on the structural reporting relationship and recruitment
process for the City Attorney position. An element of the discussion was the comparison of
Folsom'’s current model against the practices of some other municipalities. It was noted
that many cities utilize a council-appointed City Attorney to ensure direct accountability to
the elected body, whereas Folsom'’s current structure was described as an outlier that
provides the City Manager with significant control over the position. Committee members
emphasized that the City Attorney's primary client is the City Council, and that establishing
an independent reporting line would provide necessary autonomy and minimize legal risk
for the organization.

The conversation also addressed the practicalities of recruitment and administrative
procedures. Staff explained that the recruitment process for a City Attorney would mirror
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the current rigorous screening and interviewing protocols used for the City Manager.
Clarification was provided regarding how the City Council would exercise direct authority
over the hiring process and how administrative functions would be balanced between the
two offices of City Manager and City Attorney. One member expressed the view that the
current system has not functioned effectively in the past, reinforcing the argument for a
formal separation of powers.

During the public comment portion of the discussion, some members of the public voiced
support for the separation of powers, with one speaker specifically favoring a direct
reporting line to the Council. Another resident raised concerns regarding how frequent City
Council turnover might impact the stability and long-term hiring of the City Attorney. Other
speakers favored a structure that ensures the City Attorney operates independently of the
City Manager's office.

Ultimately, the Committee agreed that the charter language must be explicit in defining the
City Council as the City Attorney’s client, notwithstanding any other conflicting provisions.
Staff suggested that revised language be drafted to reflect this direction.

The Committee unanimously agreed to table the item for further discussion at the
next meeting, inviting members to submit specific phrasing suggestions to the City
Attorney'’s office in the interim.

Ayes: Aceituno, Fait, Hurst, Payne, Raithel, Rohrbough, Romanelli
Noes: None
Abstain: None

Section 4.07 Boards and Commissions

The Committee reviewed proposed amendments to Section 4.07 of the City Charter
regarding the delegation of authority to boards and commissions. Interim City Attorney
Sari Dierking provided historical context for the change, explaining that the current charter
language has hindered the City Council's ability to delegate specific decision-making
powers. It was noted that a recent lawsuit and subsequent court ruling highlighted the
need for this clarification. Staff emphasized that the amendment does not mandate a
change to the existing commission structure but rather provides the Council with the legal
authority to grant such power should they choose to do so in the future.

During the deliberation, members discussed the balance between administrative efficiency
and public oversight. Some members expressed support for the amendment after
receiving clarification that any decisions made by commissions would still remain subject to
a formal appeal process. The discussion also touched upon the practical benefits of
supporting commission authority, noting that because the City Council has limited capacity,
empowering commissions allows for greater public engagement and provides more
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opportunities for residents to participate in the governing process. It was further observed
that while many commissions remain strictly advisory, certain bodies such as the Planning
Commission and Historic District Commission already exercise specific delegated
authorities that this amendment would better support.

Public comment centered largely on the distinction between various levels of
commission/council approval and the lack of public accountability of unelected officials.
One speaker requested a clearer definition of what belongs in the City Charter versus what
is appropriate for a standard ordinance. Other members of the public expressed
discomfort with the proposal, arguing that while Councilmembers are held accountable
through elections, commission members are appointed and may not be held to the same
level of public responsibility. Some public comments emphasized the importance of
maintaining a direct line of accountability to elected officials for final decision-making.

Motion by Anna Rohrbough, second by Ken Payne to recommend the removal of
language in Section 4.07 Boards and Commissions “All boards and commissions only
shall be advisory to the Council”. Motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Aceituno, Fait, Hurst, Payne, Raithel, Rohrbough, Romanelli
Noes: None
Abstain: None

Section 5.08C Warrants and Cheeks

The City Manager presented a minor administrative amendment to the Charter,
characterizing the change as a purely technical correction. The proposed revision
addresses a typographical error in the existing text, ensuring the language is updated to
correctly reference "checks" rather than "cheeks."

Motion by Anna Rohrbough, second by Bill Romanelli to recommend correction of
“cheeks” to “checks” in Section 5.08C. Motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Aceituno, Fait, Hurst, Payne, Raithel, Rohrbough, Romanelli
Noes: None
Abstain: None

Section 9.02 Transition of Current Elected Officials

The City Manager provided a historical overview of the proposed amendment, explaining
that the language in Charter Section 9.02 is now irrelevant as it specifically addressed the
transition of elected officials (Councilmembers, City Clerk and City Treasurer) after the 1990
election through the 1992 election.

Draft Minutes — Not Official Until Approved Page 5
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Motion by Tom Aceituno, second by Anna Rohrbough to recommend the removal
Section 9.02. Motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Aceituno, Fait, Hurst, Payne, Raithel, Rohrbough, Romanelli
Noes: None
Abstain: None

3. Conduct further review of Charter; provide recommendations to staff

Justin Hurst shared City Council salary-related proposals, describing two options for
amending Charter language. Both options propose that the Council set annual salaries by
ordinance, subject to public referendum and effective only after the next regular election.
Both options also clarify that the reimbursement of actual and necessary expenses would
remain separate from base salary calculations. The two proposals differed primarily in
their approach to inflation. One option suggested an annual adjustment based on the
California Consumer Price Index (CPI) with a 5% annual cap. The second option proposed a
specific starting salary (to be determined) with a more conservative inflationary cap of 2%
per year. These frameworks were presented to ensure compensation keeps pace with the
economy while maintaining transparent public oversight.

A comparison was made to the practices of the city of Roseville, where councilmember
salaries are adjusted through an automatic Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA). It was
suggested that revising the current process to include a more structured or transparent
voting mechanism would align the City with regional standards and ensure that City
Council compensation reflects current economic conditions.

The Committee also generally discussed the merits of updating the City Charter to align
with the current transition from at-large to district-based elections. Members suggested
revising the existing text to provide greater administrative flexibility. However, the City
Manager cautioned against making substantive changes to the district-related language at
this time, citing ongoing and active litigation. It was explained that the current district plan
remains a point of legal contention, and from a fiscal perspective, any alterations to the
Charter regarding this matter could be utilized in legal proceedings against the City,
potentially leading to increased litigation costs and exposure.

The conversation broadened into a policy discussion regarding the California Voting Rights
Act (CVRA) and the vulnerability of cities to legal challenges regarding their election
structures. Legal counsel explained how the CVRA allows for challenges to be initiated via a
simple letter, which adds to the complexity of the City’s current position. While some
members viewed the issue through the lens of long-term "good policy" rather than
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immediate legal restrictions, they debated the potential of a "five-district plus one at-large
mayor" model.

Ultimately, the Committee decided to defer the specific question of an elected at-large
mayor to the April 30 meeting.

Campaign Contribution Limits.

The Committee discussed the relationship between campaign contribution limits and the
transition to district-based elections. Tom Aceituno shared historical documentation
detailing the fundraising and spending patterns of candidates and special interest
committees, illustrating how significant financial influence can shape election outcomes. It
was suggested that the shift to district elections may have already begun to level the
playing field by making campaigns more localized and accessible. To ensure this trend
continues and to protect the integrity of district representation, it was suggested that the
Committee consider amendments to the current campaign contribution limits, making it
easier for a diverse range of candidates to compete without being overshadowed by high-
spending interests.

Section 2.01E (City Council Term Limits)

The Committee engaged in deliberation regarding potential revisions to the City Council's
current term limits, which was established by public vote at four terms in 2018. Members
considered various proposals, ranging from maintaining the status quo to reducing the
limit to two or three terms. A significant portion of the conversation focused on the balance
between "institutional presence" and the need for "fresh ideas." Some members argued
that longer-serving officials provide a distinct advantage for the City on regional boards,
where seniority and established relationships are critical for effective representation.
Conversely, other members contended that after two terms, officials can become
entrenched, noting that a turnover of seats ensures the introduction of new perspectives
and prevents the stagnation of policy.

Further discussion compared the City's current structure to neighboring jurisdictions,
noting that some municipalities are considering removing limits entirely to encourage a
consistent pool of quality candidates.

The public comment period reflected a wide spectrum of community opinion on the
necessity and length of term limits. Supporters of stricter limits argued that they are
essential for dismantling entrenched political power often fueled by campaign
contributions and developer interests, which potentially can overshadow new ideas. One
resident noted that without limits, name recognition often trumps challengers in local
elections. Conversely, several speakers argued that elections themselves serve as the
ultimate form of term limits, allowing the public to retain high-performing officials or vote
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out those who are underperforming. Others touched upon the difficulty of recruiting
qualified candidates and suggested that mentorship programs for new councilmembers
might be more effective than strict mandates. One speaker specifically tied the discussion
to the district-based voting system, suggesting that an elected mayor position could serve
as a compromise for residents who currently only have one council representative.

Following further discussion, there appeared to be developing support for a three-term
limit as a potential compromise.

Motion by Glenn Fait, second by Tom Aceituno to recommend language amendments
to Section 2.01E to establish three term limits for Councilmembers. Motion carried by
the following vote:

Ayes: Aceituno, Fait, Hurst, Payne, Raithel, Rohrbough, Romanelli
Noes: None
Abstain: None

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Due to scheduling conflicts, the Committee agreed to move the April 30 meeting start time
from 5:00 pm to 6:00 pm.

Tom Aceituno presented a series of items for consideration regarding the potential
transition to a directly elected at-large mayor, noting the need for the Charter to explicitly
define several procedural and structural elements should such a change occur. Key points
raised included identifying what new powes would be granted to the mayor, the future role
and selection process of the vice mayor, the specific election cycle in which an at-large
mayoral seat would first take effect, and whether the mayor would be subject to the same
term limits as other council members. It was also noted that an elected mayor position
necessitates a clear framework regarding independent expenditure regulations and a
defined compensation structure distinct from that of the council. Significant emphasis was
placed on the "power of the mayor," with the Committee acknowledging that any
amendment must clearly delineate the scope of the mayor's authority to ensure a proper
balance of power within the City's established governance model.

ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned
at7:17 pm.

SUBMITTED BY:

Christa Freemantle, City Clerk
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2026 Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee

Staff Report

FOLSOM | Meeting Date: | April 30, 2026

Item Title: Approve Proposed Language Amendments to
Section 2.01(E) for City Council Consideration

Submitted By: | City Manager's Office

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Committee review and approve proposed language
amendments to Section 2.01(E) for City Council consideration.

Background

At the April 1, 2026, meeting, the Committee engaged in deliberation regarding potential
revisions to the City Council's term limits. Term limits were established for
Councilmembers in Folsom for the first time in 2018, by a vote of the people on a Charter
amendment. Through that process, the Council proposed and the voters enacted a limit
of four consecutive four-year terms, for a total of sixteen years in office. Any
Councilmember meeting that threshold must wait four years before running for Council
again. These limits went into effect on November 6, 2018. Any Councilmember elected
on that date would term out in 2034. They could run again in 2038 and if elected, could
serve another four consecutive four-year terms.

At the April 1, 2026 meeting, Members considered various proposals, ranging from
maintaining the status quo to reducing the limit to two or three terms. A significant
portion of the conversation focused on the balance between "institutional presence" and
the need for "fresh ideas." Further discussion compared the City's current structure to
neighboring jurisdictions, noting that some municipalities are considering removing limits
entirely to encourage a consistent pool of quality candidates.
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The public comment period reflected a wide spectrum of community opinion on the
necessity and length of term limits.

Following further discussion, the Committee voted unanimously to recommend language
amendments to Section 2.01(E) to modify term limits for Councilmembers from four
consecutive four-year terms to three consecutive four-year terms.

Analysis

The proposed language amendments are now submitted for the Committee's formal
approval and recommendation, and if approved, these recommendations will be
communicated to the City Council as part of the Committee's report.

Attachment(s):

Proposed Language Amendments to Section 2.01(E) Term Limit.

HHAHHE

Page 12




Attachment 1

04/30/2026 Item No.2.

Page 13




04/30/2026 Item No.2.

2026 Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee

Recommended Language Changes

CITY OF

FOLSOM

||||||||||| NATURE

Section / Title:

Section 2.01(E) (Term Limit)

What Change is Recommended and Why:

Change the current term limit from 4 consecutive 4-year terms to 3 consecutive 4-year terms.

The Committee recommends that City Council term limits be set at 3 consecutive 4-year terms to
balance institutional knowledge with the need for fresh ideas.

Current Language:

E. Term Limit. A person serving on the City Council may serve no more than 4 consecutive 4-year
terms, and thereafter shall be ineligible to hold the office of Councilmember again until 4
consecutive years have passed. For purpose of the term limit, the counting of the term shall start
and apply to Councilmembers elected at and after the November 6, 2018 municipal election.

Proposed Language:

E. Term Limit. A person serving on the City Council may serve no more than 3 consecutive 4-year
terms, and thereafter shall be ineligible to hold the office of Councilmember again until 4
consecutive years have passed. For purpose of the term limit, the counting of the term shall start
and apply to Councilmembers elected at and after the November 3, 2026 municipal election.

HHHHR
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2026 Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee

Staff Report

FOLSOM | Meeting Date: | April 30, 2026

Item Title: Conduct Final Review of Charter and Provide Final
Recommendations to Staff for Inclusion in Report to
City Council

Submitted By: | City Manager's Office

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Committee conduct its final review of the Charter and provide
any final recommendations to staff for inclusion in the Committee’s report to City Council.

Alternatively, staff recommends that the Committee consider requesting the Council
create a new ad hoc charter review committee following the November 2026 election,
which could thoroughly review the remaining Charter provisions and recommend
amendments for submission to the voters at the 2028 general election, after the
opportunity for thorough review, consideration, and debate.

Background

At the April 1, 2026, meeting, the Committee engaged in deliberation regarding potential
revisions to several Charter provisions, including but not limited to the following:

- Section 2.01 (City Council) to address the transition from at-large to district-based
elections;

- Section 2.03 (Mayor) related to the election of the mayor by a vote of the public, at-
large, and associated procedural and structural changes;

- Section 2.06 (City Council Compensation and Expenses) related to capping annual
salary adjustments for City Council;

- Section 4.03 (City Attorney) to change how the City Attorney is appointed, from the
current system in which the City Manager appoints the City Attorney, to a system in
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which the City Council appoints the City Attorney, and related procedural and
structural changes.

A Committee member also proposed the following addition to the Charter:
- New Section on campaign contribution limits.

The Committee was not able to reach a final consensus on any of the sections referenced
above and indicated that further discussion was warranted before it could make a
recommendation to the City Council on these matters.

The final Charter Review Committee meeting is scheduled for May 4, 2026. At that
meeting, the Committee will be asked to approve the report presenting its
recommendations to City Council. Because the Committee is subject to the Brown Act,
the agenda and staff report for that meeting, including the report to be submitted to City
Council, must be published on May 1, 2026.

The Committee’s report and recommendations will be submitted to City Council and a
public hearing regarding this matter will be held on May 12, 2026. The Elections Code
includes strict timelines for putting matters on the ballot, so the May 12, 2026 City Council
public hearing date is firm.

Analysis

With the deadline for completion of the Charter Review Committee’s report to City Council
nearly upon us, the Committee has very limited time to deliberate, reach consensus, and
approve language amendments to recommend to City Council for submission to the
voters on the complex issues identified above.

Proposing amendments to the City Charter in haste, without a full opportunity for
deliberation, review, and analysis is not recommended. Doing so on the weighty issues
described in this report is not a best practice and carries the potential for significant
unforeseen and unintended consequences.

For these reasons, staff recommends that the Committee consider requesting the Council
create a new ad hoc charter review committee following the November 2026 election,
which could work through the substantial issues identified above ahead of the 2028
general election. This approach would give time for a thorough consideration of the
issues by the Committee, the Council, and the public and would allow for a more robust
debate on the significant policy questions posed by these potential Charter amendments.
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The Committee has made significant progress, approving several language amendments,
including some substantial policy decisions. Those recommendations will be presented to
City Council on May 12, in the form of a report that will be presented to the Committee
for approval on May 4. If Council agrees with the Committee’s recommendations on
these proposed Charter amendments, they will be submitted to the voters at the next
statewide general election, on November 3, 2026. These recommendations include:

1. Section 2.01(E) - Term limits: reducing the maximum number of consecutive terms
City Council members may serve, from four 4-year terms to three 4-year terms
(final language to be approved by the Charter Review Committee on 4/30);

2. Section 2.07(D) - Restriction on City Utility or Enterprise (franchise authority):
eliminate voter approval requirement before City owned utility or enterprise may
be sold, leased for more than 2 years, contracted to, or put to franchise to any non-
governmental party;

3. Section 4.07 - Boards and Commissions: strike language that all City Boards and
Commissions are only advisory to the Council, allowing the Council to set the
powers and duties of Commissions and Committees by ordinance; and

4. Section 9.02 - Transition of Elected Officials from 1990 - delete entirely.

Attachment(s):

1. Proposed language amendments to Section 2.06 (City Council Compensation and
Expenses). Separate proposals by two Committee Members.

2. Proposed language amendments to various Sections related to a directly elected
mayor, submitted by a Committee Member.

3. Considerations related to a directly elected mayor, submitted by a Committee
Member.

HittHHH
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Draft Charter Amendment Proposal: Council Compensation

Proposals to Amend Article 2.06 of the City Charter, for Presentation to the Charter Review Ad

Hoc Committee:

Current Language:

2.06 City Council Compensation and Expenses:

The City Council may determine the annual salary of the Mayor, Vice Mayor, and
Councilmembers by ordinance, but no ordinance increasing such salary shall become effective
until the date of commencement of the terms of Councilmembers elected at the next regular
election. The Mayor, Vice Mayor and Councilmembers shall receive their actual and necessary
expenses incurred in the performance of their duties of office.

Proposed Language 1:

2.06 City Council Compensation and Expenses:
A. The City Council may propose determine-the annual salary of the Mayor, Vice Mayor,
and Councilmembers by ordinance and subject to referendum during the next regular

elec“on’ no-ordinance—in easing Leh alan, hall become-effe e LN he da

The Mayor, Vice Mayor and Councilmembers shall receive their actual and necessary
expenses incurred in the performance of their duties of office. Such actual and
necessary expenses shall not be included for purposes of determining salary under this
section.

B. The salary shall adjust each year for inflation from January 1, 2027, based upon the
California Consumer Price Index, but shall not exceed 5 percent per year.

Proposed Language 2:

2.06 City Council Compensation and Expenses:
A. The City Council may propose determine-the annual salary of the Mayor, Vice Mayor,
and Councilmembers by ordinance and subject to referendum during the next regular

eIeCtIOn., alaWaldallakaTa - N ea ala 4 N aHa Na ava alaalaWa - Ze—HA aVallia ks

The Mayor, Vice Mayor and Councilmembers shall receive their actual and necessary
expenses incurred in the performance of their duties of office. Such actual and
necessary expenses shall not be included for purposes of determining salary under this
section.

B. The salary shall start at $XX and adjust each year for inflation from January 1, 2027,
based upon the California Consumer Price Index, but shall not exceed 2 percent per
year.
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Elected Mayor Considerations

1. Elected Mayor:

Tom

04/30/2026 Item No.3.

@ Amend Section 2.01 to provide election of City Council members by district and

Mayor at large

(b) Affect on DistrictsSelection of Vice Mayor?

(©) When to take effect
d) Term limits?
(e) Selection of Vice Mayor

2. Level Playing field.

(@ How do we ensure independent expenditures do not overwhelm election

system?
3. Powers of Mayor?
4. Compensation of Mayor?
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Current Langquage:

2.01 City Council:

There shall be a City Council of 5 members elected by the voters of the City at large.

Proposed Language:

2.01 City Council:

There shall be a City Council of 5 members elected by the voters of the City.

Current Lanquage:

2.03 Mayor:

There shall be created the office of Mayor. Only a member of the City Council shall be
eligible to hold office of Mayor. The Council shall select the Mayor, who shall serve as
Mayor at the pleasure of the Council.

Proposed Lanquage:

2.03 Mayor

There shall be created the office of Mayor. The Mayor shall be elected by the voters of
the City at large.

Proposed new Language:

2.04 Duties of the Mavyor:

O. In the event of a tie vote by the Council the Mayor may cast a deciding vote.

Current Lanquage:

City Council Compensation and Expenses:

The City Council may determine the annual salary of the Mayor, Vice Mayor, and
Councilmembers by ordinance, but no ordinance increasing such salary shall become
effective until the date of commencement of the terms of the Councilmembers elected at
the next regular election. The Mayor, Vice Mayor, and Councilmembers shall receive
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their actual and necessary expenses incurred in the performance of their duties of
office.

Proposed Language:

The City Council may determine the annual salary of the Mayor, Vice Mayor and
Councilmembers by ordinance, but no ordinance to increase such salary shall become
effective until the date of commencement of the terms of the Councilmembers elected at
the next regular election. Salary increases for the Mayor, Vice Mayor and
Councilmembers shall not exceed five percent (5%) in any calendar year. The Mayor,
Vice and Councilmembers shall receive their actual and necessary expenses incurred
in the performance of their duties of office.

Note:We need to amend the language relating to term limits to include the Mayor,
Note:The language in Section 2.08 needs to be modified to include the Mayor.

Note:We will need to set out when the first election of Mayor will happen if the
amendment passes. Probably the next scheduled election for Councilmembers.
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