2026 Ad Hoc Charter Review Committee Meeting
May 4, 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 (appt'd by Mayor Raithel

Chair

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 5:02 pm.

Chair Romanelli welcomed the audience and outlined the committee's operational
procedures, noting that all proceedings are conducted in accordance with the Brown Act.
He explained the framework for public engagement, inviting audience members to address
the committee regarding items not listed on the official agenda. For scheduled agenda
items, Chair Romanelli explained the protocol: each matter will first be deliberated by the
committee, followed by an opportunity for public comment, before the committee takes
formal action.

ROLL CALL

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

Committee Members Absent: None

Chair Romanelli invited public comments on non-agendized items from the floor, prompting
feedback from the audience regarding the committee's scope, accountability, and the long-
term impact of the proposed charter amendments.

One public comment addressed the distinction between "tactical" and "strategic" updates,
noting how much the city has evolved since the charter's original adoption. The speaker
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suggested that while current efforts may be tactical, a comprehensive, strategic overhaul of
the charter should be undertaken following the next election cycle.

Another speaker strongly opposed the proposed changes to Section 2.07 regarding franchise
authority. They argued that shifting this authority from the voters to the City Council
eliminates a critical layer of public oversight and accountability in the name of efficiency. The
speaker emphasized that future councils might use these expanded powers differently, and
once public authority is surrendered, it is rarely recovered.

A final public comment questioned the propriety of an appointed, unelected committee
shaping potential charter modifications. The speaker asserted that significant, fundamental
changes to the city's governing document should always originate directly from the
electorate rather than an assigned advisory body.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1. Approve Proposed Language Amendment to Various Sections for City Council
Consideration:

a. Approve language amendments to Section 2.01 (City Council - how elected)
for City Council consideration and addition of approved language
amendments to the Final Committee Report for Submittal to City Council

The City Manager clarified the committee's procedural framework, emphasizing
that all proposals advanced by the group serve strictly as recommendations to the
City Council. He reassured the public that nothing done by the committee has the
authority to remove voter power. While the City Council may choose to advance an
item to the ballot, any actual changes to the City Charter must ultimately be voted
on and approved by the people of Folsom, not by this committee or the council
itself.

Complementing this timeline, the Interim City Attorney explained that the four
items currently under consideration were approved in concept at the previous
meeting, but lacked finalized text. She presented the draft language prepared
based on her understanding of the committee’s recommendations, noting that if
approved by the committee today, these items will be officially included in the final
report scheduled for presentation to the City Council on May 12.

Motion by Glenn Fait, second by Ken Payne to approve the language
recommendation for Section 2.01 to strike the words “at-large”
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Member Tom Aceituno provided clarification on the distinction between the city's current
practice of "by-district" elections versus "at-large" voting to ensure clarity for the committee
and the public. While Mr. Aceituno noted his personal preference for incorporating "by-
district" language into the amendment, he acknowledged that the committee majority
favored the drafted phrasing. Following this discussion, Chair Romanelli invited public
comments on the matter.

During the public comment period, an audience member inquired whether the Interim City
Attorney had reviewed the proposed charter language, questioning if the text was drafted
too broadly. The Interim City Attorney responded by noting that active litigation against the
city currently mandates that council members be elected by district. Building on this point,
members Glenn Fait and Justin Raithel cautioned that introducing the term "by-district" into
this specific charter amendment could confuse voters, particularly since state law already
compels a district-by-district model despite historical at-large references.

In response to a follow-up public inquiry regarding whether these legal challenges
stemmed from how Folsom's specific districts were shaped, the Interim City Attorney
clarified the broader legal context. She explained that the California Voting Rights Act
(CVRA) enables residents to sue municipalities to compel a transition from at-large to by-
district elections. She emphasized that cities face significant litigation risks if they fail to
transition properly, noting that extremely strict state statutory requirements govern exactly
how district boundaries must be drawn.

The motion passed by the following vote:

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

b. Approve language amendments to Section 2.06 (City Council Compensation
and Expenses) for City Council consideration and addition of approved
language amendments to the Final Committee Report for Submittal to City
Council

The Interim City Attorney presented four distinct framework options for capping and
regulating future City Council salary adjustments, which the committee evaluated alongside
public input to formulate a final recommendation. These frameworks included a
discretionary model allowing the council to determine increases up to a fixed maximum
cap, a discretionary increase tied directly to the Consumer Price Index (CPI), an automatic
annual salary increase set at a fixed percentage, and an automatic annual salary increase
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tied to the CPI but paired with a maximum cap. During the initial committee discussion,
preliminary consensus emerged to eliminate the discretionary CPI option from
consideration, narrowing the focus to balancing public accountability with the necessity of
keeping compensation aligned with the cost of living.

Public testimony provided additional context to the deliberation, with speakers
emphasizing the need for transparency and clear communication regarding elected
officials' total compensation. Public comments highlighted that utilizing precise dollar
amounts rather than abstract percentages would make salary adjustments easier for the
community to understand. Speakers also requested that any final evaluation include a
comprehensive review of benefit packages, such as healthcare and retirement costs, and
comparisons with neighboring jurisdictions. There was some support for utilizing an
automatic CPI-tied model with a cap, with speakers noting that it is appropriate for elected
officials to face regular, direct conversations regarding their compensation structures.

When the matter returned to the committee, members deliberated on the specific
percentage for a maximum cap. Discussion centered on aligning the cap with existing
standards, such as city public employee memorandums of understanding or pension
adjustment benchmarks, which typically range between two and three percent. Members
noted that while a conservative cap manages near-term adjustments effectively, a hard
ceiling could lag behind inflation over several decades and eventually require future
councils to revisit the issue. Following a discussion on whether the current baseline salary
is adequate, the committee ultimately moved to a vote.

Motion by Tom Aceituno, second by Member Justin Hurst, to recommend a 3%
increase only once per fiscal year. [The maximum increase shall be 3% of the
position’s annual salary.] The motion passed by the following vote:

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

c. Approve language amendments to Section 4.03 (City Attorney) for City
Council consideration and addition of approved language amendments to
the Final Committee Report for Submittal to City Council

The Interim City Attorney presented draft charter amendment language to transition the
hiring authority of the City Attorney from the City Manager to the City Council. The City
Manager noted that having the City Council directly hire the City Attorney aligns Folsom
with the standard practices of most California municipalities. The proposed framework
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establishes formal hiring guidelines for both the City Attorney and the department staff,
incorporating an employment agreement model, dismissal protocols, and hearing
provisions that are essentially identical to those currently utilized for the City Manager
position. Chair Romanelli emphasized that the core intent of this amendment is to explicitly
codify that the City Attorney’s primary client is the City Council, rather than the City
Manager.

Committee members focused their deliberation on ensuring operational flexibility and
clarifying lines of reporting. The committee underscored the necessity of making the City
Attorney directly accountable to the council. To preserve the city's ability to utilize outside
counsel, members requested that the draft language explicitly allow the City Council the
option to either employ a full-time, internal department head or contract out the city
attorney services, provided the role reports directly to the council in either scenario.

During the public comment period, an audience member raised a procedural question
regarding the availability of physical copies of the agenda packet for public attendees. Chair
Romanelli clarified that while the city attempts to provide physical copies, attendance can
be unpredictable; however, all meeting packets and materials are fully accessible online for
public review.

Following the discussion, the committee signaled its approval of the amended language,
ensuring the final recommendation accommodates both in-house and contracted legal
services under the direct oversight of the City Council.

Motion by Glenn Fait, second by Tom Aceituno, to approve the recommend
language. The motion passed by the following vote:

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

d. Approve language amendments to Folsom Municipal Code Section 2.48.030
(Campaign Contribution Limitation) for City Council consideration and
addition of approved language amendments to the Final Committee Report
for Submittal to City Council

The City Manager introduced the agenda item regarding proposed adjustments
to campaign contribution limits, recalling the committee's previous discussion to
increase individual contribution caps from $150 to $750. While the primary
intent of the change was to modernize the city's 1994 limits and level the playing
field for local candidates, members raised several legal and structural questions.
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Member Glenn Fait expressed concerns regarding the potential invalidity of
certain provisions and suggested delaying the recommendation for a more
thorough legal review.

The discussion subsequently turned to the complex legal distinctions
surrounding campaign finance. The City Clerk clarified the functional and legal
differences between candidate-controlled committees and general-purpose
committees (such as PACs).

To move the recommendation forward without getting bogged down in complex
statutory drafting, the committee aligned on a simplified approach. Member
Anna Rohrbough suggested voting on the clear intent of the policy increase
while leaving the granular legal mechanics open for further exploration.
Agreeing with this direction, Tom Aceituno recommended keeping the initial
proposal simple and allowing the City Council and City Attorney to delve into the
finer legal nuances and potential structural language updates during future
council deliberations.

Motion by Tom Aceituno, second by Chair Romenelli to recommend raising the limit
to $750. The motion passed by the following vote:

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

2. Approval of Final Committee Report for Submittal to City Council

The City Manager presented an overview of the final committee report, summarizing the
background of the committee's formation and its work over the past five meetings. He
reviewed the specific charter amendments slated for submission as formal
recommendations to the City Council. The committee began by executing a series of votes
on administrative and structural updates. Provisions regarding Section 4.07 (designating
boards and commissions as strictly advisory) and Section 9.02 (deleting obsolete 1990
transition language) were approved unanimously. A recommendation to reduce City
Council term limits under Section 2.01E from four terms to three terms was subsequently
approved by a majority vote.

Unofficial Minutes — Not Approved by the Committee Page 6



The committee dedicated significant time to deliberating a proposed amendment to
Section 2.07D, which would modify the city's franchise authority. The debate centered on
balancing long-term municipal fiscal health against public accountability and the
preservation of high-quality city services.

Several committee members advocated for the amendment, arguing that the current
charter language restricts the city's ability to thoroughly research, bid, and evaluate cost-
saving operational alternatives. Proponents emphasized that modifying the text would
provide the City Council with vital budgetary flexibility to navigate future financial shortfalls,
rising service costs, and looming unfunded state mandates, such as vehicle fleet
electrification requirements. They noted that recommending this change gives Folsom
voters the opportunity to decide on the structural shift, and that any subsequent
implementation would still involve a rigorous cost-benefit analysis and extensive public
workshops.

Conversely, public speakers expressed strong hesitation or outright opposition to changing
the franchise language. Dissenting voices highlighted that the current voter-approval
requirement serves as a vital democratic check against privatization. They cautioned that
transferring this authority entirely to the City Council could permanently erode voter
oversight and potentially open the door to contracting out other essential public services
like water, police, or fire protection. Critics also pointed out that the city's primary fiscal
challenges reside within the general fund, whereas highly successful enterprise operations,
such as waste management, run efficiently and should not be sacrificed to resolve separate
general fund budgetary deficits.

A large contingent of city employees, labor representatives, and local residents spoke in
defense of the current charter protections and against privatization. Public testimony
overwhelmingly praised the exceptional quality, reliability, and personal touch provided by
the city's current solid waste department. Drivers who previously worked in the private
sector testified that commercial haulers prioritize corporate profit over service quality and
worker well-being, which ultimately triggers rapid rate hikes, hidden fees, and
compromised safety standards for residents.

Furthermore, community members expressed frustration regarding a perceived lack of
transparency surrounding the committee's scope. Residents and labor advocates urged the
committee not to rush a premature proposal to the council or bury a major policy shift
within a bundled, multi-issue ballot package. The public strongly asserted that any
proposed reduction in voter authority must be presented to the electorate as a clear,
transparent, stand-alone ballot measure.
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Following public comments, committee members commended the attendance and
advocacy of the community and employees, acknowledging that the public turnout
illustrated exactly how local democracy is intended to function. Members reiterated that
the committee was established to conduct an open, public evaluation of the charter rather
than push a predetermined privatization agenda.

Recognizing the strong community interest and the need for transparency, the committee
formulated a compromise.

Motion by Glenn Fait, second by Justin Raithel, to include the franchise authority
amendment in its final report to the City Council, with the explicit stipulation that
the item be placed on the ballot as an independent, stand-alone measure for clarity.

The motion passed by the following vote:

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

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS

Chair Romanelli opened the final segment of the meeting by asking the committee to
determine its next steps regarding outstanding charter topics, specifically the unresolved
discussion surrounding a directly elected mayor and council district structures.

The committee debated whether to try and continue the current ad hoc group's tenure or
conclude its work with the submission of the final report. Some members noted initially
advocated for continuing the current committee's meetings through the remainder of the
year to tackle the remaining items. However, Member Justin Raithel pointed out that any
structural changes regarding an elected mayor or redistricting would not practically take
effect until 2032, following the next federal census. He argued that evaluating these
complex issues so far in advance of an actual election cycle was counterproductive and
suggested the work would be better handled closer to the implementation date.

Other members aligned with this perspective, noting that the committee's original objective
was to provide recommendations specifically targeted for the upcoming 2026 ballot.
Member Tom Aceituno added that the extensive list of recommendations already approved
by the committee would require significant time and focus from the City Council;
continuing further ad hoc dialogue concurrently could dilute public attention and municipal
resources. Member Glenn Fait also cautioned against an open-ended extension of the
current group without clear time constraints.
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As a compromise, the committee agreed that while the current body should dissolve upon
filing its report, a formal recommendation should be made to establish a successor group
in the future. On a motion by Member Hurst, seconded by Member Aceituno, the
committee voted unanimously to recommend that the City Council form a future ad hoc
charter review committee to thoroughly vet long-term governance structures when
appropriate.

In their closing remarks, committee members collectively expressed gratitude for the
robust public attendance and testimony. Members emphasized that the work does not end
with the committee's adjournment, noting that public input had successfully reshaped key
recommendations and proved vital to the democratic process. They urged the audience to
remain engaged as the proposals advance to the next stage of governance.

Chair Romanelli concluded the meeting by outlining the official procedural timeline for the
committee’s recommendations:

e May 12: The final committee report and recommendations will be formally
submitted to the City Council. The council will then provide initial direction to staff
regarding which measures to advance.

e June 23: The City Council will host a second public hearing to gather additional
community feedback.

e July 14: The City Council is scheduled to vote on the formal approval of the charter
amendments for submission to the voters.

The Chair reminded all attendees that no changes are final tonight, as any modifications to
the City Charter must ultimately be approved by Folsom voters during a regular municipal
election.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business before the Committee, the meeting was adjourned at 7:38
pm.

SUBMITTED BY:

Christa Freemantle, City Clerk
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