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The Charter Review Commission held a regular meeting on Monday, January 5, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. in
Seabrook City Hall, 1700 First Street, Seabrook Texas in the second floor conference room to discuss,

OO0 I ON N R W=

bhhhumwuwwwwwul\)l\)l\)l\)l\)wl‘ [ I S I i i e B S )
WN = OO WVMABWRN==OVONOANWVMPAUL . .=~ ODOURXINDNMPD WD —=O

>
»

-h-b{
~N A

and if appropriate, take action on the items listed below.

THOSE PRESENT WERE:

LAURA DAVIS CHAIR

JOHN CHISLER . MEMBER

KEVIN FERGUSON VICE-CHAIR
DELAINA HANSSEN MEMBER

DON HOLBROOK MEMBER

DAVID JOHNSON MEMBER
ELAINE RENOLA MEMBER

GAYLE COOK CITY MANAGER
STEVEN L. WEATHERED CITY ATTORNEY
MICHELE L. GLASER CITY SECRETARY

Chair Laura Davis called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

1.0

2.0

2.1

2.2

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS - None.
NEW BUSINESS

Review/Consider the minutes of December 15, 2014.

Motion was made by Mr. Holbrook and seconded by Mr. Ferguson
To approve the minutes as presented.

Ayes: Davis, Ferguson, Hanssen, Holbrook, Johnson, Renola.
Abstain: Chisler.

MOTION CARRIED BYY MAJORITY VOTE.
Review/Prepare final report to City Council.

Members reviewed the draft final report prepared by Chair Davis and thanked her for her hard
work. Several changes were made to the final report as shown on Attachment A.

Motion was made by Mr. Johnson and seconded by Mr. Holbrook
To extend the meeting umtil 9:30 p.m.

Ayes: Davis, Hanssen, Holbrook, Johnson, Renola.
Nays: Chisler, Ferguson.

MOTION CARRIED B'Y MAJORITY VOTE.
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3.0

31

4.0

4.1

When reviewing the language for Section 5.21, Proposition 12, it was discovered that the ballot
language for propositiom 12 as amended unanimously by the Commission on December 15, 2014
did not match the language in the actual charter amendment.

Motion was made by Mrs. Renola and seconded by Mr. Johnson

That the language for the charter amendment in Section 5.21 and the explanation of Section 5.21
in the final report should match the ballot language for Proposition 12 as approved on December
17,2014.

The ballot language reacls as follows:

“The Council may approve non-emergency, capital expenditures in an amount not to exceed 20
percent of the combined General and Enterprise Operating and Reserve Fund Budgets, less any
required reserve fund balance required by the city’s financial policy in effect at the time of the
expenditure. Voter approval shall be required for non-emergency, capital expenditures in excess
of the permitted amount.

Capital expenditures for emergencies or disasters, as declared by federal, state or city
government, which pose an imminent threat to public health and safety, may be made without
voter approval.”

MOTION CARRIED BY UNANIMOUS CONSENT.

Motion was made by Mr. Ferguson and seconded by Mr. Johnson

To approve the final report with the amendments shown on Attachment A. In addition, the city
secretary is directed to nnake capitalization and punctuation consistent throughout the document.

MOTION CARRIED BY UNANIMOUS CONSENT.

OLD BUSINESS

Review/Approve final draft of charter amendments and ballot propesitious, if applicable.
See amendment made to Section 5.21 as shown in lines 55 to 79 above.

ROUTINE BUSINESS

Establish future meeting dates and agenda items.

The next meeting will be held on January 12 to give final approval to the final report, charter
changes and ballot propositions. Members and staff were asked to submit any additional

proposed changes to Mrs. Glaser no later than Friday, January 9, 2014 for inclusion into the
agenda packet.

Upon a motion duly made and seconded, Chair Davis adjourned the meeting at 9:30 p.m.
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102  Michele L Gtaser, TRMC, City Secretary
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Seabrook Charter Review Commission
Final Report to City Council (as revised on 1/5/15)
February 3, 2015

Chairperson: Laura Davis

Vice Chairperson: Kevin Ferguson
John Chisler

Delaina Hanssen

Don Holbrook

David Johnson

Elaine Renola

The Seabrook Charter Review Commission, commissioned by City Council to review the City’s
Charter and to recommend any changes as seen necessary by the Commission, respectfully
submits the following report of the Commission’s findings and proposed Charter amendments to
City Council to be voted upon by the electorate of the City of Seabrook at the next scheduled
election in May, 2015.

The Commission’s goal was to recommend changes that were deemed necessary in order to
improve city operations, address statutory changes, and to create better consistency within the
Charter, especially with voting requirements for City Council, to allow for easier interpretation
in the future. The Commission received recommendations from City Council, the City Manager
and staff, the City Secretary, the City Attorney, the Municipal Court Judge, various City Boards,
Committees, Commissions or other appointed positions, and from the citizens of Seabrook. All
recommendations were weighted equally, regardless of the source of the recommendation.
Following the highlighted recommendations of the Commission on each Article of the Charter is
a brief explanation of the Commission’s reasoning for these recommendations, and the
Commission’s assessment of its positive, negative or neutral impact to the City’s budget. At the
end of the report are suggestions for a future Charter Review Commission to consider
(Attachment A).

No Proposed Changes:
e Article I: Incorporation
o Article III: The City Manager
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84 Delete the list of City Departments.

85

86 Commission Explamation: The name and number of City Departments can change or be

87 modified over time, as is dictated by the needs of the City. The Departments are named

88 by ordinance, which should suffice.

89

90 Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.

91

92  Proposition 4: Section 2.09—City Secretary

93

94 Require an affirmative vote of four or more councilmembers to appoint or remove the

95 City Secretary.

96

97 Commission Explanation: The Commission compared the voting requirements of

98 Council for appointment or termination of critical positions within the City, including the

99 City Secretary, City Manager, City Attorney and Municipal Judge. It found
100 inconsistencies and, in some instances, silence on the subject. As all of these positions
101 are essential for the operation of the City, it is recommended that the voting requirements
102 be the same for all of these positions. The Charter requires an affirmative vote of four or
103 more councilmembers to appoint or remove the City Manager, so this is the template the
104 Commission used for the other positions, including the City Secretary. In this instance,
105 the Charter has no requirement for removal of a City Secretary, so one is added for
106 consistency.
107
108 Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.
109

110 Proposition 5: Section 2.08—Administrative Departments, and Section 2.09—City
111  Secretary

112

113 Move both sections from Article II (The Council) to Article IV (Administrative
114 Departments).

115

116 Commission Explanation: It would be easier to reference both of these sections if they
117 were in the Article that focuses on different departments, rather than the Article that
118 focuses on the City Council. There is no other revision associated with this amendment.
119

120 Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.

121

122 Proposition 6: Section 2.12—Rules of Procedure

123

124 Clarify that all required council actions shall be adopted by an affirmative vote of a
125 majority of Councilmembers present and voting, except as provided elsewhere in the
126 Charter or in state law.

127
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Commission Explanation: The Charter currently limits any exception to this nrovision
to Section 2.05. There may come a time when other sections of the Charte

will also apply, so the Commission recommends changing the exception to ““as provided
elsewhere in the Charter or state law” so that potential conflicts can be avoided.

Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.

Provision 7: Section 2.13—Passages of Ordinances in General

Delete the following: “A proposed ordinance may be amended at any reading but any
ordinance amended iin substance, as determined by Council, shall automatically be placed
again on first reading at a subsequent meeting. Amendments involving such items as
typographical, grammatical or spelling changes or renumbering of sections shall not be
considered substantive.”

Commission Explanation: The phrase “in substance” has caused great confusion in the
past as it is left to City Council to interpret which changes are “substantive” in nature.

Removing this staternent allows less confusion in interpreting the Charter.

Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.

Proposition 8: Section 2.13—Passages of Ordinances in General

Clarify that the effective date of ordinances with penal provisions be dictated by state law
rather than after it has been posted for two weeks.

Commission Explanation: In ordinances with penal provisions, the state requires
certain effective dates. This change is to avoid conflict with state law.

Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.

Proposition 9: Section 2.14—Emergency Ordinances

Require an affirmati ve vote of four councilmembers to approve an emergency ordinance,
except where otherwise provided in the Charter.

Commission Explamation: In an emergency, all councilmembers may not be available,
especially if an evacuation or natural disaster has occurred. For uniformitv. the
Commission recommmends changine this voting requirement from of
those present to four or mor This does not impact emergency
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abpropriations ordimance

Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.
Proposition 10: Section 2.15—Authentication, Recording, Codification, Printing and
Distribution of Ordinances

Change the requirement for availability of approved ordinances and resolutions from
posting at City Hall and the library to posting at City Hall and on the city website.

Commission Explamnation: There is a cost associated with copying and

very ordinance and resolution that is passed by Council. This would
eniminate that cost. "There is also a computer at City Hall where the public can access this
information.

Budget Impact: 3 expecte that would save
copying and adminisitrative costs.

ARTICLE IV: ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENTS
Proposition 11: Section 4.02—City Attorney

Change the voting requirements for appointment or removal of a City Attorney from
“majority of members present” to “four or more councilmembers”.

Commission Explanation: See explanation for Proposition 4. This proposition is
intended to create consistency and uniformity in voting requirements. In this specific
instance, a majority of members present could be as little as three votes.

Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.
ARTICLE V: FINANCIAL PROCEDURES

Proposition 12: Section 5.21—Citizen Approval Required for Certain Expenditures and
Use of Reserved Funds

Consolidate this section and update it to address current and future city needs, allow for
grant opportunities requiring matching funds and adjust for changing state mandates by
allowing the City Council to make non-emergency capital expenditures in an amount not
ta aveaad YN nercannt af the comhined General and FEnternrise Onerating and Reserve
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Commission Fxnlanation: This section has been discussed and debated for manv vears.

Currently mne
(1) millio the
City from ich
could have been a maior heip 1n Ine recovery oI e CIy, DECAUSe grani appiication
deadlines ime to conduct elections. The Commission
determin ollar amount in the Charter will cause future
problems uilding costs and other economic factor

Therefore, the Commuission recommends a percentage of the General and Enterprise
Funds (only these two major funds of the city, not including special funds) to keep in line
with the city’s current budget needs and limitations. As the budget rises and falls, so will
the Council’s cap on spending. Thi does not allow Council to spend any of
the required fund balance that is estabusnea by the city finance policy, and it does not
apply to emergency expenditures.

Budget Impact: Budget impact cannot be quantified due to variables.
ARTICLE VII: NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS
Proposition 13: Section 7.001—Nominations and Elections

Allow the general city election to be held on a date other than the second Saturday in May, if
allowed by state law.

Commission Explanation: The State recently changed the allowable dates for municipal
elections and required cities to choose which date they would use. Because of this charter
requirement, the city could not change the date of its elections. It resulted in the city having to
purchase its own election equipment. This proposition would give the city flexibility to work
within state law.

Budget Impact: This could save money if the city is allowed to hold elections with Harris
County.

ARTICLE IX: MUNICIPAL COURT
Proposition 14: Section 9.02—Judge of the Municipal Court

Change the voting requirements for appointment or removal of the Municipal Judge from
“majority of members present” to “four or more councilmembers”.

Commission Explanation: See explanation for Propositions 4 and 11.

Budget Impact: There is no expected budget impact.
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ARTICLE X: FRANCHISES AND PUBLIC UTILITIES
Proposition 15: Section 10.05—Ordinances Granting Franchises

Change the requirernent for approval of franchise ordinances to correspond to other
ordinances (after two readings unless otherwise required by state law).

Commission Explanation: The Charter currently requires three readings and a waiting
period of 42 days afiter the ﬁrst reading. It also requires the full text of the ordinance to
be 7 ik moe s vnems nnatlr Tha neanncitinn wigyld allow

for ‘he current
requirements ao NOL AIOW UIE CILY LU UT CULLIPJCULVL WILL ULLIVL Vi,

Budget Impact: This proposition may save money due to the changes in requirements
for publicizing in the newspaper.

ARTICLE XI: GENERAL PROVISIONS
Proposition 16: Section 11.08—Fire Department and Fire Marshal

Modify the allowable service providers to state that the City could utilize the Seabrook
Volunteer Fire Departmen  and/or other fire service providers as permitted by law.

Commission Explamation: The City is exploring all options with the Seabrook
Volunteer Fire Department for providing services inclnding an Emergency Services
District. This amendment would allow the City to iest option for
service.

Budget Impact: Budget impact cannot be quantified due to variables.
Proposition 17: Section 11.18—Charter Review Commission

Allow the appointme:nt of a Charter Review Commission no sooner than two years nor
later than five years after the most recent appointment.

Commission Explanation: This would allow City Council the flexibility tc

a Charter Review Commission to coincide with the election schedule, rather than holding
a separate, costly, election. It would also allow Council to handle issues as they arise,
rather than waiting for the current prescribed time period.

Budget Impact: Budget impact cannot be quantified due to variables.

Proposition 18: Section 11.16—Amending the Charter and Section 11.18—Charter Review
Commission
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Conclusion: The Charter Review Commission does hereby notify the City Council of the City
of Seabrook, City Manager- and staff, and the citizenry of Seabrook of the completion of our
work. We wish to cause the attached proposed ballot language to be properly submitted to the
electorate of the City of Se:abrook at the next appropriate and regular election date (May, 2015)
for approval by majority vote. This completes our service to the City of Seabrook, which began
in July, 2014. It has been an honor to be selected for this Commission and to serve the City in
such an important endeavor.

Respectfully submitted unariimously on this 3" day of February, 2015 by

Laura Davis, Chairperson Kevin Ferguson, Vice-Chairperson
John Chisler Delaina Hanssen
Don Holbrook David Johnson

Elaine Renola
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Attachment “A”

The Charter Review Comrnission respectfully submits these suggestions for a future Charter
Review Commission to consider. These suggestions were made, in large part, to allow for more
consistency within the Chartter.

1. Article II, “The Council”, Section 2.01 and subsequent sections: Amend to identify the
Mayor and Councilmembers collectively as “Council” or “City Council” to avoid
ambiguity in referen ce to the Charter.

2. Article II, “The Council”, Section 2.07, “Prohibitions”. Amend to clarify that the
“manager” referred tto in these sections is the “City Manager”.

3. Article II, “The Council”, Section 2.13, “Passages of Ordinances in General”. Amend to
allow an ordinance to adopt a technical code by reference provided that the technical
code is authenticated| by the city secretary and is available for review by the public.

4. Article II, “The Council”, Section 2.13, “Passages of Ordinances in General”. Amend to
more clearly explain that failure to post an adopted ordinance with a penalty clause on the
city website and TV channel shall not affect the validity of the ordinance.



