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Council Study Session 
December 4, 2018 

Agenda Item Clarification of Council Rules and Protocols 

From David Lohman Title:  City Attorney 

Contact david.lohman@ashland.or.us;  541-488-5350 

Item Type Requested by Council  ☐ Update ☐  Request for Direction ☐  Presentation ☒ 

 

 

SUMMARY 

This agenda item is a next step in an extended conversation on clarifying and modifying, if appropriate, 

expectations about Council practices at study sessions and regular business meetings.  At this December 4 

Study Session, Council is asked to address highlighted Questions #17 through #29 in Attachment A.  The 

other questions in Attachment A are ones that Council has already addressed in previous meetings (#1 

through #16, #22, #30, and #31) or has yet to address in future meetings.   

 

POLICIES, PLANS & GOALS SUPPORTED 

Council Goal 2: Promote effective citizen communication and engagement. 

 

BACKGROUND AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Robert’s Rules of Order serves as the default reference for meeting procedure.  Over time, refinements or 

alternatives to Robert’s Rules have been adopted to accommodate Ashland City Council’s particular needs 

and circumstances.   

 

In 2014, the ordinance concerning formal Council rules, AMC 2.04, was updated again.  Since then, more 

ambiguities, uncertainties, and inconsistencies have surfaced and occasionally have become sources of 

frustration.  Discussions in 2014 did not, for the most part, address informal Council practices. This agenda 

item, and similar ones to follow, is intended to give the Council an opportunity to make changes to either 

codified or informal Council meeting practices. 

 

Based on issues and questions about Council meeting practices that have arisen since 2014, staff so far has 

identified 36 questions believed to be worthy of Council discussion for purposes of either clarification or 

revision.  Council may wish to add more questions to Attachment A, merge some, or strike some off the list.  

 

The questions are grouped into the following general topics: agendas; study sessions; comments, 

presentations and correspondence from citizens; deliberation rules; Councilmember requests for information 

or actions from staff; and miscellany.   

 

At its November 20, 2017 study session, Council reached conclusions on questions #1 through #3 and #16 

and #21. (See November 20, 2017 agenda and minutes.). At its regular business meeting on January 16, 

2018, taking up the agenda item originally set for the December 18 study session, Council modified its 

previous conclusion on Question #2 and addressed questions #4 through #7.  (See December 18, 2017 and 

January 16, 2018 agenda and minutes.) At its April 3, 2018, regular business meeting, Council reached 
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conclusions on questions #8 through #12 and #30 and #31. (See April 3, 2018 agenda and minutes.)   At its 

July 16, 2018 study session, Council addressed questions #13 through #15.  (See July 16, 2018 agenda and 

minutes.) 

 

The “Council Conclusions” text under Questions #1 through #16, #22, #30, and #31constitute staff’s 

summary of what seemed to be the provisional position of a majority of Councilmembers on each question; 

Council has not taken votes on those conclusions, and may well modify those conclusions when the time 

comes for formal approval in ordinance amendments, resolutions or written policies.  Councilmembers may 

well want to review these tentative conclusions from previous meetings and point out at the December 4 

meeting any inaccuracies in the stated conclusions.  

 

The main reason for this agenda item, however, is to seek Councilmembers’ responses to questions #17 

through #20 and #23 through #29, which are highlighted in gray in Attachment A.  For these questions, a 

suggested conclusion is provided, along with some factors (“Points and Authorities”) and, in some cases, 

alternative conclusions to consider.   

 

The questions not previously addressed and not slated to be addressed as part of this December 4 agenda 

item (which are Questions #32 through #37) are set forth in the rest of Attachment A simply as questions, 

without staff-suggested conclusions or considerations to be weighed.  As time permits, these remaining 

questions will be scheduled for discussion at future Study Sessions or regular business meetings of the 

Council. 

 

FISCAL IMPACTS 

N/A 

 

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 

This agenda item is a next step in an extended conversation on clarifying and modifying, if appropriate, 

expectations about Council practices at study sessions and regular business meetings.  At this December 4 

meeting, Council is asked to address highlighted questions #17 through #20 and #23 through #29 in 

Attachment A.  The other questions in Attachment A are ones that Council has already addressed in previous 

meetings (#1 through #16, #22, #30, and #31) or has yet to address in future meetings.   

 

SUGGESTED NEXT STEPS 

As time permits at upcoming study sessions, Council will be asked to address the unanswered questions in 

Attachment A, along with questions Councilmembers may wish to add to the list.  Once agreement is reached 

on clarifications or changes to Council meeting practices, at future business meetings staff will propose 

ordinance amendments or resolutions needed to effect those changes or, perhaps, simple written 

interpretations of some rules.  

 

REFERENCES & ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Council Rules and Protocols (12/4/18 Version) 

 

http://www.ashland.or.us/agendas.asp?AMID=6933&Display=Agenda
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

COUNCIL RULES AND PROTOCOLS 

(12/04/18 Version) 
 

AGENDAS 

 
1. Question:  Should contracts above a specified dollar amount be presented as individual matters 

for Council decision, as opposed to being included on the Consent Agenda? 

 

Council Conclusion (11/20/17):  On a trial basis, the City Administrator should place approval of any 

contract/procurement in excess of $100,000 on the regular business agenda. 

 

2.  Question:  Should minutes of City advisory bodies be included in the Council agenda packets, 

along with a summary of which advisory bodies have met recently? 

 

Council Conclusion (1/16/18, modifying 11/20/17 tentative decision):  Minutes for all standing and 

ad hoc advisory bodies are available on the opening page of the City website by clicking on the “City 

Commissions” tab or by clicking “Agendas and Minutes” in the Quick Link section of the homepage 

and using the dropbox to select the desired commission, committee, or board.  Minutes are to be 

posted on the website shortly after each meeting whether approved or in not-yet-approved 

draft.   Electronic versions of agendas for regular City Council meetings include an item providing 

hyperlinks to the minutes for each standing board or commission. 

 

3. Question:  During a Council meeting, under what circumstances should the scheduled order of a 

meeting agenda be altered? 

 

Council Conclusion (11/20/17):  Councilors and the Mayor agree to adhere to the regular order of 

meeting agendas except in very rare circumstances and only after approval by a majority of the 

Council.  No ordinance revision is necessary. 

 

4. Question:  During a Council meeting, how should a Councilor go about adding an item to the 

agenda?   

 

Council Conclusion (1/16/18):  Retain current procedure, as provided in AMC 2.04.030C.  During a 

meeting, a Councilor may move to add an item to the agenda for that meeting (or a future meeting).  

In the normal order of business, a motion to add an item to an agenda should be made at the time 

designated for “Other Business from Council Members.”  But the Mayor could change the order of 

business so as to take up the motion to add the item earlier in the meeting.   If the motion to add an 

item to the current meeting’s agenda receives a second, any debate, and majority approval, the 

item normally would be placed in the “Other Business from Council Members” section of the 

agenda.  The Mayor, however, could decide to modify the order.   

 

 



 

 

5. Question: Outside of a meeting, how should a Councilor go about getting a matter added to an 

upcoming meeting agenda?   

 

Council Conclusion (1/16/18):  Retain current procedure as provided in AMC 2.04.030B.  An 

individual Councilor can get a matter added to a future Council meeting agenda by making a timely 

written request to the City Administrator, unless the item requires more than two hours of 

preparation by staff – in which case consent from a majority of the Council at a Council meeting is 

required. 

 

6. Question: How should a citizen go about getting a matter added to a Council meeting agenda?   

 

Council Conclusion (1/16/18):  Retain current procedure.  A citizen should make the request to any 

Councilor or the Mayor or City Administrator or to a City advisory board, commission, or committee 

or make the request as part of testimony during Public Forum. 

 

7. Question: During a Council meeting, how should a Councilor seek removal or postponement of a 

scheduled agenda item?   

 

Council Conclusion (1/16/18):  Retain current procedures, as provided in AMC 2.04.040C.4.b(3) and 

2.04.040C.4.j and k.  Before or at the outset of consideration of a matter, a Councilor may “object to 

consideration of the question.”  After consideration of a matter has begun, a Councilor may “move 

to postpone the matter to a certain time” or “move to postpone the matter indefinitely.”  These are 

parliamentary mechanisms for deferring an agenda item which is believed to be not yet ripe for 

consideration.   

 

8. Question: Should the pre-meeting Council packet include any presentation slides to be shown at 

the following week’s meeting? 

 

Council Conclusion (4/3/18):  Staff should make every effort to complete presentation slides in time 

for inclusion in the Council agenda packet.  If, after agenda packets are mailed out, changes to 

presentation slides become necessary to avoid misinformation, staff should highlight such changes 

early in Council’s consideration of the apposite agenda item.   

 

STUDY SESSIONS 

 
9. Question:  Should/could Study Sessions be made more useful by treating them less like briefings 

and more like sessions for interactive exploration of key topics, adopting minimal formalities for 

presentations by and questioning of staff and for discussion among Councilmembers?   

 

Council Conclusions (4/3/18):   

a. Study Sessions should continue to be televised and held at Council Chambers. 

b. A more roundtable-like seating arrangement for Study Sessions at Council Chambers should 

be tried on a provisional basis to determine whether such an arrangement would further 

informal, wide-ranging, and inclusive dialogue. 



 

 

c. Study Sessions should continue to begin at 5:30 p.m. on the Mondays before Tuesday 

business meetings.  Unless a majority votes to extend an additional 30 minutes, Study 

Sessions should conclude no later than 7:00 p.m. 

d. The preferred time for any Executive Sessions is just after adjournment of Study Sessions. 

e. The Look Ahead need not be presented as an agenda item at Study Sessions; instead, it 

should be distributed in advance via email, allowing Councilmembers to ask about particular 

planned future agenda items either before or at a Study Session.  

f. The Council should observe the current requirement in AMC 2.04.020C.2 that public forum 

presentations at a Study Session be limited to topics on the agenda for that Study Session. 

g. Allow citizens the normal time for presentation but allow Councilmembers unlimited time 

for follow-up dialogue with and exploratory questioning of presenters.  

   

10. Question: Should Council be precluded from making decisions at Study Sessions? 

 

Council Conclusions (4/3/18):   

a. Study Sessions should be for providing Councilmembers background information and 

providing staff a rough sense of Councilmembers’ interests and concerns about impending 

public issues.  

b. Retain current practice, as provided in AMC 2.04.020C.1: “Study sessions are for Council 

members to receive background information and recommendations from staff or invitees 

with expertise on City business; to ask questions, discuss options, express their individual 

views on matters that may be voted on in subsequent Regular or Special Meetings and to 

provide guidance to staff.  The Council may vote in Study Sessions on guidance to staff 

concerning matters to be presented to Council for decision at subsequent meetings.  By 

consensus, the Council also may direct staff to take action on other matters that do not 

require Council decision by ordinance or resolution….”   

c. In brief, provisional deliberations and decisions, including motions on directions to staff, are 

allowable at Study Sessions, but final decisions about resolutions, ordinances and policies 

are to be made at Regular business meetings. 

 

11. Question:  Should someone (the Mayor or City Administrator) be responsible for providing a 

summary of action taken/direction given at the end of each Study Session agenda item? 

 

Council Conclusion (4/3/18):    Yes 

 

COMMENTS/PRESENTATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE FROM CITIZENS 

 
12. Question:  Should a person speaking before the Council be required to state his or her street 

address? 

 

Council Conclusions (4/3/18):  Require that persons making presentations to Council state (1) which 

city they reside in; or (2) which county they reside in, if in an unincorporated area; or (3) the 

organizations for which they are speaking or with which they are affiliated with respect to their 

presentations.  Persons speaking at Public Forum or during public testimony on agenda items should 

include current contact information on the “Speaker Request” forms they submit to reserve an 



 

 

opportunity to address the Council. 

 

13. Question: How should time limits on speakers on scheduled agenda items be determined? 

 

Council Conclusion (7/16/18): For agenda items at regular Council business meetings, retain current 

AMC 2.04.050G.2, which makes the presiding officer responsible for setting time limits on public 

testimony on scheduled agenda items.  For Study Sessions, retain current AMC 2.04.050D.2, which 

limits public testimony to 15 minutes unless a majority of Councilors votes to extend that time. 

 

 

14. Question:  At what point during consideration of a scheduled agenda item, should members of the 

public be invited to present their views on the item? 

 

Council Conclusion (7/16/18): Following staff’s initial presentation on an agenda item and 

Councilmembers’ opportunity to ask staff clarifying questions, members of the public should be 

invited to present their views.  Next, Council may put to staff or invited “experts” any additional 

clarifying questions.  Then Council should begin deliberation on the agenda item, either in the form 

of general colloquy or in the form of specific motions and debate.  During this period of Council 

deliberation, members of the staff or invited “experts” may present additional information to the 

Council in response to a specific request from a Councilmember; during such Council deliberation, 

additional testimony from members of the public should be allowed only after a successful motion 

to suspend the rules. Any such questions and responses to and from non-Councilmembers allowed 

during Council deliberation should be to provide clarification of facts, and not to present 

argumentation or advocacy. 

 

 

15. Question: If a person goes to the trouble to provide public input on a matter, should the Council 

respond to that input immediately after?  During Council’s deliberation on the matter? 

 

Council Conclusion (7/16/18):  Councilmembers should refrain from responding to Public Forum or 

agenda item testimony by members of the public.  However, Councilmembers or City staff may be 

recognized by the Presiding Officer after completion of public testimony for purposes of correcting 

for the record any potentially misleading errors in a purported statement of fact. 

 

 

16. Question:  Should follow-up questioning of speakers be permitted without suspension of Council 

Rules? 

 

Council Conclusion (11/20/17):   Follow-up questions or responses by Councilmembers should be 

allowed without suspension of the rules (1) in Study Sessions; and (2) when the speaker is a subject 

matter expert invited by staff or Council to make a presentation.  Follow-up questions or responses 

by Councilmembers should not be allowed with respect to testimony by members of the public 

during Public Forum or during testimony on agenda items except in unusual circumstances and after 

suspension of the rules.  However, Councilmembers or City staff may be recognized by the presiding 

officer following testimony by members of the public for purposes of correcting for the record any 



 

 

patent errors of fact.  

 

17. Question: Following a presentation to Council from staff or an invitee, should members of the 
public be permitted to direct arguments or questions to the presenter? 
 
Staff-Suggested Conclusion:  Presentations during regular business meetings and Study Sessions 
should be directed to the Council.  Likewise, testimony by members of the public -- in Public Forum 
or in agenda item testimony -- should be directed to the Council, including any recommendations to 
the Council on questions to ask of staff or subject matter experts.  Members of the public should not 
pose questions directly to presenters. 

 
Points and Authorities: 

a. The Charter and Code assign to the Mayor and Council sole authority to manage meetings, 
which includes managing the time and resources to be dedicated to any particular topic and 
deciding what matters warrant further discussion and when. 

b. Providing direction to and requiring clarity and accountability from City staff are the 
exclusive responsibility of their supervisors and elective Councilmembers. 

c. Direct questioning of presenters could well result in lengthy debates on matters of little 
consequence to decision factors of importance to Councilmembers.  

 
Alternative Conclusion to Consider: 

a. Direct questioning of a presenter by someone other than a Councilmember could be made 
allowable upon approval of a motion to suspend the rules. 
 
 

 
18. Question: If discussion of an agenda item begins in one meeting and is continued to a subsequent 

meeting, should a member of the general public who spoke before the Council at the first meeting 
have opportunity to speak before the Council on the same topic at the subsequent meeting? 
 
Staff-Suggested Conclusion: In the event of continuation of an ordinance, resolution or quasi-judicial 
land use determination to a subsequent meeting, or when an ordinance is presented for  Second 
Reading, members of the general public who had an opportunity to testify on the agenda item in 
one meeting should only be able to testify at a subsequent meeting if and to the extent the item 
presented for approval at the subsequent meeting has been revised.  Continued agenda items other 
than quasi-judicial land use decisions, resolutions, or first or second readings of ordinances should 
not be subject to this rule. 

 
Points and Authorities: 

a. If a continued agenda item has been revised since its presentation at an earlier meeting, 
even members of the general public who testified at the earlier meeting should have the 
opportunity to address the proposed revisions.  

b. Repeated testimony on an unchanged agenda item uses up limited available Council 
meeting time without providing new information or insights for consideration. 

c. Ability to suspend this rule should not apply to continuations of quasi-judicial land use 
determinations because of statutory deadlines and required opportunities for replies from 
opposing parties. 

 
 



 

 

Alternative Conclusions to Consider: 
a. Council could make a motion to suspend the rules applicable to any follow-up testimony on 

a continued agenda item or to any follow-up testimony on Second Reading of an ordinance 
even absent changes on Second Reading. 
 

19. Question:  Should a citizen’s wish to testify on a matter on the Consent Agenda automatically 

cause the item to be pulled from the Consent Agenda for separate consideration by the Council, 

including public testimony? 

 

Staff-Suggested Conclusion:  If a citizen signs up at a regular business meeting to testify on an item 

on the Consent Agenda, Council should hear the testimony on the item before voting on it.  Then, a 

Councilor may ask that the agenda item be pulled from the Consent Agenda for separate Council 

consideration and voting.  

 

Points and Authorities: 
a. AMC 2.04.050G(1) already provides as follows: “If a member of the public or a Council 

member has requested time to speak on the consent agenda item, the presiding officer shall 
make time for a brief presentation by the requestor prior to the Council’s vote on the 
consent agenda. 

b. Because the above Code provision is arguably ambiguous as to Consent Agenda voting after 
a person has presented testimony on an item included in the Consent Agenda, Council may 
wish to revise the Code provision to reflect the final sentence in the above Staff-Suggested 
Conclusion. 
 

Alternative Conclusion to Consider:  
a. Retain current AMC 2.04.050G(1), in effect making it part of the presiding officer’s meeting 

management responsibilities to clarify the process of dealing with the Consent Agenda after 
public testimony on an item within it.   

 

 

20.  Question:  How should Councilmembers and staff respond to citizens’ correspondence sent 
directly to the entire Council?  Sent to the City Administrator or the department director with 
copies to the entire Council?  Sent to the City website?  Sent Directly to an individual 
Councilmember? 
 
Staff-Suggested Conclusions:  

a. If citizen correspondence is addressed to just one Councilmember and appears to seek a 
response from just that individual Councilmember -- even though others may be copied on 
the correspondence -- the addressee should decide how best to respond.  Staff should 
respond only upon request from the Councilmember and should send copies of the 
response to all Councilmembers. 

b. If citizen correspondence is addressed to more than one Councilmember and appears to 
seek a response from each Councilmember recipient, each Councilmember recipient should 
decide how best to respond.  Staff should respond only upon request from a 
Councilmember recipient and should send copies of the response to all Councilmembers. 

c.  If citizen correspondence seeking a response is addressed to the City Administrator or a 
Department Director, the recipient should respond directly to the correspondent and 
provide copies to the entire Council, whether or not all the Councilmembers received copies 
of the correspondence. 



 

 

d. If citizen correspondence seeking a response is sent to the City website, the City 
Administrator should make sure the correspondent receives an appropriate response from 
City staff, with a copy to the entire Council on issues of City wide significance.   

e. For citizen correspondence on Parks matters, the APRC Director or the Parks Commission 
should be responsible for deciding how best to respond and provide copies to City 
Councilmembers and the City Administrator as appropriate. 

 

 

21. Question:  Should the Council adopt formal guidelines for those attending and making 

presentations at Council meetings? 

 
Council Conclusion (7/17/18): Staff should establish clear guidelines for those attending and making 
presentations at Council meetings and make such guidelines readily available and perhaps augment 
them with a brief video presentation just prior to the start of Council meetings.  Written guidelines 
should cover at least the Council’s conclusions on Questions 12 – 19 above. 

 

DELIBERATION RULES 

 
22. Question:  Should every Councilor get a “turn” to speak on an issue before any Councilor gets a 

follow-up turn? 

 

Council Conclusion (11/20/17):  During Council business meetings, every Councilor should get a turn 

to speak about an issue under consideration before any other Councilor gets a follow-up turn.  

During Study Sessions however, this rule should not be observed. 

 

 

23. Question: How should the Council’s deliberation rule against negative remarks about the 

motivations or traits of others (AMC 2.04.040C.2) and the rule against criticizing any person in 

public meetings or emails (AMC 2.04.080D) be enforced? 

 

Staff-Suggested Conclusion:  Because of constitutional “free speech” guarantees, the admonition in 

AMC 2.04.080D to strive not to publicly criticize persons should be limited so as to apply only during 

meetings, where such comments can impede the conduct of official business.  The rules against 

negative personal remarks or comments about the motive or traits of others during meetings should 

be enforced by the presiding officer as described in current AMC 2.04.040C.3.  If Council agrees with 

staff’s recommendation, AMC 2.04.080D should be amended to remove application of the rule to 

“public electronic mail messages.” 

 

Points and Authorities: 
a. “The Mayor and Council members should strive not to criticize any person in a public 

meeting or in public electronic mail messages.”  AMC 2.04.080D. 

b.  “Council members, as well as members of the public speaking on Council agenda items, 

shall confine their remarks to the question under deliberation, avoid redundancy, speak only 

for themselves, and make no negative personal remarks or comments about the motives or 

personal traits of others.” AMC 2.04.040C.2. 



 

 

c.  “Disruptive behavior includes …making negative personal remarks or comments about the 

motives or personal traits of others, and refusing to obey an order of the presiding officer.” 

AMC 2.04.040C.3. 

d. AMC 2.04.040C.3 further says, “The presiding officer shall be responsible for ensuring order 

and decorum is maintained…. Any person’s failure to abide by the presiding officer’s 

instructions constitutes “disruption of a lawful assembly” as provided in 

ORS 166.025(1)(c) and may be cause for the presiding officer, or a majority of the 

Councilors, to direct a city official to remove the person from a Council meeting…. A 

direction or order of the presiding officer may be challenged by a point of order as set forth 

in AMC 2.04.040.C.4.b.(1).” 

e. The ordinance provisions quoted in excerpts a, b, and c above provide no adjudicatory 

process for determining whether an alleged violation of those rules has occurred and no 

prescribed sanctions in the event of a violation. 

f.  AMC 2.04.040C.3, however, does include clear direction that the presiding officer is to 

maintain order and decorum, including stopping members of the public, as well as Council 

members, from making negative personal remarks or comments about the motives or 

personal traits of others during a meeting.  If necessary, the presiding officer may fulfill that 

responsibility by having the offending person removed from the meeting in which the 

offense occurs.  By means of a Point of Order, a Councilor may challenge the presiding 

officer’s directive – including an ejection order – or the presiding officer’s failure to take 

action.   The presiding officer’s ruling on such a Point of Order may be overturned by an 

appeal of the ruling in which a majority of Councilors (not including the presiding officer) 

vote against upholding the ruling. 

g. Robert’s Rules of Order Newly Revised, 11th Edition (RONR), Section 61, pp.  644-48, sets 

forth at considerable length guidance consistent with AMC 2.04.040C.3 for dealing with 

disruptive personal attacks during a meeting. 

h. Although AMC 2.04.080D does say to strive to avoid criticizing any person in a public email 

message, neither City code nor Robert’s Rules suggests any sanction or adjudication process 

for such conduct when it occurs outside of a meeting.  And AMC 2.01.115 reinforces a 

Councilmember’s “free speech” right to express personal views in any forum. 

i. AMC 2.04.115 addresses a different but related circumstance:  “A Council member is free to 

express personal views on any issue in any forum as long as any statements he or she makes 

about the positions of the full City Council and the positions of other individual Council 

members are accurate and objective. Upon two-thirds vote of the entire Council, a Council 

member may be censured for noncompliance with this requirement.”  Neither state statutes 

nor other City ordinances mention “censure,” It is available as a disciplinary measure only 

when a Councilor has misrepresented the position of the Council or of another Councilor 

and only if two-thirds of those voting support a censure motion.   

 

Alternative Conclusions to Consider:   
a. Alternative 1:  Retain AMC 2.04.080D as is, because it expresses a worthy goal (“…should 

strive not to criticize…”) whether in meetings or in public emails, as opposed to establishing 
a fixed, enforceable rule. 

b. Alternative 2:  Repeal all of AMC 2.04.080, because it states as a voluntary goal (“…should 
strive not to criticize…”) what should be a minimum behavioral norm and requires 
evaluating the suspected intent prompting a person’s conduct.  Further, another existing 

https://ashland.municipal.codes/OR/ORS/166.025(1)(c)
https://ashland.municipal.codes/AMC/2.04.040.C


 

 

code provision, AMC 2.04.040C, has the same practical purpose of avoiding undue 
disruption, establishes a more determinate standard, and provides a modicum of 
enforceability. 

 
 

24. Question: Should the list of rules that Council can suspend be expanded?  

 

Staff-Suggested Conclusion:  Retain the current AMC 2.04.010E list of rules Council can temporarily 

suspend.  

 

Points and Authorities: 

a. Most of the Council rules codified in AMC 2.04 can only be modified through formal 

ordinance amendments.  AMC 2.04.010E.  Currently, these are the only codified Council 

rules that can be temporarily suspended by a successful Council motion to Suspend the 

Rules: 
1. AMC 2.04.020A (Regular Meeting days and times) 

2. AMC 2.04.020C (Study Session days, times, and content) 

3. AMC 2.04.040B (Attendance by electronic communication) 

4. AMC  2.04.040C.4 (Parliamentary procedure) 

5. AMC 2.04.050D.1 (Placement of Public Forum in agenda) 

6. AMC 2.04.050D.4 (Rules on requests to speak at Public Forum) 

7. AMC 2.04.050F.3 (Rules on requests to speak at Public Hearings) 

8. AMC 2.04.050G.1 (Opportunity for public comment on agenda items) 

9. AMC 2.04.050J.1 (Submittal of ordinances 14 days in advance of meeting) 

b. At least since AMC 2.04.010E was last modified, the current limited list of meeting rules 

susceptible to temporary suspension has been sufficient to accommodate Council’s needs 

whenever a situation warranted some relaxation of regular meeting procedures.  

 

 
25. Question:  How should a Councilor seek a suspension of Council rules? 

 

Robert’s Rules Conclusion: Suspension of the rules can be achieved by a two-thirds affirmative vote 

on a motion to “suspend the rules in order to….”   No debate or amendment is allowed, but a 

second is required and the Councilor making the motion can provide a brief justification. Robert’s 

Rules of Order Newly Revised, 11th Edition (RONR), Section 25, pp. 260-62. 

 

 

 



 

 

26. Question:  Should suspension of the rules always require a formal vote? 

 

Robert’s Rules Conclusion:  A Councilor can say, “I ask unanimous consent to suspend the rules in 

order to….”; the chair then asks if anyone objects and, if so, proceeds to take a vote as if a formal 

motion had been made.  Robert’s Rules of Order Newly Revised, 11th Edition (RONR), Section 25, pp. 

266-67. 

 

 

COUNCILMEMBER REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION OR ACTIONS FROM STAFF 

 
27. Question: Outside of a meeting, how should a Councilor go about getting information from staff if 

the request likely to require no more than two hours of staff time?  If the request is likely to 

require more than two hours of staff time? 

 

Staff-Suggested Conclusion:  

a. A Councilor seeking information from staff should channel the request through the City 

Administrator to the pertinent Department Head.  Email requests should be sent directly to 

the pertinent Department Head with a copy to the City Administrator. Requests for 

information should not be made directly to staff below Department Head level.  

b. If staff is likely to have to take more than two hours to provide a meaningful response to a 

request, the request must be approved by the Mayor or City Administrator or City Attorney, 

or by a majority vote of the Council. 

 

Points and Authorities: 

a. “Councilors may make inquiries of staff to increase their understanding of an issue or action. 

Councilors should limit requests for information from staff to questions that may be 

answered with minimal research. Requests that require significant staff time or resources 

(two hours or more) should be directed to the City Administrator and must be approved by 

the Mayor, City Administrator, City Attorney or by a majority vote of the City Council.” AMC 

2.04.080A. 

b. An objective time guideline helps establish clear expectations and standard procedures for 

responding to Councilor requests. 

c. A request from a Councilor directly to an employee below the level of Department Head 

may be interpreted incorrectly as an order to spend time on the response even at the 

expense of possibly more pressing departmental priorities. 

d. A Councilor who seeks information or opinions about City matters from an employee below 

the level of Department Head may obtain incomplete or unscrutinized input and, by 

circumventing normal “chain of command,” may inadvertently put the employee at risk of 

friction with superiors or peers. 

 

 

28. Question: How should staff below Department Head level handle a Councilor’s request for 

information that is likely to require more than two hours of staff time? 

 

Staff-Suggested Conclusions:  



 

 

a. If the request is for readily available information, the employee should promptly provide the 

requested information and inform the employee’s supervisor of the Councilor’s request and 

the information provided.  

b. If an employee below Department Head level receives a Councilor request for input that 

likely would require more than nominal time but fewer than two hours to produce, the 

employee should respond as follows: 

i. Employee should remind the requester that a management policy directs 

employees to forward to his or her supervisor any Councilor request to which a 

meaningful response is likely to take more than nominal staff time and should 

provide an estimate of the time required to produce the response to their 

Supervisor.  

ii. Employee should forward the requested information to his/her supervisor for 

transmittal to the Department Head, who should be the one to seek agreement with 

the requestor on expected response time and the one to transmit the requested 

information to the requester, as well as the City Administrator. 

c. When an employee below Department Head level receives a Councilor request for input 

that likely would require more than two hours to produce, the following steps should be 

taken: 

i. Employee should remind the requester that a management policy directs 

employees to forward to the appropriate Department Head any Councilor request 

to which a meaningful response is likely to take more than two hours of staff time 

and should provide an estimate of the time required to produce the response to 

their Supervisor. 

ii. The Department Head should ask the Mayor, City Administrator, or City Attorney to 

approve providing a response to the request or to add to an upcoming meeting 

agenda a question as to Council direction on whether and to what extent staff time 

should be devoted to responding to the request 

 

29. Question: Is the two-hour rule discussed in questions 27 and 28 above appropriate? 

 

Staff-suggested Conclusion:   A three hour threshold would be more realistic. 

 

Points and Authorities: 

a. Most Councilor questions can be readily answered without interfering with staff’s previously 

established priorities. 

b. Responses to Councilor requests requiring more than nominal time more often than not 

take between one and three hours for investigation, validation, drafting, and proofreading. 

c. Three hours seems a realistic threshold for requiring City Administrator, Mayor, City 

Attorney, or full Council direction on staff priorities. 

 

 

30. Question:  Should staff’s response to a Councilor’s inquiry always be sent to all Councilmembers? 

 

Council Conclusion (4/3/18):  Staff should provide all the Councilmembers copies of any responses to 

a Councilmember’s inquiries or suggested guidance. 

 



 

 

 

 

31. Question:  Should Councilmembers contact staff with questions or concerns about agenda items 

for upcoming meetings in advance of the meetings?  

 

Council Conclusion (4/3/18):  If possible, after receiving agenda packets, Councilors with questions 

or concerns they would like to have addressed at an upcoming meeting should so advise the 

relevant staff presenters or the City Administrator in advance of the meeting.  

 

32. What protocols, if any,  should Councilmembers observe for questioning or making suggestions to 

staff other than Department Heads and those in the office of the City Administrator? 

 

MISCELLANY 

 

33. Should individual Councilors serve as Council liaisons to the various City departments, similar to 

their roles as liaisons to City advisory bodies? 

34. Could changes be made to the Look Ahead to enhance its usefulness to Councilmembers? 

35. What role should Councilmembers play in hiring for positions below Department Head level? 

36. Should the current format for proposed ordinances and resolutions be revised?  
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