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CITY OF LAREDO 
SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

M2020-sc-05 
LIVE WEB LINK: http://laredotx.swagit.com/live 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 1110 
HOUSTON STREET 

LAREDO, TEXAS 78040 
August 7, 2020 

1:00 P.M. 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
 

Mayor Pete Saenz called the meeting to order. 
 

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
Mayor Pete Saenz led in the pledge of allegiance. 

 
III. MOMENT OF SILENCE 
 

Mayor Pete Saenz led in a moment of silence. 
 

IV. ROLL CALL 
 
In attendance: 
 
Pete Saenz     Mayor 
Rudy Gonzalez, Jr.    District I 
Vidal Rodriguez    District II 
Mercurio “Merc” Martinez, III  District III 
Alberto Torres, Jr.    District IV, Mayor Pro-Tempore 
Norma “Nelly” Vielma   District V 
Dr. Marte Martinez    District VI 
George J. Altgelt    District VII 
Roberto Balli     District VIII  
Jose A. Valdez, Jr.    City Secretary  
Robert Eads     City Manager 
Rosario Cabello    Deputy City Manager 
Kristina L. Hale    Asst. City Manager and Acting City Attorney 
Riazul Mia     Assistant City Manager 
 
Dr. Martinez joined at 1:31 p.m. 

 
Citizen comments 

 
Joe Baeza, Interim Public Information Officer, read public comments into the record. [Due to the 
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loss of audio, some public comments were not recorded]. 
 
Fernando Baldazo stated that the election is on November 3, 2020, urging Council not to move 
local elections to a different date where there will be a lower turnout, especially when local 
officials often complain about Laredo’s low attendance at polling stations. Low voter 
participation increases the instances of City Council incumbents winning their reelections.  
 
Carlo Bazan cautioned Council that the people are watching their actions, referencing 
maquinitas.  
 
Ruben Perez asked why Council would add another election date when the community has a 
notoriously low voter turnout, asking them to keep the election with general, uniform elections 
to save the taxpayers money.  

 
Mellie Hereford voiced her opinion that the community is being governed like a dictatorship, 
and citizens are being held hostage without the freedom to come and participate in the 
decision-making process of local government. She noted that there is no transparency and 
reminded Council that their face masks muffle their voices, making it difficult for citizens to 
understand what is being discussed, asking if that was intentional. She stated that the agenda 
item is not specific as to what is actually going to be discussed, which constitutes a Texas 
Open Meetings Act violation.  
 
Cm. Altgelt voiced his agreement that the agenda item does not meet the notice requirement 
for TOMA, which requires the City to give the public sufficient notice as to the nature of the 
discussion. The broad language of this item, without listing them, was cause for concern on his 
part. He asked for the City Attorney’s Office’s legal opinion on the agenda item language. 
Valeria Reyes, Assistant City Attorney, could not confirm a legal opinion on the agenda item.  
 
Cm. Altgelt initiated a motion to suspend the meeting until a legal opinion could be proffered to 
avoid any serious consequences that may result for a TOMA violation. Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
noted that he also had reservations regarding the agenda item language and subject material.  
 
MPT Torres noted that he would accept the decision of Council but reminded Council that they 
received this agenda three days ago, asking why no objections or questions were raised at 
that time. Had concerned Council Members raised the issue at that time, Council would not be 
wasting time on this deliberation or made an expenditure for the purchase of food. he noted 
that the Acting City Attorney had a family emergency that arose only 15 minutes before the 
start of the meeting, which is why she is unavailable to provide a legal opinion on the agenda 
language.  
 
Jose A. Valdez, Jr., City Secretary, confirmed that this language has been used previously for 
Charter amendment proposals in 2018. There were no issues at that time raised by Council. 
He explained that the Charter amendment proposals will go through two public hearings once 
they are approved by Council; they will be published and read into the record during those 
public hearings. This meeting is only to determine what Council wants to approve for 
placement on the election ballot, which will be posted in full.  



3  

 
MPT Torres reminded Council that the agenda is approved by the City Attorney’s Office and 
the Mayor before it is signed and posted. Therefore, those checks and balances provide a 
safeguard from TOMA violations. Mayor Saenz countered that Cm. Altgelt raised a valid 
concern.  
 
Robert Eads, City Manager, clarified that if staff had listed only those very specific Charter 
Amendment proposals, then Council would have been limited to only those items; the intent 
was to generalize the topic enough so that Council could have the opportunity for an engaging 
discussion that would allow other items to be added if Council wished. Cm. Altgelt countered 
that the proposals could have been listed along with the clause “and any other matters incident 
thereto” to include additional proposals. He noted that there are some controversial proposals 
up for discussion, and given that controversy, it would have made more sense to properly 
notify the public to capture the breadth of the subject at hand.  
 
Rosario Cabello, Deputy City Manager, confirmed that Mrs. Hale stated that there is no TOMA 
violation for the reasons stated by Mr. Valdez and Mr. Eads: this has been the wording in the 
past, and the approved amendments will be published in full during the public hearing 
processes. Cm. Altgelt withdrew his motion in light of the discussion.  
 
Motion to suspend the meeting until a legal opinion is supplied.  
 
Moved:  Cm. Altgelt 
Second:  Cm. Vielma 
Motion withdrawn.  
 
Mr. Baeza continued to read public comments into the record: Helio Chapuseauz stated that 
elections should be conducted as scheduled as it is a cornerstone of American values and 
civic duty; to amend election dates will jeopardize American rights.  
 
John Stabile voiced his support of the following City Charter amendments to be placed on the 
November ballot:  

1. Create an ordinance to convert the Charter Revision Commission to a quasi-judicial 
independent commission, meaning that all approved proposed changes to the 
Charter would go straight to the ballot and bypass City Council. The Commission 
would be provided an operating budget and one City staff member and would hire 
their own attorney.  

2. Change the Ethics Ordinance to convert the Ethics Commission to a quasi-judicial 
independent commission with the same abilities and resources as stated in #1 
regarding the Code of Ethics rather than the City Charter.  

3. Create a Charter section to eliminate the amount of discretionary funds [District 
Priority Funds] given to each Council Member. 

4. Create a stipulation providing penalties for violating the City Code of Ethics by 
employees and elected officials. 

5. Change the recall of an elected official to 10% of the voters in previous election.  
6. Create a mandate to stop and convert sports venue sales tax to economic 
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development sales tax.  
 

Polly Sue Moore asked Council to pass the amendments to the Charter as submitted by Mellie 
Hereford.  
 
Victor Gomez, Charter Revision Commission member, noted the misfortune that the 
Commission has been unable to meet in person to discuss an enormously important subject 
during the Coronavirus pandemic. He voiced his opinion that the Laredo City Charter is in dire 
need of revamping as well as his expectation that his and other Commission Members’ 
comments to not fall on deaf ears. He asked Council to place the Charter amendment 
proposals as presented by Mr. Stabile on the November ballot.  
 
Diana Espinoza asked if Council Members should be allowed to run for an additional term 
when filling out a vacant seat more than two years, voicing her belief that two terms should be 
the limit so as not to overstay their welcome. The community needs new ideas from different 
people. She stated that 10% of the people that voted in the previous election should suffice to 
make a determination of whether an elected official is recalled and voiced her opposition to 
10% of the registered voters as it makes the process extremely laborious. If the registered 
voters did not actually vote in the election, she questioned whether their opinions or inclusion 
should be accounted for in making these decisions.  
 
Irma Valenzuela noted that the emergency management team is doing a great job, but the 
severity and urgency they express during their meetings is not coming across in the media. 
team members must be more vocal and more visible with dire messages to the public on their 
own, since the media reports mostly the OCVID-19 numbers and very little else. She 
suggested that the media briefings be held at a time other than noon as this interferes with 
KGNS news broadcasts and to also broadcast the media briefings on the local government 
channel.  
 
Armando Cisneros, Charter Revision Commission member, voiced his satisfaction that Vice 
Chair Efrain Sanchez is in attendance at this meeting and thanked all Commission Members 
for their selfless service to the community. The Commission discussed discretionary funding 
[District Priority Funds] at length but did not get to vote on the matter. He noted that the 
Commission wants the voters to have a voice in this process as there is not a Charter directive 
or ordinance controlling these millions of dollars. He suggested that the Charter provide for an 
ordinance to regular district funding, noting that the ordinance can be amended as needed; 
codifying the process is necessary to prevent abuse. Also, he urged Council to send the moral 
turpitude provision that the Commission recommended to the voters as well as the proposed 
recall process requiring 10% of the number of actual voters in the previous election. He 
reminded Council that since the recall provision as originally adopted in 1981, only one recall 
election has actually taken place.  
 
Jose Salazar voiced his support of the amendments as presented by Mr. Stabile, as did H. 
Ramirez.  
 
Sylvia Castanos noted that Red Wing opposes the proposed Charter amendment to extend the 
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total possible lengths of terms for Council members and will mobilize their resources against 
the proposition if it goes to the ballot. The group does support the recall process of reverting 
back to 10% of the voters in the previous election as well as any change that increases and 
improves systems of accountability in local government. The 2016 change to the Charter made 
it exceedingly difficult for the community to recall a Council Member, though not impossible. 
She encouraged Council to allow this change to proceed. On June 1, 2020, Red Wing 
provided a list of recommendations for Council to consider in regards to the national 
conversation around policing, police budgets, and diversification of funding towards alternative, 
non-violent programs. She encouraged Council to consider more sustainable processes and to 
radically reconsider the institution of policing, which would free up millions of dollars.  
 

V. STAFF REPORTS 
 

1. Discussion with possible action regarding any proposed Charter Amendments for the 
November 3, 2020, General City Election; and any other matters incident thereto. 

 
Jose A. Valdez, Jr., City Secretary, explained that the Commission’s recommendations to 
Council were previously submitted by Commission Chair Judge Manuel Flores on March 2, 
2020; Proposed Amendment 1 amends Section 2.04(B) of the City Charter to define moral 
turpitude as “any offense under the Texas Penal Code which is classified as a felony, Class 
B misdemeanor, or any offense involving any theft or official misconduct under Chapter 39 
of the Texas Penal Code.”  
 
Cm. Vielma noted that “moral turpitude” is a term of art in law and in federal court; she 
suggested that language should be added here as standard to allow for “fraud or 
misrepresentation.” Alternatively, she suggested that the Charter use the federal definition 
of moral turpitude as the Commission’s suggestion narrows the definition to only the Texas 
Penal Code. Cm. Gonzalez initiated a motion to include both definitions, as recommended 
by the Commission and Cm. Vielma.  
 
MPT Torres asked to hear the federal definition of moral turpitude. Kristina L. Hale, 
Assistant City Manager and Acting City Attorney, could not confirm the federal definition, 
but Cm Vielma cited case law in which it is provided.  
 
Ricardo Benavides, Assistant City Attorney, explained that the definition or determination of 
moral turpitude typically depends upon the crime. The Commission determined that 
including a definition would help the City have a consistent definition to reference when 
making this determination. Cm. Vielma reiterated that federal case law establishes a 
definition of crimes involving moral turpitude, as well.  
 
Cm. Balli voiced his opposition to defining any class B misdemeanor as a crime of moral 
turpitude and noted that the definition does not include Class A misdemeanors which are 
more severe than class B. There are many class B misdemeanors that have not been 
considered a crime of moral turpitude by any court, and convictions of these types of 
misdemeanors that are not classified as moral turpitude do not prevent those convicted of 
holding many types of positions, such as law enforcement officers, physicians, and others. 
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He agreed with the felony inclusion but noted that it is already included in the City Charter. 
Mayor Saenz agreed with Cm. Balli’s arguments.  
 
Cm. Altgelt asked what led the Charter Revision Commission to make a blanket inclusion of 
class B misdemeanors. Efrain Sanchez, Charter Revision Commission Vice Chair, 
explained that the Commission intended to include class B and higher, noting that there 
must have been a miscommunication in which that stipulation was omitted.  
 
Cm. Balli suggested that Council remove class misdemeanors from the definition and use 
the definition as described in immigration courts. Ultimately, the matter of moral turpitude is 
determined in judicial interpretation, anyway. Class B misdemeanors is overkill, especially 
because class B convictions do not cause other City employees from losing their position 
with the City.  
 
Cm. Vielma explained that the federal court using immigration appeals as part of their 
sentencing guidelines. Mayor Saenz noted that the position of an elected official is held to a 
higher standard than other City positions, which would explain why class B misdemeanors 
are included in the moral turpitude definition.  
 
Cm. Altgelt noted the definition of moral turpitude according to the Board of Immigration 
Appeals as “an act of baseness, vileness, or depravity in the private and social duties which 
a man owes his fellow man or to society in general contrary to the accepted an customary 
rule of right and duty between man and man…Generally speaking, the crime must involve 
an intent to cause bodily harm, intent to defraud another or actual theft, a criminal offense 
involving the use of a weapon, recklessness that leads to serious bodily harm, drug 
offenses that include sale or distribution, or sexual misconduct.” He noted that this 
definition is consistent with Texas law, so using this definition as well as the Texas Penal 
Code will provide the City with some guidance. He noted his support of the Commission’s 
inclusion of “misrepresentation and fraud,” stating that he would support a motion that 
included the Texas definition, BIA definition, and the phrase “misrepresentation and fraud” 
while removing class B misdemeanor from the definition as it is overly broad. Cm. 
Gonzalez amended his motion to this effect.  
 
Dr. Marte Martinez noted that Council just heard from four different attorneys on this matter, 
all of whom had a different interpretation on the definition or intent of the definition; the 
court system has different interpretations as well. Therefore, it is clear that developing a 
clear definition of moral turpitude is a very difficult task, and he questioned Council’s ability 
to develop this definition if courts cannot even do so consistently. Cm. Vielma conceded to 
that sentiment.  
 
Cm. Altgelt noted that Council will have declaratory judgement action available to them if 
there is a dispute against any interpretation of something, like a contract or a statute; this 
could be a part of the City Charter to trigger staff to pursue this action if necessary. Mrs. 
Hale clarified that the current Charter provision is for Council to make the distinction of 
moral turpitude; to change the process to declaratory judgement action would require this 
provision to be changed, as well.  
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MPT Torres reminded Council that they have gone through this deliberation before and 
asked courts to make a determination and provide a definition; the judge declined to do so. 
Cm. Vielma explained that this particular judge declined because the matter was outside of 
his purview as a civil case, but filing a declaratory judgement action request is a different 
matter and would greatly serve the City, especially if a future Council has no sitting 
attorneys who are familiar with the subject matter.  
 
Cm. Altgelt added that the current motion would take the political pressure off of Council to 
make these determinations. He explained that in a declaratory judgement action, the judge 
is the final arbiter. He reminded Council that if a Council Member is convicted of a crime of 
moral turpitude, the Charter stipulates that the Member automatically forfeits their office; 
there is no need for a recall election. By providing a definition here, Council is actually 
adding a layer of protection to the elected official because a judge makes that 
determination.  
 
MPT Torres suggested taking the matter of forfeiture of office to the voters rather than 
making the process automatic. Mayor Saenz and Cm. Vielma countered that this is a waste 
of the judge’s time for a declaratory judgement action if the voters are to decide anyway. 
MPT Torres argued that Cm. Rodriguez went through a moral turpitude process, but if his 
constituents did not want him in office, they would have pursued a recall election. The fact 
that they did not proved that they wanted him as their elected official; instead, they 
reelected him for a second term. He noted that he is torn on this matter.  
 
Cm. Altgelt stated that Council is charged with self-policing; the motion at hand removes 
the politics from this process and provides the public with some assurance that the 
decisions made on this matter are not political and are treated clinically in the judicial 
process. Cm. Mercurio Martinez clarified that MPT Torres’s intention is that the judge’s 
determination of a Council Member committing a crime of moral turpitude would trigger an 
automatic recall election, not an automatic forfeiture of office.  
 
Mayor Saenz noted that once a judge makes a ruling of moral turpitude, that determination 
affects the entire City, not just the district of the affected Council Member. MPT Torres and 
Cm. Martinez countered that the recall election would only be voted upon by the district to 
which the elected official belongs, adding that not voting is still a decision or statement.  
 
Cm. Vielma noted that moral turpitude involves crimes that are vile, deceitful, and other 
repugnant qualities, asking if anyone wants to provide for an elected official convicted of 
such a crime to remain in position.  
 
Mayor Saenz asked if the convicted official would be allowed to appeal before s/he is 
automatically removed from office. Cm. Altgelt voiced his understanding that the holdover 
statute would apply until the judicial determination is made. Mrs. Hale clarified that it would 
likely holdover until the next election.  
 
Cm. Vielma noted that the judicial process is the cleanest way to define moral turpitude 
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because case law changes; Cm. Altgelt that case law is very fact-specific.  
 
Cm. Gonzalez noted that the crime of moral turpitude should apply to any conviction of the 
elected official, including their other profession outside of City Council. MPT Torres agreed. 
Upon the suggestion to separate the various parts of the definition under discussion, Cm. 
Gonzalez amended his motion to stipulate that felonies result in an automatic termination 
while misdemeanors that are determined to be those of moral turpitude automatically 
trigger a request for declaratory judgement action and then an automatic recall election if 
the court makes such a declaratory judgement.  
 
Motion to amend Section 2.04(B) of the City Charter to use the definition as described in 
Texas law, the Board of Immigration Appeals, and with the inclusion of “misrepresentation 
and fraud” while removing class B misdemeanors from the definition and to stipulate that 
felonies result in an automatic termination while misdemeanors that are determined to be 
those of moral turpitude automatically trigger a request for declaratory judgement action 
and then an automatic recall election if the court makes such a declaratory judgement and 
to apply this section to any Council Member in their non-Council professional should they 
be sanctioned in that profession of an action or behavior that falls under the definition of 
moral turpitude, as amended.  
 
Moved:  Cm. Gonzalez 
Second:  Cm. Altgelt 
For:  7   Against:  2   Abstain:  0 
 Cm. Gonzalez Dr. Marte Martinez 
 Cm. Rodriguez Cm. Balli 
 Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
 MPT Torres  
 Cm. Vielma 
 Cm. Altgelt 
 
Dr. Martinez voiced his opinion that Council is being too hasty on this matter, to which Cm. 
Balli agreed and added that he supported making the issue simply a judicial determination 
but could not agree with the lack of forethought on the additional changes.  
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 2 amends Section 2.04(B) by providing that 
any violation of Sections 2.03(B) [Appointments and Approvals] and 2.03(C) [Interference 
with Administration] shall constitute official misconduct and be grounds for forfeiture of 
office, upon an affirmative vote of six Council Members.  
 
MPT Torres reminded Council that they do not want another ballot with too many Charter 
amendment proposals and suggested that they limit what is needed to go onto the ballot.  
 
Cm. Balli stated that this amendment can be widely interpreted and would also be subject 
to political influence. It could be unfairly administered by the rest of Council. He voiced his 
opinion that this item reeks of politics. If a Council Member oversteps their boundaries with 
a member of staff, management has a duty to correct that, and there are other methods of 
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dealing with this issue than removal from office. He initiated a motion to remove Proposed 
Amendment 2 from the November ballot.  
 
Motion to remove Proposed Amendment 2 from the November ballot.  
 
Moved:  Cm. Balli  
Second:  Cm. Gonzalez 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 3 amends Section 2.07(C) to provide that 
only five Council Members will constitute a quorum and not four Council Members and the 
Mayor. He explained that the Commission made this proposal based on the belief that 
Council meetings needed representation by a majority of the individual districts even 
though the Mayor represents the City at large. Cm. Balli initiated a motion to place this 
proposal on the ballot. 
 
Mayor Saenz noted that sometimes, he is the only reason that a meeting makes quorum. 
Mr. Valdez clarified that the Commission’s intention is not to discourage the Mayor to 
attend Council Meetings but to encourage at least five Council Members to attend every 
meeting. He also reminded Council that “Council Member” is defined in Charter.  
 
Dr. Martinez noted his understanding that this proposal simply intends to clean up the 
language of the Charter, but he noted that it is redundant. He voiced his preference to the 
current language of this section of the Charter. Mayor Saenz agreed, noting that Council 
will miss out on conducting City business if a quorum cannot be established.  
 
Cm. Balli agreed that the proposal is redundant and withdrew his motion. 
 
Motion to place Proposed Amendment 3 on the November ballot. 
 
Moved:  Cm. Balli 
Second:  Cm. Gonzalez 
Motion withdrawn. 
 
Cm. Altgelt initiated a motion to remove Proposed Amendment 3 from the November ballot. 
 
Motion to remove Proposed Amendment 3 from the November ballot. 
 
Moved:  Cm. Altgelt 
Second:  Dr. Marte Martinez 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 4 amends Section 2.09(B) to require that 
every ordinance be read aloud upon its introduction.  
 
Mrs. Hale explained that currently, Council is only required to read public hearings aloud 
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into the record. MPT Torres reminded Council that they do not finish Council meetings as it 
is; by reading all introductory ordinances into the record will only draw out the meetings 
further when the public has access to the wording of the ordinances on the agendas and on 
the screen during the meeting broadcasts.  
 
Cm. Martinez noted that what truly is taking a long time is to read the public comments into 
the record; multiple Council Members reminded him that by law they must be read into the 
record.  
 
Cm. Altgelt initiated a motion to remove Proposed Amendment 4 from the November ballot.  
 
Motion to remove Proposed Amendment 4 from the November ballot. 
 
Moved:  Cm. Altgelt 
Second:  Dr. Marte Martinez 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 5 amends Section 2.15(4) to stipulate that 
the Mayor’s veto must be exercised within two regularly-scheduled Council meetings and 
that the vote to override the Mayor’s veto must be made at the same meeting as the veto. 
Dr. Martinez initiated a motion to include this proposal on the ballot.  
 
Cm. Altgelt reminded Council that the Mayor’s veto is rarely used, but he foresaw a 
situation in which the Mayor exercises his veto at a time when evidence comes to light after 
the fact, perhaps after the proposed two regularly-scheduled meetings had transpired. In 
such a situation, it would be wise to allow the Mayor to benefit from hindsight and exercise 
his veto.  
 
Mayor Saenz voiced his concern that City business should continue, and two regularly-
scheduled Council meetings typically constitutes a month. Usually, he is informed of 
something wrong very soon after the Council meeting in which the problematic action was 
taken.  
 
Cm. Altgelt suggested an amendment that the Mayor’s veto be executed within two 
regularly-scheduled meetings unless it is discovered that some sort of unethical or criminal 
activity took place. Dr. Martinez did not accept the amendment at this time, agreeing with 
Mayor Saenz that City business must continue. Mayor Saenz added that there are other 
remedies that can occur, especially if contracts are already in place.  
 
Cm. Balli agreed with adding this proposal to the ballot but noted that the actual timeline 
could be defined since there are some months in which Council only has one regularly-
scheduled meeting. During those times, this could extend the Mayor’s veto to more than a 
month. He suggested that the proposal could read “within 30 days” as opposed to “within 
two regularly-scheduled Council meetings.” Giving the Mayor the discretion to determine if 
any wrongdoing has occurred could be politicized or abused by a future Mayor. He agreed 
that there are other legal remedies for any unethical or criminal activity that is discovered.  
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Cm. Altgelt suggested amending the motion so that the Mayor’s veto be overridden by six 
votes rather than the current five votes. Dr. Martinez did not accept the amendment, noting 
that Council has already considered such an action.  
 
Motion to include Proposed Amendment 5 on the November ballot. 
 
Moved:  Dr. Marte Martinez 
Second:  Cm. Gonzalez 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 6 amends Section 9.01 to require that the 
Planning and Zoning Director have a certification from the American Institute of Certified 
Planners. MPT Torres initiated a motion to remove this proposal from the ballot as there 
are no certifications or memberships required of any other Department heads in the City 
Charter.  
 
Cm. Altgelt reminded Council that the City had a long-term Planning Director who was not a 
planner at all; he was an attorney. Good planning for the short-, medium-, and long-term 
was not a priority of that Department as a result, and the Director did not even participate in 
the Viva Laredo Comprehensive Plan. Having a Department Director with the right 
certifications is of high importance and necessary if the Comprehensive Plan is ever going 
to take off. He asked Council to include this proposal on the November ballot.  
 
Cm. Rodriguez disagreed, noting that certification does not make someone the best fit for 
the position. If the Planning Director is unfit for the position, then that is on the City 
Manager for making the recommendation to Council and Council for confirming that 
recommendation.  
 
Cm. Martinez agreed with Cm. Altgelt, noting that the planning of our City is incredibly 
important. There are people who receive college degrees and extensive training just so 
they can build a successful, thriving city. The Comprehensive Plan is a living, changing 
document that needs someone with expertise to determine when those ever-changing 
citizen mandates require adjustments.  
 
Mayor Saenz noted that Laredo is a large city now, and having someone untrained in this 
position cannot occur; he voiced his agreement with Cm. Altgelt and Cm. Martinez. 
However, he reminded Council that politics can potentially enter the situation when it 
comes to the City Manager’s recommendation or Council’s vote. If politics are to rule, he 
voiced his preference for a licensed planner in this position.  
 
Cm. Balli noted that this certification is not a requirement in most other cities, voicing his 
opinion that putting this in the City Charter is not the correct way to ensure the 
qualifications of a City Planner or any employee; that should be addressed by the Human 
Resources Department. He voiced his disagreement that a City Planner must have this 
particular certification, as most Planners have a degree in urban and regional planning; 
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however, if Council is to require a certification, he disagreed that it should be codified in the 
City Charter. He recalled addressing the qualifications for this position at a previous Council 
meeting anyway with staff, particularly Human Resources, and asked why the matter was 
brought up again with regards to the Charter; if he was in error, he suggested taking this 
matter up at a regular Council meeting outside the scope of the Charter.  
 
Robert Eads, City Manager, clarified that certification does not guarantee anything for the 
City; certification is not equal to a degree in planning. The City must also be mindful of its 
recruiting process to attract top talent, which can be a struggle. He noted the City’s 
fortunate that the current Planning Director is certified, but in the future if the position is 
vacant and none of the candidates have that certification, whoever is selected would have 
to violate the City Charter in order to assume the role. This puts an undue problem before 
the City, especially since Council can mandate qualifications with the Human Resources 
Department.  
 
Motion to remove Proposed Amendment 6 from the November ballot. 
 
Moved:  MPT Torres 
Second:  Cm. Gonzalez 
For:  5   Against:  3   Abstain:  0 
 Cm. Gonzalez Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
 Cm. Rodirguez Cm. Vielma 
 MPT Torres  Cm. Altgelt 
 Dr. Marte Martinez 
 Cm. Balli 
 
Dr. Martinez asked that this subject be placed on the next Council agenda under his 
discussion section.  
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 7 amends Section 10.02 to implement a 
candidate filing fee or signature petition in lieu of the filing fee, as provided by ordinance 
and Texas Election Code. He noted that this was previously proposed by City Council on 
April 2, 2018 and sent to the Commission for review.  
 
MPT Torres initiated a motion to remove this proposal from the ballot. Mayor Saenz noted 
that while he saw some merit to a filing fee or signature petition, he conceded that not 
including the proposal is more democratic.  
 
Cm. Martinez noted that it is a citizen’s right to run for office. Upon a rapid amount of 
discussion, MPT Torres withdrew his second to allow for more discussion before a motion 
is put forth.  
 
Motion to remove Proposed Amendment 7 from the November ballot. 
 
Moved:  MPT Torres 
Second:  Cm. Altgelt 
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Motion withdrawn.  
 
Cm. Balli noted that election come at great expense to the taxpayers; some of that 
expensed should be bared by the candidates. Someone who is not that interested in 
running or campaigning and simply places their name on the ballot, the vote may be split 
and require a runoff election; the taxpayer has to pay for that runoff election, which is also 
very expensive. He noted that he went to a runoff election because of only six votes. 
Because these elections cost the taxpayers so much money, he voiced his opinion that the 
candidates should bare a fee to help offset some of the cost. If someone is interested in 
running for office but does not have the money to pay the fee, there is a mechanism in 
state law for the candidate to gather signatures of support in lieu of a filing fee. This will 
prevent any indigent individuals from being excluded from the election process. He initiated 
a motion to include this proposal on the November ballot with a fee to be determined by the 
City Secretary or City Council at a later date.  
 
Mr. Valdez explained that the filing fees are typically between $100-$250 for Council 
Districts and $250-$500 for the Mayor position. The law stipulates that the signature 
requirement be about 0.5% of the territory for that position based on the voters of the last 
election.  
 
MPT Torres reminded Council that staff can work on the language and bring it to Council 
during the two public hearings; the details can be hashed out at that time rather than right 
now. Mr. Valdez confirmed that Council directive will determine the minimum filing fee via 
ordinance at a later time, if the proposition is approved by the voters.  
 
Motion to include Proposed Amendment 7 on the November ballot. 
 
Moved:  Cm. Balli 
Second:  Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 8 amends Section 11.01 by changing the 
requirement that recall petitions be signed by ten percent (10%) of the registered voters to 
ten percent (10%) of the votes cast in the City election to which the elected official was 
elected to office.  
 
Cm. Altgelt initiated a motion to include this amendment on the ballot. Cm. Martinez 
disagreed with the notion of 10% in the first place. Cm. Altgelt explained that the past 
change to this section was kicked to the voters among many other Charter provisions, 
where it was swept up among a lot of other “Yes” votes. When the threshold is 10% of the 
votes cast, then the elected official is directly beholden to their constituents. When the 
threshold is increased to 10% of the registered voters, the system is diluted and is made 
less democratic; the elected official is less beholden to their constituents. He encouraged 
Council to let the voters decide if they want Council to be more or less accountable to them.  
 
Cm. Martinez voiced his opinion that 10% is a small amount, but he reiterated that a person 
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who does not go out to vote is also stating a preference by their no-vote. Cm. Altgelt 
countered that the City should not accept non-participation as acceptable in the community.  
 
Cm. Vielma noted a good basis for this proposal. There is always some percentage that is 
meaningful, noting that the 0.5% Mr. Valdez previously cited from state law was 0.5% of the 
votes cast, not the registered voters of that territory. Laredo’s voter turnout is already low; 
the COVID-19 pandemic is very likely to further decrease the turnout to the polls this 
November. If Council does not push this proposal to the ballot and instead leaves this 
provision the way it is, the result is voter suppression. She encouraged Council to revert 
back to the original language, noting the support in state law. While 10% of the votes cast 
is not that high, she noted that it is still a sufficient challenge for the public to achieve.  
 
MPT Torres reminded Council that this issue went to the voters two years ago and was 
passed to the current language; he disagreed with the argument of voter suppression 
because the voters decided to make this change. Just because some Council Members do 
not like how the vote turned out is not justification to putting it back on the ballot. He voiced 
his support of the current language.  
 
Cm. Vielma asked for feedback from the Charter Revision Commission since this proposal 
came from them and not Council. Mr. Valdez recalled significant debate with the same 
concerns at the Commission. Mr. Sanchez clarified that this amendment proposal was 
voted down by the Commission. It is listed because it was initiated by Council a couple of 
years ago, but the Commission ultimately against moving forward with the proposal, though 
the vote was very close. The Commission wanted to make the process not prohibitive to 
initiate a recall election, but they also did not want to make the process whimsical enough 
to be abused by the public. Since this issue was voted upon by the public a couple of years 
ago, the Commission did not want to drudge the matter back up. Mr. Sanchez conceded 
that several Commission Members believed that the voters were not fully aware of what 
they were voting on, but that was a matter of opinion. It was believed by some that this 
proposal was between several other proposals with clear “Yes” votes and might have been 
overlooked or swept up in a series of “Yes” votes. However, he clarified that nobody can 
know this for certain.  
 
Cm. Balli voiced his understanding that all of the proposals being discussed at this meeting 
were passed by the Commission; he asked why Council would be asked to consider a 
proposal that was not even recommended by the Charter Revision Commission. Mr. Valdez 
clarified his and staff’s recollection and understanding that these proposals were all 
approved. Cm. Vielma confirmed that the list of action taken by the Commission as 
provided by the City Secretary’s Office shows that the Commission approved the proposal 
on September 18, 2019.  
 
Mr. Benavides clarified that Judge Flores, when he presented to Council, read this proposal 
as part of the Commission’s recommendations to Council. Mr. Valdez confirmed that staff 
will check that Commission meeting again to verify the motion and vote.  
 
Motion to include Proposed Amendment 8 on the November ballot.  
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Moved:  Cm. Altgelt 
Second:  Cm. Vielma 
For:  2   Against:  6   Abstain:  0 
 Cm. Vielma Cm. Gonzalez 
 Cm. Altgelt Cm. Rodriguez 
  Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
  MPT Torres 
  Dr. Marte Martinez 
  Cm. Balli 
 
Motion fails.  
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 9 amends Section 12.02 to provide that a 
violation of the City Charter will constitute a violation of the Ethics Ordinance unless 
otherwise prohibited by law or unless otherwise governed by another body or individual.  
 
Mr. Benavides explained that the ethics ordinance does not provide jurisdiction to the 
Ethics Commission to hear or review complaints regarding potential City Charter violations. 
This amendment would allow them to do so. Cm. Altgelt initiated a motion to include this 
proposal on the ballot.  
 
Dr. Martinez noted that the Ethics Commission’s responsibilities should remain in the 
purview of ethics rather than the Charter. He questioned why this proposal is being 
recommended as the two Commissions are clearly separated.  
 
Motion to include Proposed Amendment 9 in the November ballot.  
 
Moved:  Cm. Altgelt 
Second:  Mayor Saenz 
For:  2   Against:  6   Abstain:  0 
 Cm. Vielma Cm. Gonzalez 
 Cm. Altgelt Cm. Rodriguez 
  Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
  MPT Torres  
  Dr. Marte Martinez 
  Cm. Balli 
 
Motion fails.  
 
Mr. Valdez reported that Proposed Amendment 10 amends Section 12.06(A)(5) to provide 
that the Mayor, in addition to the City Council, may participate in political activities so long 
as they do not utilize any City resources while doing so.  
 
MPT Torres initiated a motion to remove this proposal from the ballot, stating that the 
Mayor is a representative of the City; allowing him to participate in political activity could be 
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interpreted or perceived as an endorsement from the City as a whole. He noted a 
difference between a Council Member and a Mayor.  
 
Mayor Saenz noted that everything could be interpreted as political; once Council takes 
action, that action becomes local law. In essence, not allowing the Mayor to participate 
would cut him off from debate in the appearance of neutrality; he stated his opinion that this 
was not the intention and that debate is very democratic. MPT Torres clarified that the 
political participation may be misinterpreted.  
 
Cm. Balli reminded Council that this proposal would not prevent the Mayor from 
participating in policy debate with Council; “political activity” includes supporting or 
speaking against political candidates or advocating for or against any Charter amendment 
proposals on the upcoming ballot. To his understanding, Council Members can support 
political candidates or ballot propositions, but the Mayor cannot. This proposed amendment 
means to treat the Mayor like any other member of Council so long as no City resources 
are used in that political activity. He voiced his opinion that the Mayor should be allowed to 
take a political stance like the rest of Council are allowed to do as long as public funds are 
not used.  
 
MPT Torres withdrew his motion in light of the discussion.  
 
Motion to remove Proposed Amendment 10 from the November ballot. 
 
Moved:  MPT Torres 
Second:  Cm. Rodriguez 
Motion withdrawn.  
 
Mr. Sanchez agreed that the Commission’s intention was as described by Cm. Balli, to be 
inclusive to the Mayor.  
 
Motion to include Proposed Amendment 10 on the November ballot.  
 
Motion:  MPT Torres 
Second:  Cm. Rodriguez 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Mr. Valdez reminded Council of several proposed amendments that were already approved 
by Council to appear on the November ballot: Proposed Amendment A provides that a 
person elected to City Council through a special election to fill a vacant seat may still serve 
two more four-year terms.  
 
Proposed Amendment B creates a section to require that both Fire and Police Department 
contracts be negotiated concurrently and be negotiated during non-election years. Mrs. 
Hale noted that staff wanted to bring this matter back to Council with the stipulation that it 
may not be enforceable with regards with having collective bargaining on non-election 
years.  
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John Ferguson, lead negotiator on collective bargaining with the Laredo Police Officers’ 
Association, explained that the proposed amendment conflicts directly with Chapter 174 of 
the Local Government Code, which requires the City to engage in collective bargaining with 
the LPOA and the Laredo Firefighters’ Association but does not compel either association 
to agree to any particular contract term. The duration of the CBA is a contract term; 
currently, the associations have different expiration dates. If the City does not secure an 
agreement by the end of the current contract with LPOA, they automatically renew until a 
new agreement is reached or until September 30, 2020 at the latest. the LFFA contract can 
renew as late as September 30, 2022. He informed Council that each organization’s 
agreement has different language and terms, including the “evergreen” clauses.  
 
Cm. Altgelt noted that September 2020 and 2022 are both in the middle of election season.  
 
Motion to table Proposed Amendment B and bring it back to the next Council meeting with 
any proposed language that would be consistent with Chapter 174 of the Local 
Government Code.  
 
Moved:  Dr. Marte Martinez  
Second:  MPT Torres  
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Cm. Altgelt initiated a motion to table Proposed Amendment A.  
 
Motion to table Proposed Amendment A. 
 
Moved:  Cm. Altgelt 
Second:  Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
For:  3   Against:  5   Abstain:  0 
 Cm. Gonzalez Cm. Rodriguez 
 Cm. Vielma Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
 Cm. Altgelt MPT Torres  
  Dr. Marte Martinez 
  Cm. Balli 
 
Motion fails.  
 
Cm. Martinez initiated a motion to amend Proposed Amendment A to remove the word 
“more” so that the amendment reads as follows: “Proposed Amendment A provides that a 
person elected to City Council through a special election to fill a vacant seat may still serve 
two four-year terms.” 
 
Cm. Altgelt stated that this revised amendment violates the law and noted that he would not 
support it. Cm. Balli countered that the Fourth Court of Appeals merely interpreted a 
Charter provision; they do not create the law, and arguments that this amendment violate 
the law would be absurd. He added that the term used in the City Charter is “unexpired 



18  

term,” suggesting that Council use it for consistency. Cm. Martinez accepted the 
suggestion as an amendment.  
 
Motion to amend Proposed Amendment A to read as: “Proposed Amendment A provides 
that a person elected to City Council through a special election to fill a vacant seat may 
serve the unexpired term in addition to two four-year terms,” as amended.  
 
Moved:  Cm. Mercurio Martinez 
Second:  Dr. Marte Martinez 
For:  5   Against:  3   Abstain:  0 
 Cm. Rodriguez Cm. Gonzalez 
 Cm. Mercurio Martinez Cm. Vielma 
 MPT Torres  Cm. Altgelt 
 Dr. Marte Martinez 
 Cm. Balli 
 
Proposed Amendment C provides that any proposed bond valued at over 10% of the 
comprehensive budget, excluding those issued through the Enterprise funds, for capital 
improvement projects must be approved through a ballot referendum.  
 
Motion to proceed with Proposed Amendment C remaining on the November ballot.  
 
Moved:  MPT Torres 
Second:  Cm. Vielma 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
MPT Torres noted that the provision for the qualifications of the City Manager is worded so 
that the Human Resources Department was forced to deny or reject many of the 
applicants. The Charter requires a bachelor’s degree and no less than seven years in 
municipal government; there were many applicants who had government experience but 
not municipal (i.e. county and larger governmental entities). He also questioned why the 
number seven was selected, as it appears to be arbitrary. He initiated a motion that the 
provision be amended to require that the City Manager shall have a bachelor’s degree and 
no less than eight years’ experience in government and to also require a master’s degree. 
He amended the motion to include business experience at the suggestion of Mayor Saenz.  
 
Cm. Balli noted that just earlier Council was arguing about not putting restrictive 
qualifications in the Charter for a certified Planner, stating that it is absurd to make this 
proposed amendment at this time to include non-government or non-municipal candidates 
to the pool. 
 
Mr. Eads cautioned Council that if a City Manager does not understand government 
financing, then that individual will not succeed in this position or improve the City. Cm. 
Altgelt countered that government financing often means increasing taxes to the citizens; 
he voiced his preference for a “business” mentality that will not automatically knows one 
cannot “draw from the same well.”  
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Mayor Saenz reminded Council that recruitment staff will take into consideration all of the 
merits and weaknesses of each candidate. A CEO of a large corporation has likely worked 
with government before or understands how government works. Cm. Altgelt agreed that 
private sector experience is essential for coming into a governmental workspace.  
 
MPT Torres suggested that the experience be listed as “government, economic 
development, or a related field,” giving the Human Resources Department the discretion to 
interpret what constitutes a related field.  
 
Rosario Cabello, Deputy City Manager, reminded Council that the City Manager position is 
a very difficult position if you have not been in that position due to the technical, difficult 
decisions that must be made at the management level. She voiced her doubt that any 
person with experience outside of municipal government would be able to handle those 
duties right away.  
 
Cm. Rodriguez voiced his opposition to requiring a master’s degree, noting that there are 
some very capable candidates or staff members who do not have one.  
 
Mr. Eads urged Council to keep the standard high for this position and not to dilute the 
position by bringing in non-governmental or non-municipal candidates.  
 
Motion to amend Section 3.02 of the City Charter to require the City Manager to have a 
bachelor’s degree and master’s degree and no less than eight years’ experience in 
government, economic development, or a related field, five of which must be supervisory or 
managerial experience and require a master’s degree, as amended.  
 
Moved:  MPT Torres 
Second:  Cm. Altgelt  
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Motion to amend Section 7.01 and 7.03 of the Charter to allow the Tax Assessor-Collector 
to subcontract tax collection services to a third party. 
 
Moved:  Cm. Vielma 
Second:  MPT Torres 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 
 
Cm. Altgelt initiated a motion to include two proposed Charter amendments as presented 
by Victor Gomez in the public comments on the November ballot. The proposals are to 
make the Charter Revision Commission and the Ethics Commission quasi-judicial in 
nature.  
 
Cm. Balli reminded Council that the Charter Revision Commission did not approve the 
suggestions made by Mr. Gomez.  
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Investigator Baeza repeated Mr. Gomez’s two proposals: 
 

1. Create an ordinance to convert the Charter Revision Commission to a quasi-judicial 
independent commission, meaning that all approved proposed changes to the 
Charter would go straight to the ballot and bypass City Council. The Commission 
would be provided an operating budget and one City staff member and would hire 
their own attorney.  

2. Change the Ethics Ordinance to convert the Ethics Commission to a quasi-judicial 
independent commission with the same abilities and resources as stated in #1 
regarding the Code of Ethics rather than the City Charter.  

 
Cm. Altgelt clarified that his intention is to add these proposals to the November ballot but 
not with the stipulation that the Charter Revision Commission will bypass Council. Mrs. 
Hale confirmed that state law requires that any proposed changes to the City Charter must 
come before the City Council. Cm. Altgelt stipulated that he supports the Ethics 
Commission bypassing Council and bringing their matters straight to the electorate.  
 
Cm. Martinez voiced his concern that the Ethics Commission, by bypassing Council, will 
have the power to remove an elected official from office. He urged Council to have a 
process in place to prevent something like this from happening.  
 
Mrs. Hale reminded Council that the City hired independent outside counsel who 
specializes in ethics codes who said that the City of Laredo’s code is one of the strictest 
that he has ever seen. Therefore, these recommendations are not heard of in Texas or the 
country. Cm. Altgelt disagreed, noting that the ethics ordinance has no teeth and 
misconduct has only resulted in “slaps on the wrist.”  
 
Dr. Martinez voiced his opinion that some members of Council are always searching for 
wrongdoing of others and gets disappointed if they are given a “slap on the wrist.” He noted 
that sometimes, elected officials make mistakes as humans, but some members of Council 
always want to bring down a very strict punishment as if the elected official in error 
behaved with malicious intent. If the City has one of the strictest ethics ordinances in the 
State of Texas and do not get harsh punishments for complaints or perceived violations, 
then he suggested that perhaps those officials are not committing terrible acts, which 
should be acceptable to Council. Council should be happy that Council Members, staff, or 
management are not being severely punished because they are not committing gross 
misconduct.  
 
Mayor Saenz noted his support of these Commissions being more independent but voiced 
his hesitancy over the intricacies of this topic which need more discussion. Cm. Altgelt 
withdrew his motion.  
 
Motion to include the proposed Charter amendments as presented with the exception that 
Charter Revision Commission proposed changes do not bypass City Council, as amended.  
 
Moved:  Cm. Altgelt 
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Second:  Cm. Vielma 
Motion withdrawn.  
 
Cm. Altgelt initiated a motion to direct staff to bring suggestions back to Council regarding 
making the Charter Revision Commission and the Ethics Commission more independent in 
a quasi-judicial capacity.  
 
Motion to direct staff to bring suggestions back to Council regarding making the Charter 
Revision Commission and the Ethics Commission more independent in a quasi-judicial 
capacity.  
 
Moved:  Cm. Altgelt 
Second:  Cm. Vielma 
For:  5   Against:  4   Abstain:  0 
 Mayor Saenz Cm. Rodriguez 
 Cm. Gonzalez MPT Torres 
 Cm. Mercurio Martinez Dr. Marte Martinez 
 Cm. Vielma Cm. Balli 
 Cm. Altgelt 
 

VI. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 

None  
 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
Motion to adjourn. 
 
Moved:  MPT Torres 
Second:  Cm. Rodriguez 
For:  8   Against:  0   Abstain:  0 


