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SUBJECT: Mayor Veto: Council Reconsideration 
 
DATE: November 27, 2019 
 
FROM: Jori Burnett 
 
PRESENTATION BY: Jori Burnett 
 

 
EXHIBIT 1: Mayoral Veto Letter (November 25, 2019) 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  The City Council is asked to reconsider an ordinance vetoed 
by Mayor Jon Mutchler on November 25, 2019.  The ordinance will become null and void 
unless at least five councilmembers vote to override the veto at a special meeting 
November 27th, to be held immediately following the Finance and Administration 
Committee.  A special meeting has already been called for a budget study session that 
will occur following Council consideration of this issue.  
 
BACKGROUND: Per RCW 35A.12.130, Mayor Jon Mutchler has vetoed Ordinance 
2117, which would have levied an increase of $473,437.64 over the amount levied for 
collection in 2019.   The Mayor’s reasoning for the veto is attached in Exhibit 1. 
 
The ordinance, which would have taken 33% of the City’s available banked capacity (in 
addition to the normal rate of increases resulting from growth and overall property value 
increases), was intended to address law enforcement staffing issues, including both 
direct compensation as well as the addition of a new police officer in 2020.  The Council 
had indicated that any remaining balance be utilized in 2020 for studying permanent new 
City facilities.   
 
Based upon Council’s direction, City Staff re-engaged with the City’s Police Guild the 
night of November 18th, and the Police Guild ratified the draft contract the night of 
November 19th.   
 
ANALYSIS: The matter before the City Council on November 27th is focused exclusively 
on Ordinance 2117.  Should the Mayor’s veto be upheld and the property tax not taken, 
City Staff will properly analyze other options for funding law enforcement, Municipal 
Court, and other items.   
 
At least five votes are necessary to overturn a mayoral veto.  Provided that the 
November 4th election is certified as expected on November 26th, Councilmembers 
Llanos and O’Larey will be sworn in and be able to vote. 
 
The Council cannot consider a variation to the original ordinance on November 26th – 
proposing a higher or lower property tax take.   



 

 

 
LEGAL REVIEW:  The City Council is authorized to reconsider ordinances that have 
been vetoed by the mayor.   
  
FISCAL IMPACT:   Various.  By overturning the mayoral veto the City Council would 
levy an increase of $473,437.64 as per Ordinance 2117.  If the veto is not overturned, 
the City would not provide the Whatcom County Assessor with its expected property tax 
levy amount; the Assessor would then default to the existing levy amount.   
 
If the ordinance is not overturned, the 2020 budget will need to be re-balanced, most 
likely through a combination of additional cost-cutting and by identifying other ways to 
expand revenues.   
 
ALTERNATIVES: November 30th is the deadline per state law for providing the 
Whatcom County Assessor with new levy amounts; if the City were not able to call a 
special meeting or have a quorum of Council on November 27th, it is possible that the 
matter could be considered at the Council’s regular meeting on December 2nd.  
However, at least one councilmember has indicated that they will be absent on the 
December 2nd meeting.    
 
Staff does not recommend that any other motions be made, such as a motion to 
increase the amount of banked capacity proposed to be taken.  Such an act could result 
in an additional veto without the Council having the ability to reconsider or overturn it in 
time to be included by the Assessor.   
 
CONCLUSIONS:  The Council is provided the opportunity to reconsider Ordinance 
2117.  A potential motion to overturn the mayor’s veto is as follows: 
 
I move that the City Council overturn a mayoral veto of Ordinance 2117, thereby 
retaining the language and intent of Ordinance 2117. 
 
No potential motion is necessary if the City Council wishes to accept the veto.  
Additionally, should the motion above not receive five votes, the veto would not be 
overturned.   
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


























