From: vipin sharma

To: councilmeetings

Subject: Charter Advisory committee meeting 03/30/26
Date: Sunday, March 29, 2026 1:56:57 PM
Attachments: Screenshot 2026-03-29 at 1.54.52 PM.png
Hello,

| reviewed the agenda for the upcoming Charter Advisory Committee meeting and noticed
that it includes a City Staff presentation covering governance models and comparison data.

6. City Staff Presentation to the Charter Advisory Committee on the following topics:
a. Recap of Committee Roles and Expectations and Prior Meeting
b. Overview of Governance Models

c. City Governance Comparison Data

| wanted to share a concern from a public participation perspective. Since the presentation
materials are not published in advance, it becomes difficult for community members to fully
understand the topics and prepare thoughtful questions or comments ahead of the meeting.
This was also a challenge in the previous meeting.

Would it be possible to publish presentation materials (such as slides or staff reports) along
with the agenda, or at least prior to the meeting? Having access in advance would allow
residents to engage more meaningfully and provide more informed input during public
comment.

| believe this would help strengthen transparency and improve the overall effectiveness of
community participation in this process.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Best regards,
Vipin
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From: Henry Soong

To: Christina Briggs; Rafael E. Alvarado, Jr.

Cc: Allen DeMers; cof; CityAttorneysOffice; councilmeetings

Subject: Charter Advisory Committee Feedback: Public Comment Structure, and Meeting Controls
Date: Monday, March 30, 2026 12:58:28 PM

City Clerk's Office: Please include this letter in the public comment record for the
upcoming March 30, 2026 Charter Advisory Committee meeting, as permitted. Thank
you.

Dear Assistant City Manager Briggs and City Attorney Alvarado,

| am writing to offer a series of feedback arising from the first Charter Advisory
Committee meeting on March 23, 2026 in hopes the City can take additional steps to
improve upon the integrity of the public record and the City’s compliance with both the
letter and the purpose of the Ralph M. Brown Act.

1. Encourage Broader Applications During Public Comment: The current March
30, 2026 agenda reflects an improvement by placing public comment after the staff
presentation. However, the continued use of a single public comment period for
multiple bundled topics still raises concerns regarding meaningful participation. When
an advisory or legislative body receives substantial new information through staff
presentations and then proceeds into discussion without providing the public an
opportunity to respond iteratively as discussion evolves, the public is limited to a
single, static comment that cannot meaningfully engage with the full scope of
deliberation.

California Government Code section 54954.3(a) provides that “every agenda for
regular meetings shall provide an opportunity for members of the public to directly
address the legislative body ... before or during the legislative body’s consideration of
the item.” Courts have interpreted this provision to require that public comment be
provided at a point that allows meaningful participation in the body’s consideration of
the item. While legislative bodies retain discretion to adopt reasonable regulations
governing the timing and order of comment, those regulations must still serve the
statute’s purpose of facilitating informed public participation.

Courts have also emphasized that the Brown Act must be interpreted in light of its
stated purpose. Government Code section 54950 declares that “the people ... do not

yield their sovereignty to the agencies which serve them” and that “it is the intent of

the law that their actions be taken openly and that their deliberations be conducted
openly.” In applying these provisions, courts have recognized that compliance is

measured not only by procedural formality, but by whether the public is afforded a
meaningful opportunity to participate in the deliberative process. In Chaffee v. San
Francisco Library Commission (2004) 115 Cal.App.4th 461, the court upheld
reasonable regulation of public comment while reaffirming that such regulation must
not interfere with the statutory right to address the body. Similarly, in Galbiso v.
Orosi Public Utility District (2010) 182 Cal.App.4th 652, the court evaluated
compliance in light of whether the public had a fair and effective opportunity to
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observe and participate in the agency’s consideration of matters within its jurisdiction.
Although this letter is not alleging a per se violation of the Brown Act, when
substantial new information is presented during an agenda item, limiting public
comment to a single window risks separating public input from the body’s actual
deliberation. That structure may satisfy the minimum procedural requirement of
allowing comment before or during consideration, but it does not fully effectuate the
Act’s purpose of ensuring that public participation is meaningfully connected and
directly relevant to the decision-making process.

The City’s approach raises that concern, particularly where multiple distinct topics are
grouped under a single agenda item. The March 23 meeting combined Brown Act
instruction, charter background, governance structure, and legal framework into one
continuous presentation block. The March 30 agenda continues this pattern through
Item 6, which includes multiple governance topics. Treating these as a single item for
purposes of public comment effectively deprives the public of the ability to comment
on discrete subject matter with full information and context. If the City intends to
maintain a single public comment section, then the only way to preserve meaningful
participation is to break these topics into separate agenda items or provide a limited
additional opportunity for comment following major presentation segments, as
opposed to public comment being disconnected from the substance of the
committee's real-time discussion. Anything less places the City in a precarious
position where it can claim compliance while functionally undermining the purpose
and the spirit of the statute.

2. Material Distribution, Fact-Checking, and Public Transparency: The
distribution of materials and the conduct of committee members during the meeting
should establish firmer guidelines for engagement. Materials produced independently
by committee members without prior review by staff or prior distribution to the public
on the City's Agenda Center that are intended to influence deliberation must be
handled in a manner consistent with the Brown Act and basic fairness principles. It is
also worth noting that materials distributed at the conclusion of the March 23 meeting
contain assertions that may not fully reflect current legal or policy conditions.

When such materials are introduced without prior review or public availability, the risk
is not simply disagreement over content, but that deliberation is shaped by
information that has not been fully vetted and subject to the same transparency and
scrutiny as staff materials. This creates a risk that conclusions are being formed and
reinforced prior to full public vetting and deliberation is influenced by incomplete,
overstated, or potentially inaccurate information. Fact-checking is particularly
important where similar positions are advanced repeatedly and consistently across
prior public comments and meetings, without corresponding evaluation of alternative
viewpoints.

Furthermore, when individual committee members arrive with pre-prepared materials
and attempt to direct the conversation, assign “homework,” or otherwise steer the
discussion outside of the structured agenda and staff-led presentation, the line
between individual input and de facto control of the meeting becomes blurred. If such
materials are not submitted through staff in advance and made equally available to



the public before each meeting, the result is an uneven playing field where certain
perspectives are amplified without transparency. That is not compatible with an open
and balanced advisory process.

Closely related is the absence of a clearly defined presiding structure for the
committee. While the meeting may be characterized as a loose conversation, the lack
of a designated chair exercising active control over speaking order, scope of
discussion, and adherence to agenda topics creates an environment where individual
members can dominate or redirect the conversation without accountability. The
Brown Act’s prohibition on serial meetings and its emphasis on public deliberation are
not limited to formal votes. They extend to how discussion is conducted and
perceived. A meeting that appears to be guided informally cannot be unilaterally
influenced by one or two voices.

In the absence of a neutral presiding authority, this undermines confidence in the
process and invites questions about whether deliberation is occurring in a fair and

transparent manner. This is not an explicit suggestion requiring the committee to
appoint a presiding officer. If the selection of a chair risks concentrating
influence in a manner inconsistent with balanced, proactive participation, then
stronger staff-led moderation would be an appropriate alternative to ensure that
discussion remains structured, equitable, and aligned with the agenda.

3. Full Committee Attendance: At the March 20, 2026 City Council Special Meeting,
the Mayor was clear in his comments that attendance was a factor in his
recommendations of the committee composition, as the discussion and potential
formulation of any charter language draft must be completed in six meetings to meet
a series of statutory deadlines later this summer. The absence of a committee
member at the very first meeting raises an immediate question about expectations,
accountability, and continuity.

If the City intends for this body to produce recommendations on an accelerated
timeline, then it must establish and communicate a clear standard for participation.
That includes defining what constitutes acceptable attendance, how absences are
documented, and under what circumstances removal or replacement will be
considered. Without such a standard, the City risks a situation in which a small
number of members effectively shape outcomes while others are intermittently
present, further distorting the deliberative process.

Accordingly, | respectfully request clarification on the following:

1. Whether the current public comment structure provides a meaningful opportunity
for participation in light of substantial in-meeting presentations, and whether the
agenda format or comment timing will be further refined.

2. How committee member materials are to be submitted, distributed, and
incorporated into the record to ensure equal access, transparency, and accuracy in
current and future discussions.



3. Whether a formal presiding structure or enhanced staff moderation will be
implemented to manage discussion, enforce agenda boundaries, and prevent
informal domination of proceedings.

4. What attendance expectations apply to committee members and what procedures
will govern repeated absences, including potential removal or replacement.

The City has already committed to an aggressive timeline. That makes it even more
important that the process itself is beyond reproach. The Charter Advisory Committee
is only as credible as its willingness and commitment to functional and procedural
discipline, as well as broad inclusion of public comments and diverse viewpoints
beyond technical formalities and legally sufficient checkpoints.

| would appreciate a written clarification on how the City intends to address these
issues before subsequent meetings proceed under the same structure. These
discussions going forward carry significant institutional consequences to the City.
Accordingly, | urge staff and the committee to proceed with the highest degree of
transparency, rigor, and adherence to applicable legal standards in all deliberations.

Respectfully Submitted,
Henry Soong



