From: vipin sharma

To: councilmeetings
Subject: Item 6 - Charter Advisory Committee 04/06/26
Date: Monday, April 6, 2026 12:29:25 AM

Hello Committee Members and City Staff,

| reviewed the agenda for the 04/06/26 meeting and the structured questions prepared for
discussion. | appreciate the effort to guide the conversation.

| wanted to respectfully suggest a small addition to the sequence of discussion that may help
strengthen the process and keep it more outcome-focused.

Before evaluating governance models or preferences, it may be helpful to first establish a
clear, shared understanding of the problem being solved. In that spirit, | encourage
consideration of the following foundational questions:

1. What specific, measurable challenges is the City of Fremont currently facing as a general
law city?

2. Of those challenges, which can be addressed within the current general law framework,
and which truly cannot?

3. For challenges that cannot be addressed today, what specific limitations or constraints
are preventing solutions?

4. Based on those identified gaps, is a change in governance structure necessary, or are
there alternative solutions available within the current system?

5. If a structural change is warranted, which governance model most directly addresses
those specific gaps rather than selecting a model first and working backward?

My intent in sharing these questions is simply to support a more data-driven and transparent
discussion, and to help ensure that any recommendations are clearly tied to defined problems
and constraints.

Thank you for your time and for the work you are doing on this important topic.

Thanks,
Vipin
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From: Ling Li

To: councilmeetings
Subject: Public Comment for Charter Advisory Committee meeting 4/6/2026 - Agenda item 5
Date: Monday, April 6, 2026 10:25:14 AM

City Clerk's Office: Please include this letter in the public comment record for the upcoming
April 6th, 2026 Charter Advisory Committee meeting, as permitted. Thank you!

Dear Charter Advisory Committee Members,

Thank you for your continued dedication to making Fremont a great city—your efforts are
sincerely appreciated.

I have reviewed the information and materials linked on the Charter City Initiative webpage
(https://www.fremont.gov/government/charter-city-initiative). The stated goal—to provide
Fremont with greater flexibility, stronger local control over municipal affairs, and the ability
to modernize governance, streamline procurement, enhance project delivery, and tailor
administrative and electoral systems to local needs—is encouraging.

That said, I did not see sufficient discussion of the potential tax implications for Fremont
residents, particularly homeowners. As you know, California already has a relatively high tax
burden. If transitioning to a charter city would allow Fremont to adopt policies similar to those
in other charter cities—such as substantially increasing property transfer taxes—it could create
significant financial pressure on residents and make it more difficult for some to remain in the
community. It may also make it especially challenging for younger generations to establish
themselves or continue living in Fremont.

For example, cities such as Berkeley, Emeryville, and Oakland impose property transfer taxes
of up to $25 per $1,000, with Los Angeles charging even higher rates in certain cases. These
taxes are in addition to existing federal, state, and county obligations.

I respectfully request the Committee to carefully evaluate and clearly communicate these
potential impacts as part of the decision-making process.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Hong Zhao
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From: NMAP Archives

To: councilmeetings
Subject: 4-7-26 Charter Committee Public Comment
Date: Monday, April 6, 2026 12:59:35 PM

The materials presented across the March 30 Charter Advisory Committee presentation and

the April 6 agenda packet make one thing crystal clear: this process is no longer an open inquiry into
governance. It is actively shaping outcomes while still pretending to be diagnostic. That distinction matters, because once
positions begin to harden under the guise of exploration, the integrity of the entire exercise becomes compromised.

The March 30 presentation explicitly framed the Committee’s role as one of making
recommendations on whether to form a charter, with staff and the City Attorney ultimately
translating those preferences into legal language. It is now a pipeline to lock in expressed
preferences and moving the machinery forward. The April 6 agenda packet accelerates that
pipeline by introducing tools such as questionnaires and sample language that invite members
to commit to positions before the foundational question has been answered. That question,
stated plainly in the presentation itself, is whether Fremont faces any meaningful limitation as
a general law city that cannot be addressed within the existing structure .

That question has not been answered other than vague descriptions of some perceptual issues
of the city council structure. Instead, what has emerged is an effort to manufacture a constraint
where none has been demonstrated. The most aggressive example of this occurred during the
March 30 meeting, where a Committee member immediately asserted that hiring authority is
too narrow and must be expanded. That assertion was not grounded in evidence presented by
staff, nor was it tied to any documented failure of the current system. It was a preference
advanced as if it were a deficiency.

This is where the process begins to unravel. The same March 30 materials clearly explain that
the council-manager structure exists precisely to separate political influence from
administrative execution, and that expanding political control over hiring introduces risks of
instability, inconsistency, and politicization . The presentation even acknowledges that strong-
mayor systems can concentrate power in ways that disrupt balance and introduce uneven
outcomes. Yet despite that, the conversation is being steered toward expanding exactly those
authorities. That is not analysis. That is contradiction.

The attempt to frame hiring authority as “too narrow” is particularly revealing because it
ignores how the current system already operates in practice. Hiring decisions are not insulated
from influence. They are filtered through a professional management structure that is
accountable to the Council. That structure exists to prevent precisely the kind of direct
political intervention that is now being casually proposed. Expanding elected authority over
department head appointments does not solve a problem. It removes a layer of professional
discipline that is intentionally designed to protect continuity and operational integrity. The
idea that more direct political involvement will somehow depoliticize hiring is not just
incorrect, it is backward.

Equally concerning is how this shift in substance is accompanied by a decline in basic
standards of conduct. During the March 30 meeting, members of the public, including younger
middle school and high school-age participants attempted to engage in the process in good
faith. They were met not with patience or encouragement, but with visible frustration and
dismissive behavior from a member of this Committee. That conduct was not subtle. It
signaled that public participation was an inconvenience rather than a core component of the
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process. When a standing advisory body treats public input as an obstacle, it raises serious
questions about whether the outcome is intended to be informed by the public at all. Most
importantly, it showed that not one CAC member acted like grown adults, and failed to push
back publicly in the most important moments to show young children and coming-to-age
teenagers on modeling basic civility, empathy, and compassion. Instead, post CAC comments
appeared to be insolent and out of touch with the broader community concerns

The same pattern was evident in interactions with the City Clerk. The Clerk’s role is to ensure
that the record is accurate and that procedures are followed. That role and accurate
recordkeeping are not optional. When it is met with impatience, contempt, or disregard, it
reflects a deeper problem: a lack of nominal respect for the very process that is supposed to
legitimize whatever outcome this Committee produces. Process discipline is not a formality. It
is the foundation of credibility both in codification and public perception. Once that
foundation begins to erode, everything built on top of it becomes questionable.

The presence of police and fire personnel at the meeting standing against the back wall of
council chambers underscores that this is not an academic exercise. These departments
understand that changes to governance structure and hiring authority have direct implications
for operational command, leadership stability, and service delivery. Their interest is not
symbolic. It is practical. They recognize that shifting authority over appointments is not a
theoretical discussion. It affects how their organizations function on a daily basis. That reality
makes the current trajectory even more troubling, because it suggests that structural changes
are being entertained without a clear understanding of their operational consequences.

The April 7 agenda packet for the City Council provides an unintended but highly relevant
contrast. It demonstrates, in concrete terms, how authority is already delegated within the
existing system. The City Manager is routinely authorized to execute agreements, manage
programs, and implement policy within defined parameters . That delegation is not vague. It is
structured, documented, and tied to specific actions. The system is functioning exactly as
designed: elected officials set direction, and professional staff execute it. There is no evidence
in that record of paralysis, dysfunction, or inability to act. What exists instead is a system that
is actively delivering outcomes.

Against that backdrop, the push to expand political control over hiring appears not only
unnecessary, but destabilizing. It introduces a variable that the current system is specifically
designed to avoid. It invites inconsistency, shifts in direction tied to election cycles, and the
potential for decisions to be influenced by factors unrelated to professional qualifications or
operational needs. These are not theoretical risks. They are well-documented characteristics of
systems where political authority extends directly into administrative functions.

What makes this even more problematic is that the broader public narrative presented by the
City and by state leadership is one of success. Economic growth is strong. Infrastructure is
expanding. Housing production is advancing. Public safety metrics are improving. That
narrative was reinforced repeatedly in recent public presentations. If that narrative is accurate,
then the burden is on this Committee to explain why a structural change is necessary. That
explanation has not been provided. Instead, what is being offered is a set of preferences in
search of justification.

At this stage, the issue is no longer subtle. The process is moving toward selecting governance
outcomes before establishing the need for them. Preferences are being expressed without a



clear problem statement. Conduct within the meetings is beginning to reflect impatience with
public participation. And structural changes with significant operational implications are being
entertained without a demonstrated deficiency in the current system.

This is not how a serious governance evaluation is conducted.

If the Committee intends to proceed with credibility, it must stop and reset the sequence. It
must clearly define, in specific and verifiable terms, what limitations Fremont currently faces
under general law. It must demonstrate that those limitations cannot be addressed within the
existing framework. Only then should it begin evaluating whether alternative governance
structures are warranted. Without that foundation, the process is not analytical. It is
performative.

Right now, the trajectory suggests that the outcome is being shaped first, and the justification
will be assembled afterward. That is precisely the kind of approach that undermines public
trust and exposes the City to unnecessary risk.

The question is not whether the City can adopt a charter. It is whether this process, as
currently conducted, can produce a result that is defensible, disciplined, and worthy of the
authority it seeks to reshape.



