
From: Frances Stone
To: councilmeetings
Subject: Charter
Date: Monday, June 29, 2026 4:00:09 AM

﻿I am concerned about the city becoming a Charter City .
The citizens deserve to know them reason for the change.  The residents also need to know how this change will
benefit them.
Please do not go forward until all aspects have been thoroughly explained and studied.

Fran Stone
Resident since 1963
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:fjstone59@comcast.net
mailto:councilmeetings@fremont.gov


From: Jeff Jortner
To: councilmeetings
Subject: Comment - City Charter change
Date: Friday, July 3, 2026 6:02:18 PM

If the charter city change is approved, is it intended to submit to the voters legislation to
establish a city real estate transfer tax ?

Jeff
Jeff Jortner
jnjortn@gmail.com

mailto:jnjortn@gmail.com
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From: Beth Hoffman
To: councilmeetings
Subject: Re: why the Charter City rush????
Date: Sunday, July 5, 2026 7:33:18 PM

﻿Please pause your rush to change Fremont from a general law city to a charter city.  
There is no apparent benefit to Fremont’s citizens. Spending an estimated  $750,000 to rush
this to the ballot is not in Fremont citizen’s best interest. 
We need meaningful public engagement and defined benefits of Fremont’s becoming a charter
city. 

Why the rush???

Beth Hoffman 
415-990-3536

mailto:bethmhoffman@icloud.com
mailto:councilmeetings@fremont.gov


From: vipin sharma
To: councilmeetings
Cc: Karena McGee Shackelford
Subject: Item 5A - Council Meeting 07/07/20206 (Second Public Hearing of City Charter Consideration)
Date: Sunday, July 5, 2026 7:48:20 PM

Dear Mayor, Council member and City Manager,

Thank you for the time and effort that the Council, Charter Advisory Committee, and City staff
have invested in this important discussion. I have attended nearly every Charter Advisory
Committee meeting, participated in the first public hearing, reviewed the staff reports and
draft charter, and have continued following the discussion closely.

Over the past several months, my perspective has evolved. Rather than focusing on whether
Fremont should or should not become a Charter City, I have become more interested in
ensuring that, if Fremont adopts a charter, it is one that is thoughtfully designed around
Fremont's long-term needs.

I also want to clarify that my primary concerns are not the recommendations regarding
council compensation, benefits, or dedicated staff support. In my view, those are relatively
small policy decisions in the context of a governing document that may shape Fremont for
decades. Whether those items remain, are modified, or are removed does not fundamentally
influence my view of the charter itself. Many of those items could also be considered under
Fremont's existing General Law authority.

Instead, my concerns are about the overall governance process and the long-term vision for
the charter.

1. Final Public Hearing Without a Final Charter

This is the second and final public hearing, yet the proposed charter remains subject to further
revisions based on Council direction. The staff report itself requests additional direction on the
proposed charter language before deciding whether to place it on the November 2026 ballot.

From a transparency standpoint, I respectfully ask:

How will residents have an opportunity to review and provide input on the final version of
the charter before the Council decides whether to place it on the ballot?

Since transparency and accountability have been identified as primary motivations for
pursuing a charter, I believe the public should have an opportunity to review the final
proposed document not only earlier drafts.

2. Council Direction from the First Public Hearing

mailto:vipinsharma@hotmail.com
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During the June 2 hearing, the Council discussed several important principles, including:

Transparency and accountability as a primary motivation for the charter.
Clarification that the charter does not authorize a real property transfer tax.
Clarification that future amendments to the charter would require voter approval.

While I appreciate these discussions, I do not see all of these concepts clearly reflected in the
draft charter itself.

For example, if it is important to reassure residents that this charter does not authorize a real
property transfer tax, would it not be more transparent to state that explicitly in the charter
rather than relying on discussion during public hearings or language in a staff report?

3. Fiscal Responsibility

The estimated one-time cost of placing this measure on the November 2026 ballot is between
$610,690 and $854,966.

Before making that investment of public funds, I believe residents would benefit from
understanding how the Council will determine that the charter proposal is sufficiently
complete, clearly understood, and adequately vetted by the community.

Closing

I remain open to the concept of a Charter City. I am not opposed to the idea itself.

However, if Fremont is going to adopt what is effectively its local constitution, I believe we
have a unique opportunity to create a model charter that reflects Fremont's specific needs
and long-term vision not simply a collection of governance provisions that happen to exist in
other charter cities.

My hope is that the final charter presented to voters is one that residents understand, one
that clearly addresses Fremont's needs, and one that Fremont can be proud of for decades to
come.

Thank you for your consideration, and I look forward to Tuesday's discussion.

Respectfully,

-vipin



From: Swathi Vijayakumar
To: citycouncil@fremont.gov; councilmeetings
Subject: Please Pause the Charter City Proposal
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 8:47:53 AM

Dear All,

I oppose moving forward with the Charter City proposal at this time. There has
been insufficient public engagement, the costs and benefits remain unclear.  I
would like a better understanding and opportunity to weigh in before moving
forward. Before making permanent changes to Fremont's governing structure, the City should
clearly explain the problem being solved, the alternatives considered, the fiscal impacts, and
the direct benefits to the community.

I urge you to slow down the process and put residents first.

Thank you,

Swathi Vijayakumar 
Fremont Resident

mailto:skyrit17@gmail.com
mailto:citycouncil@fremont.gov
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From: Ray Rod
To: CClerk; Alberto Quintanilla
Subject: Fwd: Urgent: Is a City-Led Committee Being Used to Undermine a Top Council Priority?
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 8:48:05 AM

Hi City Clerk,

Please include this email as written comments submitted for item 5A. Thanks

Ray

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Ray Rod <rayrodfremont@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jun 22, 2026 at 11:20 AM
Subject: Urgent: Is a City-Led Committee Being Used to Undermine a Top Council Priority?
To: <rsalwan@fremont.gov>, <yazhang@fremont.gov>, <yshao@fremont.gov>,
<tkeng@fremont.gov>, <dcampbell@fremont.gov>, <kkimberlin@fremont.gov>,
<rliu@fremont.gov>, <kshackelford@fremont.gov>, <ralvarado@fremont.gov>

Subject: Urgent Concerns Regarding the Revenue Measure Committee and Interference
With a Council Priority

Dear Mayor and Councilmembers,

I am writing to raise serious concerns regarding the composition, leadership, and activities of
the City’s revenue measure ad hoc committee. The ad hoc committee is led by the city
manager and she is influencing the direction of that committee to undermine the Charter
process.

The charter initiative is not a peripheral issue. It has been identified as one of the City
Council’s top three priorities. The Council has committed public time, resources, and
significant community engagement to examining reforms intended to improve accountability,
transparency, responsiveness, and the effectiveness of Fremont’s government.

Despite that clear direction, several members of the revenue measure committee are openly
and actively working against the charter measure. These individuals include Rick Jones,
Dominic Dutra, Suzanne Chan, Bob Wieckwoski, and Bill Harrison who are simultaneously
serving on a committee led by the City Manager while publicly advocating, organizing, or
campaigning to defeat one of the Council’s highest priorities - the Charter initiative. There has
also been some backchanneling and interference from Councilmember Kathy Kimberlin in
this process.

They are doing this by organizing meetings behind the scenes and coordinating a campaign to
influence councilmembers to vote against the charter. They are also activating community
members to speak in opposition of it at the next charter meeting.

The City Manager heads the revenue measure ad hoc committee and exercised substantial
influence over its membership. When individuals selected through that process then become
active participants in an effort to undermine another major Council initiative—particularly a
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charter proposal that may affect the authority, oversight, and accountability of the City
Manager—the appearance of institutional interference is unavoidable.

I am deeply concerned that the authority of the City Manager’s office and the structure of the
revenue committee may be being used to encourage, empower, or coordinate individuals who
are attempting to derail the charter process. At a minimum, the circumstances create the public
perception that the City Manager is using her position as head of the revenue committee to
assemble or strengthen opposition to a Council-directed governance priority.

That perception is deeply damaging, even if the activity is occurring outside official meetings.

City staff are responsible for carrying out the policy direction of the elected Council. They
should not use their official authority, control over appointments, access to community
leaders, or influence over City-created committees to frustrate or sabotage priorities
established by the Council.

The concern is particularly acute because the charter proposal addresses the balance of power
and accountability among the City Council, Mayor, City Manager, City Attorney, and senior
administration. It is therefore reasonable for the Council and the public to question whether
opposition from City Manager-selected committee members is truly independent or whether
those members are being encouraged and influenced to protect the existing governance
structure.

This situation undermines the work of the charter committee and disrespects the residents who
have devoted substantial time and effort to that process. It also risks sending a message that
Council priorities can be quietly obstructed by administrative officials who disagree with
them.

In addition, this conduct could jeopardize the revenue measure itself. A revenue proposal will
succeed only if the public trusts the people and process behind it. Residents may reasonably
question why a committee formed to build community support for City services is populated
by individuals who are simultaneously working to defeat and sabotage another formally
established City priority.

The City cannot credibly ask the public to support a revenue measure while allowing the
committee promoting that measure to become a vehicle for opposition to the charter.

I believe the Council should immediately request a full accounting of:

1. The role the City Manager played in identifying and selecting each revenue committee
member.

2. Which committee members are actively organizing, campaigning, speaking, or
advocating against the charter measure.

3. Which Councilmembers are actively coordinating with these members?

4. Whether the City Manager or other City staff have discussed the charter measure with
these individuals.

5. Whether City meetings, contact lists, relationships, information, titles, staff time, or
other resources have been used to support opposition to the charter.



6. Whether committee members have been encouraged, directly or indirectly, to oppose or
undermine the charter process.

7. Whether the committee’s membership remains appropriate given the members’ active
political involvement against a top Council priority.

8. What safeguards must be adopted to ensure that City-created committees are not used to
interfere with Council-directed initiatives.

I also believe the City Manager should be directed to refrain from any involvement, formal or
informal, in advocacy concerning the charter measure and that a clear firewall should be
established between the revenue committee and all charter-related political activity.

This is not about silencing private citizens. It is about whether the City Manager’s authority
and a City-created committee are being used to undermine the expressed policy direction of
the elected Council.

The Council cannot ignore a situation in which people selected to advance one major City
initiative are actively working to defeat another—and where the measure they oppose may
directly affect the power and accountability of the official who selected them.

We have a responsibility to protect the integrity of both processes, defend the Council’s
policy-setting authority, and ensure that City administration is implementing Council priorities
rather than working against them.

I respectfully request that this matter be placed on the Council’s agenda for public discussion
and that the Council receive a complete and transparent response regarding the committee’s
selection, activities, oversight, and relationship to the charter opposition effort.

Sincerely,

Ray Rodriguez



From: Ray Rod
To: Raj Salwan; Yajing Zhang; Teresa Keng; Desrie Campbell; Kathy Kimberlin; Raymond Liu
Cc: CClerk; Alberto Quintanilla
Subject: Item 5a: Charter - Political Consultant Catherine Lew working against Charter
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 9:26:48 AM

Dear Mayor and Councilmembers,

I am writing because I believe we have a serious public trust issue that needs to be
addressed directly and transparently regarding item 5A Charter City discussion.

Two Big Concerns:

Revenue Committee / Charter Opposition Concern: Several individuals
selected for the City Manager’s revenue measure committee are also actively
working against the charter measure, even though the charter is one of the City
Council’s top priorities. This creates the appearance that a City-created
process for one Council priority is being used, directly or indirectly, to
undermine another Council priority focused on governance, accountability,
and transparency.

Poltical Consultant Conflict with Catherine Lew/ Political Network
Concern: The more serious concern is that Catherine Lew and The Lew
Edwards Group, who are connected to the revenue measure effort, are
reportedly also helping organize opposition to the charter measure. If the same
consultant network is working to pass the revenue measure while defeating the
charter, it creates a serious public trust problem and raises the appearance that
insiders are trying to secure new revenue while blocking reforms to City Hall
accountability. Catherine Lew should step down.

This is not about whether private residents have the right to support or oppose the
charter. Of course they do. This is not about silencing anyone. This is about whether
City-created processes, City-selected committees, City-connected consultants, and
influential political relationships are being used in a way that undermines one of the
Council’s highest priorities.
The charter initiative is one of the top priorities of the Fremont City Council. The
purpose is simple: to look at how Fremont governs itself and whether we can hold
City Hall more accountable, responsive, transparent, and effective for residents.
At the same time, the City is also exploring a revenue measure. That is also an
important discussion. But these two efforts should not be working against each
other.
The concern is that several people connected to the City Manager’s revenue
committee are now actively working against the charter. These are not random
residents. These are individuals selected because they are influential, recognizable,
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and politically connected in Fremont. They were brought into a City Manager-led
process to advise on one possible ballot measure, and now some of those same
individuals are helping organize opposition to another Council priority. The reason
they claim they are doing that is because if we put both measures on the charter,
both will fail and they really want to get more money.
To the average resident, that does not look clean. It looks like insiders working
behind the scenes.
Even if no one was formally instructed to oppose the charter, the appearance is still
troubling. City Hall should not create a situation where people selected for one City
effort appear to be using their access, relationships, and credibility to defeat another
City effort.
This concern becomes even more serious because the charter measure deals directly
with governance, accountability, and the balance of authority between the Council,
Mayor, City Manager, City Attorney, and senior staff. When a measure could affect
how power is distributed at City Hall, any opposition connected to City
management, City-selected committees, or City-connected consultants deserves
extra scrutiny.
There is also a concern involving the consultant connected to the revenue measure.
Catherine Lew and The Lew Edwards Group are paid as political consultants for 
the revenue measure effort. At the same time, Catherine Lew is reportedly involved
in organizing or assisting opposition to the charter measure. She has also previously
worked as a political consultant and confidant for former Councilmembers Sue
Chan and Dominic Dutra, who are now being associated with last-minute
opposition to the charter.
That raises an obvious question: are the same political relationships being used to
help pass the revenue measure while defeating the charter?
It may appear that the revenue measure is being protected while the charter is being
undermined. It may appear that influential insiders want the City to ask residents for
more money, but do not want residents to have a real conversation about reforming
how City Hall operates. It may appear that the political network around the revenue
measure wants the revenue measure to succeed and the charter to fail.
That perception is harmful to both measures.
If residents believe the revenue measure is connected to an effort to defeat
governance reform, they may lose trust in the revenue measure. If residents believe
the charter is being opposed by insiders who benefit from the current system, they
may lose trust in City Hall. Either way, the City loses.
The bigger issue is influence, access, relationships, timing, consultant involvement,
and public perception.

Why are members of a City Manager-selected revenue committee actively opposing
a top Council priority?
Why is a consultant connected to the revenue measure also reportedly involved in
organizing opposition to the charter?



Why are former elected officials with prior consultant relationships being mobilized
at the last minute against the charter?
Why was the Council not clearly informed about these overlapping roles and
relationships?
What safeguards exist to make sure one City effort is not being used to defeat
another?
These are fair questions.

The City should not dismiss these concerns as false or damaging. What damages
public trust is not the act of asking questions. What damages public trust is when
City Hall appears defensive instead of transparent.
You should be able to say clearly and publicly that no City resources, City-funded
consultants, City-created committees, City contact lists, City information, or City
relationships are being used to oppose the charter. You should also be able to say
that anyone involved in the revenue measure effort is fully separated from any anti-
charter campaign activity.

Right now, I do not believe those safeguards have been clearly established.
At a minimum, I believe the Council should request the following:

1. A full disclosure of all individuals and consultants involved in the revenue
measure effort.

2. A clear statement regarding Catherine Lew’s role in the revenue measure and
whether she or her firm is involved in anti-charter organizing.

3. Termination of Catherine Lew as a consultant and seeking a different, more
ethical consultant.

4. A disclosure of whether any revenue committee members are helping
organize, fund, advise, or publicly lead opposition to the charter.

5. A clear firewall between any City-related revenue measure work and any
charter-related campaign activity.

6. A written confirmation that no City resources, staff time, City-funded
consultant work, contact lists, committee access, or City-generated materials
are being used against the charter.

7. A public clarification that members of the City Manager’s committee do not
speak for the City and may not use their committee affiliation in charter-
related advocacy.

8. A Council discussion on whether the revenue measure process needs stronger
oversight to protect public confidence.

9. Removal of individuals that are working against the charter from the revenue
committee.

This is not about personalities. It is not about political disagreement. It is about
protecting the integrity of the City’s process.
The Council set the charter as one of its top priorities. City staff and consultants



should be helping carry out the Council’s direction, not creating the appearance that
one Council priority is being undermined through another City-connected effort.
Residents deserve a fair process. They deserve transparency. They deserve to know
that City Hall is not using insider committees or consultant networks to influence
which reforms succeed and which reforms fail.
We need to restore trust, establish clear boundaries, and make sure the public knows
that both the charter discussion and the revenue discussion are being handled
honestly and independently.

Respectfully,

Ray Rodriguez
47+ year proud Fremont resident



From: Anu Natarajan
To: councilmeetings
Subject: A Flawed Process Undermines even Potentially Good Ideas
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 10:36:48 AM

Dear Mayor and Councilmembers,

I have not come before the Fremont City Council since completing my 10-year
tenure as a vice mayor/councilmember. I have great respect for the responsibility
of serving on the dais, the complexity of local government, and the difficult
decisions you are asked to make on behalf of our community.

But I felt compelled to speak up on this issue because the decision before you is
different.

A city charter is not another policy initiative. It is the foundation for how Fremont
governs itself. It defines the relationship between residents and their local
government and could shape decision-making for generations.

A decision of this magnitude requires a process that matches its importance.

Unfortunately, I do not believe the process to date has met that standard.

My concern is not about whether Fremont should ever explore becoming a charter
city. Cities should evolve. Governance structures should be examined. We should
always look for ways to improve how government serves residents.

My concern is that we started with a solution before we clearly defined the
problem.

For the past several years, my work has focused on systems change — helping
communities tackle complex challenges by bringing together government, residents,
nonprofits, philanthropy, and the private sector around shared solutions.

The most important lesson from that work is simple:

You cannot create lasting change without trust.

And you cannot build trust without authentic engagement.

Authentic civic engagement is not asking residents to react to a proposal after it
has already been developed. It is not a public hearing where people have two
minutes at a microphone after decisions are already moving forward.

True engagement begins much earlier.

It starts by educating the community, creating a shared understanding of the
challenges, bringing diverse voices to the table, defining the problem together, and
then identifying the best solutions.

The questions residents are asking today should have been the starting point:

What problem are we solving?
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Why is a charter city the right solution?

What can we accomplish as a charter city that we cannot accomplish today?

What are the measurable outcomes for residents?

How will this make Fremont a stronger, more effective, more responsive city?

Instead, we are now considering moving toward the ballot after a compressed
process that has left many residents only beginning to understand what is being
proposed.

That should concern all of us.

The strongest ideas are not weakened by public engagement. They are
strengthened by it.

If becoming a charter city is truly the right path for Fremont, then taking the time
to build understanding, trust, and community ownership will only result in a better
outcome.

I would also encourage the Council to think about the long-term precedent this
decision creates.

Governance reform should always be designed for the institution and the residents
it serves — not for a particular moment in time or the individuals currently holding
office.

That is why a more thoughtful process matters.

I respectfully ask the Council to pause this effort, step back from the current
timeline, and restart next year with an authentic community engagement process.

Start with residents.

Start with education.

Start with the question: What kind of government does Fremont need for the next
generation?

Then decide whether a charter is the right tool.

The measure of good government is not how quickly we make decisions. It is
whether the community trusts the decisions we make.

Fremont has always been a city shaped by engaged residents, innovation, and
collaboration.

Let's honor that tradition and ensure that a decision this important is developed
through a process worthy of the community it will serve.

Respectfully,

Anu Natarajan



From: Shakira Karipineni
To: Raj Salwan; councilmeetings
Subject: Slow Down the Charter City Process and Engage the Community
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 3:14:35 PM

In the name of God

Dear Honorable Mayor and Councilmembers,

I am writing to express my opposition to moving forward with the proposed Charter City
initiative
at this time.
A city charter is the equivalent of a local constitution. Changes of this magnitude should be
based on extensive community engagement, clear public education, and a compelling case for
why change is necessary.
Unfortunately, many Fremont residents still do not understand what specific problem the
charter
is intended to solve. The process has moved quickly, and there has not been sufficient
opportunity for meaningful public discussion of the benefits, costs, alternatives, and long-term
implications.
Before asking voters to approve a charter, the City should clearly answer four questions:
1. What problem are we trying to solve?
2. Why can&#39;t it be solved under the current system?
3. What are the anticipated costs?
4. How will residents benefit?
Until those questions are answered, I urge the Council to pause the process and invest in
broader community engagement.
Good governance requires transparency, trust, and public participation. Fremont deserves
nothing less.

Sincerely,
Shakira Karipineni
Fremont Resident
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From: David Bonaccorsi
To: councilmeetings
Cc: kshakelford@fremont.gov; Rafael E. Alvarado, Jr.
Subject: 7/7 Agenda Item 5A: No on Charter: Not Now! Not This Way!
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 4:18:45 PM

Dear Honorable Mayor and Members of the Fremont City Council.
 
While you know I have commented at great length on Facebook and NextDoor why I
am opposed to placing a Charter initiative on the November ballot, at this time, and in
this way (and I encourage those of you who have not read my posts to do so), I will
augment and crystallize what I have been articulating over the past several days on
social media.
 
You now have the opportunity at the Council Chambers in public to ask staff or
address in comments before taking action on 7/7 and at any time before the Council
takes action (if it does) on placing the Charter in final form before the 7/28 deadline
for a vote on the November ballot.
 
Section 800 of the proposed charter is entitled “Compliance with State law”.
 
Section 800 states in relevant part that “This Charter shall comply with the
Constitution of the State of California, and any provisions herein that may conflict
with state law shall be deemed superseded by the applicable statutes.”  (Bold
italics added).  So, members of the Council who support placing this measure on the
ballot have an obligation to let us know which provisions if any of this proposed
Charter do not conflict with State law – or have the City Attorney in his presentation
on this matter, specify which provisions do not conflict with State law.
 
The questions respectfully I would like to hear from members of the Council in light of
Section 800 are, as follows: 
 
What is exactly the Council attempting to accomplish as a Charter City that cannot be
accomplished already as a general law City? 
 
So, the next question should be:  Which provisions of the Charter are consistent with
our State Constitution and State law which are already allowed as a general law city
such that we don’t even need a Charter to enact or carry forward these provisions?
 
For example, Fremont doesn’t need a Charter to have our residents vote on
extending the Mayor and Councilmember terms (or the terms of a future Mayor and
Councilmember)s from two term limits to three.  That can be placed on the ballot as a
stand alone measure without being part of the package deal for a Charter initiative. 
Let’s have that debate.  Proposed Section 404, subdivisions (d) in the Charter states
“Time spent in office while serving less than a full term shall not be counted in
computing consecutive years in office.”
 
What does that mean for any Councilmember who is otherwise termed out and not
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otherwise eligible to run in November?     Likely that Councilmember would not be
eligible, but I am not advising the Council as an attorney – that’s the role of your City
Attorney.  That discussion should be made part of the public record.
 
More importantly, the Council or staff should make clear whether Section 404 would
allow any incumbents to the City Council to run for 12 more years regardless of their
years of service to date.  And why the Council should not eliminate Section 404
subdivisions (d) and (e) or make it apply only to members of the Council who: (1)
have yet to be elected to Council; or (2) to existing members of the Council who
would honor the existing term limits of two terms and sit out at least one 4-year
election cycle and then run again to be eligible to run at that time for three successive
4-year terms.
 
Why do we need an “independent” City Attorney as proclaimed on social media? 
Independent of whom? 
 
The City Attorney already serves at the pleasure of the City Council and would
continue to do so if this Charter is approved by the voters. 
 
Section 700 and Section 701 of the proposed Charter seemingly carries forward the
powers and duties that exist in Fremont already as a general law city.  How does the
Charter alter the City Attorney’s powers and duties?  Under what circumstances
without voter approval can the office of the City Attorney become an elected position?
By a simple ordinance?
 
Apparently, the City of Fremont does need a Charter to increase your salaries and
increase staffing as proposed in this Charter.  Section 406 of the proposed Charter
does authorize (after the Charter has been approved by the voters) changing the
salary structure of the Council at Council’s own discretion by ordinance.  And doing
so after without going back to the voters for any pay raises or increased staffing. 
 
Section 406 has limiting language but is not legally binding.  Section 406 states that
the Council shall “take into consideration a survey of comparable cities within the
region.”  Who defines the “region”?  Who defines what are “comparable cities”?  Who
performs the “survey”?  Who hires the consultant or consultants to perform the
survey? 
 
Are the results of the survey shared with the public in an agendized hearing before an
increase in salaries is perhaps put on the consent calendar? 
 
To be clearly transparent, the Council if it places this ballot on the measure should
indicate that there is nothing that binds the Council to the results of its own survey. 
 The Council can ignore the survey and can propose a higher salary limited only by
the ability to get 4 votes on Council.
 
A Charter is like the Constitution for our City.  I’ve made clear that, unlike others
perhaps, I am not opposed to having a conversation about considering after 70 years
how we govern ourselves.  But process matters.  And in that spirit, I do believe the



Vice Mayor initiated this discussion by way of her referral in good faith.
 
And because it is like a Constitution for our City, historical analogies to the adoption
of the U.S. Constitution are in order to compare it with our truncated, superficial
process.  No, we don’t need only scholars or attorneys on the Advisory Committee.
 
But, with some notable exceptions, including former Councilmember Rick Jones who
served the advisory committee admirably, the measure of their service is not the
value of their time (which I do not diminish in the least), but in the level of experience
and understanding of the nuance of local governance far more than they could ever
hope to bring to the table. 
 
6 meetings for a couple of hours as a volunteer are not enough meetings to grasp
what it means to be a general law city or a charter city, much less engage in the
higher-level deliberation of comparing and contrasting the advantages and
disadvantages of being a general law versus a charter city. 
 
I spent 12 years combined on Planning Commission and City Council (and two years
previously on another advisory committee).  I was appointed by the late former Mayor
Gus Morrison to serve to Chair an oversight committee supervising the dissolution of
Fremont’s redevelopment agency (RDA) composed of representatives appointed by
various local taxing agencies impacted by the RDA dismantling.  These members
elected me as their Chair.  I can say with integrity that I only fully appreciated what it
means to be a general law city in the two years I was privileged to serve on the City
Council with direct contact with the City Manager and interaction with the heads of
various departments throughout the City. 
 
A better process for a re-start of the Charter initiative would be to replicate what was
done in the 90s when the City last placed a charter initiative on the ballot.  Each
councilmember was able to appoint two members to the Charter Commission, and
this Commission spent a year convening regularly (and I believe advised by a
consultant and certainly qualified City staff) before proposing a charter for Council
consideration.  That Commission was headed by David Lanferman, a Mission San
High graduate who at the time had a law practice in Fremont and was highly
respected as an attorney and a member of the community citywide.
 
The members of that Charter Commission didn’t agree with each other as they
reflected the diverse views of the Councilmembers and Mayor who appointed the
advisory commissioners.  So, they spent time forging compromise after high level
deliberations and had enough time over that year to become subject matter experts
on what it meant to be a charter versus a general law city.
 
We need a year at least to engage the public conducting multiple town hall meetings
comparable and greater than the City conducted during the selection of the Housing
Navigation Center which was supposed to be just a 3-year temporary shelter
alternative. 
 
That there were press releases generally from the City and 6 meetings and a timeline



going back to a referral in February, or even to a Council retreat, are not substitutes
for the full-fledged, full court outreach for engaging the broader public on such an
important and foundational issue of how we govern ourselves in Fremont that is
intended to be permanent.
 
And by analogy to the adoption of our Constitution, there was not a 10-week
campaign with glossy mailers and messaging by highly paid political consultants to try
to “wow” the citizens of the United States to urge their legislators in the 13 states to
ratify the Constitution.  A campaign for the Charter from dropping of the ballot in late
August to early voting just weeks later in early October is where facts and a
meaningful dialogue will go to die.
 
The residents will be subjected to campaign slogans like  “local control” as some sort
of talismanic panacea and a one-size-fits-all solution to all of our challenges as a
City. 
 
Contrast that with the ratification of our U.S. Constitution.  Madison, Hamilton, and
John Jay (who later became the first Chief Justice of the Supreme Court) over a
period of a year published in local newspapers of the day the Federalist Papers.  The
Federalist Papers educated and informed the citizens of the United States why this
new Constitution needed to be adopted.  And the drafters also listened to the citizens
who were concerned with governmental overreach.  That is why they pivoted and
added the Bill of Rights as the First 10 Amendments to curb and limit federal power
that needed to be reserved expressly to the States and to the people.
 
We in Fremont are highly educated but most of us don’t hang on press releases
posted on the City website, attend advisory committee meetings, or even know such
meetings exist. 
 
I don’t want to stop a conversation.  There has been no meaningful conversation to
stop as it has never even begun. 
 
I am respectfully encouraging you to start the conversation the right way.  And to
have a dialogue where the Fremont City Council listen to the concerns of all voters -
not just the few appointed to a 6-week advisory commission or who happen to already
learn about this Charter process.
 
This process has been too much of an inside baseball rollout only for the few who are
already in the know.
 
We need a process that respects the intelligence of all our residents in Fremont. 
 
We can and must do better.
 
 
David P. Bonaccorsi, Esq.
Bernard, Balgley & Bonaccorsi, LLP
3900 NewPark Mall Road, Third Floor



Newark, CA 94560
510.791.1888 (phone)
510.791.8008 (fax)
www.3blawfirm.com
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From: Ruth Duncan
To: councilmeetings
Subject: Agenda Item 5A: No on Charter: Not Now! Not This Way!
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 5:17:28 PM

I’m writing to express my opinion on the proposal to change Fremont from a General Law city to a charter city. I
oppose the idea of doing this now and in such a rushed way. My council member has not contacted our family about
this in any way. I only heard of it from Media sources, which I then verified with the city’s website.

I am also against the 3-term term limit idea and forever increased spending.

Please do not proceed with spending our city’s money on this ridiculous proposal!

Ruth A. Duncan
Resident of Fremont since 1990

mailto:duncancookruth@comcast.net
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From: Jagadeesh Ginjupalli
To: councilmeetings; Raj Salwan; Raymond Liu; Teresa Keng; Desrie Campbell; Kathy Kimberlin; Yang Shao; Yajing

Zhang
Subject: Support for Accepting the Charter Advisory Committee Recommendations
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 8:13:01 PM

Dear Mayor and City Council Members,

I am writing this email to express my strong support for accepting the Charter Advisory
Committee's recommendations and advancing the proposed City Charter.

The Charter Advisory Committee devoted significant time and effort in studying this
important issue, listening to public input, and developing thoughtful recommendations for the
City Council. I appreciate the Council's commitment to a transparent public process and
careful consideration of the Committee's work.

Accepting the Charter Advisory Committee's recommendations and moving the proposed City
Charter forward will provide Fremont City with greater local control over municipal affairs,
increased flexibility to address local needs, and the opportunity for Fremont voters to decide
this important question in the November 2026 election.

Thank you to the Mayor, City Council, Charter Advisory Committee members, City staff, and
community members who participated throughout this process. I respectfully request the City
Council to accept the Charter Advisory Committee's recommendations and continue the
process of placing the proposed City Charter before Fremont voters.

Sincerely,
Jag
Fremont resident 
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From: koganti venkat
To: councilmeetings; Raj Salwan; Raymond Liu; Teresa Keng; Desrie Campbell; Kathy Kimberlin; Yang Shao; Yajing

Zhang
Subject: Support for Accepting the Charter Advisory Committee Recommendations
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 9:36:00 PM

Dear Mayor and City Council Members,

I am writing to express my strong support for accepting the Charter Advisory Committee's recommendations and
advancing the proposed City Charter.

The Charter Advisory Committee devoted significant time and effort to studying this important issue, listening to
public input, and developing thoughtful recommendations for the City Council. I appreciate the Council's
commitment to a transparent public process and careful consideration of the Committee's work.

Accepting the Charter Advisory Committee's recommendations and moving the proposed City Charter forward will
provide Fremont with greater local control over municipal affairs, increased flexibility to address local needs, and
the opportunity for Fremont voters to decide this important question at the November 2026 election.

Thank you to the Mayor, City Council, Charter Advisory Committee members, City staff, and community members
who participated throughout this process. I respectfully urge the City Council to accept the Charter Advisory
Committee's recommendations and continue the process of placing the proposed City Charter before Fremont voters.

Sincerely,
Venkat Koganti
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From: Andrea Finley Browne
To: councilmeetings
Subject: Please delay the Charter City Measure
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 10:14:35 PM

Dear Major Salwan and City Council Members,

I respectfully urge you not to place the proposed Charter City measure on the November
ballot at this time.

I am a lifelong Fremont resident. I was born at Washington Hospital, have lived in Fremont
for many years, and have raised my three children here. Because of my deep roots in this
community, I feel a strong vested interest in decisions that will shape Fremont's future for
generations to come.

A city charter is essentially a local constitution and will have long-term impacts on how
Fremont is governed. Before asking voters to make this decision, I believe the community
deserves more time to learn about the proposal, ask questions, and understand both the
advantages and disadvantages of becoming a charter city.

I am not opposed to discussing a charter city. However, I believe the process should include
broader community outreach, additional public meetings, and more time for residents to
become informed before this measure moves forward. Such a significant change deserves a
more deliberate, transparent, and inclusive process.

Please consider delaying the measure and allowing for a more meaningful community
conversation before placing it before voters.

Thank you for your consideration and your service to our city.

Sincerely,

Andrea Finley-Browne

mailto:andrea3967@aol.com
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From: Kathleen Francisco
To: councilmeetings; citycouncil@fremont.gov
Subject: Agenda Item 5A 7/7/26 Not Now!
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 10:24:26 AM

Dear Mayor Salwan and Members of the City Council,

My name is Katie Francisco. I have lived and worked in Fremont for almost 50 years; the last
25 years have been in the Irvington area.
I am writing to you today to request you vote "NO" to place the Charter City to a vote on the
November 3, 2026 ballot. 

I did research last winter/spring on the pros and cons of a charter city. I saw more cons than
pros. If my mind is to be swayed, I want the council to dedicate more time to address the
questions and concerns. Let the voters decide at a later date after more time and consideration
has been given. This seems to be too quick a vote simply because you want it to make it on the
November ballot. 

My vote right now for November is a "NO!" Convince me otherwise why this would be a
fiscally responsible "Yes" for the City of Fremont citizens. Please vote "NO" tonight!

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Kathleen Francisco
40638 Max Drive
Fremont, CA
510-813-7362
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From: Simone Wang
To: councilmeetings
Subject: Regarding the Charter City discussion in the July 7, 2026 City Council agenda (Charter Document, Pages 161–

169)
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 10:24:37 AM

Dear Mayor and Members of the Fremont City Council,

I am writing to express my support for exploring Charter City status, as outlined in the July 7, 2026, City
Council agenda (Pages 161–169). As a former ten-year resident who remains deeply involved with
residential and commercial properties in Fremont, I believe this transition could provide the flexibility
necessary to address local needs and support future growth.

Key benefits of Charter City status include:

- Greater Local Control: Increased authority over municipal affairs would allow Fremont to establish
governance structures and election procedures that best serve the community.
- Flexible Land Use and Development: Streamlined approval processes and enhanced predictability
would better support initiatives such as mixed-use development, transit-oriented development, and
industrial redevelopment.
- Improved Public Works Procurement: Flexibility in awarding contracts through methods like Best Value
or Design-Build could improve project quality and provide better long-term value for taxpayers.
- Administrative and Financial Flexibility: The ability to adopt procurement and local hiring practices that
reflect the city’s unique operational priorities.
- Economic Competitiveness: A more efficient regulatory environment would enhance Fremont’s ability to
attract investment in sectors such as semiconductor technology, artificial intelligence, and advanced
manufacturing.

I encourage the City Council to continue studying this opportunity carefully and to prioritize community
engagement throughout the process. A thoughtfully crafted City Charter would provide Fremont with
essential tools for effective governance while maintaining transparency and accountability.

Thank you for your time, service, and consideration.

Best regards,

Simone Wang
Commercial Specialist
GD Commercial Real Estate
520 Alder Drive
Milpitas, CA 95035
Direct: 510.938.1888
BRE# 01370968
www.GDCommercial.com

--
Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this electronic e-mail and any accompanying attachment(s) is strictly confidential and only for the use of the
intended recipient only. If any reader of this communication is not the intended recipient, unauthorized use, disclosure or copying is strictly prohibited and may be
unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete the original message and all copies of it in your possession.
Thank you.
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From: Helen Yu
To: councilmeetings
Subject: Item 5A: No on Charter! No! Not Now! No! Not This Way!
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 11:24:10 AM

Dear City Council,

A Charter is a new Constitution for our City when we have been a general law city for 70 years since our city first
became a city in 1956.

On July 4, we celebrated our 250th anniversary of the signing of the Declaration of Independence. 

But it took 11 years before we had our Constitution after a months long Constitutional convention.

The Constitution - the Charter for the U.S. - was adopted only after our country first screwed up with the Articles of
Confederation that didn’t work. 

Don’t let Fremont screw it up with this Charter, this way, at this time.

No, not now, and not this way.

Our U.S. Constitution gathered the best minds of the country for days on end to hash out a document for the ages at
a constitutional convention.

In Fremont, the Council created our own Charter convention, the Fremont Charter Advisory Commission.

They did not meet daily, but weekly, and only just 6 times!

But the Fremont Charter Advisory Commission - with just a few exceptions (unlike our Constitutional Convention
that met in Philly) - did not include talented people who applied but were rejected who actually understood how
local government works. 

There was no James Madison or Ben Franklin among them on this Fremont Charter Advisory Commission.

They couldn’t even agree among themselves how to select their own chair.  This Advisory Commission was
leaderless and rudderless where Fremont’s best and brightest need not apply.

I’m not saying never Charter (even though others may say no, not now and never needed). 

I am saying not now and not this way as this process had as much thoughtful consideration as sweeping right on a
dating app!

We need more and better input from all of us in Fremont and not have this rushed through as some sort of pet
project for a few hoping no one notices.

mailto:yu.helen@me.com
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From: Sharon SV
To: councilmeetings
Subject: Comment
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 12:37:20 PM

To the City Council of Fremont, CA
City Council Agenda /  July 7 2026
RE  Item 5 ;  2nd hearing of City Charter proposal introduced by Council and supported by Staff

Are you absolutely without any integrity?  
Who proposed this expensive and useless Charter City proposition?
Not the citizens- the people you are supposed to represent.  
  City Council &  Vice Mayor and   backed up by the “staff”  who count on the City Council to
continue to pay outrageous salaries and dole out frivolous  and undeserved  “performance
 raises” seemed to have brought this to the Meeting.
This new expensive tangent that our Council and staff have embarked on will probably pass;
 even though the people you are supposed to represent didn’t recommend it and don’t need
it, and don’t want it. It has no merit or benefit to the people who live and work  Fremont.
How about you use our money to accomplish issues that improve our City-not your status or
paychecks?
Sharon Scharff
Rancho Arroyo Parkway
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From: valeries4kids@aol.com
To: councilmeetings
Subject: City Charter process - NOT SUFFICIENT INFORMATION
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 12:54:03 PM

A.
Second Public Hearing of City Charter Consideration - Conduct a Second Public
Hearing (Published Notice) to Consider the Charter Work Plan Recommendations
by the Charter Advisory Committee.

Good Day Mayor Salwan and City Council Members
I am writing to ask you to please delay the charter city proposal so there is time for
more study and debate; I think the November 2026 ballot is too quick. 
I read all of the information on the city website (including the committee report), and
also did some of my own research on charter cities. I do not feel like there is a
compelling reason to move forward with this, based on your own committee’s report. I
would like the proponents of the charter proposal to state clearly what they think the
benefits are and why we need this. 
 
There is SIMPLY NOT ENOUGH INFORMATION for this matter to go to a vote by the
citizens of Fremont!

As a 34 year resident of Fremont, and small business owner, I feel that the $750k
(approx) needed to put this on the ballot would be much better spent on other things
for our city. 
Thank you for your attention.

Valerie Stewart
Fremont Resident, District 4
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From: Henry Soong
To: councilmeetings
Cc: cof; CityAttorneysOffice; Christina Briggs; Rafael E. Alvarado, Jr.
Subject: Public Comment: Council Meeting July 7, 2026 Agenda Item 5A – Second Public Hearing Charter Proposal -

Request Improvment On Public Comment Procedures and Meeting Decorum
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 12:54:36 PM

Dear Mayor Salwan, Vice Mayor Zhang, and Councilmembers,

As the City Council prepares to conduct the second public hearing regarding the proposed
Fremont City Charter, I respectfully request that the Council exercise its discretion to
maximize meaningful public participation and ensure consistent enforcement of meeting
decorum during the Public Hearing portion of Agenda Item 5A.

While the Brown Act does not prescribe a fixed speaking time for public comment,
Government Code 54954.3 authorizes legislative bodies to adopt reasonable regulations
governing the time, place, and manner of public comment. At the same time, Government
Code 54950 declares that the Brown Act exists to ensure that the people's business is
conducted openly and that the public remains informed so that it may retain control over the
instruments of government it has created.

The proposed charter language for tonight's discussion is not an ordinary legislative item. If
adopted, it will become Fremont's foundational governing document and may define the City's
governmental structure for decades. Given the exceptional institutional significance of this
proposal, I encourage the Council to allow up to three minutes per speaker during Agenda
Item 5A rather than a time reduction should attendance exceed expectations. While
abbreviated time limits may be appropriate for routine matters, a municipal charter warrants
broader public participation whenever feasible.

This request is not based upon any assertion that the Brown Act requires additional speaking
time. Rather, I am asking the Council to exercise the discretion already afforded under state
law in a manner consistent with the transparency and accountability objectives repeatedly
cited throughout the charter initiative itself.

I also respectfully request consistent, content-neutral enforcement of the meeting decorum
throughout tonight's hearing. Audience demonstrations including prolonged applause, booing,
shouting, chanting, or other audible interruptions can interfere with speakers, discourage or
chill participation by members of the public, and detract from thoughtful deliberation when
they materially disrupt the orderly conduct of the meeting. Fremont is also home to a diverse
demographic where public commenters may be communicating English as a second language
and require additional time to formulate their thoughts, making any extemporaneous
interruptions an impediment to legally entitled civic engagement. More specifically, I
observed intermittent decorum issues at previous Council meetings on June 16 and May 12,
where outbursts were only addressed after the fact and would appreciate improvements from
those meetings.

Both state and federal courts have recognized that legislative bodies possess authority to
regulate public meetings through reasonable, viewpoint-neutral rules designed to preserve
order while protecting the public's right to participate. In White v. City of Norwalk (1990) 900
F.2d 1421, the Ninth Circuit explained that procedural rules governing public comment are
permissible when directed toward preventing actual disruption rather than suppressing
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particular viewpoints. More recently, in Berkeley People's Alliance v. City of Berkeley (2025)
114 Cal.App.5th 984, the California Court of Appeal reaffirmed that exceptions to the Brown
Act's open meeting requirements must be narrowly construed because the Act is intended to
maximize public participation in local government decision-making. Accordingly, while the
Council retains discretion to establish reasonable procedures governing public comment, I
encourage the Council to exercise that discretion in favor of broader public participation
during consideration of a proposed municipal charter. 

A city charter is among the most consequential governance decisions a city can present to its
electorate, and where reasonable discretion exists, it should be exercised in a manner that
promotes, rather than limits, meaningful public participation.

Accordingly, I respectfully request that any rules governing speaking time and audience
conduct be applied uniformly regardless of whether a participant supports or opposes the
proposed charter. Consistent enforcement of existing decorum rules promotes fairness,
protects every speaker's opportunity to be heard, and reinforces public confidence in the
integrity of the Council's proceedings.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Henry Soong
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