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Open Government Commission 
  

AGENDA FOR OPEN GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 

This meeting is being held in a wheelchair accessible location. To request a disability-
related accommodation(s) to participate in the meeting, including auxiliary aids or 
services, please contact the Disability Services specialist at 981-6418 (V) or 981-6347 
(TDD) at least three business days before the meeting date. Please refrain from 
wearing scented products to this meeting. 
 
Civic Center Regular Meeting 
2180 Milvia St. May 16, 2019 
Cypress Room (1st Floor) 8:00 p.m. 
 Secretary:      Emmanuelle Soichet, Deputy City Attorney 
            

The Commission may act on any item on this agenda 
1. Call to Order 8:00 p.m. 
2. Roll Call. 
3. Public Comment.  Comments on subjects not on the agenda that are within the 

Commission’s purview are heard at the beginning of meeting.  Speakers may 
comment on agenda items when the Commission hears those items.  

4. Reports. 
a. Report from Chair. 
b. Report from Democracy Project Subcommittee. 
c. Report from Ombudsman Subcommittee. 
d. Report from Staff.  

5. Approval of minutes for the April 18, 2019 regular meeting. 
6. Approval of letter to Council regarding proposed Good Government 

Ombudsman; discussion and possible action.  
7. 2018 Annual Report to Open Government Commission pursuant to Berkeley 

Municipal Code Section 2.06.190.C; discussion and possible action. 
8. Approval of letter to City Manager regarding City commissions’ compliance with 

commission draft minutes requirements; discussion and possible action. 
9. Adjournment.   
 
 
Communications 
 None. 

 

Communications to Berkeley boards, commissions or committees are public record and will become part of the City’s 
electronic records, which are accessible through the City’s website.  Please note: e-mail addresses, names, addresses, 
and other contact information are not required, but if included in any communication to a City board, commission 
or committee, will become part of the public record.  If you do not want your e-mail address or any other contact 
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information to be made public, you may deliver communications via U.S. Postal Service or in person to the secretary of the 
relevant board, commission or committee.  If you do not want your contact information included in the public record, please 
do not include that information in your communication.  Please contact the secretary to the relevant board, commission or 
committee for further information. SB 343 Disclaimer:  Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Commission 
regarding any item on this agenda will be made available for public inspection at the City Attorney’s Office at 2180 Milvia St., 
4th Fl., Berkeley, CA. 
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Open Government Commission 

DRAFT MINUTES 

Civic Center Regular Meeting 
2180 Milvia Street April 18, 2019 
Cypress Room (1st Floor) 

Members Present: Dean Metzger (Chair), Jessica Blome, Greg Harper, Matthew Napoli, 
Patrick O’Donnell, Daniel Saver, Brad Smith, Brian Tsui 

Members Absent: Mark McLean (excused) 

Also Present: Emmanuelle Soichet, Staff Secretary/Deputy City Attorney 

1. Call to Order

Chair called the meeting to order at 8:03 p.m.

2. Roll Call

Roll call taken.

3. Public Comment (items not on agenda)

On speaker on matters not on agenda.

4. Reports

a. Report from Chair.
b. Report from Staff.

5. Approval of Minutes for the March 21, 2019 Regular Meeting

a. Public comment: None.
b. Commission discussion and action.

Motion to approve minutes (M/S/C: O’Donnell/Smith; Ayes: Blome, Harper, Napoli, Metzger, 
O’Donnell, Saver, Smith, Tsui; Noes: None; Abstain: None; Absent: McLean (excused)). 

6. Compliance by city boards and commissions with draft minutes requirements;
discussion and possible action.

a. Public comment: Two speakers.
b. Commission discussion and action.

Motion for chair to write letter to the City Manager indicating which commissions are out of 
compliance with the draft minutes requirement and inviting a response from the City Manager 
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(M/S/C: Saver/Tsui; Ayes: Blome, Harper, Napoli, Metzger, O’Donnell, Saver, Tsui; Noes: 
None; Abstain: Smith; Absent: McLean (excused)). 
 
 
7. Commission 2019 work plan; discussion and possible action 
 

a. Public comment: None. 
b. Commission discussion and action.  
 

Motion to accept work plan for 2019 (M/S/C: Harper/Blome; Ayes: Blome, Harper, Napoli, 
Metzger, O’Donnell, Saver, Smith, Tsui; Noes: None; Abstain: None; Absent: McLean 
(excused)). 
  
8. Process for communicating with City Manager regarding OGC submissions to 

City Council; discussion and possible action.  
 

a. Public comment: None. 
b. Commission discussion and action.  

 
No action taken. 
 
10. Adjournment 
 
(M/S/C: Napoli/Harper; Ayes: Blome, Harper, Napoli, Metzger, O’Donnell, Saver, Smith, Tsui; 
Noes: None; Abstain: None; Absent: McLean (excused)). 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:33 p.m. 
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Open Government Commission 
Fair Campaign Practices Commission 

May 16, 2019 

By Electronic Mail 

Hon. Mayor Jesse Arreguin 
Members of the Berkeley City Council 
2180 Milvia Street 
Berkeley, CA. 94704 
council@cityofberkeley.info 
clerk@cityofberkeley.info 

Re: Letter of Support for Councilmembers Kate Harrison and Cheryl 
Davila’s Budget Referral for a Good Government Ombudsman, presented 
to Council on April 23, 2019 

Dear Mayor Arreguin and Councilmembers, 

We, the members of the Berkeley Fair Campaign Practices Commission (FCPC) and 
Open Government Commission (OGC), write to convey support of Councilmembers 
Kate Harrison and Cheryl Davila’s April 23, 2019, budget referral to establish a Good 
Government Ombudsman to facilitate enforcement of Berkeley’s good government 
laws through the City Clerk and City Attorney’s Office. We believe an 
ombudsperson-type role is crucial to the independence of the Fair Campaign 
Practices and Open Government Commissions. After evaluation of the proposal 
during a subcommittee meeting on May 2, 2019, and a meeting of the full 
commissions on May 16, 2019, we recommend two changes for your consideration. 

First, we understand Councilmembers Harrison and Davila’s primary goal to be 
facilitating the implementation and effective enforcement of Berkeley’s “good 
government laws.” In their letter to Council, dated April 23, 2019, Councilmembers 
Harrison and Davila call for a new position with the job classification “Deputy City 
Attorney II” to be located within the City Attorney’s Office. The Deputy City Attorney 
would work with the City Clerk and City Attorney’s Office to implement and enforce 
the Berkeley Election Reform Act (1974), the Open Government Ordinance (2010), 
the Revolving Door Ordinance (2016), the Fair Elections Act of 2016 (Public 
Financing), and the Lobbyist Ordinance (2018). Though the letter identifies the title 
for the new position “ombudsperson,” we think this title may confuse the public given 
the position’s classification and narrow job responsibilities. Traditionally, an 
ombudsperson has filled a broader role within local government and is not so 
focused on a single set of laws. To avoid public confusion, we recommend giving 
this new Deputy City Attorney a different title, such as “Accountability Officer.”  

Next, we fully support and endorse Councilmembers Harrison and Davila’s request 
to fund a new position to facilitate the implementation and enforcement of the City’s 
good government laws. But we worry that Councilmembers’ budget referral does not 
address the need for the Accountability Officer to be independent from the City 
Attorney when she/he is fulfilling her/his role in enforcement against City officers and 
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employees. Right now, the City Attorney’s Office advises the Fair Campaign 
Practices Commission on implementation, policy, advice, and enforcement. When 
these functions converge on a single City officer or employee, the employee may 
feel betrayed because the Office that once advised them in a course of conduct is 
now carrying out the Commission’s enforcement action.  
 
In looking for solutions to this issue, we believe a San Francisco Ethics Commission 
2017 memorandum on ensuring independent investigations may be helpful. We are 
providing this memorandum as Attachment A. Through conversations with SFEC’s 
staff, we understand that the City Attorney’s Office adopted the memorandum’s 
“Alternative 3” after a vigorous public debate. Alternative 3 requires enforcement 
staff to separate from advice staff through the use of an ethical wall of confidentiality 
whenever enforcement staff is evaluating or carrying out an enforcement action that 
involves a City officer or employee. We think Alternative 3 could work for the City of 
Berkeley if the role of enforcement attorney resides with the new Accountability 
Officer. To be sure, an Accountability Officer may need access to resources 
available within the structures of the City Clerk’s and City Attorney’s Offices, 
including staff research and time. In those cases, we recommend that Council 
require that City staff assisting the Accountability Officer reside behind the same 
ethical wall as the Accountability Officer. As the City Attorney’s Office implements 
the requirements for independence necessary to ensure compliance with Council 
directive, the City may consider obtaining training for City officers and employees 
who will work with the Accountability Officer in her efforts. 
 
If the City Attorney’s Office does not have the resources to enforce an ethical wall, 
we recommend that Council consider housing the Accountability Officer within the 
City Auditor’s Office, so the City’s enforcement arm is independent from its advice 
arm.  
 
Separately, we are intrigued by the idea of a City-wide ombudsperson who could 
serve the role of public advocate or public counsel before City Council. We view this 
idea as outside the scope of the Fair Campaign Practices and Open Government 
Commissions as currently tasked and therefore ask the City Council to set up a 
subcommittee to evaluate the merits of such a proposal. Perhaps a new, 
independent City-wide ombudsperson could eventually report to a combined 
Berkeley Ethics Commission, which would certainly send a message that good 
government is important in the City of Berkeley. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dean Metzger 
Chairperson, on behalf of 
Fair Campaign Practices Commission 
Open Government Commission 
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ETHICS COMMISSION 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220 • San Francisco, CA  94102-6053• Phone (415) 252-3100• Fax (415) 252-3112 
E-Mail Address:  ethics.commission@sfgov.org Web site:  https://www.sfethics.org 

PETER KEANE 
CHAIRPERSON 

DAINA CHIU 
VICE-CHAIRPERSON 

PAUL A. RENNE 
COMMISSIONER 

QUENTIN L. KOPP 
COMMISSIONER 

VACANT 
COMMISSIONER 

LEEANN PELHAM 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Date: 

To: 

From:  

Re: 

June 22, 2017

Members of the Ethics Commission 

Jeff Pierce, Senior Investigative Analyst 
Kyle Kundert, Senior Policy Analyst 

AGENDA ITEM 5: Staff Memorandum Regarding Policy Considerations
and Possible Approaches for Obtaining Ethics Commission Independent 
Legal Counsel 

Summary: This memorandum provides Staff’s policy research and possible 
approaches regarding Commissioner Kopp’s April 24, 2017, request to 
amend Section 15 of the San Francisco Charter to provide the Ethics 
Commission with independent legal counsel. 

Action Requested:  That the Commission review and discuss the approaches articulated in 
this memo and provide Staff with further policy direction for any 
preferred approach.  

Introduction 

At the Ethics Commission’s April 24, 2017, regular meeting, Commissioner Kopp asked Staff 
for recommendations for Charter language that would provide the Commission with its own 
independent legal counsel separate from the City Attorney’s Office. This memorandum 
provides policy considerations and alternative approaches in response to that request. 

Background 

1. City Attorney’s Office: Authority, Overlap with Ethics Commission, and Structure

a. Absent a conflict, the City Attorney’s Office is the legal advisor and litigation counsel
to every City division, officer, and employee.

Section 6.102 of the San Francisco Charter requires, among other things, that the City 
Attorney represent the City in any legal proceedings in which it has an interest, commence 
legal proceedings whenever a cause of action exists in favor of the City that the City Attorney 
knows about or that the Board of Supervisors directs the City Attorney to bring, and provide 

Attachment A AGENDA ITEM 6



Agenda Item 5, Page 2

advice or a written opinion to any officer, department head or board, commission or other unit of 
government of the City whenever any of those parties requests advice.1 

City officials with reason to believe the City Attorney has a financial conflict of interest that state law 
prohibits or an ethical conflict of interest that the California Rules of Professional Conduct prohibit may 
ask the City Attorney’s permission to hire outside counsel to represent them.2 If the City Attorney 
refuses, the official may refer the issue of that conflict of interest to a retired judge or justice of the 
state courts of California .3 If the judge finds a conflict of interest, then the City official may hire outside 
counsel.4 

b. The City Attorney’s Office and the Ethics Commission share the responsibility both to advise
City officers and employees on government ethics and to enforce those laws against City
officers and employees.

The City’s Charter provides that any person—including City officers and employees—may seek written 
advice from the Ethics Commission concerning campaign finance, conflicts of interest, lobbying or 
governmental ethics.5 It likewise provides that City officers and employees may seek advice from the 
City Attorney on conflicts of interest and governmental ethics laws.6 The Charter therefore tasks both 
the Ethics Commission and the City Attorney’s Office with advising City officers and employees regarding 
their individual liability for violating laws that fall within the Ethics Commission’s jurisdiction. 

The Charter also requires both the City Attorney’s and District Attorney’s concurrence whenever the 
Ethics Commission issues written formal advice to a City employee regarding that person’s duties under 
the Charter or under any ordinance relating to campaign finance, conflicts of interest, lobbying, or 
governmental ethics.7 Without those concurrences, the Commission’s written advice cannot provide to 
the requester any immunity from civil penalties (including administrative enforcement) or criminal 
penalties.8 

The Ethics Commission and the City Attorney’s Office share not only the responsibility to advise but also 
the authority to enforce. Under the Charter, if the Commission has reason to believe that a violation of 
the Charter or City ordinances relating to campaign finance, lobbying, conflicts of interest or 
governmental ethics has occurred—whether based on a third party’s sworn complaint or through its 
own initiative—the Commission is required to immediately forward the complaint to both the City 
Attorney and the District Attorney.9 The Charter gives the City Attorney and District Attorney ten days to 
inform the Commission in writing whether either has already initiated or intends to initiate its own 
investigation.10 

1 SF Charter § 6.102(1), (3), (4). 
2 Id § 6.102(1). 
3 Id. 
4 Id. 
5 Id. § C3.699-12(a). 
6 Id. § C3.699-12(d). 
7 Id. § C3.699-12(a). 
8 Id. 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 

AGENDA ITEM 6



Agenda Item 5, Page 3 

c. The City Attorney’s Office divides its responsibilities across several divisions to streamline its
services and to minimize its actual and potential conflicts of interest, but historically only
minimally in the case of its relationship with the Ethics Commission and the laws within the
Commission’s jurisdiction.

The City Attorney’s Office handles its competing obligations through four separate divisions: (1) 
litigation, claims and investigations; (2) government; (3) neighborhoods and community services; and (4) 
administration. According to the City Attorney’s website, 

The litigation, claims and investigations teams handle all civil claims and 
lawsuits filed against the City and County of San Francisco. Litigators 
sometimes also pursue civil actions in which the city is a plaintiff. Trial 
attorneys, investigators and legal support professionals handle many 
cases in addition to defense work, on matters as varied as code 
enforcement; public integrity cases against public officials, lobbyists and 
contractors; unfair competition actions against corporate defendants; 
and many others. 

Government division attorneys . . . provide advice on an array of legal 
issues requiring expertise in public finance, transportation, land use, 
environmental regulation, real estate, contracts, construction, labor, 
public utilities (water, power, sewer), rate setting, aviation and 
maritime law. 

With respect to governmental ethics specifically, the City Attorney’s Office occupies three essential 
domains. The City Attorney: 

1. Provides advice on ethics compliance issues to City officers and employees and to
Commission Staff, and participates in policy discussions with all agencies within City
government, including the Ethics Commission;

2. Advises the Commission’s Enforcement staff on matters related to investigations and
enforcement, and determines whether to pursue its own independent enforcement of
possible ethics violations; and

3. Represents the Commission as a judicial clerk during administrative enforcement
proceedings.

Attorneys from the City Attorney Government Division’s Advice Section fulfill each of these three 
domains. Currently the same attorney fulfills obligations in the first and second domains. First, that 
attorney advises both City officers and employees of their potential for individual liability under laws 
that fall within the Ethics Commission’s jurisdiction, as well as advises Commission Staff on how to 
interpret compliance requirements under those laws. The Commission’s Enforcement & Legal Affairs 
Program may eventually investigate some of those same individuals. Second, the same attorney likewise 
advises the staff of the Commission’s Enforcement & Legal Affairs Program in their handling of those 
investigations and enforcement matters. Third, having advised both those individuals subject to the 
Commission’s Enforcement jurisdiction and the Commission’s Enforcement Program itself, the same 
attorney then evaluates complaint referrals sent pursuant to Charter Section C3.699-13(a) to determine 
whether the City Attorney’s Office should exercise its concurrent civil jurisdiction. 

AGENDA ITEM 6



Agenda Item 5, Page 4 

2. California Rules of Professional Conduct and conflicts of interest among government attorneys

a. The Rules of Professional Conduct prohibit all attorneys, including government attorneys,
from representing multiple clients whose interests conflict unless the attorney obtains their
informed, written consent.

As described, the Charter provides that City officials may ask the City Attorney’s permission to hire 
outside counsel whenever the City Attorney may have a prohibited conflict of interest under the 
California Rules of Professional Conduct. All members of the State Bar of California, including those who 
represent governmental entities, are governed by the Rules of Professional Conduct.11 Rule 3-310 
requires California attorneys to disclose reasonably foreseeable conflicts of interest and obtain informed 
written consent from their clients whenever the attorney wishes to represent more than one client in a 
matter in which the interests of the clients potentially or actually conflict.12 While this provision 
constrains government attorneys, courts have articulated special considerations applicable to evaluating 
claims of conflict of interest in the public sector.13 

b. California law follows the one client rule, whereby the City Attorney’s single client is the City
of San Francisco, except in limited exceptions involving a subentity or official who has power
to act independently of the City.

One special consideration governing conflicts of interest among government attorneys is identifying a 
government attorney’s client for purposes of analyzing an actual or potential conflict. Courts in 
California and the California State Bar Standing Committee on Professional Responsibility and Conduct 
(the Committee) have interpreted the Rules to provide that a government attorney generally has a 
single client, the governmental entity itself.14 This departs from the rule in other jurisdictions where a 
government attorney represents the “people” or the “public interest,”15 or the agency itself, or the 
statutory mission of the agency,16 or employees within the jurisdiction, or some combination of these. 

However, a constituent subentity or official of the governmental entity may become an independent 
client of the government attorney. That happens only if the constituent subentity or official possesses 

11 See, e.g., People ex rel. Deukmejian v. Brown (1981) 29 Cal. 3d 150, 157 (affirming that Rules of Professional 
Conduct govern the Attorney General and empower him to withdraw from representing statutorily imposed clients 
if he or she believes them to be acting contrary to law, even if he cannot take a position adverse to those same 
clients). 
12 Cal. Rules. Prof. Cond. § 3-310(C). 
13 See, e.g., In re Lee G. (1991) 1 Cal. App. 4th 17, 34 (noting that the conflict of interest rules were developed in 
the private sector and “do not squarely fit the realities of public attorneys’ practice”). 
14 See Ward v. Superior Court (1977) 70 Cal. App. 3d 23, 32–35 (concluding that Los Angeles county counsel had 
only one client, namely the County, and that no separate attorney-client relationship had been established 
between the county counsel’s office and the assessor’s office merely because counsel advised the latter, pursuant 
to its obligations under the County Charter, in matters pertaining to the latter’s official duties, since the assessor’s 
office is “merely an arm of county government over which the board of supervisors has direct supervision”). 
15 See Richard C. Solomon, Wearing Many Hats: Confidentiality and Conflicts of Interest Issues for the California 
Public Lawyer, 25 SW. U. L. REV. 265, 329 (1996). 
16 Conflicts of Interest in the Legal Profession (1981) 94 HARV. L. REV. 1413, 1414. 
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the authority to act independently of the overall governmental entity and if the government attorney is 
asked to represent the constituent subentity or official in that independent capacity.17 

i. A subentity or official may have a separate attorney client-relationship—and hence
a situation involving a conflict of interest for which access to independent legal
counsel may be necessary—when neither the Mayor nor the Board of Supervisors
may control it and when litigation between the subentity or official and the City may
ensue.

The Court of Appeal analyzed conflicts of interest among government attorneys in Civil Service 
Commission v. Superior Court.18 There, two employees of San Diego County’s Department of Social 
Services filed complaints before the Civil Service Commission alleging their employer had improperly 
demoted or terminated them.19 County Counsel and a Deputy County Counsel advised members and 
staff of the Civil Service Commissioners during their investigation of those complaints.20 The same 
Deputy County Counsel also served as the principal lawyer advising the Department of Social Services, 
the very department of which the employees had complained and which the Commission was 
investigating.21 The Commission eventually ordered reinstatement and backpay compensation.22 The 
County disagreed and sought judicial review of the Commission’s decision, and the County Counsel’s 
office represented the County in that effort.23 The Civil Service Commission had obtained independent 
counsel and moved to disqualify the County Counsel from representing the County on the basis that 
because he had represented the Commission during the investigation the conflict of interest prevented 
him from representing the County in a lawsuit against the Commission on the same matter.24 The court 
found for the Commission, holding that the County Counsel should have been disqualified.25 

The court based its holding on two conclusions. First, the court acknowledged “the general proposition 
that a public attorney’s advising of a constituent public agency does not give rise to an attorney-client 
relationship separate and distinct from the attorney’s relationship to the overall governmental entity of 
which the agency is a part.”26 However, it likewise acknowledged an exception where an agency 

17 See Cal. State Bar Standing Comm. on Prof. Resp. and Conduct, Formal Opinion No. 2001-156 (citing Civil Service 
Com. v. Superior Court (1984) 163 Cal. App. 3d 70). The Committee observes moreover that a city attorney “must 
not mislead constituent subentities or officials who have no right to act independently of the governing body of 
the entity and who are seeking advice in their individual capacity into believing that they may communicate 
confidential information to the city attorney in such a way that it will not be used in the city’s interest if that 
interest is or becomes adverse to the constituent or official.” See also Ward, 70 Cal. App. 3d at 34–35 (holding that 
county was the county counsel’s sole client, and, analogizing to private sector cases involving corporate entities, 
ruled that the county counsel represents the entity, not the individual officers through whom the entity acts, such 
that no confidential relationship existed between county counsel and the county assessor arising out of general 
discussions regarding the operation of the assessor’s office). 
18 Civil Service Com. v. Superior Court (1984) 163 Cal. App. 3d 70. 
19 Id. at 74. 
20 Id. 
21 Id. 
22 Id. 
23 Id. 
24 Id. 
25 Id. at 83. 
26 Id. at 78. 
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functioned independently of the overall entity, as the County Charter provided for the Civil Service 
Commission.27 The court distinguished the commission’s quasi-independence from situations in which 
the board of supervisors or city council might directly supervise a given jurisdiction’s departments so as 
to resolve any interagency conflicts.28 As evidence of sufficient independence for purposes of a separate 
attorney-client relationship, the court identified a situation in which litigation between an agency and 
the county may ensue.29 

Second, the court held that because “the relationship between County Counsel and the Commission is 
an ongoing one with respect to matters other than the one at issue here,”30 disqualification was 
required under the “general rule that an attorney may simply not undertake to represent an interest 
adverse to those of a current client without the client’s approval.”31 The court reasoned that mandatory 
disqualification arises from a concern about impaired functioning: 

The attorney who represents a client with interests adverse to another 
current client encounters the very real danger “that he will be tempted, 
perhaps unconsciously, to favor the interests of a particularly important 
client over the adverse or potentially adverse interests of a less favored 
client.” Here there is every reason to believe that County Counsel would 
be tempted to favor the interests of the County in giving advice to the 
Commission. The Commission’s primary, if not sole function, is to pass 
judgment on the conduct of the County toward its employees. Every 
Commission decision has the potential of being adverse to one of the 
County’s constituent agencies. Because County Counsel is directly 
responsible to the Board of Supervisors, it is difficult to conceive how 
any member of the County Counsel’s office can render independent 
advice to the Commission. The structure of the system would appear 
necessarily to skew such advice in favor of the County and against the 
county employees. And even in those circumstances where County 
Counsel renders advice to the Commission favoring the employee, such 
advice places him in a position adverse to his client, the County.32 

While the court declined to “define [permanent] solutions for the difficult problem” of such conflicts, 
the court proposed one possibility—namely, that if the Commission were afforded access to 
independent legal advice, there would be no reason County Counsel could not continue “to vigorously 
represent the County even when such representation results in litigation against the Commission.”33 

ii. A separation in both offices and functions may preclude finding a conflict of interest,
as may provisions authoring independent legal representation.

27 Id. 
28 Id. 
29 Id. at 83. 
30 Id. at 78, n. 1. 
31 Id. 
32 Id. (quoting Conflicts of Interest in the Legal Profession (1981) 94 HARV. L. REV. 1244, 1296). 
33 Id. at 83–84. 

AGENDA ITEM 6



Agenda Item 5, Page 7 

Elsewhere, the Court of Appeal has declined to find a disqualifying conflict of interest. In re Lee G. 
involved a contested review hearing for a dependent child before the juvenile court.34 The dependent’s 
mother allegedly suffered acute paranoia and delusions and could not care for her son.35 As a result she 
was herself under a conservatorship, but had an opportunity to satisfy the conditions of a “reunification 
plan” to resume caring for her son.36 County counsel represented both the juvenile dependency division 
and conservatorships.37 The mother contested the dependency finding and argued that the county had a 
conflict of interest: she argued that county counsel (in handling conservatorships) insisted on the one 
hand that as a conservatee she could not commit to contracts, and yet county counsel (in handling 
juvenile dependency) simultaneously insisted on the other hand that she could understand and manage 
the reunification plan.38 

The Court of Appeal held that disqualification of the county counsel was improper, based in part on the 
fact that the county counsel’s juvenile dependency division was in a completely separate office from the 
county counsel who handled conservatorships, and that attorneys from those separate divisions did not 
share cases.39 The court likewise reasoned that because a conservatee had a right of separate 
representation in conservatorship proceedings, and because the parent of a dependent child could 
likewise secure separate representation to protect his or her individual rights in dependency 
proceedings, the legislature had adequately accounted for possible conflicts among county counsel.40 
The court distinguished its case from the decision in Civil Service Commission on the basis that no party 
had argued that either of the county entities at issue had independent authority that might have 
rendered it a separate county authority and so established a separate attorney-client relationship.41 

iii. In the absence of adequate separation, California courts may impose such
separation to eliminate probable conflicts of interest.

Finally, the Court of Appeal has imposed an ethical screening process where none existed. In Howitt v. 
Superior Court, a sheriff sought an administrative hearing before the “quasi-independent administrative 
tribunal” County Employment Appeals Board after he was transferred and suspended.42 The sheriff 
discovered that a deputy county counsel would represent the sheriff’s department before the Board 
and, at the same time, the county counsel would advise the Board at the hearing and throughout the 
Board’s decision making process, including by preparing the Board’s written decision.43 The court of 
appeal reversed the trial court’s refusal to disqualify the county counsel’s office.44 The court observed 
that the Employment Appeals Board was just like the Civil Service Commission in Civil Service 
Commission.45 

34 1 Cal. App. 4th at 21. 
35 Id. at 22. 
36 Id. at 21. 
37 Id. at 23. 
38 Id. 
39 Id. at 23, 31. 
40 Id. at 30–31. 
41 Id. 
42 Howitt, (1992) 3 Cal. App. 4th 1575, 1578. 
43 Id. 
44 Id. 
45 Id. 
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The court in Howitt allowed that only under certain conditions could a county counsel’s office “advocate 
for one party in a contested hearing while at the same time serving as the legal advisor for the decision-
maker.”46 The court reasoned that due process concerns in the context of dual representation persist 
even if different lawyers in the same office perform two functions.47 Instead, only ethically screening the 
“advocate” from the “advisor” can satisfy due process concerns.48 The court added that the law office 
performing the dual roles (in Howitt, the county counsel) bears the burden to prove the adequacy of its 
screening procedures, since only that office has meaningful access to evidence of such separation.49 The 
court concluded that if the county counsel’s office could not demonstrate effective screening, a 
renewed petition for disqualification should be granted.50 

Analysis 

1. Defining the Problem

As to its representation of the Ethics Commission, the City Attorney’s Office is burdened by the same 
ongoing conflict of interest at issue in Civil Service Commission and other decisions of the California 
Court of Appeal applying Rule 3-310 to the government attorney context. 

a. The unique mandate of the Ethics Commission gives it an attorney-client relationship with
the City Attorney’s Office separate from the single client of the City, creating the potential
for conflicts of interest in the City Attorney’s fulfillment of its various obligations.

Under the California rule, the City Attorney’s Office serves its single client the City and County of San 
Francisco as a whole. In the course of representing that client, the City Attorney’s Office provides advice 
to multiple City entities and to the individuals who staff them. Put differently, the City Attorney’s Office 
has one “Client” but innumerable “clients.”  

The City Attorney’s Office does not form separate attorney-client relationships with the majority of City 
entities, officials, and staff whom it counsels, unless those entities have a right under the Charter to act 
independently of the City and they obtain advice in their separate capacity. Most City officers and 
employees are subject to the oversight of the Mayor or members of the Board of Supervisors and 
therefore lack the requisite independence to form a separate attorney-client relationship with the City 
Attorney’s Office. 

However, like the Commission at issue in Civil Service Commission v. Superior Court, the San Francisco 
Ethics Commission was structured by the voters to have some intentional institutional independence 
from the City and County of San Francisco even while creating it as a city department. The Charter 
empowers the Commission to investigate complaints and enforce the law against the Mayor, members 
of the Board of Supervisors, and even those in the City Attorney’s Office itself. As in Civil Service 

46 Id. at 1580. 
47 Id. at 1586. 
48 Id. 
49 Id. at 1587. 
50 Id. 
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Commission, “an adverse Commission ruling is not always warmly embraced by the affected county 
agency.”51 As a result, the same conflict arises on an ongoing basis in San Francisco as that which existed 
in Civil Service Commission. And while the Charter empowers any City officer to seek permission to 
retain outside counsel on a given matter for which a conflict may exist, the structural problem at issue 
here concerns a potential conflict in every matter. Because the Ethics Commission has a broad range of 
duties, including authority to provide advice and to pursue independent enforcement action, and 
because it may sue or be sued over any given matter, Rule 3-310 prohibits dual representation with 
informed written consent in any matter for which the clients face a potential conflict of interest. 

b. Inadequate separation of offices and functions creates an ongoing and structural conflict
of interest in the City’s Attorney’s fulfillment of its responsibilities toward the Ethics
Commission and the laws in the Commission’s jurisdiction.

As described above, with respect to its relationship with the Ethics Commission, the City Attorney’s 
Office functions in the following domains: 

1. It advises City officers and employees of potential liability under the laws falling within
the Commission’s jurisdiction, advises Commission Staff on how to interpret compliance
requirements under those laws, and participates in policy discussions with all agencies
within City government, including by working with the Ethics Commission to draft
proposed ordinance language;

2. It advises the Commission’s Enforcement staff on matters related to investigations and
enforcement, including against those individuals whom it has advised in Domain 1, and
determines whether to exercise its concurrent civil jurisdiction over the facts and laws
on which it has advised both City officers and employees and Commission staff under
Domain 1; 52 and

3. Represents the Commission as a judicial clerk during administrative enforcement
proceedings that prosecute the individuals implicated in Domains 1 and 2.

Also as described above, the City Attorney’s Office likewise fulfills additional duties affecting the 
whole of the City and County, including by representing the City whenever it may be a party to 
litigation. 

To be sure, the conflicts at issue here are not limited to “a particular matter”53 but are ongoing and 
structural, and can have the effect of impairing the exercise of sound judgment by any single attorney.54 
The Harvard Law Review defined this structural problem as the “dual representation” problem within a 
class of conflicts it calls “conflicts of function:”55 

51 163 Cal. App. 3d at 74. 
52The City Attorney’s Office rarely initiates a civil enforcement action based on the complaints referred by the 
Ethics Commission pursuant to the Charter. 
53 SF Charter § 6.102(1). 
54 That possibility exists independently of the ethical scrupulousness of any individual attorney. The court in Civil 
Service Commission, for example, insisted that its judgment “in no way questions the honesty or integrity of the 
County Counsel’s office or any of the individuals involved in this case.” 163 Cal. App. 3d at 84. 
55 Conflicts of Interest in the Legal Profession, 94 HARV. L. REV at 1416. 
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Some government attorneys face conflicts among the interests of 
different “clients” within the government. This type of conflict arises in 
its most common form when the government provides legal 
representation to public employees who are sued for acts committed 
within the scope of their employment. Typically, the government is also 
an actual or potential party in the action, and its interests may not 
always coincide with those of the individual employee. In some cases, it 
may be possible to maintain the dual representation within the 
government by strict separation between two offices, just as many large 
agencies separate their investigative and adjudicative personnel. When 
such separation is not possible, however, the government will probably 
have no choice but to contract out one advocate’s function to a private 
attorney.56 

The solutions Harvard proposed—whether stringent ethical screens or separate counsel—are 
specifically structural in nature and do not rely on ethically scrupulous attorneys tasked with fulfilling 
conflicting roles. 

Before June 19, 2017, the same Deputy City Attorney occupied Domains 1 and 2. (A second Deputy City 
Attorney fulfilled the duties in Domain 3.) Based on the law described above, the same Deputy City 
Attorney may not simultaneously fulfill Domains 1 and 2 without creating a conflict of interest. As 
explained further below, the City Attorney’s Office has agreed to impose ethical screens between the 
attorneys handling Staff’s advice and policy functions and its enforcement functions. As of June 19, 
2017, one Deputy City Attorney will be responsible for Domains 1 (advice and policy) and 3 (Commission 
clerk), and a separate Deputy City Attorney will be responsible for Domain 2 (advising Enforcement staff 
and recommending whether to exercise civil jurisdiction). 

2. Possible Solutions

Staff has identified three approaches for the Commission’s consideration to address the structural 
tensions described above. 

• Alternative 1: Heightened ethical screens and the FPPC’s three-attorney model

An “ethical screen” is a set of procedures that create an absolute barrier to communication between or 
among the attorneys in a single office to prevent them from having any connection with a particular 
matter. For example, the City Attorney’s Office recently took the step of assigning a member of its 
Litigation Division to defend a respondent of an Ethics Commission investigation. The Deputy City 
Attorney from the Government Division continues to represent the Ethics Commission, but he and his 
opposing counsel from the Litigation Division are prohibited from sharing information or discussing the 
Commission’s investigation in any manner. 57 In addition, until June 19, the City Attorney’s Office 

56 94 HARV. L. REV. at 1421–22 (citations omitted). 
57 Voluntary recusal is also an effective tool for reducing the impact of inherent conflicts of interest. For example, a 
target of an Ethics Commission investigation recently alleged that someone in the City Attorney’s Office advised 
her that she did not violate the City ethical rules. The implicated attorney disagrees with the employee’s account 
of their conversation and therefore recused himself from any role in the investigation. 
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assigned a separate attorney from within the Government Division to represent the Commission itself 
throughout every enforcement proceeding it handles as a quasi-judicial body. By providing the members 
of the Commission with independent counsel separate from the attorney who advised Commission 
Staff, the City Attorney’s Office effectively screened the Commission from conflicts of interest 
specifically related to active litigation after the fashion envisioned in Howitt. 

However, prior to June 19, 2017, the same Deputy City Attorney was advising City employees, 
Enforcement Staff, making enforcement decisions on behalf of the City Attorney’s Office, and advising 
the Commission’s advice and policy Staff. Staff raised its concerns with this approach with the City 
Attorney’s Office and, on June 19, 2017, the City Attorney’s Office voluntarily imposed a new ethical 
screen between attorneys giving enforcement advice and those giving compliance and policy advice. As 
of June 19, one Deputy City Attorney will advise the Commission’s Enforcement & Legal Affairs Program 
(Domain 2) and evaluate and make recommendations regarding the suitability for the City Attorney to 
take civil enforcement action (also Domain 2). Another Deputy City Attorney will continue advising City 
employees regarding their liability under the City’s governmental ethics laws (Domain 1), advising Staff’s 
advice and policy teams (also Domain 1), and serving as the Commission clerk during Staff’s 
administrative enforcement hearings (Domain 3). 

Staff welcomes this development and is grateful for the City Attorney’s responsiveness to Staff’s 
concerns. If the City Attorney’s Office can demonstrate that it adheres to stringent ethical screening 
procedures, this solution would likely comply with the holding in Howitt that only demonstrably 
stringent separation can secure due process in the face of dual representation.58 It would likewise mirror 
the strict ethical screens in place at the Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC), which retains 
separate counsel for its Enforcement Division (handling enforcement cases), Executive Director (advising 
the Commission), and its General Counsel (giving advice and policy recommendations). 

Staff nevertheless outlines two alternative proposals below, should the Commission wish to go further 
than what the City Attorney’s Office has voluntarily undertaken. 

• Alternative 2: Independent counsel and the modified San Diego model

As noted above, the City Attorney’s Office represents all City agencies and departments in litigation in 

which the City is a party. In doing so, the City Attorney’s Office represents the City’s best interest and 

ensures a uniform litigation message and strategy throughout the government. At the May 22, 2017, 

Commission meeting, Commissioner Renne expressed strong support for maintaining the Commission’s 

relationship with the City and the City Attorney’s Office when the Commission is the subject of litigation. 

This approach would maintain the Commission’s relationship with the City Attorney’s Office for 

purposes of outside litigation. 

The San Diego Ethics Commission retains outside, independent counsel for all non-litigation matters, but 

is represented by the City Attorney when it is a named party in litigation. San Diego’s independent 

attorney is on contract with the Ethics Commission. She reports directly to the Commission’s Executive 

58 Those procedures should be especially robust since the attorneys handling these separate domains occupy not 
only the same physical office but also the same political division, in contrast to the separation at issue in In re Lee 
G. in which the separate attorneys occupied separate physical offices and distinct political functions.
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Director on matters as needed, but she retains full-time employment with a local law firm. The San 

Diego Ethics Commission must pay its outside attorney’s fees from its annual budget, whatever they 

may be in a given fiscal year. 

Within its jurisdiction, however, the San Francisco Ethics Commission has a broader mandate, including 

campaign finance, a public campaign financing program, lobbying, and governmental ethics. Its 

mandated functions and duties include public disclosure, advice, audits and enforcement. As a result, if 

the Commission wishes to pursue a model of independence similar to San Diego’s, a full-time, in-house 

general counsel would be necessary rather than a part time, external counsel. This approach would 

require Charter change, and the following language could be considered for achieving that end: 

Related to the Ethics Commission: San Francisco City Charter Section 15.102 

The City Attorney shall be the legal advisor of the Commission. The Commission shall 
have its own legal counsel independent of the City Attorney, who is exempt from the 
competitive civil service selection process under Charter Section 10.104(13), except that 
the City Attorney will represent the Commission in any court proceeding where the 
Commission is a party. 

Staff recommends that its in-house counsel fulfill the responsibilities of Domain 2 because each 
enforcement matter could potentially develop into a matter “in any court proceeding,” leaving the City 
Attorney’s Office to fulfill Domains 1 and 3.  

• Alternative 3: General Counsel and the modified FPPC model

At the state level, the Political Reform Act authorizes the FPPC to appoint and discharge “counsel” 

consistent with applicable civil services laws. Gov’t. Code § 83107. The general counsel to the FPPC is a 

full-time, in-house attorney who reports to the FPPC’s full-time agency head, the Commission Chair. In 

addition to her duties as counsel to the Commission, the FPPC’s general counsel leads a team of lawyers 

and support staff to advise members of the Commission and staff on the interpretation and analysis of 

laws, court decisions, and rules and regulations affecting the Commission. The general counsel also 

coordinates outside litigation strategy, and coordinates the development of legislative proposals, 

regulations and Commission opinions. The FPPC general counsel has a counterpart in the Chief of the 

Enforcement Division, who oversees that agency’s enforcement program. That division allows the FPPC 

to fully separate its day-to-day advice and policy functions from its enforcement obligations.  

Under this approach, the Commission would provide for in-house counsel to fulfill Domains 1 and 3 

(providing compliance and policy advice to Commission Staff, and advising members of the Commission 

during proceedings), and likewise empower the Director of Enforcement to fulfill the responsibilities of 

Domain 2 (advising the Commission’s Enforcement Staff on how to interpret the law within the 

Commission’s jurisdiction and how to pursue matters related to investigation and enforcement). This 

alternative would not upset the role of the City Attorney’s Office in providing uniform litigation support 

throughout the City, including when the Commission is a party to litigation, but would otherwise limit 

the role of the City Attorney’s Office to advising City officers and employees about potential liability and 

AGENDA ITEM 6



Agenda Item 5, Page 13 

determining when to exercise its concurrent civil jurisdiction. This approach also would require a charter 

change. 

Should the Commission decide to pursue this third alternative, it may wish to consider the following 

language: 

Related to the Ethics Commission: San Francisco City Charter Section 15.102 

The City Attorney shall be the legal advisor of the Commission. The Commission shall have its 
own legal counsel independent of the City Attorney, who is exempt from the competitive civil 
service selection process under Charter Section 10.104(13), except that the City Attorney will 
represent the Commission in any court proceeding where the Commission is a party. In addition, 
the Commission’s Deputy Director of Enforcement will be responsible for handling legal matters 
arising in the context of investigations and enforcement. 

We look forward to your discussion on Monday and to answering any questions you might have about 
our research or these policy considerations. 
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2180 Milvia St., 4th Flr., Berkeley, CA 94704    Tel: 510.981.6998    TDD: 510.981.6903      Fax: 510.981-6960 
E-mail: FCPC@ci.berkeley.ca.us

Open Government Commission 

DATE: May 9, 2019 

TO: OPEN GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 

FROM: EMMANUELLE SOICHET, Commission Secretary 

SUBJECT: 2018 Annual Report to Open Government Commission pursuant to 
Berkeley Municipal Code Section 2.06.190.C; discussion and 
possible action  

______________________________________________________________________ 

Attached is a copy of the annual Public Records Act report from the City Manager to the 
Open Government Commission.  The report meets the requirements set forth under 
Berkeley Municipal Code (“BMC”) section 2.06.190.C and addresses each topic 
specified in the ordinance.  The report also addresses the Commission’s request to 
provide additional information about same-day Public Records Act responses.  

The Staff Secretary recommends that the Commission move to accept the 2018 Annual 
Report and to forward the report to the City Council.  If the Commission so moves, the 
2018 Annual Report can be submitted for the agenda for the City Council’s meeting on 
June 25, 2019.   

Attachments 
1. Draft 2018 Annual Report under BMC 2.06.190.C; from City Manager to Open

Government Commission
a. Data Summary.
b. Table
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 Office of the City Manager 
 
 
DATE: May 9, 2019 
 
TO:  OPEN GOVERNMENT COMMISSION  
 
FROM: DEE WILLIAMS-RIDLEY, City Manager 

FARIMAH F. BROWN, City Attorney 
EMMANUELLE SOICHET, Commission Secretary 

   
SUBJECT: 2018 ANNUAL REPORT UNDER BMC SECTION 2.06.190.C  
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The Open Government Ordinance (“OGO”) (Berkeley Municipal Code (“BMC”) Chapter 
2.06) requires that the City Manager prepare an annual report to the Open Government 
Commission that contains at least the following information: 
 

1. The number of Public Records Act requests received by the City; 
2. The average length of time taken to respond to those requests; 
3. The approximate number of pages produced in response to those requests; 
4. The number and resolution of all written complaints received by the City 

concerning its compliance with the Public Records Act with respect to such 
requests; 

5. The number and resolution of all complaints received by the City concerning its 
compliance with the Brown Act; and 

6. Any other information the City Manager deems appropriate that relates to the 
City’s compliance with this Ordinance, the Brown Act, the Public Records Act, or 
open and effective government in Berkeley.  

 
(BMC §2.06.190.C.)  This is the eighth annual report and covers the 2018 calendar 
year.  Each topic specified in Berkeley Municipal Code section 2.06.190.C is addressed 
below. 
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As with past reports, in order to enable staff to capture and present the information 
required by Section 2.06.190.C, staff used the City’s Customer Relations Management 
(“CRM”) module software for PRA requests.  Currently, there are 54 designated staff in 
17 departments that use CRM to track PRA requests.  For each entry, staff must 
complete 15 data fields, and update the entry several times based on the status of the 
request, including the date of the initial response, any documents obtained and paid for, 
as well as uploading the request or response letter when appropriate.  This annual 
report is generated using the information inputted by these 54 City staff members.   
 
1.  Number of Public Records Act Requests Received by the City 
 
The City received 5,526 PRA requests from January 1, 2018 to December 31, 2018.  
The 5,526 requests break down by department as follows: City Attorney (33), City 
Auditor (0), City Clerk (41), City Manager (16), Finance (50), Fire Department (16), 
Health, Housing & Community Services (6), Human Resources (12), Information 
Technology (14), Library (0), Parks (7), Planning (253), Police (4,721), Police Review 
Commission (0), Public Works (196), Rent Board (61), Multi-Department (100).1 
 
2.  Average Length of Time Taken to Respond to Public Records Act Requests 
 
Of the 5,526 requests received, approximately 98.91 percent were fulfilled within the 
required time period (either 10 days or, with an extension, 24 days).  Sixty (60) 
requests, or 1.09 percent, were fulfilled outside the required time frame.  The average 
length of time taken to respond to the requesting party was 1.5 days. 
   
The primary recipient of PRA requests was the Police Department, which received 85.4 
percent of the City’s PRA requests.  Excluding the Police Department, all other City 
departments received 805 PRA requests in 2018, of which thirty (30) requests, or 3.73 
percent were fulfilled outside the required time frame.  Attached to this report as 
Attachment A is a list of the past due responses.   
 
As detailed in Attachment A, the late responses break down by department as follows: 
City Attorney (0), City Auditor (0), City Clerk (0), City Manager (0), Finance (10), Fire 
Department (4), Health, Housing & Community Services (1), Human Resources (2), 
Information Technology (0), Library (0), Parks (2), Planning (6), Police (30), Police 
Review Commission (0), Public Works (2), Rent Board (0), Multi-Department (3).  The 
majority of requests with late responses did not have enough case details to determine 
the contributing factors for why they were late.  Other late responses were due to 

                                                 
1 These totals reflect the department where a PRA request originated or was initially 
assigned.  Sometimes, however, a PRA request is reallocated to another department 
more appropriately suited to respond to the request.  The breakdown of late responses 
(infra) does accurately reflect the final departments where requests were allocated, as 
City Attorney staff reviewed each of those database entries to compile this annual 
report. 
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failures in determining the appropriate responding department, and failures in promptly 
creating cases in the CRM software.     
 
On March 21, 2019, the Commission requested that staff consider providing a further 
break down, by department, of PRA requests that were responded to on the same day 
as the requests were made, and those that were responded to the following day or later.  
Attachment B is a table that presents this requested information.  The Commission 
sought this information as a means of identifying (and removing from the statistical 
analysis) over-the-counter requests for reports from the Police Department, which are 
typically uploaded into the CRM in batches for convenience.  The table in Attachment B 
shows why segregating by same-day responses is not a perfect means of achieving this 
goal, given that a number of City departments other than the Police Department 
responded to PRA requests on the same day.  An alternative approach to segregating 
this data is to identify which PRA requests were “batch” uploads into the CRM and 
which PRA requests were individually entered into the system.  Two departments 
uploaded PRAs into the CRM in batches – Police and Planning.  The table in 
Attachment B provides this additional information.  
 
As with past reports, the PRA numbers from the prior year are provided as a point of 
reference.  The City received 5,783 PRA requests from January 1, 2017 to December 
31, 2017.  The 5,783 requests break down by department as follows: City Attorney (13), 
City Auditor (1), City Clerk (66), City Manager (16), Finance (50), Fire Department (63), 
Health, Housing & Community Services (8), Human Resources (22), Information 
Technology (4), Library (3), Parks (16), Planning (173), Police (4,933), Police Review 
Commission (1), Public Works (278), Rent Board (51), and Multi-Department (85). 
 
Of the 5,783 requests received in 2017, approximately 98.73 percent were fulfilled 
within the required time period (either 10 days or, with an extension, 24 days). Seventy-
three (73) requests, or 1.26 percent, were fulfilled outside the required time frame.  
Excluding PRA requests made to the Police Department, forty-six (46) requests, or 5.41 
percent of requests to other City departments, were fulfilled outside the required time 
frame. 
 
3.  Approximate Number of Pages Produced in Response to Public Records 

Act Requests 
 
Approximately 67,318 pages of documents were produced in paper and electronic form.  
The City received $16,663.80 in reimbursement during this period, primarily from 
charges of $0.10 per page for printed copies.  The City does not receive reimbursement 
for the many responsive documents provided in electronic format, as well as documents 
made available for review for which copies were not requested.   
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4.  Number and Resolution of all Written Complaints Received by the City 
Concerning its Compliance with the Public Records Act 

 
No complaints were filed in 2018. 
 
5.  Number and Resolution of all Written Complaints Received by the City 

Concerning its Compliance with the Brown Act 
 
No complaints were filed in 2018.  
 
6.  Number and Resolution of all Written Complaints Received by the City 

Concerning its Compliance with the Open Government Ordinance 
 
No complaints were filed in 2018.  
 
7.  Any Other Information the City Manager Deems Appropriate that Relates to 

the City’s Compliance with the Open Government Ordinance, the Brown 
Act, or the Public Records Act 

 
Agenda Process 
The agenda timelines required by the OGO have become standard procedure and are 
fully implemented and effective. 
 
Council Meetings  
The City Council scheduled 24 regular meetings, enough to meet the minimum number 
required in the OGO.   
 
Consent Items Rules.  On April 3, 2018, the City Council updated its Rules of Procedure 
and Order relating to items on the Council consent calendar.  Previously, if a consent 
item had three or more public speakers, the item was automatically moved to the action 
calendar.  At the April meeting, Council removed this limit on public speakers for 
consent items.  As a result, consent items now can be moved to the action calendar 
only at the request of a Councilmember.  The staff report on this Council item is 
available at: 
https://www.cityofberkeley.info/Clerk/City_Council/2018/04_Apr/Documents/2018-04-
03_Item_19_Amending_the_Council_Rules_of_Procedure.aspx.  
 
New Meeting Location.  Beginning with the meeting on December 4, 2018, City Council 
meetings have permanently moved to the Berkeley Unified School District’s board room 
at 1231 Addison Street.  The new venue handles crowds double the size of the 
Council’s previous meeting space in Old City Hall, while offering increased seismic 
safety and easier access for those with limited mobility.  Zoning Adjustments Board 
meetings have also moved to the new location. 
 
Policy Committees.  On December 11, 2018, the City Council adopted a new “policy 
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committee structure,” creating six standing committees to develop and review proposed 
legislation before it is considered by the full Council.  Each policy committee is 
composed of three Councilmembers, must comply with the Brown Act, and is staffed by 
City departments.  The committees are: Agenda; Budget and Finance; Facilities, 
Infrastructure, Transportation, Environment and Sustainability; Health, Life Enrichment, 
Equity, and Community; Land Use, Housing, and Economic Development; and Public 
Safety.  The staff report on this Council item is available at: 
https://www.cityofberkeley.info/Clerk/City_Council/2018/12_Dec/Documents/2018-12-
11_Item_C_Structure_for_City_Council.aspx.  
 
OGC Referrals 
 
Lobbyist Registration and Revolving Door Ordinances.  On May 30, 2017, the City 
Council made a referral to the Open Government Commission regarding proposed 
amendments to modify the existing Revolving Door Restrictions in BMC 2.07.020, 
2.07.030, 2.07.040, and 2.07.050 and language to add a Lobbyist Registration and 
Regulation ordinance as BMC Chapter 2.09.  The Commission formed a subcommittee 
to examine this issue and present a report to the full Commission.  At the January 18, 
2018 meeting, the subcommittee presented a report to the Commission and the 
Commission discussed additional changes.  At the June 21, 2018 meeting, the 
subcommittee presented a revised report to the Commission, which adopted the report 
with additional revisions.  The Commission’s report was adopted by City Council with 
amendments on October 2, 2018. 
 
Timely Posting of Minutes. At its September 21, 2017 meeting, the Commission 
received a complaint that the Loan Administration Board had not posted draft meeting 
minutes after its January meeting.  At the Commission’s November 16, 2017 meeting, 
the Commission moved to make a recommendation to City Council regarding the timely 
posting of minutes.  On April 22, 2018, Chair Metzger submitted a copy of the City 
Council item to the Commission Secretary.  The City Council approved the 
recommendation at its July 24, 2018 meeting.  (The change was also reflected in the 
updated Commissioners’ Manual approved in June 2018.) 
 
Supplemental/Revised Materials for Commission Meetings. At its January 18, 2018 
meeting, the Commission moved to propose changes to City processes to increase 
transparency around the late submission of agenda materials by commissioners.  At its 
February 15, March 21, August 16, and September 20, 2018, meetings, the 
Commission discussed and refined possible recommendations to Council to adopt a 
resolution revising the Commissioners’ Manual.  At its March 21, 2019, the Commission 
moved to adopt a report that make the recommendation that commissioners and board 
members be subject to the same requirements as members of the public when 
distributing written materials for City commission meetings.  The Council report was 
submitted on May 7, 2019 for the June 11, 2019 Council meeting. 
 
Recommendation Regarding 2017 Annual Report.  On July 19, 2018, the Commission 
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accepted and forwarded the 2017 Annual Report to City Council (M/S/C: Saver/Harper; 
Ayes: Smith, Metzger, Harper, O’Donnell, Saver, Soichet; Noes: None; Abstain: None; 
Absent: McLean (excused), Tsui (excused)).  Council received and filed the report on 
September 25, 2018. 
 
Public Records 
All information required to be posted to the web pursuant to 2.06.140 has been posted 
and is regularly updated.  The OGO web page was created as a single source of 
information for all the records and information required to be posted to the web under 
the OGO.  It contains links to all the items required to be posted, communications to 
outside agencies, and the OGC Complaint Form.  The Large document index is posted 
on the OGO web page and all items in the index have been catalogued at the Main 
Library.   
 
The City Attorney’s Office conducts trainings for City staff on the requirements of the 
California Public Records Act and how to properly respond to PRA requests.  These 
trainings started in 2014 and are conducted on an as-needed basis.  There were two 
trainings in 2018.  The trainings are aimed at helping staff to properly identify a request 
for public records, fulfill the request in a legal and timely manner, and to track the 
requests in the City database. 
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Attachment A

Department Due Date 14 Day 
Ext.

Pri Fulfill Date Sec Fulfill Date Number of Days Late Comments

1 Finance 02/01/18 No 2/8/2018 7 Response sent 2/8/18.
2 Finance 03/15/18 No 3/23/2018 8 Response sent 3/23/18.
3 Finance 03/22/18 No 365+ Case is still open as of 4/22/19.
4 Finance 04/15/18 No 4/19/2018 4 Response sent 4/19/18.
5 Finance 04/27/18 No 4/30/2018 3 Response sent 4/30/18.
6 Finance 05/28/18 No 5/30/2018 2 Response sent 5/30/18.
7 Finance 06/11/18 No 7/5/2018 24 Response sent 7/5/18
8 Finance 11/08/18 No 11/13/2018 5 Request sent 11/13/18.
9 Finance 12/14/18 No 12/17/2018 3 Response sent 12/17/18.
10 Finance 12/24/18 No 119+ Case is still open as of 4/22/19.
11 Fire Department 07/27/18 No 8/21/2018 25 Response sent on 8/21/18.
12 Fire Department 08/27/18 No 9/11/2018 15 Response sent 9/11/18.
13 Fire Department 11/12/18 No 12/10/2018 28 Response sent 12/10/18.
14 Fire Department 12/02/18 No 12/7/2018 5 Response sent 12/7/18.

15
Health, Housing & 
Community Services

05/06/18 No 5/11/2018
5 Response sent 5/11/18.

16 Human Resources 09/24/18 No 9/28/2018 4 Response sent 9/28/18.
17 Human Resources 05/03/18 No 5/4/2018 1 Response sent 5/4/18.
18 Parks 06/25/18 No 6/26/2018 1 Response sent 6/26/18.
19 Parks 09/10/18 No 9/13/2018 3 Response sent 9/13/18.
20 Planning 05/03/18 No 5/16/2018 13 Response sent 5/16/18.
21 Planning 09/17/18 No 9/18/2018 1 Response sent 9/18/18.
22 Planning 11/22/18 No 12/3/2018 11 Response sent 12/3/18.
23 Planning 12/31/18 No 1/2/2019 2/5/2019 2 Response sent 1/2/19.
24 Planning 12/21/18 No 12/27/2018 1/16/2019 6 Response sent 12/27/18.
25 Planning 06/03/18 No 6/5/2018 2 Response sent 6/5/18.
26 Police 02/13/18 No 2/22/2018 9 Response sent 2/22/18.
27 Police 02/15/18 No 2/21/2018 6 Response sent 2/21/18.
28 Police 02/15/18 No 2/21/2018 6 Response sent 2/21/18.
29 Police 02/15/18 No 2/21/2018 6 Response sent 2/21/18.
30 Police 02/15/18 No 2/22/2018 7 Response sent 2/22/18.
31 Police 02/15/18 No 2/22/2018 7 Response sent 2/22/18.
32 Police 02/15/18 No 2/22/2018 7 Response sent 2/22/18.
33 Police 02/15/18 No 2/22/2018 7 Response sent 2/22/18.
34 Police 03/09/18 No 3/23/2018 14 Response sent 3/23/18.
35 Police 03/29/18 Yes 4/18/2018 20 Response sent 4/18/18.
36 Police 04/02/18 No 4/24/2018 22 Response sent 4/24/18.
37 Police 04/09/18 No 4/12/2018 3 Response sent 4/12/18.
38 Police 04/16/18 No 4/24/2018 8 Response sent 4/24/18.
39 Police 04/16/18 No 7/12/2018 87 Awaited response from Department Head.
40 Police 05/19/18 No 7/12/2018 54 No response confirmed.
41 Police 05/25/18 No 8/6/2018 73 Response sent 8/6/18.
42 Police 06/11/18 No 7/25/2018 44 Response sent 7/25/18.
43 Police 06/18/18 No 6/20/2018 2 Response sent 6/20/18.
44 Police 07/02/18 No 7/12/2018 10 Response sent 7/12/18.
45 Police 07/30/18 No 8/6/2018 7 Response sent 8/6/18.
46 Police 08/03/18 No 8/9/2018 6 Response sent 8/9/18.
47 Police 08/06/18 No 8/9/2018 3 Response sent 8/9/18.
48 Police 08/20/18 No 9/11/2018 22 Response sent 9/11/18.
49 Police 08/20/18 No 8/24/2018 4 Rsponse sent 8/24/18.
50 Police 10/29/18 No 11/2/2018 4 Response sent 11/2/18.
51 Police 11/08/18 No 11/9/2018 1 Response sent 12/14/18.10/29/2018
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Attachment A

Department Due Date 14 Day 
Ext.

Pri Fulfill Date Sec Fulfill Date Number of Days Late CommentsReceipt Date

52 Police 11/05/18 No 11/9/2018 4 Response sent 11/9/18.
53 Police 11/26/18 No 12/3/2018 7 Response sent 12/3/18.
54 Police 11/29/18 No 12/3/2018 4 Response sent 12/3/18.
55 Police 11/30/18 No 12/10/2018 10 Response sent 12/10/18.
56 Public Works 01/22/18 No 6/14/2018 143 Delay in reallocating to department queue.
57 Public Works 11/16/18 No 11/27/2018 11 Response sent 11/27/18.

58
Multi‐Department 07/09/18 No 7/11/2018

2
Staff was delayed in creating case in Lagan and/or 
forwarding to liaison.

59
Multi‐Department 08/20/18 Yes 9/4/2018

15
Staff was delayed in creating case in Lagan and/or 
forwarding to liaison.

60 Multi‐Department 12/16/18 No 12/18/2018 12/19/2018 2 Response sent 12/18/18.

8/10/2018

12/6/2018

4/9/2018

1/11/2018
11/6/2018

11/20/2018

11/16/2018
11/19/2018

10/26/2018
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Attachment B

Total 
Number of 
Requests

Number of 
Same Day 
Responses

Number of 
Non-Same 

Day 
Responses

# of Late 
Responses

% of Late 
Responses

Median # of 
Days Late

Number of 
Batch 

Responses

Number of 
Non-Batch 
Responses

# of Late 
Responses

% of Late 
Responses

Median # of 
Days Late

TOTAL 5,526 4,910 616 60 9.74% 6 4,828 698 60 8.60% 6
   City Attorney 33 8 25 0 0% 0 0 33 0 0% 0
   City Auditor 0 0 0 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0% 0
   City Clerk 41 7 34 0 0% 0 0 41 0 0% 0
   City Manager 16 0 16 0 0% 0 0 16 0 0% 0
   Finance 50 4 46 10 21.74% 6 0 50 10 20% 6
   Fire Department 16 1 15 4 26.67% 20 0 16 4 25% 20
   Health Housing & Comm. Services 6 1 5 1 20% 5 0 6 1 16.67% 5
   Human Resources 12 0 12 2 16.67% 3 0 12 2 16.67% 3
   Information Technology 14 1 13 0 0% 0 0 14 0 0% 0
   Library 0 0 0 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0% 0
   Parks 7 0 7 2 28.57% 2 0 7 2 28.57% 2
   Planning 253 201 52 6 11.54% 4 196 57 6 10.53% 4
   Police 4721 4641 80 30 37.50% 7 4632 89 30 33.71% 7
   Police Review Commission 0 0 0 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0% 0
   Public Works 196 39 157 2 1.27% 77 0 196 2 1.02% 77
   Rent Board 61 2 59 0 0% 0 0 61 0 0% 0
   Multi-Department 100 5 95 3 3.16% 2 0 100 3 3% 2
Source: Customer Relations Management module software.

Two or more Days Non-Batch PRAs
Public Record Act (PRA) Requests in 2018 by Department
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2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704    Tel: 510.981.6998   TDD: 510.981.6903       Fax: 510.981-6960 
E-mail: FCPC@cityofberkeley.info

Open Government Commission 

May 16, 2019 

Dee Williams-Ridley 
City Manager 
City of Berkeley 
2180 Milvia St. 
Berkeley, CA 94704 

Ref: Delinquent Commission meeting minutes 

Dear Ms. Williams-Ridley: 

The Open Government Commission received a complaint from a Berkeley resident 
detailing those commissions and boards that have not complied with the requirement 
to post their meeting minutes within the required two-week period. 

It is of the upmost importance that the commission and board minutes be posted in a 
timely matter so those who want to participate in the commissions work can do so 
with the most up to date information. 

The Open Government Commission asks that your office contact the Directors of 
those departments that are delinquent and insist their commission secretary comply 
with the procedure in the Commissioners’ Manual – 2018 Edition. 

The requirement can be found in Chapter III. Coordination with Council, Staff and 
Others. 
B. CORRDINATION WITH STAFF, 1) Duties of Secretary:

It is a secretary’s responsibility to: 

“Post draft minutes within two weeks after the commission meets” 

The Open Government Commission believes the commission secretaries for the 
most part are complying with this regulation. Of the 40 boards and commissions, 
70% are in good standing. 

Your help in getting the other 30% to comply is needed so open government in 
Berkeley can be a reality. They are listed below:  

 Board of Library Trustees, meeting March 6, no minutes posted on
March 22 

 Children, Youth and Recreation Commission, no minutes posted for
2019 in table, minutes for prior meeting only available with agendas
upcoming meeting.
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 Commission on Disability, March 6 minutes not available to the public 

on March 29, note with agenda March minutes will not be available until 
May meeting packet  

 
 Community Health Commission, meeting February 28, no minutes 

posted March 22, this commission is doing better with March 28 
meeting minutes available when checked April 5.  

 
 Community Environmental Advisory Commission, meeting March 14 - 

no minutes March 29  
 
 Parks and Waterfront Commission, meeting March 13, no minutes on 

March 29  
 
 Peace and Justice Commission, meeting March 4, no minutes on March 

29  
 
 Commission on Labor, meeting March 20, no minutes on April 5  
 
 Commission on the Status of Women, meeting March 20, no 

minutes on April 5 
 
 Loan Administration Board, meeting March 18, no minutes on April 

5 
 
 Transportation Commission, meeting March 21, no minutes posted 

April 5  
 
 Youth Commission, meeting listed as occurring March 11, however, 

no accessible agenda, no minutes, no cancellation notice  
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Dean Metzger 
OGC Chair 
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