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CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950

AGENDA REPORT I

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL
FROM: James Colangelo, City Manager

MEETING DATE: March 15, 2006

SUBJECT: I(Q:ggéirc:er Response to the 2005 Monterey County Grand Jury

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the attached response to the 2005 Monterey County Grand Jury Report
section on Open Government

DISCUSSION:

The Grand Jury Report for 2005 contained one section that requested a response from the
City of Pacific Grove. That section, entitled “Open Government”, is attached. In
addtition, a draft response has been preapared for the Council’s consideration. In
compliance with State law, a response must be transmitted to the Grand Jury by April 3,
2006.

FISCAL IMPACT:

None.

ATTACHMENTS:

e Excerpt from Grand Jury Report — Open Government
e Draft Response Letter

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:
James 9. Cofmoﬂﬁfo

Digitally signed: T have reviewed this document

James J. Colangelo
CITY MANAGER
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Report of the 2005 Grand Jury

OPEN GOVERNMENT
SUMMARY
The Grand Jury investigated the procedures that city governments have in place to support
openness in government and have focused on the actual experience the public has as these
procedures are administered.

» Open government, in this context, means the ability of the public to submit
items to their elected representatives to be agendized for discussion at future
city council meetings and to have confidence these items will be responded to
in a timely manner and with accountability as to follow-up and resolution.

Through interviews and observations, we concluded that the procedures where currently
published appear to be adequate but may be circumvented or arbitrarily executed in certain
instances resulting in lack of open debate, delayed or inadequate follow-up and no resolution.
The recommendations which follow generally go beyond current procedures and focus on
changes or modifications that city governments can implement which would create an
environment where topics or concerns can be brought forward for open discussion with a
higher level of visibility and accountability: in effect, a more open government.
» Whether or not the public interest is being subverted through any covert process
may be immaterial if the public has the perception their interests are not
represented and outcomes are predetermined.

BACKGROUND
A number of complaints were received from residents and former employees of the City of
Carmel-by-the-Sea. These complaints ranged from human resource issues resulting from the
organizational downsizing that occurred in 2004 to issues of communications with the
residents of Carmel-by-the-Sea and an alleged inaccessibility of elected officials to
participate in open debate and timely resolution of issues.
This triggered the impetus for an investigation of how all city governments in Monterey
County support an open and participative process. Procedures for all cities were reviewed,
but the focus was on the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea.

* The objective was to improve the process as opposed to singling out any city for

criticism.

INQUIRY PROCESS

The Grand Jury conducted 11 interviews. Complainants were interviewed to determine if
a systemic or wide spread basis existed for such complaints. Additionally, Carmel-by-
the-Sea citizens, public officials, city council members and employees were interviewed
with the intent to gain a broader understanding of open government and how established
procedures were administered.

Procedures for placing items on city council agendas and the process of tracking,
responding to and resolving such items once the topic was presented were reviewed for
several cities in Monterey County.

City council meetings on the Monterey Peninsula were attended with particular attention
paid to how citizens are granted an audience to discuss topics of concern and how those
topics were tracked and resolved.





















