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Sacramento County Grand Jury Roster 2012-2013

Grand Juror Title or Occupation City
Michael Arkelian Attorney, retired Sacramento
Gloria DeVane Coleman Educator, retired Sacramento
Michael C. DiMiceli CA Commission on POST, retired Citrus Heights
Lorna M. Fon CA Health and Human Services Sacramento
) £ Agency, Assistant Secretary, retired
Meredith Johanson Camell‘m‘ Waldorf S.C hool Sacramento
Administrator, retired
Rick Jones Sacramento POI.ICC Department, Carmichael
retired
Jytte Langlois Educator, retired Elk Grove
Wayne Marshall Retail Management, Educator, retired Sacramento
Patricia McCauley Civil Engineer Sacramento
Lawrence McVicar Correctional Administrator, retired Sacramento
Joseph Samora State Archivist, retired Gold River
Vincent Scally Attorney, retired Sacramento
Charlotte Siggins Attorney, retired Sacramento
Kathryn Smith Homemaker and Mother of Four Folsom
Judy Stucki Education Consultant, retired Citrus Heights
Jean-Louis Thuotte Military and qu Enforcement, Galt
retired
Adrian Torres City of West Sacramento, retired Sacramento
Robbie Waters Sacramento County Sheriff, retired Sacramento




Sacramento County Grand Jury Photo

Top Row: Michael C. DiMiceli, Vincent Scally, Kathryn Smith, Robbie Waters,
Adrian Torres, Joseph Samora

Middle Row: Rick Jones, Lawrence McVicar, Jytte Langlois, Judy Stucki, Patricia
McCauley, Jean-Louis Thuotte, Wayne Marshall, Michael Arkelian

Front Row: Gloria Coleman, Meredith Johanson (Foreman), Honorable Russell
Hom (Advisor Judge), Rebecca Castaneda (Grand Jury Coordinator), Charlotte
Siggins

Not Pictured: Lorna M. Fong



Dedication

The 2012-2013 Sacramento County Grand Jury dedicates this final report to the
residents of Sacramento County. Grand juries are one of the oldest forms of
government dating back to the days of English common law. American colonists
had grand juries in the mid-seventeenth century, and have existed in California
since the beginning of state government. Residents submit complaints and the
grand jury completes thoughtful and thorough investigations throughout the year.

Grand juries perform three main functions for the citizenry: (a) to indict, or refuse
to indict, persons accused of crimes; (b) to issue accusations for malfeasance,
misfeasance, or nonfeasance against public officers; and (¢) to investigate specified
local government as a “watchdog” entity. The “watchdog” role consumes most of
the grand jury’s time.

The grand jury’s goal is to ensure that local government agencies and officials
operate and deliver programs and services to residents fairly, honestly, and
effectively. Through the evaluation of local government operations, systems,
policies, and procedures, the grand jury encourages improvements in services and
programs for Sacramento County residents.

Sacramento County residents are encouraged to serve on the grand jury.
Application information and requirements can be found on the Sacramento County
Grand Jury website at www.sacgrandjury.org.




Sacramento County Grand Jury Role

Section 23, Article 1 of the California Constitution requires that a grand jury “be
drawn and summoned at least once a year in each county.” The grand jury in
Sacramento County has been drawn annually for more than 100 years.

To satisfy the Constitutional requirement, state law describes the selection of grand
jurors, and the watchdog and indictment functions of the grand jury. The grand
jury authority is located primarily in Penal Code sections 888 — 939.91, et seq., and
the accusation process that leads to the removal of a public officer is described in
Government Code sections 3060 — 3075, et seq.

The grand jury is not the same body as a “petit” jury, selected to hear evidence in a
single case in a trial court. Instead, a grand jury is impaneled for a one-year period
to perform several functions that are described in law. Broadly, the grand jury is
charged with assuring honest, efficient government that operates in the best interest
of the people of the county. The primary function of the grand jury is to examine
aspects of county government, special districts, school districts, and city
government. Specifically, this includes:

e Civil Watchdog — to inquire into the willful or corrupt misconduct of public
officers; to investigate and report on at least one county officer, department
or function; and to inquire into the condition and management of public
prisons within the county.

¢ Criminal Indictment — to present to the court a criminal charge of a public
offense against a person based upon evidence considered by the grand jury.

e Accusation — to remove from office a public officer based upon evidence of
willful or corrupt misconduct considered by the grand jury. This judicial
process is initiated by the grand jury.

The grand jury is an arm of the Sacramento County Superior Court and is
considered part of the judicial branch of government. As such, the grand jury may
ask the advice of the advisor judge to the grand jury, the County Counsel, or the
District Attorney. The grand jury may inquire into or investigate a matter based on
either a complaint or upon its own initiative. The grand jury may subpoena
witnesses and documents, conduct interviews, and consider evidence presented to
it by the District Attorney or the California State Attorney General. Witnesses are
prohibited by law from disclosing their interview, testimony, or any other
proceedings of the grand jury. The authority of the grand jury does not extend to
the courts or to state departments or operations.



The Sacramento County grand jury is composed of 19 citizens who: (a) are 18
years or older; (b) are Sacramento County residents for at least one year before
selection; (¢) have sufficient knowledge of the English language; (d) are in
possession of the natural faculties; and (e) possess a fair character. Generally,
jurors are selected in a random lottery process. The advisor judge, representing the
Superior Court of California, appoints a foreman from the selected grand jury
panel and administers the oath to all jurors. The oath requires each juror to
diligently inquire into matters where the juror can obtain legal evidence and not to
disclose any of the proceedings, discussions, names of individuals interviewed, or
votes of the grand jury. The grand jury’s term of service begins July 1 and ends
June 30 of the following year.

This year, the grand jury formed the following committees: Administrative and
Municipal Affairs, Criminal and Juvenile Justice, Continuity, Edit, Education,
Environment/Public Works/Special Districts, Health and Human Services, and an
ad hoc committee on Audits.

Sacramento County residents interested in serving on the grand jury can obtain an
application at: www.sacgrandjury.org. Any individual may file a complaint with
the Sacramento County Grand Jury. A complaint form is also available on the
Grand Jury website, or by calling the Grand Jury office at (916) 874-7578.




Consolidated Final Report

The grand jury is required by law to investigate and report on at least one county
officer, department, or function. A report is required to be published on June 30 of
each year, at the end of the one-year term of the grand jury.

This consolidated final report is the summary of the grand jury’s inquiries and
investigations, and contains reports which include findings and recommendations.
This report is the only public record of the inquiries and investigation and it
satisfies the statutory requirements for the work of the grand jury.

Departments or individuals who are the subject of reports contained in the
consolidated final report are required to respond to the findings and
recommendations within 90 days. When a response was received by the grand jury
within sufficient time to permit publication, it is included in the consolidated final
report.

State law directs the county clerk to maintain a copy of all grand jury reports and
responses in perpetuity, and to provide a copy to the State Archivist who shall
retain copies of all reports and responses in perpetuity. Final reports and responses
are available online at: www.sacgrandjury.org and at the Sacramento Public
Library.




Committee Summary

The 2012-2013 Sacramento County Grand Jury served a one-year term that ended
June 30, 2013. In performing its duties, the grand jury examined county
government, special districts, school districts, and city government. The final
report describes specific investigations leading to recommendations for the named
districts, city, and county agencies.

In the “civil watchdog” role, the grand jury inquired into willful or corrupt
misconduct of public officers, investigated and reported on at least one county
officer, department or function; and inquired into the condition and management of
public prisons within the county. During the year, the grand jury received and
analyzed 53 allegations.

ADMINISTRATIVE AND MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

The committee investigates the policies and procedures relating to the
administration and management of municipal agencies within Sacramento County.
The committee reviews budgets, organizational charts, and policies of municipal
agencies. This year, the committee received 17 complaints.

AUDIO AND VIDEO RECORDING COMMITTEE

The committee was formed this year to ensure the testimony taken by investigative
committees was recorded, distributed, and maintained as a record to ensure
accuracy for the final report. All case testimony was preserved on the grand jury's
secured server to allow all grand jurors to access previous testimony as needed.

CONTINUITY COMMITTEE

The committee ensures a seamless transition from one grand jury to the next. This
year, the committee prepared and delivered a comprehensive orientation training
for incoming jurors; developed and presented a briefing to over 100 prospective
jurors for the 2013-2014 term; expanded outreach efforts to increase diversity of
the juror pool; updated the grand jury handbook; maintained the reference library;
and, reviewed and tracked responses from agencies and departments highlighted in
the prior grand jury report.



CRIMINAL AND JUVENILE JUSTICE COMMITTEE

The committee reviews and investigates complaints against criminal justice
agencies, and assesses compliance with established policies and procedures, as
well as with state and federal laws. This year, the committee received 22
complaints.

EDIT COMMITTEE

The committee edits, compiles, publishes, and distributes the grand jury’s final
investigation reports and the consolidated end-of-the year final report. The
committee’s overall goal is to use grammar, spelling, and punctuation rules and
standards to create a final report that is logical, clear, and understandable. This
year, the committee created a comprehensive timeline, created style and type
guidelines, as well as formats and templates for the reports. In addition, the
committee identified updates to the Sacramento County Grand Jury website to
increase its readability. The committee also revised the annual demographic report
to comply with Rule 10.625 of the Standards of Judicial Administration reporting
requirements.

EDUCATION COMMITTEE

The committee monitors and investigates alleged district irregularities of the
Sacramento County school districts and schools, the Los Rios Community College
District, the Sacramento County Office of Education, public libraries, and
educational programs. This year, the committee received 10 complaints.

ENVIRONMENTAL, PUBLIC WORKS, AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS
COMMITTEE

The committee reviews local and county governmental agencies, as well as special
districts located in Sacramento County. This year, the committee received two
complaints.

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE

The committee gathers information on and investigates various agencies in all
incorporated cities and the county of Sacramento involved with health and human
services. The purview of the committee includes, but is not limited to, the
Sacramento County Department of Human Assistance and the Sacramento County



Department of Health and Human Services. This year, the committee received two
complaints.

The grand jury made site visits to the following agencies, departments and offices:

Sacramento County Animal Care Shelter

Sacramento County Assessor

Sacramento County Auditor

Sacramento County Department of Health and Human Services
Sacramento County Department of Human Assistance
Sacramento County Executive

Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission

Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District



INVESTIGATION: Ballot Arguments — November 2012 Elections

SUMMARY OF ISSUES, FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the November 2012 general election, City of Sacramento voters considered

three local measures placed on the ballot by the City Council. These measures,
designated Measures M, T, and U, respectively, pertained to the formation of a
charter commission, yard refuse pickup, and a local sales tax increase.

In July 2012, pursuant to the California Elections Code, City Code, and City’s
Election Guidelines, and on the City Clerk’s recommendation, the City Council
adopted a resolution authorizing certain council members to author and file
arguments in favor of and in opposition to the three local measures. As the City
Clerk explained, the purpose of the authorization is to ensure that the Council’s
arguments are selected for printing in the official sample ballot, and secures its
priority in the City Clerk’s selection of ballot arguments should more than one
argument for or against a measure be filed with the City Clerk.

Notwithstanding the City Council’s resolution, the council members authorized to
author arguments in favor of Measures M, T, and U did not author and file
arguments with the City Clerk. Instead, the council members submitted arguments
authored by various voters and citizen groups. Consequently, the City Council’s
arguments would not have received statutory priority had more than one argument
been filed with the City Clerk.

Also, the Mayor, who was authorized by the City Council to write the argument in
opposition to Measure U, the sales tax measure, authored but failed to timely file
the argument with the City Clerk. Consequently, no argument in opposition to
Measure U was included on the sample ballot.

The council members’ failure to author arguments in favor of Measures M, T, and
U, notwithstanding the City Council’s resolution authorizing those members to
author the arguments, the Mayor’s failure to timely file an argument in opposition
to Measure U, and the City Council’s authorizing its members to author arguments
both in favor of and in opposition to the measures, raise four issues addressed in
this investigation:
1. Was the council members’ failure to author arguments in favor of Measures
M, T, and U, contrary to the City Council’s intent adopting its resolution
authorizing the council members to author those arguments?
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2. Why did the Mayor fail to timely file an argument in opposition to Measure
u?

3. Should the City Council authorize council members to author arguments
both in favor of and in opposition to measures the council has placed on the
ballot?

4. Did the City Clerk’s Elections staff provide council members advice and
direction inconsistent with its non-partisan role in municipal elections?

As the result of its investigation, the Grand Jury finds and recommends as follows:

1. The authorized council members’ failure to author arguments in favor of
Measures M, T, and U was contrary to the City Council’s intent adopting its
resolution authorizing the members to author those arguments, inconsistent
with the California Elections Code, City Code, and City Election Guidelines,
and contrary to best practices for transparent election procedures. The Grand
Jury recommends that the City Clerk promulgate, and the City Council
approve, election guidelines that ensure council members authorized by the
City Council to author an argument respecting a measure, will do so.

2. The Mayor failed to timely file an argument in opposition to Measure U
because his assistants responsible for preparing the argument for submittal to
the City Clerk misunderstood the filing requirements for ballot arguments.
The Grand Jury recommends that the City Clerk provide training for the City
Council and staff, as well as the general voting public, regarding the filing
requirements for ballot measures and arguments.

3. The City Council should not authorize its members to author arguments both
in favor of and in opposition to a measure the Council has placed on the
ballot. In the absence of state law barring such a practice, the Grand Jury
recommends that the Council adopt rules and regulations precluding the
practice.

4. City Clerk staff provided council members advice and direction inconsistent
with its non-partisan role in municipal elections. The Grand Jury
recommends that the City Clerk provide training to its staff regarding the
Elections Office’s non-partisan role with respect to municipal elections.

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

In the November 2012 general election, Sacramento city voters considered three
local measures placed on the ballot by the City Council. In August and September
2012, the grand jury received two complaints relating to the ballot arguments for
Measures M, T, and U. The complaints raised issues regarding the authorized
council members’ failure to author arguments as authorized by the City Council,
the Mayor’s failure to timely file an argument in opposition to Measure U, and the
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City Council’s authorization of its members to author arguments both in favor of
and in opposition to a measure. Measures M, T, and U, pertained to the formation
of a charter commission, yard refuse pickup, and an increase in the local sales tax.

Conscientious voters wishing to inform themselves about ballot measures may rely
on a number of sources of information. Among those sources are the official ballot
arguments for and against measures, which are mailed to voters a few weeks
before the election.

State and local codes govern the submission of official ballot arguments for city
measures, including Sacramento City Code section 1.16.070 and California
Elections Code sections 9280 — 9287, et seq. The Sacramento City Clerk publishes
Guidelines for Preparation of Ballot Arguments (updated 2012), which contains
information on the requirements for submitting arguments and rebuttals, including
word counts, qualifications, signature requirements, and deadlines. In particular,
the codes and guidelines provide the City Clerk an order of preference or priority if
more than one argument is submitted for or against a measure. Elections Code
section 9287 sets forth the order of preference the City Clerk must follow. If an
argument authorized by the City Council is properly and timely submitted to the
City Clerk’s Office, no other arguments submitted to the City Clerk’s Office may
be included in the sample ballot.

Two years earlier, on July 20, 2010, the City Council passed Resolution #2010-
433, which authorized Mayor Johnson, on behalf of the City Council, to author an
argument against Measure B, the Utilities Rate Hike Rollback Act of 2010, and
Councilmember Steve Cohn, on behalf of the City Council, to author an argument
in support of Measure C, the Marijuana Business Tax.

On July 30, 2010, the deadline for submission of ballot arguments, the City Clerk
received only one ballot argument against Measure B, but without the signature of
the Mayor, and only one ballot argument in support of Measure C, but without the
signature of Councilmember Cohn. Because the authorized members did not sign
and thus did not author the arguments, the arguments would not have received the
statutory preference provided by Elections Code section 9287, had more than one
argument been submitted to the City Clerk. However, the arguments satisfied all
other Elections Code requirements for submittal to the county for printing in the
official sample ballot.

At its August 5, 2010 meeting, the City Council asked staff to report back on the
issue of the ballot arguments authorship. The City Clerk’s Office staff and the City
Attorney’s office prepared a report for the September 7, 2010 City Council
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meeting. The report described the background and the legal issues regarding
Council-authorized authorship of ballot arguments. The report stated that if
multiple ballot arguments had been submitted, the City Clerk would have been
required to select according to the priorities established by Elections Code section
9287 and the “city’s submittal” would not have been guaranteed priority, as the
authorized elected official did not sign (and therefore did not author) the ballot
argument.

In the same report, the City Attorney noted that Resolution #2010-433 did not
expressly “require” or “direct” the authorized members to draft or submit the ballot
arguments on the City’s behalf. The staff report recommended “information and
direction to staff.” The matter was not discussed on September 7, and was
continued to September 14. At the September 14 meeting the matter was
“continued to a future date.” The matter was not thereafter taken up by the City
Council.

INVESTIGATION METHODOLOGY

The investigation began October 15, 2012, and consisted of interviews with the
Sacramento City Clerk’s Office staff, Sacramento City council members, and
members of the public. Documents reviewed included e-mails between the City
Clerk’s Office, members of the general public, staff and members of the
Sacramento City Council, as well as Council resolutions, analyses, guidelines, and
procedures. The grand jury also reviewed pertinent sections of the California
Elections and Government Codes, and the City Code.

Reports issued by the civil grand jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code
section 929 requires that reports of the grand jury not contain the name of any person or facts
leading to the identity of any person who provides information to the civil grand jury.

ISSUES

The grand jury investigated: (1) the authorized council members’ failure to author
ballot arguments in favor of Measures M, T, and U, as provided by the resolution
adopted by the City Council on July 31, 2012; (2) the Mayor’s failure to timely file
a ballot argument in opposition to Measure U, as provided by the resolution
adopted by the City Council; (3) the City Council’s authorization of council
members to author ballot arguments both in favor of and against certain measures;
and (4) the propriety of advice and direction by City Clerk’s Office staff to council
members regarding the filing of ballot arguments.
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DISCUSSION

On December 11, 2011, the Sacramento City Council adopted a resolution calling
for, and giving notice of, a General Municipal Election to be held on November 6,
2012.

On June 26, 2012, the City Council approved for placement on the November 6,
2012 ballot a measure to repeal the ordinance enacted by the adoption of Measure
‘A’ on September 27, 1977, relating to the deposit and collection of yard and
garden refuse in the City of Sacramento.

On June 27, 2012, the City Clerk’s Office, in the capacity as City Elections
Official, provided all council members with instructions for the preparation of
ballot arguments for the November 6, 2012 election. The instructions advised the
council members that arguments would be due in the City Clerk’s Office August 8,
2012 by 4:30 p.m., rebuttal arguments would be due August 15, 2012 by 4:30 p.m.,
the forms must be printed and signed, and that the “argument author” form must be
completed and signed by all authors. The Statement of Argument Authors form
provides that the authors of ballot arguments must sign the form and attest that the
argument 1s true and correct to the best of his or her knowledge and belief.

In June and July 2012, the City Council approved for placement on the November
6, 2012 ballot, measures relating to formation of a charter commission, yard refuse
pickup, and a transactions and use tax, designated Measures M, T, and U,
respectively.

On June 19, 2012 and July 31, 2012, the City Clerk, in the capacity as City
Elections Official, presented a recommendation to the City Council to pass
resolutions authorizing members of the City Council to author and submit
arguments “in opposition to”” and/or “in support of” the various measures to be
presented to the voters on the November 6, 2012 General Municipal Election
ballot. As the City Clerk explained, taking this action would ensure that the City
Council’s argument(s) are selected for printing in the official sample ballot
pursuant to the selection criteria contained in California Elections Code section
9287. If the action recommended was taken, the City Council would secure its
priority in the City Clerk’s selection of ballot arguments should more than one
argument be submitted in opposition to or in support of the measure(s). If more
than one argument for or against any approved measure is filed with the City
Clerk, and the City Council has selected and authorized argument authors by
resolution, the City Clerk would be required to select the City Council’s argument.
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As the City Clerk explained in its recommendation to the City Council, if the City
Council, as a body, chooses to submit an argument, at least one council member
should be designated as the author. California Elections Code section 9283 and the
City of Sacramento Guidelines for preparation of ballot arguments provide that
ballot arguments must be signed by the authorized authors in order to obtain
priority in the selection process.

The City Clerk further explained in its recommendation that the primary arguments
would be due in the Office of the City Clerk by Wednesday, August 8, 2012 at
4:30 p.m. The rebuttal arguments would be due in the Office of the City Clerk by
Wednesday, August 15, 2012 at 4:30 p.m.

On July 27, 2012, the City Clerk’s staff provided the Mayor’s staff with the
instructions for preparation of ballot arguments, including that the arguments
would be due August 8, 2012 by 4:30 p.m., the rebuttal arguments would be due
August 15, 2012 by 4:30 p.m., the forms must be printed and signed, and the
“argument authors” form must be completed and signed by all authors. The City
Clerk’s staff also explained to the staff member that the City Clerk’s Office urges
the City Council to authorize its members to author and submit arguments to
ensure that the arguments are selected for printing in the sample ballot,
guaranteeing the City Clerk gives priority to that argument in the event that more
than one argument is submitted.

At the June 19, 2012 and July 31, 2012 meetings, the City Council, because it
“desires to submit argument(s) for the measure,” adopted resolutions authorizing
members of the City Council to submit on behalf of the City Council, written
arguments for Measures M, T, and U. The City Council authorized members Kevin
McCarty and Steve Cohn to author the argument in favor of Measure M (Charter
Review Commission) and member Angelique Ashby to author the argument in
opposition to Measure M; authorized members Cohn, McCarty, and Darrell Fong
to author the argument in favor of Measure T (Yard and Garden Refuse); and
authorized members Darrell Fong, McCarty and Cohn to author the argument in
favor of Measure U (Transactions and Use Tax), and Mayor Kevin Johnson author
the argument against Measure U. The resolutions further provided that the
arguments shall be prepared in accordance with the California Elections Code and
the Election Official’s printing guidelines available from the City Clerk. The City
Council adopted the resolution unanimously, with one member absent.

In July 2012, the three council members authorized by the City Council to author
the argument in favor of Measure U decided to substitute non-council members to
author those arguments. They did so because in their view the arguments would be
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more persuasive to voters if the arguments were authored by public officials or
citizens impacted by the measure. The council members did not publicly disclose
their intention to substitute those authors before submitting the arguments to the
City Clerk for filing.

One council member who was authorized to author arguments in favor of the
measures asserted that the City Council’s resolution authorized the members only
“to file” the argument, not to author the argument. That interpretation conflicts
with the plain meaning of the City Council resolution; the Elections Code, City
Code, and Guidelines; the City Clerk’s interpretation of the pertinent codes and
guidelines; and the interpretation of three council members authorized to author
arguments by the City Council. Moreover, there is no evident statutory purpose for
the City Council to authorize its members to file a ballot argument authored by
others, and council members need no Council authorization to file the argument
authored by others.

On Tuesday, August 7, 2012, at 8:11 a.m., the City Clerk’s staff sent a reminder to
all council members that ballot arguments were due in the City Clerk’s Office on
Wednesday, August 8 by 4:30 p.m., and requested that council members notify the
City Clerk’s Office when they would be filing their arguments, because of the
significant impact on the City Clerk’s Office of candidates filing for the office of
charter commissioner. Given the possibility that arguments submitted to the City
Clerk’s Office for filing fail to comply with the City’s ballot argument preparation
guidelines and require corrections, it is generally in the argument author’s interest
to submit the argument as much in advance of the filing deadline as possible.

On August 7, 2012, at 9:47 a.m., one council member authorized to author the
ballot argument in favor of Measure U responded to the City Clerk staff’s 8:11
a.m. request, suggesting that he would file his argument that day at 4:00 p.m. At
10:34 a.m. that day, the City Clerk staff responded to the council member and
stated, “If you are ready with the “yes” on Measure U (tax) or Measure M
(charter), I'm wondering if you want to wait until right before the deadline
Wednesday. Otherwise, the opponents and media will have access to the argument
in advance of the opposition’s submission. Not sure if this matters. Let me know.”

In the same 10:34 a.m., response, the City Clerk staff also informed the council
member that “[t]he “no” on T (yard)/garden) opponents are coming in at 4 pm
today. If that is ok, then we will see you then. If not, perhaps 4:15 or end of day
Wednesday.”
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At 11:16 a.m., the council member responded to the City Clerk staff’s suggestion,
stating, “Better yet, how about tomorrow 2-430 range? What slot works?” At 12:36
p.m., the City Clerk staff responded, “I have open Wednesday at 3:30 or 4:00 p.m.
Which works better for you?”” The next day, August 8, at 3:37 p.m., the council
member responded, “4 pm is my appt. correct?” At 3:40 p.m., the City Clerk staff
responded, “Yes.” On August 7, 2012, the three council members authorized to
author and file the ballot argument in favor of Measure U agreed to file the
argument close to the deadline on August 8. On August 8, 2012, at 3:25 p.m., one
of the three council members presented the argument in favor of Measure U to the
City Clerk’s Office. The argument was not signed by any of the three council
members authorized by the City Council to author the argument on its behalf.
Instead, the argument was signed by the five non-council members selected by the
three authorized council members. Because the council members authorized by the
City Council to author the argument in favor of Measure U did not sign the ballot
argument, the City Council’s argument would not have received the statutory
priority in the event that another argument had been filed.

On August 8, 2012 at 4:16 p.m., the council members authorized to author the
argument in favor of Measures M and T presented the arguments in favor of
Measures M and T to the City Clerk’s Office. The City Clerk staff identified
formatting problems with both arguments and advised the City Council members
that the City Clerk’s Office would correct the formatting errors for publication in
the sample ballot. On August 8, 2012, the council member authorized to author the
argument in opposition to Measure M timely filed the argument with the City
Clerk.

On August 9, 2012 at 5:00 p.m., the Mayor’s ballot argument opposed to Measure
U was e-mailed to the City Clerk’s Office. Because the argument was not timely
submitted, the City Clerk’s Office refused to file the argument. The Mayor failed
to timely file the argument because his assistants assigned to prepare and submit
argument misunderstood the deadline.

A citizen’s group opposed to Measure U would have prepared and submitted
argument to the City Clerk in opposition to Measure U, but, in reliance on the City
Council’s resolution authorizing the Mayor to author an argument against Measure
U, did not submit an argument. As a result, no argument against Measure U was
included on the ballot.

After all ballot arguments were submitted, the City Clerk’s Office reviewed the
submission of ballot arguments that were signed not by the authorized council
members but by non-council members selected by the three authorized council
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members. The City Clerk’s Office concluded that the substitution of signatures by
the authorized council members, by which the City Council lost statutory priority
for its argument, was contrary to best practices for conducting municipal elections.
First, the substitution was contrary to the City Council’s intent to obtain priority
for its argument by authorizing the council members to author the argument.
Second, the substitution of signatures by the three council members was not
authorized by the City Council and was not publically disclosed before the filing
deadline, and therefore lacked transparency. Third, others who may have submitted
ballot arguments but did not in reliance on the City Council’s decision to obtain
priority, were misled by the lack of transparency and failed to file arguments.

On January 28, 2013, Assembly Member Logue introduced Assembly Bill 193,
which amends Elections Code section 9287 to limit ballot arguments submitted by
a legislative body to an argument consistent with the position taken by the
legislative body on the measure.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding 1: The Grand Jury finds that the council members authorized by the City
Council to author arguments in favor of Measures M, T, and U did not author those
arguments submitted to the City Clerk, and did not publicly disclose their intention
not to author the arguments before submitting the arguments to the City Clerk. The
council members’ failure to author the arguments deprived the City Council of
statutory priority for its arguments in the event other arguments in favor of each
measure had been submitted to the City Clerk. The council members’ failure to
author the arguments and to disclose their intention not to author the arguments
was contrary to the City Council’s intent in authorizing the members; contrary to
the California Elections Code, City Code, and City Elections Guidelines provisions
for obtaining priority; and contrary to the best practices for transparent election
procedures.

Recommendation 1: The Grand Jury recommends that the City Clerk promulgate,
and the City Council approve, election guidelines that ensure that council members
authorized by the City Council to author an argument respecting a measure, will do
SO.

Finding 2: The Grand Jury finds that the Mayor failed to timely file a ballot
argument in opposition to Measure U because his assistants who were assigned to
prepare and submit the argument to the City Clerk misunderstood the filing
requirements. This failure to timely file the argument was negligent, not
intentional.
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Recommendation 2: The Grand Jury recommends that the City Clerk develop and
provide formal training for the City Council and staff, as well as the general voting
public, regarding the filing requirements for ballot measures and arguments.

Finding 3: The Grand Jury finds that the City Council authorized council members
to author arguments both in favor of and in opposition to measures it approved for
placement on the ballot. Given the statutory preference accorded arguments
authorized by the City Council, the Council’s authorization of arguments both in
favor of and in opposition to a measure it has approved for placement on the ballot
can preclude the filing of other opposition arguments to a measure or, at minimum,
may discourage the submission of other opposition arguments, creating the
possibility that the City Council could effectively limit legitimate opposition to a
measure, either by submitting a token opposition argument or failing to submit an
opposition argument.

Recommendation 3: In the absence of state law barring such a practice, the Grand
Jury recommends that the City Council adopt guidelines precluding authorizing
council members to author arguments both in favor of and in opposition to a
measure that the City Council approves for placement on the ballot.

Finding 4: The Grand Jury finds that the City Clerk’s Office staff advised a council
member authorized to author arguments in favor of measures placed on the ballot
by the City Council, to delay submitting the arguments to the City Clerk’s Office
until just before the filing deadline and until after the opposition argument had
been submitted (informing the council member of the date and time a measure
opponent was scheduled to submit its opposition), in order to prevent the media
and measure opponents from reviewing the argument in advance of the
opposition’s submission. In response to the staff’s advice, the council member
delayed submitting arguments to the City Clerk’s Office until just before the filing
deadline and after the measure opponent had submitted its argument. The staff’s
communication with the council member was inconsistent with the non-partisan
role of the City Clerk’s Office with respect to municipal elections.

Recommendation 4: The Grand Jury recommends that the City Clerk provide

training to its staff regarding the Elections Office’s non-partisan role with respect
to municipal elections.

19



REQUEST FOR RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Sacramento County Grand Jury
requests that Sacramento City Council and Sacramento City Clerk respond to all
findings and recommendations contained in this report. The Sacramento City
Council response must comply with the notice, agenda, and open meeting
requirements of the Brown Act.

The response should be submitted by September 28, 2013, to:
The Honorable Laurie Earl, Presiding Judge

Sacramento County Superior Court

720 9th Street, Department 47

Sacramento, CA 95814

In addition, the response should be emailed to Rebecca Castaneda, Grand Jury
Coordinator at: castanb@saccourt.com.

DISCLAIMER

This report was issued by the grand jury with the exception of one member of the
jury who is a former Sacramento City council member. This juror was excluded
from all parts of the investigation, including interviews, deliberations, and the
making and acceptance of the report.
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