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I try to have not more than one third of these columns refer to the City Council or city operations, but it’s difficult to ignore the present goings on.  Perhaps the Councilmembers each should be sentenced to watching a replay of their meetings while surrounded by a group who aren’t their supporters.  The real world doesn’t consist of the few who agree with you, but with the many who don’t.





The meeting of March 3rd started off on the low note of Councilmember Keller trashing our former City Manager, John Scharer, who had been gone all of three days.  The Councilmember assumed that John would be representing clients before the Petaluma Council. Until he does that, there is no cause for criticism.  At such time, I’ll be willing to join in the criticism if it’s a project that got started while John was City Manager.





This was followed by Councilmember Keller’s individual direction to staff to give John no special treatment if he dared to come around City Hall and to secure John’s appointment book covering the last three years.  This sounds like the Councilmember is intending to appoint a special prosecutor.  Washington D.C. isn’t the only funny farm of government.  





The first thing the Councilmember needs to learn is that the city charter prohibits individual Councilmembers from directing city employees to do anything.  A Council majority can give direction to the city manager, period.  No Councilmember or group of Councilmembers can direct any other city employee to do anything. That is the city manager’s prerogative.  They can fire the city manager if he doesn’t carry out orders of the majority, but that’s it.





Then Councilmember Stomp presented a strong and impassioned condemnation of the recent leaking of information from closed sessions to the press.  The positions were basically correct, but the fact that she felt it necessary to go to the public podium to make her presentation indicated the extreme lack of openness and civilness between Councilmembers. 





Under normal circumstances, the Mayor should be able to serve as the mediator in these types of situations.  However, the extreme individualness of several Councilmembers and  their unwillingness to work as a team apparently render her powerless.  When they have no respect for each other, how can they expect us to have any respect for them?





The subsequent discussion of what was proper to make public following a closed session was interesting and offered several possible solutions to the  concern of Councilmembers about openness.  In general, only those items agreed to be made public by a majority of the Council at a closed session can be officially made public.  Reasonable, but they could be tied up for hours agreeing on exact wording so that no one could claim slanted information was made public.





On the other hand, apparently any individual Councilmember can say what he or she wants to anyone without formal penalty.  But, if an individual’s comments outside of closed session causes the city to suffer any liability loss, then that individual is personally responsible and can not claim they were acting in an official capacity.





This seems fair enough.  If an individual believes the information they disclose is harmless and is willing to be personally responsible if it isn’t, let them do as they please, but be willing to back up their belief by not remaining anonymous.  This technique could be used to undercut majority decisions, but could be used by both sides.  I think it would be better if the leaking just stopped.





The issue of leaking information brings up an interesting paradox.  The newspapers bash the Council about “secret” sessions but themselves want to keep “secret” their source of information.  Shouldn’t the newspapers have some responsibility to let us know who provided the information so we can draw our own conclusions as to its impartialness?  
