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They are starting the second meeting. It's the Geologic Hazard Abatement District meeting.
It's usually perfunctory, but usually not this perfunctory. No discussion... 

Clearly Jenkins' goal as Council President is to expedite meetings...in more well attended
meetings, this may run into resistance.

Back to council meeting, that was the quickest GHAD I've ever seen, it was under 8
minutes.

No one pulled any items to non-consent. I thought someone might pull MACRO to
non-consent both because of level of community interest & fact Chair of Public Safety
Committee Wang originally scheduled it to non-consent. Jenkins reversed that at Rules,
putting it on consent

Jenkins also reduced each public comment to one minute, he said "due to abundance of
speakers". The clerk read in 13 speakers, not an unusually high number.

Jaseon Outlaw, former chair of ALCO Mental Health Board;  he's suggesting that OPD put
out the counseling contract going to Palmertree to bid, who's held the role for 20 years.
Outlaw's org has 13 psychologists, compared to Palmertree's sole practice. There was no



bid. 

Millie Cleveland objecting to MACRO report being shifted from non consent to consent.
Cleveland complains about the scope of work of MACRO being changed from focus on
East Oakland on view, to city wide--now most interactions happening downtown.

Cleveland also notes that MACRO has no money in budget for grant, and that Director
Jones told PSC that they have to raise private money for third party evaluation.

Anne Jenks also complaining about MACRO's shift to consent: she says that consent
calendar is only for non controversial items, items with "high level of public interest and
controversy" should be on non consent

Another speaker expressing the same complaint on shift to consent. OO reported Jenkins'
unusual move at the time. There does appear to have been some minor organizing on
MACRO with assumption it would be on non consent x.com/Oak_Observer/s… 



Another supporter of the view that MACRO should have been moved to non-consent to
answer questions about evaluation, shift of scope, and budget.

Another mental health worker also asked about the Palmertree contract, a member of
several Black mental clinician orgs. This is the first time there's been pushback, but it
makes a lot of sense as the contract enters its second decade and Palmertree nears
retirement.

Correction earlier, because Jenkins' comments were so vague. He now says he was
reiterating rules of procedure, which is 1 min per Consent item. But he specified he was
limiting speaking, not reiterating rules. Sounded as if he limited multi-item comments too,



but it wasn't case

Jenkins said that PSC chair could re-agendize the MACRO report. They are now
discussing amending Palmertree contract from 5 year contract to 1 year, to allow to put the
contract out to bid and onboard new provider if one is found

Unger says he wants to ensure that OPD and OPOA are comfortable with the contract
limit, none are here: "I'm uncomfortable making changes to this life-saving contract...I
would like to hear from OPD about how they feel about this..."

In committee, the main argument for keeping Palmertree was that after years of providing
services, officers have level of comfort with Palmertree. Devries also says that OPD also
put out the contract three times with no bidders...but the last time was many years ago

Ramachandran asked if the item could instead come back to council. Jenkins suggested
removing the motion and continuing the item. Wang said that she has been told Palmertree
is retiring soon, and it would behoove to have contracting process

Gallo confused about the item. The OPD mental health contract was not put out to bid, it is
currently being done by the current bidder. Gallo's now insisting that the item was put out
to bid, and the contractors "had their chance". He's completely mistaken.

Devries now clarifying the last RFP was in 2020. The previous RFP before that was over a
decade before that, however.

Fife got in touch with Deputy Chief Ausmus, who is speaking on the item. She says that
he's a first responder expert. She supports keeping Palmertree, and notes a psychologist
would likely be triple the cost.

Ausmus also noted that Palmertree is likely to retire at some point within the contract
lifeline, and that OPD is developing a "succession plan". Fife suggests that the Council
keep track of that instead of putting out new RFP

Ausmus also doesn't support seeking a new provider now, due to relationship between
Palmertree and OPD

Jenkins suggested 18 months instead. But she also doesn't support a "succession plan to



literally hand off a contract to another is unethical and inequitable"...she says there should
be a robust RFP instead...

*Fife

To clarify Jenkins has made a motion to have an 18 month contract, that would go out to
bid before the end of the contract. That appears to have satisfied everyone, with Fife's
concerns.

Now there's back and forth about the MACRO item, Wang asked if she could move it to
consent, but OCA noted that the time to change calendar passed without necessary motion
to move to non consent. Others also said that comments had already been given, adding
not much utility

The OCA also noted, interestingly, that consent also can have robust discussion of CMs.

The Palmertree amendment to 18 month contract was taken separately; Unger voted no,
all the rest voted yes. The consent item was then approved unanimously. The public
hearings on the agenda can't be heard until 5pm, so there's a recess until then.

Back from recess. There are two items with statutory public hearing requirements.
Someone should look into the LLAD some day, but it likely won't be OO. I do wonder if
newcomer CMs will have questions. My brief reporting from newsletter this week. 



The LLAD is an example of an assessment driven project that doesn't have a COLA
escalator. It becomes a quagmire, because it needs a voter measure to be repealed and
soon can't handle the expenses in its project scope---like the LLAD

That was extremely quick. Fife noted it "things like the LLAD become routine...unless
there's something outstanding, it's pretty perfunctory"

Next public hearing on Master Fee schedule. This is the yearly list of public facing fees
increases in every dept of city. There's no large increase in this, probably biggest thing is
300 appox dollar fee for late events applications. 



*and decreases of fees, of course.

The bulk of fees based revenue 

I did go over all this from the committee in live reporting. Will note any new issues, or novel



information. 

I think Jenkins will have to find a sweet spot in his goal of speeding up the council
meetings. This level feels abrupt, untransparent and rushed and applying a one size fits all
approach to all items.

Speaker is praising the rent adjustment program.

The RAP fee would increase by about 36 dollars per year, from 101 to 137 tenants pay
50% of that.

speaker says that the RAP program helps landlords too, important because he has heard
at these meetings that landlord are "so impoverished by having to provide housing that
they can't afford to feed their families"

Wang's questions are a bit hard to follow because she's new to this process.

Wang had asked about event permits in Lake, but those are less permits, than rentals.
Devries said that parks/rec no longer rents out certain areas because they are impossible
to keep closed



Wang is asking about "high cost of permits for events at Lake". To be honest, this sounds
like people trying to shut the park down again.

The whole convo about graffiti ended up being about the cost that would be applied to
tagger if caught. So, it was wrong focus, but also illuminatingly naive.

Jenkins could definitely snip time off pontification, many hours to save there, unfortunately

PBD answers with the obvious question to the constant unserious comments made by
those claiming no one works at City. Obviously, public facing employees work at site.

Editorializing here; this discourse is not intended to achieve results, its to pull the window
of discussion to useless focus that generates popular anger because the public does not
know whether its true or not.

Brown asking about an increase in PBD fees that's bringing in an additional 9 MM this
year; wondering if its budgeted. It is. But PBD fees must go back into PBD related costs,
and can't be put into GPF



Here's the reporting from the committee presentation oakland-observer.ghost.io/content/file
/…

Very little engagement there.

A big downside of strategy they are following now: muted discussion of items w/argument



they were discussed in committee; but majority of committees are held during day when
public can't attend. Then when they can, there's no discussion with excuse, they've already
been discussed

But its worse if they are going to also rush through things that haven't actually been heard
at committee.

That's it for my reporting tonight.

------------------
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