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Decenber 5, 1983
OUR LETTER No. 1

BLI GHT BY PLANNI NG
reference: Redevel opnent Project for Southeast
Val | ej o, Solano County, California

Dear Fri end,

A Vallejo Cty Council discussion and public hearing will be held
on 12-19-1983 on a redevel opnment matter, nore particularly the
Sout heast Val | ej o Redevel opnent Project. This should be discussed
openly and well in advance of this plan being finally adopted by the
Redevel opnent Agency.

Early last nonth the Redevel opment Department Director talked
personal |y about this project being "on the back burner”. Then nore
recently Departnent staff called announced that this matter woul d be
heard by City Council in the very near future. Wat is this about?
Coul d the public be inforned in advance on this matter before it goes
to City Council for their action; before it goes to the Redevel opnent
Agency for their final action?

Sendi ng Redevel oprment Departnment personnel out into the field to
explain this Project to potentially affected non-Vall ej oans and groups
outside Gty Limts may be |audable. But this is done w thout notice
to any of the City's Community Devel opnent Conmm ssion. W can be
assured that the Redevel opnent Departnent's point of viewwl|l be well
represented. Perhaps Redevel opnent Agency nenbers are already fully
i nforned about the ramfications of the project. Wat about those
people living inside Vallejo City limts? Could they simlarly be
i nf or med?

The action of labeling 3,000 as yet unbuilt homes inside Gty
Limts as "blighted" in the potentially beautiful Gen Cove Area in
order for a special project to be beautified is contradictory. How
does "blight" nmake beauty? For people working in City Hall this may
not be a contradiction.

As described there is to be well over $150, 000, 000. 00 worth of
property yet to be built in this project AND the annual yearly
property taxes on these 3,000 hormes will be in excess of $1.5 mllion.
Every year over $1,500,000 is to be siphoned out of what would
otherwise go into the general fund revenues of city and county? W
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have heard at previous public neetings that County Counsel and the
Redevel opnent Departnent have "negotiated” that County (and GCty) wll
be "all owed" to keep about 35% of the net taxes on these property

i nprovenents as they are built. But what are these speci al

redevel opnent funds, at over a mllion dollars every year, needed for?

This mllion dollars plus per year will be to make "i nprovenents"
in special areas. Many of these special "rundown" areas appear to be
outside Gty Limts. Furthernore these nonies, at least initially, are
for areas where the residents are not asking for inprovenents and
i ndeed are quite (properly?) suspicious. In sonme cases we hear
resentnment about this project. "Way fix it if it ain't broke?"

Once the Vallejo Gty Council (and Sol ano County Board of
Supervi sors) have voted for this "capture” of $1.5 million the |ocal
el ected Council nenbers will have permanently | ocked thensel ves out of
all control into the future as far as can be seen with the naked eye.
"Redevel opnent" once voted in is |like the "escapenent” nmechani sm of a
watch. There ain't no turning back ... for along, long tine, if ever.
How many Redevel opnent projects have you ever seen concl uded, cl osed
out, conpl eted?

| refer here to the Redevel opnent Departnent nore than the
"governi ng" Agency because the Agency nenbers conme and then go as
el ections cone and go. But Redevel opnent Departnent personnel | ust
keep right on rolling along. Recall, they are Cvil Servants. And our
civil servants as you well know, are the ones who, anong ot her things,
educat e new Agency nenbers when they are el ected and seated. |
personally am quite inpressed when they tell them what the
commi ssioners can do and what they can't do: how ably these civil
servants hel ped Community Devel opnent Departnent Comm ssioners wite
their own byl aws.

* * * *

CEQA requirenents for environnent inpact report? Doesn't this
California act refer to mtigation of adverse environnental inpacts,
bot h physical and social environnment. On what basis is a no adverse
i npact, a "negative declaration" statenent issued? How does the City
of Vallejo Council (and Sol ano Board of Supervisors) propose to
mtigate this loss of one mllion dollars plus per year in tax
revenues fromtheir general revenue funds? How do these bodi es propose
to support the basic City and County services within their budgets as
new people cone in, to purchase, then live in these houses as they get
built? If we can believe our City Manager and County Adm nistrator the
budgets are already now stretched past prudence and go to their very
limts (if not over).

Every time a Redevel opnent Project is voted into place by our
el ected representatives, they are in fact voting thensel ves out of
control of those funds. Ch sure "Agency and Council" nmenbers now are
t he same people but the discretionary voting power over the use of
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these funds so affected is questionable if still present. Are they no
| onger discretionary funds over which a free people and their
representatives have any discretionary use? Redevel opnent funds are
pr e- desi gnat ed.

Did Council have any discretionary power over the $90, 000
addi tional put into "beautifying" the Avenue of the Flags this fiscal
year? This Beauty itemwas hardly nmentioned at the spring budget
heari ngs.

When el ected representati ves vote thensel ves out of control of
their own discretionary powers then they are effectively voting away
representative government. Even as this is witten the Cty Counci
has di scretionary power over no nore than 50% of its funds. 50% of the
City funds are "entitlenents" even before City police, fire, public
wor ks.

This 50% of entitlenments could |I suppose, be dism ssed as "pass
t hrough"” funds, e.g. Federal Comunity Devel opnent Bl ock G ant funds,
rehab | oans, section 8s, section 22s, etc. The point is the el ected
City representatives thensel ves do not have discretionary power over
t hose funds. How these funds will be spent is highly structured by
Federal and State nandate. Sure Agency and Council are allowed to
deci de between the Fl osden #1 or Fl osden#2 or Fl osden #3 pl ans, but
that's it. For exanple, they are allowed to choose which lane in the
freeway they will travel, but freedom of choice about itinerary,
direction of travel, side trips, restroomstops are not allowed.

VWhile sitting in on Vallejo public neetings when this particul ar
redevel opnent project has been presented one is left with the
i npression of having heard plausible, highly plausible, half-truths.
For exanple, the argunent that a new 1-780 overpass is needed at the
A en Cove and "Syufy Corners"” has not been convincing. For each of the
3000 houses to be built the devel oper (and |l ater the owner) wll have
to pony up $5000 or nore in additional city "inpact" fees before the
house can be occupied. (Bridge fees, Recreation District fees, School
fees, etc.) Aready here is another $15, 000, 000.%. Wat kind of a new
overpass is being planned for den Cove? Wiy is a new overpass nheeded
when one exists there presently? Isn't this talk of need for a NEW
OVERPASS a bit inflationary and sonewhat of an excuse for a
redevel opnent project?

| would hate to see this project rushed through during a period
of tinme when a new Council nenber is getting his feet wet and
especially during the personal rush of the Holiday Season. On the
other hand | do knowit's easier to persuade a novice recruit than
nost seasoned personnel. It is also true that some aspects of the
Redevel opnent | aw are bei ng changed by | egislation at the end of the
year.

It does seemthat the public deserves nore awareness of the
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significance of this project and its inplications for the entire Cty
of Vallejo and the County of Sol ano. Doesn't the "public benefit"
include a nore conplete discussion of this matter. Wile it is clear
that the Redevel opnent Projects do make certain select areas nore
"aesthetically pleasing” for some individuals by today's standards,

t hese projects also do narrow down the options of these and future
council nenbers for years into the future.

Is it possible City Planning Departnent and Redevel opnent
Depart ment envi sage 3000 additional hones and the announced Syufy
Conmpl ex there generating enough additional sales tax and 7-1/2%city
utility taxes to offset the loss of one mllion dollars and nore a
year fromcity-county property taxes?

It is clear that the Redevel opnent Project and process are
witten to limt the choices of the people for between 1/2 and 2
generations: nortgaging the future, clouding the title of private
property, disenfranchising present and future voters and their el ected
representatives. Are these the goals and priorities of this City
Counci | ? Such a goal and priority could only | eave a brown streak on
the image of the City of Vallejo, a city where the el ected
representatives reduce the freedons of the individuals. Wiat would it
do to the image of the el ected representatives who vote for it?

How woul d a hurried up passage of this project affect confidence
of the voters in their representatives, in the Denocratic Party? WII
t he new honeowners in these pre-designated "blight" areas be fully
i nfornmed before hand of all the facts, accurately and w thout
obscuring crucial details? WIIl they understand the built in
contention between their area of town and the other areas of town?
WIIl this Southeast Vallejo Redevel opnment Project alleviate the need
for the 7-1/2%utility tax that we inside Vallejo are now payi ng?

HON and WHY is Title to property in a redevel opnent project
cl ouded? Is there some formof inplicit understandi ng about the
background of the devel opnent in the G en Cove area? Many of us,
friends and acquai ntances, are aware of the fact that "Redevel opnent"”
status does convey the advantage to devel opers of being able to get
the Gty to float Mdirtgage Revenue Bonds for themat a significantly
reduced interest rate. Does this play a part in the hurry-up need to
get southeast Vallejo into Redevel opnent? Wio if anyone is to be
desi gnated as beneficiary of the 3% to 10% of the bonds, i.e. who wl|
be getting the 3 to 10 points the devel opers will have to pay for
t hese funds? Three to ten percent of $150, 000, 000.00 is not an
i nsignificant sum

Vallejo City Manager recently spoke of the reasonabl eness on
nort gage revenue bonds of "a 3% fee for the city. The public should
benefit fromthe issuance of these bonds.” Who is "the public" in this
instance? WIIl the library be able to stay open nore hours? WII| our
streets be fixed up faster? Water lines? WII sufficient punping
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facilities be installed in the Lake Dalw g area to prevent the massive
Lenon Street area flooding like it had two years ago? WIIl "the
public" receive even partial relief fromthe burdensonme 7-1/2%utility
tax? WIIl our streets be swept any nore often?

So far the Southeast Vallej o Redevel opnent Project woul d appear
designed to prove the Cty cannot afford any nore devel opnents. The
taxes fromthese houses as they are built and occupi ed woul d
ordinarily be designated to pay for the basic comunity services
required for the additional people who conme to live INSIDE The City
Limts and inside Sol ano County. Wth Redevel opnment, an esti mated
2/ 3rds of the property taxes fromthese houses are instead proposed to
be "captured", "siphoned off" and pre-designated for beautification of
this area ONLY instead of basic services. | doubt that the need for
basic services will go away just because "Beauty" has appeared on the
scene.

Al t hough the m nutes of the 10/04/83 Pl anni ng Conm ssi on neeting
do not specifically reflect the statenments nade, it was di scovered
that many of the hones built by one devel oper will only have 15 foot
deep backyards. The bal ance of their backyards will be on the other
side of the fence and desi gnated as open space. |Is this being required
to establish "blight" fromthe start ? The rational e given that night
was, "to prevent people (owners, inhabitants) fromtrashing up their
(own) backyards with old mattresses, weeds, old cars.” Wuat kind of
talk is that? City arbitrarily, unilaterally taking away an
i ndi vidual's property before he even buys it, fencing himoff fromhis
own property and then forcing himto pay | andscape nai ntenance
district fees. For whose "Beautification" anbitions? Can school i npact
fees be justified when young children will have a nere 15 foot
backyard strip to play in at hone?

Bl i ght by Planning? Are we the people satisfied to |let our
freedons and | and uses be taken away fromus like this while we are
still being taxed. The "need-to-control'ers" seemto have lost faith
intheir electorate. Is it that the Gty's officials no-longer believe
in the individuals who will elect them do not believe in the pride,
productivity, and creativeness of the individual honeowner, devel oper?

Repeatedly we have heard fromthe Vallejo City Hall "W al ready
have the legal authority (right) to do this" ... apparently with or
wi t hout the public awareness, desirousness of it or not or whatever.
The question asked here is who is the "we" they refer to? Have the
el ected representatives already in fact abrogated, delegated to City
Enpl oyees the destiny of the Cty on this matter?

What is going on there in southeast Vallejo? Wiat is the real
"need" for a really big, new |-780 overpass? Have verbal agreenents
al ready been made? It's tinme the Council assured the public that the
facts woul d not be obscured before sonething was all screwed up ahead
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of time, if it was. One does wonder though, why are so nany people
touchy about this. Makes one feel there's nore going on than just

what's said. Is the current Marine Wrld newspaper affair a snoke

screen for this other really big "siphon" job.

WIl there be a sales tax increase to offset the |oss of revenue
fromthe inclusion of that |land in redevel opnent? Wat kind of a
devel opnent is going to go in there? by verbal agreenent already? with
whon? Before a responsible Vallejo City Council could pass this
project into being they should denonstrate how they plan to mtigate
the | oss of revenue for required basic conmmunity necessities for the
addi tional popul ation scheduled to nove into these three thousand
homes. Probation Departnment, Wl fare Departnent, Public Health, Mental
Heal th, Public Wrks, Real Estate Planning, Police, Fire, Minicipa
and Superior Judiciary, etc. type services that are so liberally
guaranteed at the municipal and county level. Are there nore soci al
pl ans in the works?

Ni ne hundred acres of beautiful rolling bare land (|l ess what the
gover nnment al agenci es have already required be deeded over to them for
"public use") declared blighted before anythi ng happens there? Wat
recourse does the California Conmunity Redevel opment Law provide to
the citizens when Gty Hall “hurry up” anmbitions for beauty, overpower
good judgment about taking care of current and future basic
necessities of the community; if there is that nuch leeway in Cty and
County budgets? If so, nost inhabitants of Vallejo would much rather
have a roll back, a reduction in the 7-1/2% Gty Uility Tax.

Si ncerely,
F.H Ernst Jr. & F.H Ernst Il
Addr esso' Set Publications
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