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For the record
Re - Devel opi ng Sout heast Vallejo

Dear Friend,

The Vallejo Aty Manager and the Sol ano Gounty Admnistrator say their
budgets are stretched to the limts, yet it is being proposed here that there is a
mllion or nore tax dollars | eeway that can be si phoned of f every year for
"beautification” purposes. If indeed the intention of the Aty and Gounty is to
fix up current basic service deficiencies in the non-city portions then a one-tine

less than million dollars total would do it, as | listen. Basic services inside
Aty limts; sewer, water, streets ? Again considerably |ess than a one-tine one
mllion total - ldora, Reis, Wodard nei ghborhood to prevent runoff flooding, etc.

The real governnental thrust of this project would seemto be the
establ i shnent of the additional onerous zoning restrictions and controls of the
dty of Vallejo P anning Departnent onto the area proposed. Nowhere in the entire
proposal does it nention any governnent control except Vallej o Redevel opnent
Agency. The real estate property controls, the standards bei ng proposed in the
nane of beautification and rehabilitation wll all be those of the Vallejo Aty
A anni ng Departrent, as | understand it. Wile the Gounty Gounsel and the Gounty
Supervisor for the area sound plausible on this natter talking to the area
residents there is nothing in witing to protect the non-city residents fromthe
expansi ve encroachnents of the Vallejo Aty P anning Departnent and M anni ng
Comm ssion in the nane of Beauty and becoming conforming to that set of policies.

Anost all the rhetoric heard on this project is inthe formof promses - - .

In regard to the formof the project, the specific itens to be carried out,
any of what is to be done ? "It is (all?) still being negotiated.” Sounds nore
like a political canpaign and assailing the ears of the people wth (political)
promses in order to get voted into control- Very little, if any, of the proposal
isfirm isinthe formof a contract. V& don't know what specifically we woul d be
getting, "That wll be decided later” after Aty and Gounty approve it.

For sone of us this project |ooks |like a "cost plus" set of plans. Al of the
basi ¢ service deficiency inprovenents proposed coul d be acconplished for a
fraction of the $30, 000, 000 siphonage. he of the cost plus features is to be the
admnistrative costs of the Redevel opnent Departnent. | personal |y cannot see
these comng in at less than a mllion - - overseeing the fund, the fund
col l ections, the fund di sbursenents, overseeing the fund, contracts to arrange
for, expenditures, the salaries, fringes, vacations, health insurances, social
security, the admnistration of it, etc., etc., and over a proposed forty year
period of tine. If Aty and Gounty nean it that they intend to fix up what has
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been allowed to slip below dty and Gounty standards and for whi ch ostensibly
taxes for nai ntenance have al ready been col | ected then why the huge si phonage over
and above these costs.

A en Qove's 900 acres and 3700 hones out there ? 2900 have not yet been built.
Skinmng the creamof the property taxes off these as yet unbuilt hones to the
tune of nore than a mllion dollars a year ?

G the 900 acres 45%of the land has al ready been stripped anway from
productivity and taxability. 320 acres open space, nore for 2 parks, nore for a
school, nore for San Franci sco Bay (onservation Dstrict Coomission's 100 f oot
strip. This is before any streets are laid out. Then Vallejo Aty P anning
Departnent is requiring the backyards of the hones yet to be built to be fenced
off froma significant portion of their own backyards - sone to be left wth as
little as 15 feet of backyard - for a "landscape nmai ntenance district.” This is
"to keep the owners from(trashing up the area) wth old tires, nmattresses and
trash." These honmes were to be high class high priced units sold to peopl e who
characteristically take pride in keeping up their individual private property.
M anni ng Departrent's lack of trust in the individual there - their need to
control all possible |and areas private and public, by whatever neans, is to be
not ed.

Tax #1. - The 45%of |and taken away fromowners does not contribute to the
tax base and revenues either by sales tax or property tax.

Tax #2. - Landscape mai nt enance district taking portions of private property
away fromowners and chargi ng owners for this nai ntenance.

Tax #3. - The 45% of |and taken away from owners does not contribute to the

tax base and revenues either by sales tax or property tax.

Tax #4. - Mtigation i npact fees - bridges, schools, re-creating, $3000 pl us
per hone - about $10, 000,000 to be diverted fromthe purposes for
which originally schedul ed. This involves the re-appropriating of
the [ocal inpact mtigation fees. "Vé don't knowif we wll need a
school (in that area)." The bridge fees won't be needed there
because the $30, 000, 000 si phonage can take care of the overpass
i nprovenents and/ or the proposed new additi onal overpass there.
Recreational tax ? Doesn't G/RD al ready have about a 1000
undevel oped acres in its land bank, above the required 425 acres
for this dty of 100,000 ?

TAX #5. - Yearly siphoning off over $1,000,000 of property taxes fromlocal
gover nnent revenue. That probably w Il require an additional |ocal
sales tax or other, once the Denocratic legislature gets its way.

Make no mstake about it, this $1, 000, 000si phon act w |l be nade up

at the general taxpayers' expense.

TAX # 6. - The property tax itself at 1%of the val ue of each hone.
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Bridge : A newoverpass ? Earlier this nonth city planning approved a
rezoning and a general plan change for sone of its own Vallejo Aty land plus sone
| and owned by Syufy (Theatre) Enterprises in order to all ow a commerci al
devel opnent there. |Is the new overpass "needed" in order to accormodate a new
"Syufy Qorners,” to nake traffic roomfor the 6-7 theatre conpl ex schedul ed ? |f
so, why not say so ? Perhaps the sales tax increnent to be generated there wll
of fset the $1,000,000 plus in annual |y captured revenue.

The nost we are told about what firmbenefits woul d be achi eved i s "Trust
us!, Trust us !, Trust us !" Nothing is clear, nothing is defined, except (1)the
pl an to accumul ate $30, 000, 000, (2)free up the $10, 000, 000 of new hore "i npact
mtigation fees" fromuse in that area for which they were originally intended,
(3)inpose a 40 year control "capture" by Vallej o P anning Departnent of all
rehabilitation, renodeling, exterior painting, allowable concrete area in the
yards, all designs for new hones, down-zoning, prevention of multiple units,

"aest hetics", banning of home occupations, etc., (4)the "need for the additional
admnistrative fees for the Vall ejo Redevel opnent Drector's Departnent, the
Vallejo Aty P anning Departnent and the Val |l e o Redevel opment Agency. (5)The
proposed pl an here has teeth (obligations, sanctions), some mght call themfangs.
"In the event the owner fails or refuses to sign the (Agency) required ' Oaner
Participation Agreenent’ .— or fails to carry out the agreenment, — (there wll
be) the inposition of the covenants of this A an on the property by an action of
the law (Page 5, Section 406) What are call ed "agreenents" sound nore |ike the
inposi tion of "planning” conditions and controls onto all the private properties
inthat area in order "to achieve conformty in land use." Ever attend a Vallejo
M anni ng Conm ssi on neeting where these controls and restrictions are set in place
? Rarely does the individual's freedomw th his property use prevail especially
when he is ganged up on by "the nei ghborhood' s" special interest groups.

Regardl ess of the "intention" of the personnel nowin the position of
responsibility for admnistration of such a project, it is ultimately the witten
| aw that determnes what can or cannot be done to a person after the |egal
regulationis in place. It is difficult torely onthe "verbal intentions" of the
per sonnel now because as the years go by the attitudes change, the staff changes
and the residents change. Generally witten and signed agreenents prevail over
verbal intentions. In any case if questions appear in the future as to intent, the
i ndi vi dual property owners who question the intentions will need | egal counsel to
help themnuddl e their way through this nurky area of the law The | aw presently
appears to be witten to favor the governnent so that it can govern what the
property owner can be ordered to do, what will be declared "illegal".

Another way of looking at this project is the followng. Qwce in place it
woul d operate as a shield for elected representatives. Instead of having to choose
anong priorities to vote for and fund, they could say " ... Galifornia Community
Redevel opnent | aw says (nandates) — ." Local governnent thus by this project
woul d vote itself out of control of the area and the funds it generates. They
woul d have thus an established basis for not di spensing certain required services
because of "insufficient funds.” The intended goals of the project as "painted in
broad brush strokes" are | audabl e such as elimnating "eyesores". It woul d appear
on bal ance, however, that the Aty-CGounty cannot afford all the "special projects”
in "special areas" that are referred to. Even now the Gounty Governnent enpl oyees
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are beginning to stormthe gates of the Board of Supervisors for their annual
raises. If this is passed, how woul d the enpl oyees' denands be deni ed.

"The public input wll be sought."” In fact copies of the Redevel opnent
Agency agenda have been routinely scarce to absent in the Aty Gouncil Chanbers
until these witers began 4 nonths ago to conplain to dty Attorney. Staff reports
in the public agenda book ? Unhknown, unavailable, totally mssing and "no extra
copies” for a year until last Qctober '83 they began to be avail abl e. Freedom of
information ?

In practice the Redevel opnent Agency and Departnent has not been one of the
better Departnents when it conmes to the public's unobstructed, un-obscured access
to public infornation.

S ncerel y,
B nst & B nst
Addr esso’ Set

P. S
There are nany opportunities and many roadbl ocks in the world. Ve want to
show you sone of those opportunities and sone of the roadbl ocks.

Wiat we are presenting here represents our best information, given the
difficulty of obtaining |ocal governnent infornmation and the obscuring of certain
data. (See also our letter of 12-5-83)

The acconpanyi ng 12-19-83 letter was witten and submtted as part of the
public record when Aty Hall considered the Sout heast Vall ej o Redevel oprent
Project that night. V& learned then that this particular project is ained
principally to siphon off "new' property taxes of that area specifically collected
for (teaching in) schools. By a Galifornia Legislative "l oophol e those parti cul ar
property taxes are apparently reapportionabl e to Redevel opnent. The State treasury
wll be required to make up the difference. V¢ are told the | ocal Superintendent
of Schools is going along wth this.

It is clear this pass-through financing of "Beauty" was not the intent for
whi ch these school (educating) property taxes were levied. In |ocal redevel opnent
hands these funds woul d be used instead in "special areas" and for "speci al
projects” to "beautify", "rehabilitate" and "upgrade."” The public works schedul ed
inthis project would cost about 5%of the total take of the project and shoul d
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instead be done fromdty and Gounty capital expenditure funds. Now that this
Vallejo "intent"” has been voted into place the Gounty Board of Supervisors and
staff can sit on this project until "negotiations are conpl eted’, whatever that
neans, then proceed on wth the $30, 000,000 take and 40 year capture (and control)
of the area.

For the uninitiated to creative |ocal governnent financing this project
addresses itself to 2 forns of taxing: A The one tinme only new house fees of
$10, 000, 000 ("I npact mtigation fees" for bridges, new school buil di ngs and
recreating) and B. The yearly property taxes on the "new' devel opnent. By this
Sout heast Val | ] 0 Redevel oprment Proj ect both sets of funds woul d be "freed up”
fromthe specific uses and | ocal es for which they were | egislated, despite |ocal
gover nnent bl andi shnents to the contrary. Carried out on any scal e across the
State this could easily not only enbarrass the Governor's budget, but bankrupt the
State. Private enterprise woul d never be allowed to proceed this | oosely.

Let us know what you think about this letter and i deas presented. Have a
Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year.

S ncerely,
Franklin H Bnst Jr., MD
Franklin H Bnst 111, Architect

P.Q Box 3009, Vallejo, CGaifornia 94590
707/ 643-5100
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Franklin “Harry” Ernst [11
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