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SANDBAGGE NG BUSI NESS

A new sign ordinance is going into effect in Vallejo.

O January 23rd, or a Mbnday eveni ng soon-after, the legislators at Aty Hall
are going to enact further anti-business |egislation. The deck | ooks stacked !
Privat e busi nesses are going to lose alnost 2/3rds of their currently permssible
sign area. It wll be declared illegal and a "public nui sance" to have nore than
1.5 square feet of sign per foot of building frontage. Qurrent ordi nance permts
busi nesses to have 4 square feet per foot of street frontage. This wll affect ALL
Busi nesses, not just new busi nesses.

Al businesses are to be further restricted in their ability to let the buying
public find what it is looking for. Stringent, oppressive and tyrannical
provisions inthis newregulation wll require Vallej o busi ness owers to destroy
significant anounts of their private property. This property is to be decl ared
"unnecessary clutter” in order to create "a nore pl easing environnent in which to
shop, work and live; to enhance the property values ... ." After disnantling and
destroying this capital investnent those private enterprises that want to continue
to let the shopping public know where they are and know what they have to offer
wll be forced to give up nunerous identifying, directing, proven infornational
processes in addition to having to mniaturize their visibility. Isn't this but
anot her exanpl e of | ocal - gover nnent - spawned obst ructi ng and obscuring infornation
intended for the public ?

Loss of revenue? Loss of commerce? This city just does not seemto care.
"BEAUTY' nust, shall prevail. Acity used to be a place where houses of comerce
were gat hered, surrounded by the residences of those earning their livelihood in
these commercial activities.

Nowthis Aty is to be "Beautified" regardl ess of the consequences to the
houses of commerce and |ives of those enpl oyed. To nake up for this |oss of
capital investnent and busi ness revenue, our commercial establishnents may have to
curtail enpl oynent, cut back youth enpl oynent prograns, restrict handi capped
enpl oynent prograns. The Aty nmay not itself be able to survive the continui ng
onsl aught of the anti-free enterprise endeavors of our cosnetically oriented
rulers, their advisors and entourages.

WIIl this ordinance nmake it possible for the dty to reduce or elimnate the 7
1/2 %utility users tax we all pay? WIIl the new signs be taxed on the new sign
cost? The Aty generously proposes the business owners be allowed to "anortize"
the rate at which they are forced to pull down these good functioning itens of
busi ness property.

Aml for the individual entrepreneur, businessnan? VYES !
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It’s up to the individual businessnan to choose between a good sign and a
crummy sign. | look at signs and admt that there are crummy | ooki ng signs and
good | ooki ng signs. Wen | ook at wonen | recogni ze that there are good | ooki ng
wonen and not so good | ooki ng wonen. But it’s up to the individual to decide that
for hinself. Beauty is in the eyes of the behol der. What is good | ooking to one
person nay not be to anot her.

The sign ordi nance presently bei ng consi dered was concei ved, devel oped, and
witten out of sight of the nmain body of the public desirous of being party to
public input. The Goncerned Merchants of Vallejo requested for two years to nake
input at the neetings of this public body appoi nted by the nayor. These sign
ordi nance commttee neeti ngs were, however, systenatically held in out of the way
pl aces and tines, unannounced. Efforts to gain access were even denied to
concerned, actively interested business people. Sone of us think that "Beauty" has
nade a Beast out of those in authority- and for the sake of Beauty the nerchants
are bei ng scapegoated, |egally vandalized and forced into closure in sonme cases.

"The lawis the lawis no longer the law Sorry! Too Bad! You |ose !"

| think the Aty is wlling to penalize businesses. The snal |l busi nessman and
| arger businesses are scapegoats. It is not the fault of the snall busi nessnan
that busi nesses here are failing and noving out. It's easier and nore attracting
for shoppers to get on the freeway to goto Hlltop Mall, Solano Mall or Sun
Valley Mall. There is no vision at dty Hall for Springs Road or Tennessee Street.
They saved the sandbags i ntended to prevent the 5th recent flooding of the Larw n
M aza; rip-rap along Hghway 37. Vé hear it is "illegal" to repair the Napa R ver
Dke; but we see it is not illegal to sandbag the busi nessnan.

The north Val |l ej 0 busi nessnan is suffering. He is not able to inprove his
i mage because the city is not wlling to invest in providing safe, dry places for
peopl e to park and shop. There is no guarantee Aty Hall will not allownorth
Vallejo to continue to deteriorate. There is no guarantee nore parking | ots won't
be torn out to spur slowgrowh. Aty Hall is going thru the notions of trying to
get the Napa R ver levees repaired. So far these efforts have been at best
ineffective to date. Aty Hall continues in a programdesigned to | et upper
Sacramento Street disappear into the bay nuds. Mbsquito and rat infested stagnant
pool s of water and weeds continue to stand in preservation. he wonders if it was
studied indifference that | et Lake Dalw g becorme a floodi ng catch basin in the
Lenon Street area two years ago. Vs this the result of one punp not bei ng turned
on. J.C Penneys saw the handwiting on the wall. They are nowin Napa, Sun
Valley, Solano Mall. dty Fall has done little to speak of to help Sears
physically bail itself out.

So far the Aty hasn't exercised its right of emnent donain to require
busi nesses to stay. They haven't been able to keep themby attracting them ---
I nstead they have gone for "spurring" (further regulating) them Wth the hel p of
the Associated Val |l ej o Taxpayers' one good busi ness was able to fight its way
through the local Real Estate Control Commssion to start up a business after
three years of "procedural ™ delays. The dty of Qakland is going for em nent
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city such as New York from declaring emnent donai n over the ol unbi a Broadcasting
Systen, a privately held corporation ?

The "unnecessary clutter” as defined in the proposed ordi nance nay well be in
the attitudes and mnds of those intent on elimnating the private enterprise
mnds fromthe community, by elimnating those who stand for the freedons of the
individual, by ridding itself of those who stand for letting the creative and
productive peopl e of this community get an even break. Is "fairness" only for
those who can't take care of thenselves ? This Aty seens intent on el i mnating
the productive and creative one by one until only the conformng (the tyrannized)
and the conpl ying (the oppressed) are left.

In the proposed sign ordinance it says "the M anning Departnment nay require a
sign (of) less (area) ... or (be) subject to nore stringent standards when based
upon articul ated reasons related to ..." Wat are articul ated reasons ? The
fastest or |oudest tal ker, the person with the nost (legal) nuscle ?

Wiat is the follow ng statenent about ? : "The preservation and i nprovenent of
the appearance of the Aty as an attractive place to work, live, visit or conduct
trade." Howcan this Aty be an attractive place to work if the busi nesses are
line by line, square foot at a tine shut down fromshow ng to the buying public
what it is looking for? How can this Aty becone an attractive place in which to
live as personal hones becone nore and nore costly to own, as P anni ng ups the
ante in its unending sets of new requirenents for private housing ?

The restrictions may end up taking pride away fromentrepreneurs. People take
pride in their signs. Perhaps as wth other dty regulations the latent goal s
i ncl ude reduction in personal incentive and pride in owership and achi evenent .
Personal pride goes wth personal freedom Can peopl e wearing desi gner jeans,
advertising the products they wear be required to cover up these wal ki ng
advertisenents ?

I ncreasing the nunbers and intensities of regulations nerely intensifies the
dependency of us all on the regul ations and policing by others; hiring enforcers
to do the jobs we as individual s could do better by each i ndependent|y nanagi ng
his own behavior, i.e. getting along wth each other for nutual get-on-wth
purposes. Shortly after taking office many el ected "representatives" are persuaded
instead to rule, to nake regul ations instead of represent us. A very |large nunber
of these regul ations are passed on the basis of the hypothetical. "Wat if someone

next door to you painted his house wth pol kadots."™ "It mght set a precedent."
Big deal ! So far no one has for real. And then if | lived in a nei ghborhood where

there were pol ka dots it could well relieve the tediumof the earthen tones. It
mght just as well nake the nei ghborhood a better one.

Many rul ers love to nmake regul ations "to protect” us fromthe non-conformng,
the non-conpliant (in order to make us all nore conpliant and conformng wth | ess
individuality to our nanes). But ! Those societies nost characterized by
conpl i ance and conformty are those ruled by tyrants. dtizen conpliance and
conformty are crucial to the continuation of their rule. Lse of the requirenents
for conformty and for conpliance in a democratic society, enacting regulations in
these directions, for whatever reason, especially for regul ating the narket place,
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commer ce, the entrepreneur and the open exchange of trade is an extravagant
extension of representative governnent. Laws of this nature are well past the
point of representation and instead nush into the area of gaudy tyranny and
oppression by rulers who are no | onger representing nore than their ow power.

The di sgui ses and rationalizations used to persuade the popul ace in believing
that many such rules are necessary for "the protection of the popul ace and agai nst
the evils of capitalisnmi are just that, rationalizations, sem-plausible, |ess
than hal f-truths. The free narket is the only place where rapaci ous greed and
(l egal i zed) coercion are superseded by the principle that attracting is nore
inportant than covetous grabbing. You have to attract custoners to the narket
pl ace to sell your goods. Governnent planners only plan for needs, only make for
scarcities. They do not consider the individuals "wants" that nake a free soci ety
go. It can be argued that they do not attract; they only reduce incentives,
regul ate supply, reduce notivation, grind down on the private enterprise producer
and grind up the creative.

This or any sign ordinance is in restraint of trade. There is no docurentation
that any sign ordi nance ever inproved any of the qualities of life. There is no
evi dence they ever :

1. reduced work absenteei smor enpl oyee turnover,

2. reduced school absenteeismor illiteracy,

3. reduced the incidence of death, nor the causes of death,

4. reduced the hazards to physical or enotional health

5. reduced divorce, rape, child abuse, incest, al cohol consunption, or drug
use,

6. inproved | ongevity,

7. inproved pride in community,

8. inproved incentive,

9. attracted nore productive and creative people to |ive in your nei ghborhood.

There is evidence though that sign ordinances do restrict commerce to the
point that they interfere in the free fl ow of infornation between peopl e.

The signs downtown are so obscured by the jungle of Aty foliage that you can
scarcely see even part of them

Several years ago when traffic on Georgia Street to the waterfront was shut
of f, businesses there began to fold shop. AQose off thru traffic and you cut down
busi ness exposure and busi ness receipts. J.C Penney understood early. It took
Levee's nore than a decade to get the nessage.

S nce the 1973 sign ordi nance was put into place we' ve seen one busi ness after
anot her cl osed down on Tennessee Street. Now enpty buil dings and enpty lots
abound. Mninal if any tax revenues fromlarge areas and stretches between WI son
to Marin, Sutter to H Dorado, Monterey to (ol usa on Tennessee Street. Here
though, the lack of traffic and therefore visibility isn't the probl em(yet).
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There has been sel ective enforcenent of the 1973 sign ordinance, e.g. Liled s
historical Candy Cane. Now Dairy Queen's clearly identifying business logo is
bei ng pul | ed down.

At a recent public hearing the owner of a viable, thriving business on
Tennessee . said "ny najor concern is a differentiation between new bui | di ngs
and exi sting buildings. Wile the objectives nay be | audabl e, does this city
really want to pay the price ? It has been reported there are sone 1500
busi nesses, and | wonder if the Aty wants to alienate some 90 percent of these
busi nesses. Wen t hose busi nesses went in and got permts fromthe dty, they in
effect entered into a contract that they woul d expend their own resources in
exchange for "consideration" fromthe Aty. Nowcontinuingly this dty changes the
conditions of their contracts wth their nerchants. | can understand sone of the
rational e for new busi nesses; however, for ol d businesses | wonder whether or not
the Aty has (some) responsibility to live by the contract negotiated when that
busi ness went into effect.”

He said he was taken to court for an A-frame on his roof under the supposition
that he was the only person left on Tennessee Street with such a sign; and yet at
anot her busi ness on the sane street that A-frane sign cane down only in the | ast
coupl e of days. "So it took a longtine to conply wth the ol d ordi nance, and now
there is a nore restrictive ordinance.” To bring this city wthin this newer nore
restrictive ordinance in the proposed period of tine would require hiring even
nore (policing) personnel.

Saff reported that only 25-30%of the | egal signs would be affected by the
new si gn ordi nance.

The nerchant continued to say "wth the | ack of rapport between the nerchants
and dty. Hall, it is questionable what the intent of the sign ordinance is." He
urged the Aty to "protect the nerchants it has. The Aty shoul d use its resources
and efforts to attract new nerchants rather than al nost going out of its way to
cause themto wonder why they renain in Vallejo."

What about the signs at K-Mart, Anmerican Savings and Loan, O ocker Bank,
Travel . Lodge, 7-11, etc. etc. ... . ? Sonme peopl e have estinated nore than $10
mllion worth of private capital investnent nust go.

Anot her nerchant said "there is a history of businesses being told howto
design, (and therefore) getting the nessage fromthe dty to nove out."

"Eye sores ? 1'd have to say that visually or attitudinally caused
conjunctivitis is better treated in a doctor's office than by nassive destruction
of private property. Reorientation, reconstruction of prejudicial attitudes of
what is aesthetic should probably be taken care of |ess expansively by neans ot her
than those requiring restrictions on and destruction of the capital investnents of
busi nesses. Busi nesses shoul d not be obscured fromthe free nmarkets. Denonstrably
effective nethods of free enterprise and allowng the public to find what it wants
to buy should not be further obscured either for the sake of Beauty or the Beast.
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| heard an architect say that "people should be allowed to express thensel ves
freely and openly; To be free to preserve the new signs and preserve the ol d
signs. Make signage optional, not Iimt signage to honogeni zed versions. Preserve
the design value of the old. S gnage does not affect the welfare of people - it
does not harmanyone. Devel oping a sign ordinance is a waste of tinme. Wy not use
the tine setting up an enterprise zone instead. Reduce the political, bureaucratic
red tape and create real incentive. STCP penalizing those here already in the nane
of 'cleaning up the unnecessary clutter' of successful businesses."

Intrusion of governnent into commerce and |ives of individuals beyond the
neasures to prevent coercion and fraud nay be fraudul ently perpetrated actions.
The citizenry is subject to persuasion possibly brought about by special interest
groups and governnents msrepresenting the dangers inherent in a people being free
inasociety of the free. Mre than one person has renarked that very likely the
speci al interest groups have nore than a shirt tail relationship to the few
i sol ated exaggerations of "freedomto the extrene" that so easily pronpt short
sighted politicians into clanping repressive neasures onto the popul ace at |arge
"to protect us."

Thi s proposed ordi nance decl ares this regulation is "to nake busi nesses easier
toidentify and |locate by elimnating unnecessary clutter." If it passes though,
it wll make businesses harder to find. It is the explicit intention of this
ordi nance to nake individual business |less, and | ess, and | ess identifiable,

i ndividual Iy recogni zabl e or |ocatable by naking "illegal" the eye catchers that
the public relies on.

Sgns are land nmarks. They have architectural value, historic and artistic. It
doesn't matter in which generation they were conceived. It natters that they have
all earned their weight in gold as heroes of the free narket. |I wonder what woul d
happen if the sign on the front wall of Aty Hall were renoved ? VWul d their
revenues decrease ?

What shoul d be done about this proposed oppressive |egislation ? Hw do we
approach this? What does it take? First it takes an idea. S nply speaking, we need
to set aside the oppression of commerce and get-on-wth the job of bringing in
conmer ce.
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