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By Jack Balshaw


10/15/98





It’s that time again when those we elect to office will determine the direction the city, county, state and nation takes for the next several years.  I usually feel that only the local elections can make any noticeable difference in my day to day living.  This year may be the exception.  





The support for or backlash against President Clinton in the national elections could well determine whether we get Religious Right societal reforms or broader national solutions.





At the county level, the election could result in further control of the county by environmental interests.  I’m supporting Mike Kerns because I feel he will most evenly represent the broadest interests in the county.  





Two years ago I supported Jane Hamilton for re-election to the city council because of her informed and rational performance on the council.  Unfortunately, once an environmental majority was elected, her rational way of proceeding turned into rubber stamp voting with the environmental block of herself, Keller, Maguire and Torliat.  She no longer puts the good of the majority first in my opinion.





Mike Kerns has stayed away from taking sides on the devisive issues of Lafferty Ranch and Rainier.  His position of not bringing a preconceived agenda into office would make him a better representative of all the people. 





In Petaluma, Clark Thompson is my choice for mayor.  He has had years of experience as a planning commissioner and shown an ability to be both a moderate and consensus builder.  We need this on the Council.





For councilmembers I’m favoring Mike Healy and John Mills.  They both also have experience and a track record through serving on city commissions (planning and recreation respectively).  Their positions are moderate.





Additionally, I think it would be good to put Mike Harris on the council.  He seems a reasonable person and, at age 27, would bring a younger perspective into council discussions.





My feelings about measures B & C are a bit complicated.  I think we should vote for Measure C (the half cent sales tax), but vote against Measure B, the advisory counterpart.  Previously approved Prop 218 seems to close the loophole of combining a general tax with an advisory vote. 





Approval of Measure B will set the scene for a court challenge that Measure C isn’t truly a general tax.  This will delay (if not halt) improvements to the 101 corridor.  As Measure B is only advisory anyway and we have to trust our supervisors to properly spend the money for 101 improvements, let’s trust them completely.  This close to the voters, they aren’t likely to ignore the intent of the half cent sales tax.





On the local Measures I (the Urban Growth Boundary ), and H (council pay)  I suggest a split vote.  Measure I, the UGB, has been deemed necessary “because you can’t trust future councils”.  If you believe this you should vote for I and against H, council pay.  Let me explain the logic here.  If you can’t trust future councils, why do you want to raise their pay from $5 to $500 a month?  Conversely, if you do trust your elected officials vote them the raise (Measure H) and vote NO on measure I, the UGB.  Trust them to control growth and development in Petaluma as they have done since 1971.





I’d like to promote one Proposition, Prop 5, the Indian gambling initiative.  If you’re an environmentalist you could vote for it because it will reduce travel between California and Nevada by hundreds of thousands of auto trips annually.  If you don’t like welfare, it will get many Indians off various forms of public assistance.  If you just want to keep California money in California, it will do that.





But let’s not vote for it for any of those reasons.  Let’s just do it to make up for all the raw deals the Indians have gotten over the years.  We can’t change what happened in the past, but with one vote we can do the best we can in the present to say “We’re sorry”.





