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The money “leakage” from the city isn’t only from the retail sales tax lost by people going to other cities to shop.  There seems to be significant “leakage” due to money being spent by the City Council for studies, plans and processes that they then ignore.

In last week’s discussion of the General Plan, as a reason to NOT accept results from a special and expensive surface water study, Councilmember Healy noted, “ When you have a highly sophisticated computer system that gives results that are too good to be true, they’re probably too good to be true.”  It would have been nice if he had expressed this thought before the council approved the $1.5 million study of surface water and other water related issues. The purpose of the study of course was to help the council make decisions.

This study shows that the $34 million flood fix project did have beneficial results by reducing the area of the previous flood plain.  I would have thought there would have been outrage if the study had shown the flood fix hadn’t improved river flow and reduced flooding.  It appears that the council will only accept the results of studies that show negative impacts from development.

Councilmember Torliatt, who wants to use the previous flood plane boundaries for General Plan purposes, supported him.  This of course would show a worst case and would only be valid if the flood fix hadn’t improved the situation. Did we spend $34 million for no improvement?

I used to blame environmentalists for calling for “more studies” as a method of stalling decisions.  It now appears the whole council gets involved when they don’t want to make certain decisions.  IF more study is needed to help make a decision, at least there should be agreement to accept and use the results of that study in the decision making process.

A couple of years ago I was talking with a Payran area resident who’s always at the mike before the council on upstream development.  I said, “ Let’s wait for the surface water study to be completed and see what it says.  I’ll agree to accept the results with no more argument. Will you?” His reply was, “ If it comes up with the RIGHT results.”

This type of thinking seems to also permeate our official bodies.  First they call for more studies to help them make decisions. Then they wait to see what the study recommends.  Only then do they either accept or reject the results depending on whether or not it supports the position they held before the study was started.  If someone had kept score of the wasted studies this city has done, we’d see some real money leakage.

All of this reminds me of the casual concern some have for “other people’s money”. Real physical improvements could have been made with this wasted money.  Needy community groups could have been helped with this wasted money.

With budget time fast approaching, those who support projects that need city money should keep a close eye on the budget process.  There’s a tendency to pay attention only to the area of ones personal interest. This is short sighted.

 If your interest is in, say, recreation, to only care about that portion of the budget means you miss noticing other areas where money is being wasted (from your point of view).  This is money that could have been available to support your project or interest.  For example, the $1.5 million spent on the special water study would have built two more artificial turf soccer fields. The over $4 million being spent on the General Plan (includes the above) could have funded many projects.

If the City Council won’t use the results of their special studies, they shouldn’t waste money and time on them.  If the council is going to make community decisions based on their personal beliefs, they should do so in the open and not waste money contracting for special studies just to provide  political cover.       

