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There’s a tendency in government to want everything to be perfect. This makes sense in a logical way.  In the private sector, customers either like your product and purchase it, or don’t like it and don’t purchase it. With government, people have to either live with the policymakers decisions or change the policymakers.

Accordingly, policymakers will do everything possible to make perfect decisions thus avoiding public wrath. (Perfect here means making the least number of people angry)  This leads to making decisions that address all issues in every possible way.  There are several negative results from such a method.

First of all, decisions then take much longer to make.  Input is requested from anyone with a possible stake in the issue.  It takes time for these people and groups to get together, discuss the issue, formulate their concerns and transmit them to the decision makers.

The decision makers then have to sort through conflicts presented by the interested parties and add their own input.  Then staff and/or consultants have to incorporate the remaining concerns into a recommendation for the decision makers.  

This document then has to go back down to the interested parties who gave the first input and back up again to the decision makers.  They will then make as perfect a decision as possible under the circumstances.  (If this process has to be repeated through several cycles it’s called paralysis by analysis).  

Our pending General Plan is a very good example.  The city has spent over eight years so far developing a perfect twenty year General Plan.   

The second negative is that, once a decision has been made, it’s very difficult to change it for unexpected conditions. (Even perfect decisions can’t foresee the future) When so much effort has been put forth to get to the “perfect” decision no one wants to admit that something was overlooked in making that decision.  This results in what were once good ideas becoming obstacles to future actions.  

I prefer what might be called “do it now, fix it later” solutions for non construction projects.  This process reacts quickly at the decision maker level to obvious problems and makes corrections as they’re needed.  If a decision is made this way, then there’s no shame or blame in modifying it to address unexpected problems. 

There is a sort of downside in that some issues will keep returning for modification.  But if handled in the same manner, these requests for revision would allow the sitting City Council to easily make modifications to outdated policies

*********

Just as the thought of snow in the Sierras might mentally cool us off a bit, perhaps thinking about flooding might make us forget the current drought for a while.  Because last winter was very dry (less than a third of normal rainfall) and there isn’t any forecast of rain anywhere in the near future, it’s understandable there is no talk now about how to handle future flooding.

The several new councilmembers have no experience with the threat of flooding and so can’t be expected to be inquiring about the city’s preparations.  But the others and city staff should be.

Where do we stand on modifying the infamous weir to lessen the threat of flooding upstream of Payran St ? Are stream beds north of Payran cleared of brush?  If not, will they be by the rainy season?  Have the private mobile home parks subject to flooding developed evacuation plans?

While the railroad bridge downstream of Lakeville has been removed, that has no impact on flooding upstream of the weir in the Payran area.

The City Council is kept so busy addressing problems of the moment that they can overlook those things that can be put off.  It’s difficult when looking at full agendas to notice what’s NOT on the agenda.  But, like traffic, flooding is a continual problem that must be kept in mind.        

