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I commented last time about the City Council being required to know a lot and work hard to keep up with the requests presented to them.  Another hurdle they often face is not having adequate information or time to think before acting.

When presented with a multi item action agenda it’s difficult to get everyone to stop and consider whether or not the subject item should even be discussed without further information.

In this instance, I’m reacting to the staff request to approve $34 million in Redevelopment Agency bonds to build new police and fire stations, make part of South McDowell one lane each way, and pay for other miscellaneous  projects.  The City Council did have the restraint to put off a decision on the police and fire stations and a number of other minor items.

The danger I see is that the council can easily be convinced to spend Redevelopment Agency money in that it’s “free money” in the sense that it doesn’t come from the city’s General Fund but from other people.  There is however a limit to the amount available. 

A basic piece of information the council should have is, “What is the TOTAL remaining available bonding capacity of the Redevelopment Agency? Then the council needs to subtract from that number the costs of its committed projects (with an inflation component) such as Rainier, the Southern Crossing of the river and whatever other major projects within the Redevelopment Agency area will require funding.

Only then will they know how much total money they have to work with.  Paranoid that I am, I see a conspiracy to soak up all available Redevelopment Agency funds for other projects so that when Rainier finally comes up for funding certain members of the council can say, “Sorry, there isn’t any money left to build Rainier.”  Without knowledge of the remaining Redevelopment Agency bonding capacity, and when that authority ends, the council could easily find itself in just that position.

Staff should be asked to provide the council with both a narrative and a time graphic depiction of what Redevelopment Agency bonding capacity remains under the proposed new 2025 General Plan, and a time line of how and for what it is earmarked to be used.

If the council doesn’t know how much money remains in the Redevelopment Agency bank account, how can they intelligently allocate it?

The other financial item I’m reacting to is the proposal to secure a state grant of $122,000 to fund a sworn (authorized to carry a gun) police officer to train store clerks on proper procedures for refusing to sell alcohol to minors.  It seems to me that existing, non sworn, Community Service Officers could readily do that job.  And perhaps logically should be doing that job.  Of course, if a person is qualified to own a business and sell alcohol, he should be responsible and intelligent enough to train his own employees without the need to waste public funds on this. 

It bothers me that, as long as city General Funds don’t need to be used to fund a job, no one seems to care about whether or not the proposal is worth funding.  Especially when the funds come from another agency, no one cares what things cost.

While on this topic, seeing as now the parking enforcement program is running a profit estimated to be ???? a year, why can’t some of that money be earmarked to provide downtown with more police presence?

I’d make a similar comment regarding the proposed new retail center behind the swimming pool.  Why can’t some of the new sales tax from that project be set aside to work on relieving congestion on Washington St.?

Seeing as the City Council is overworked, underpaid and has no independent aids assist them, they need to work on developing the ability to ask pertinent questions.  Knowing the right question is often more important than knowing the right answer.

