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What’s the rush?
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The pending deal to extend the fairgrounds lease for another 36 years to a total of 52 years has me upset. As there are no known plans for the fairgrounds to do any major construction, why is this being rushed through without extensive public discussion?

The typical need for ownership or an extended lease on any property is to provide an assurance of long term land use so new buildings can get financing.  Why does the fairgrounds need to extend it’s existing lease so suddenly?

You might say, “To provide for a long term future of the Marin Sonoma fair.”  I’d agree with that.  But is that the reason? The fairground is used five days a year as a fair. What’s the rush for a 52 year term unless something else is in the works.

My primary concern is that, by my understanding, once a lease is signed, the property essentially becomes property of the State of California and is not subject to local zoning rules or approvals.  Theoretically, the Fair Board could duplicate the proposed major center planned for the old Kenilworth site without needing or asking for city approval.

In essence, the Fair Board would be in a position similar to an Indian tribe.  They would no longer have to deal with any government agency below the state level.

We’ve seen the auto sales operation, the Xmas tree sales, the airport bus and parking business, the coffee kiosk, and carnivals, in the Washington St. parking area all without any city approvals. There have been other businesses within the fairgrounds gate. 

Imagine if the Fair Board wished to make the auto sales permanent.  Imagine a Wal-Mart in the Washington St. parking area.  

At the very least, any agreement with the Fair Board needs an iron clad condition that the Fair Board agrees to be subject to regular city processes and approvals for any new construction or use normally needing city permits.

Using the standard argument, “ If they won’t agree, what are their intentions, what are they hiding?”, any agreement that doesn’t give the city oversight and approval authority should be rejected

If I’m wrong on this point, that the Fair Board would not have to follow city zoning and other ordinances, I hope some responsible official will correct me.

The other part of this issue that bothers me is that a council subcommittee was not only negotiating with the Fair Board for the whole council but excluded its one member that wouldn’t rubber stamp a lease extension.

We see tedious discussion about the most minor items and yet major decisions get made out of public view.  I have no problem accepting City Council decisions as long as they’re made in public, with pertinent information made public, and after the public has had time to make up its mind about the subject.

*************************

On another topic, last July the Police Chief was quoted as saying gang activity was, “significant but not out of hand”.  Perhaps the recent firing of 20 shots into an east Petaluma home will cause him to rethink that viewpoint and increase enforcement on gang activity.

This seems important enough to consider assigning some regular patrol officers to gang related assignments. My impression, from what I’ve read, is that if gangs are allowed to get too entrenched in a community they become much more difficult to root out.

Any action taken on this matter needs to be regularly reported to the public.  Unless the public is kept informed, it assumes nothing is being done, and often that’s a good assumption.  This isn’t national security that needs to be kept secret.  I’m surprised the council hasn’t asked for periodic status reports on the gang issue.

The last official comment I heard on gangs was that there were about 60 gang members living in Petaluma.  Could the Police Department provide us with a current number?

If 20 gunshots don’t make this an action item, what will? 

