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from elected officials, why don't we let these ri . ..... '. <.. • 
getting so mucJ: money on these multimillion �d�~�h� 'Players;.who " 
aren't �t�~�e�y� �p�a�Y�l�I�~�g� for .some of.the stadium constru �a�i�.�c�o�,�n�t�r�l�l�.�~�t�~�,� .• wa: ' 

Well, m fact, m Philadelphla they will be, �b�e�c�a�~�~�o�n�?�,�.�'� J 
in �N�~�L� �s�~�l�a�r�i�e�s�,� as �y�o�~� know, the cap, the s endi e the ill£rease 
NFL IS gomg to double m the next 3 or 4 �y�e�a�r�s�~�T�h�a� �n�~�c�a�p�l�r�i� the 
incremental wage tax that the players will be payin . �~�n�c�r�e�a�s�~�,� the ' 
creasingly inflated salaries is going to pay for the;e ?m tf;.osebi. 
I would love to have had a plan like Senator �S�p�e�c�t�e�r�'�s�~�n�s�t�)�C�t�i�U�l�l�l�,� so 

It would h.ave meant that we could haye probabl.P ace. 
more of the mcrement as opposed to puttmg it. into �~�h�k�e�p�t�s�?�m�e� 
�~�o�n�s�t�r�u�c�t�i�0�.�n� itself, but the good news is, not $lof capital �e�o�~�t�a�d�i�U�l�l�l� 
mg .cost wIll be affected .by the leases that I believe �w�e�~�o�p�e�~�a�t�.� 
to slgn. Not $1 wIll be dlverted from the capital operatinb �~�o�l�n�g� 
of the city of Philadelphia. . ....} Ugets 

And Senator, I always hear, well, why don't we Use thi!l . 
for somethir:g else .. Well,. in our case-the State �m�o�n�e�Y�i�s�~�o�~� 
�f�e�~�e�n�t� questlOn, but m our case �t�h�~� moneys we are using would t 
eXist were we not to have a stadmm. We would not l1aveasno 

�c�~�a�r�g�e� without a �n�~�w� stadium, we would not �h�~�v�e� a �r�e�n�t�a�l�c�a�r�~� 
wIthout a n.ew stadmm,:we. would .not have tax mcrements without 
a new stadmm, and so It IS not hke we are taking revenues that 
would potentially exist for other causes and diverting them to 
building stadiums for sports teams. . ,"., , 

We are basically using what the new stadiums will kick off to 
fund the stadiums on the city share. On the Stateside, lunder­
stand the argument, shouldn't those State dollars be used for some­
thing else. Obviously, people have to understand the distinction be­
tween capital and operating dollars. 

They could not be used to fund, for example, what I believe is 
a significant deficit in moneys that the city of Philadelphia gets 
from the State for schools, because they would be one-shot infu­
sions, which would not help over the long run on the operating 
budget. 

Could they have been used for school construction? Yes. They 
could have been used as-a one-shot ability to help us rehabilitate 
some of our schools. But on the city side we have been able to fash­
ion it in a way that, again, it is basically the revenues that the new 
stadiums kick off, the surcharge tax incremental revenues? �e�t�~�.�,� 
and the deferred or transferred revenue that is used to mamtaID 
the current stadium, to pay for the stadium. , 

Having said that, it would still be great to have Senator �~�p�e�c�t�e�r� s 
bill. I only raise two caveats to Senator Specter's bill. One 15, rbre 
are no guarantees that every city could tap into the �t�r�u�s�~� fun, ed cause, as the bill correctly says, it is trust funds as �~�v�a�I�l�a�b�l�e�'�t�a�i�l�i�_� 
so let us assume four cities decide they Wfu"'lt to bUlld new sa 
urns. W re 

Let us assume those four cities use up the trust �f�u�~�d�s�.� e cie 
the fifth city. Philadelphia or Pittsburgh is the fifth CIty to �~�o� ct 
along. What happens to us? We have to wait until a new con ra 
is signed for TV revenues. It may not be workable. . al 1 

Vie have a system in sports where even when there IS �$�a�5�~� rcif-
cap, as there is in the NFL, the Dallas Cowboys produce. les 
lion a year more in stadium revenue than the Philadelphia Bag 



Kimberly Green 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

All, 

steven.1 iebenow@att.net 
Tuesday, December 06, 2011 3:09 PM 
Mayor and Council 
City of Santa Clara Council- Visionaries of what? 

As a 30 year tax paying resident of Santa Clara, I am ashamed to say so, when it 
comes to talking to people about the idea of moving the 49'ers to Santa Clara. 
When asked about the deal, I cannot provide any information that I would call truthful, as 
the truth seems to be hidden from view and no one in the council seems to want to tell the 
people what we are really in for, in the long term, 
IF, none of the plans for financing work out! What are the long term risks? 
Everyone seems to be planning for success, but even then I don't see it being a 
gold mine in any manner for our fine city. These days, you must also face the 
realities that none of your ideas may bear fruit, and must plan for drought I 

Back at the turn of the last century, our city took a very huge step forward when they 
voted to create electrical power project that we all benefit so much from today. Th0Y 
also took a large risk, but a risk that was likely to be minimal as the city grew. 
Thankfully these city fathers were correct, as their 
vision came to be. I cannot see what the vision plan of the current city 
council is? What is the benefit of hosting another city's' team for 20-30 
years? At the end of this period of time, the stadium will still be in debt 
and the entire project will still be a net loss on the balance sheet from what I can 
figure now. Nothing but expenses for our city. 

While easier to expect a population to grow and require more power, I just cannot see 
justification for taking on such a burden for a sports stadium that offers so little in 
return! 

At a time when our city budget has problems, millions over budget, I cannot imagine such a 
hair brained idea as to want to take on not only some $114M or so dollars of addltional 
burden along with the totally unknown hidden costs that are being kept from Santa Clarans 
under the guise that they are 
"undetermined". The other $330M of money that is supposed to come from the 
Stadium Authority is unbelievable in terms of it's sources. The true burden of the 
parties responsible for this $330M figure should be well communicated in the likelihood 
that none of the proposed plans to raise this money succeed. Who pays 
if the Stadium Authority fails? This is not clear to me at all. 

I just can't see what part of this deal is good for Santa Clara. The risk here is that at 
the end of the day, we will be "stuck" with the expenses that the 49'ers do not want to 
take on. Parking costs & security costs to name the 
biggies. What happens to the Stadium Authority if they cannot raise any 
(significant) monies? Does the whole project default? If so, to whom? 

Santa Clara doesn't get any of the NFL profits related to the 49'ers, San Francisco 
apparently still gets that. I'm sure that the City of SF will be glad to be rid of the 
problems at the games and the traffic jams around Candlestick 
Park. IF we are able to fill the stadium roster on the off season with such 
whimsical ideas as truck pulls and music events, we only get 50% of that 
revenue! With the number of these types of stadium events being such that you 
could count them on one hand .... perhaps two if you combine all the current stadiums in the 
Bay Area .... it is laughable that we'd even consider this as 
income! If you have other concrete sources of off season income, now would be 
the time to inform the residents, because the people I talk to just aren't seeing it 
either! We're not idiots yet the Stadium Authorities must think we are l 

With Shoreline just a hop skip jump up the freeway in Mountain View, why on earth 'V'icLl 
anyone consider playing music in a stadium any more? That practice pretty much died with 
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Bill Graham. 

Truck pulls ..... really? When was the last ..... ? Grand stands look pretty 
empty on the events I've managed to find on TV reruns. . . .. now if vve could get a l\ASC1\R 
track on the grounds somewhere, you may be able to make some serious cash off season! 

I would bet that selling parking spots for weekend swap meets would garner more income 
than truck pulls ... and that is still chicken feed compared to what the City of Santa Clara 
is giving up to the 49'ers. 

Where is your business plan and business sense??? It is notably absent from 
communications to the tax payers, the very people that pay your salaries! It t is 
beginning to feel like most of you have fresh 49'ers tattoos somewhere 
on your bodies in addition to their representatives in your back pockets I I 
think you all owe the people of this fine city an open and honest appraisal of what it is 
EXACTLY that you are looking to get out of this deal, because many are not seeing it l The 
rest have consumed the same kool-aid that the stadium authority members got into ... and it 
has clouded their business sense! With a budget overrun of some $14M or so, I ~h~n~ tn, 
track record has been established ..... the City of Santa Clara doesn't know how to run 
its' affairs. 

If I walked into a bank to try and refinance my little <$500K house, I would be put 
through more scrutiny than you the council has allowed the residents of Santa Clara in 
this deal. 

"How much money do you have to put down?" "Somewhere around 4%." 

"What is your current cash situation?" "We're broke. Negative cash flow ... " 

"Where is your income coming from" "We get some from the game proceeds, some 
is naming rights and seat license sales, but the rest is from things that we haven't 
figured out yet .... " 

"In the event you cannot sell the naming and seat licenses, what happens 
then?" .... no answer..... "Anyone?" .... still no answer. 

"What are you going to use the stadium for in the off season?" "Well, we have 
lots of things." "What are these things?" "Many different great things." 
"Do you have any signed contracts of commitment showing guaranteed income from 
these great things?" "No, but when we do, they will be published." 

"Do you have a business plan showing your projected revenues and expenses 
providing none of these off season events occur?" "We do, but we can't share 
it with anyone." 

With reports of stadium naming rights going unsold for past 
champions, and large numbers of unsold seat licenses years after they were sold 
as the next best thing to finance a stadium with ..... how can you really think 
that this is a great idea for the City? If it didn't work for other stadiums, 
why is it going to work here? If the 49'ers want a new stadium so badly, they 
should be paying for it themselves. We can rent them the dirt, but at a rate 
that is profitable to the City! This is not a "Field of Dreams" where we 
scratch the dirt flat, plant a little grass and put up some wooden bleachers I 

We're talking a BILLION dollars here! Show us the residents how we are going 
to make back our investment without the rosy glasses please l Keep the smoke and 
mirrors aside. This is not the time for that. 

I know that there will be residual income from hotel rooms and foods. But with 
only 10-12 home games a year, that leaves 40-42 weekends a year that there is 
no income coming from the stadium. A big empty hole in the ground so to speak, 
into which this City will be shoveling lots and lots of money. 

Let's talk jobs. New jobs? 
gear up for 10-12 weekends, 
for the part timers parking 

How many? The hotels and restaurants only have to 
so they won't be hiring any full time help. Some OT 
cars, cleaning rooms, and waiting on tables. I'm 
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pretty sure that most of the grounds keepers and other such employees of the 
organization will have new jobs here. Maybe add a handful of local help .. but I 
doubt many. 
Since the construction companies in the (aided by the help of Sacramento) 
running for the construction jobs are all owned by 49'er type owners etc, we 
shouldn't see a whole lot of full time jobs there, and even if there are 
positions, they end once the stadium is finished. Short term blip on the radar. 
Nothing permanent. Certainly not the longer term jobs that we have become so 
accustomed to in the electronics industry. Food services and ticket sales 
will probably be handled by the same companies already providing such services 
at existing stadiums .... again more of the same part timers ... not full time Santa 
Clara residents.... We will certainly have a cooperative police force, as 
every game has potential for lots of over time. Even San Jose and Mountain 
View's forces will undoubtedly benefit from this too. However, the City budget 
loses money on every game on this aspect! 

Let's not forget that someone will need to negotiate with the small companies in 
the area to try and find parking for thousands of people to park their cars. 
What happens if these small businesses refuse due to security risks and 
liability issues? Could happen! I wouldn't want to rent out my parking lot to 
a bunch of beer drinking fans disillusioned by a bad game or a bad season ... so 
they decide to urinate allover the plant life, toss their garbage about, and 
perhaps even decide to do some more destructive damage to the structures. Think 
it won't happen? Maybe not ...... but it could l People aren't supposed to g(~t 

beat up at sporting events .... but they do ..... 

So, perhaps you can see my skepticism here. Lots of "undetermined" income, many 
undetermined expenses .... and no (full) disclosure in simple English as to who is 
paying what when encountered. Yes sure, these issues get piled onto the 
"stadium authority" which is the same bunch of overwhelmed officials that can't 
manage a simple city budget already. Harsh? Perhaps. But when you threaten the 
hard earned money that I make, with such horrible business actions, you the 
Council deserves to hear how I feel! I'm out in left field not knowing what is 
going on ... and that is not a productive relationship to have with anyone. If 
our budget problems were/are caused by Police and Fire unions running 
over the Council (and I'm not sure that this is the real case ... but suspect that 
it has much to do with it) then can you imagine the problems that will be 
inflicted by the 4gers and their legal team when it comes to the determination 
of who pays for what once things are underway? We'll be in the courts for 
years battling over definition of terms ..... related to the agreement that is 
written so wide open you could drive mining trucks through it! Pre-planned 
bypass strategies.... Yes we are told that the 49'ers will pay any over 
runs ...... but do I believe it? Nope, not for a second. We'll be paying for 
paint for the walls, repairs to the plumbing fixtures, new seats, blacktop, 
light bulbs ..... you name it. And we get essentially 50% of nothing in the 
end .... above a pittance in rent and ticket sales for 10-12 regular season games. 

So, please, take some responsible actions here and come out with the REAL plan 
for the City of Santa Clara. Provide an open dialog so that we the people 
understand what we are in for ...... don't keep pulling the wool over our 
eyes ... only to find out the real truth decades into the future l This deal needs 
to be as good in failure as it is in success. Keep in mind the recent disaster 
in our financial markets related to subprime mortgages. MANY failed to heed 
the warnings of the economists ... but legislation was passed to allow these risky 
practices .... some heeded the warnings and are still in business. Others 
discarded the warnings and are now mere names on empty paper in landfills and 
old billboards. In the mean time the entire countries' real estate has taken a 
hit at the expense of the few that gained from the deceptive practices. Don't 
let the 49'ers run over you, the City Council, because it sure seems like you 
are getting out maneuvered and steam roller-ed at every turn! I ! Not the 
case? Well then have open meetings and tell me how well you are doing for me 
and back it up with hard figures .... not some "build it and they will come" 
attitude. Tell that to the people that financed the Raiders' return to Oakland, 
see how they react! 
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You would be well served as a council to face this project in a real and 
non-deceptive manner. If the business plan isn't holding water, then don't 
sail l I don't think anyone would fault the Council for pit this deal to 
the side because it is less than optimum, or that we as a city aren't in a 
financial position to take it on any longer. But, you need to either face it 
and call it what it is, OR, come out and tell us, the City of Santa Clara 
residents, what the real deal is, and quit hiding behind the tails of the 49'ers 
spokespersons who have absolutely no interest what-so-ever in the needs of the 
City of Santa Clara. Their actions have already shown this .... and nary anyone 
from the City Council spoke up and said "foul"! When it comes time for the 
vote to increase taxes or sell bonds to pay for this stadium, in the future, I 
will be voting no ..... tear it down and recycle the steel ..... next tenant 
please! 

Thank-you for your time. 

Steve Liebenow 
Santa Clara 
408-727-8678 eves and weekends. 
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Kimberly Green 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rhonda Starnes [ilove2qlt@yahoo.com] 
Tuesday, December 06, 2011 3:05 PM 
Mayor and Council 
4ger stadium 

Please, please do NOT allow our city to take out this huge loan for the stadium l I 

Our city already has budget cuts. The schools need money, our library is closed when I go 
there due to budget cuts. The classroom size has increased I ! 

Is football more important than educating our children?? They are our future. 

If you don't agree with education, then maybe consider the state our city is in. Mervyn's 
mall sits empty, there is vacancies all up and down EI Camino. There have been talks about 
a "downtown" area. Improvements like these are far more important than building a stadium. 

Thank-you, 
Rhonda Starnes 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Victor Valencia [vavalencia@gmail.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, December 06,2011 3:03 PM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Subject: Loan increase for 4ger's Stadium 

Dear Council members and Mayor Matthews, 

As a 12-year resident of Santa Clara I strongly oppose the $850 million loan to be obtained by 
the Stadium Authority for construction 
of the 4ger's stadium. The measure J vote was for $330 million and an increase of $520 million 
is unconscionable considering that 
our public libraries are reducing their hours and city employees are experiencing furloughs. I do 
not believe that the stadium will 
generate enough income for Santa Clara to payoff that huge loan and we will end up dipping 
into the general fund in order to 
make the payments. 

I am also incredibly concerned about the possibility of the Oakland Raiders sharing this 
facility. This was also not included in measure J 
and, quite frankly, I don't want tax dollars spent to support the type of behavior exhibited by 
Raiders fans. This will cost Santa Clara even 
more money when the police coverage has to be increased. 

I urge you to uphold your duty to ALL of the Santa Clara citizens and not just the sports fans. 
This stadium will ruin us and our city. 
Please stop this insanity. 

Victor Valencia 
2105 Denise Dr 
Santa Clara, CA 95050 

12/612011 



Kimberly Green 

From: Cindy Church [cindo_c@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, December 06,2011 2:19 PM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Subject: Please do not borrow $850 million to fund the stadium 

Dear Council members and Mayor Matthews, 

Page 1 of 1 

I'm urging you, as a Santa Clara resident and property owner, please do not vote to 
borrow $850 million to fund the 4gers' stadium. I'm opposed to using public funds to 
support a private, multimillion-dollar operation, especially when the city is facing its own 
economic crises. I voted No on Measure J, and I continue to oppose the 4gers' stadium. 
Our taxpayer dollars can be better spent to: 

• Improve the Franklin Mall area (Have you seen how crowded the mall is on 
Saturdays during the Farmer's Market?) 

• Modify the curb appeal of businesses and infrastructure along EI Camino 
• Give back to the schools 
• Keep the library open longer hours 
• Stop the mandated city employee furloughs 
• Use the money to encourage small business development and growth in Santa 

Clara 

I have many concerns about building a stadium in Santa Clara, especially when there 
are rumors of the stadium being used by the Oakland Raiders in addition to the 4gers. 
After the August 21 incident at Candlestick Park, when two people were shot and one 
was beaten, I do not want my tax dollars relegated to support this type of behavior in my 
city. 

I urge you to please reconsider your support of the 4gers' stadium and vote NO to 
borrowing funds. 

Thank You, 
Cindy Church 

12/612011 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Karen Sham ban [karenss55@yahoo.comJ 

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2011 2:04 PM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Cc: Karen Sham ban 

Subject: Stadium debt 

Mayor Matthews and Santa Clara City Council Members: 

As a 15-year resident of Santa Clara and a taxpayer, I am extremely distressed to read 
about the financing "deal" that the city and stadium authority have agreed to with the 
San Francisco 4gers and investment banks. In no way does the current debt risk and 
commitment resemble what citizens were asked to vote on when the stadium initiative 
was proposed. How we've gotten from a $42 million commitment to $850 million is 
inconceivable and requires explanation from you -- our city government. And how can 
you expect a small city like Santa Clara to take on the largest loan to a public agency for 
an NFL stadium -- loans bigger than those being shouldered by much larger cities than 
ours? As voters we've been misled by you and as taxpayers we're extremely concerned 
that more money will have to come out of our pockets to payoff debts we've never 
agreed to. 

Now that there is full knowledge of the financial package needed to support this stadium 
initiative, the right thing for the city to do is to have another popular vote in the very near 
future to see whether we taxpayers would agree to the stadium initiative given what we 
know now. I know a vote would cost money, but the amount spent on that to determine 
what the citizens of Santa Clara truly want now that we have full information is 
preferable to our city leaders taking us down a path not of our choosing and 
endangering the solvency of our city. 

Please do the right thing for the citizens of the city we elected you to govern. 

Thank you for your consideration - I look forward to hearing your action plan. 

Karen Sham ban 
2332 Villa Place 
408-988-8335 

12/6/2011 



Kimberly Green 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ken Thomas [krt95050@pacbell.net] 
Tuesday, December 06, 2011 1 :59 PM 
Mayor and Council; letters@mercurynews.com; scweekly@ix.netcom.com 
Stadium costs 

I see in the news that the costs for the new stadium are far beyond what was disclosed 
during the election. This does not surprise me given the amount of money that the 4gers 
spent promoting Measure J *and* to past campaigns of Patty Mahan, Jamie Matthews, and Pat 
Kolstand. That was a good business investment for the 4gers as that allows them to avoid 
the $850 million loan that is about to hobble our's future. It's just a matter of 
time before another statement from that same election, Matthews giving an "iron clad 
guarantee" about no new city taxes being used, becomes yet another false election claim 
just like George Bush and his famous "Read my lips, no new taxes". 

It saddens me that the citizens of Santa Clara have been so blatantly misled and will have 
decades of dept to payoff as a result. 

Ken Thomas 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Alan Eft [alaneft@gmail.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2011 1:41 PM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Subject: Reject Stadium Funding 

The f1.l11ding of this stadium project has just gotten out of control. This is not the debt that we 
anticipated when Measure J was approved by a narrow majority of Santa Clara residents. $880 
Million is a huge debt to take on for 25-40 years, not to mention the Millions of City dollars that 
are going to be wasted [and provide no benefit except] to pay the interest on these loans. 

This is just too much money to spend for the minimal financial benefit the City can get out of 
this, while other City services are going to suffer and go under funded. 

I know the statement is being made that no General Funds will be spent, but it is still City money 
that is being diverted to benefit the 4gers. 

It seems to me that some City Council members are so anxious to get the 4gers into Santa Clara 
that they don't care about the consequences and can only think with grandiose optimism that 
everything is going to be ok. 

Alan Eft 
2305 Falling Water Ct 
95054 

12/6/2011 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Elaine Moore [blueeyed.baby@att.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2011 1 :38 PM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Subject: 49'ers stadium 

A BIG FAT NO we do not want the SF 49'ers here we want our town to stay the way it is and 
NOT get into $850 millionS debt .. 

Ken and Elaine Moore 

12/6/2011 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Paul Buchanan [dbuch981@msn.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, December 06,2011 1 :31 PM 

To: Mayor and Council; Manager 

Subject: Today's Enthusiasm is Tomorrows Sorrow ---

Don't let today's enthusiasm become tomorrows sorrow! 

Though both the 4ger's & the Raider's teams should really consider Golden Gate Fields, which is available 
and a lot more sensible, it seems our city council is intent to entangle us into a long increased taxes to 
pay for just a little entertainment ... 

SF Chronicle FRONT Page Today! 

49ERS STADIUM 

Lee has only slim hope that team will remain 

By Heather Knight 

CHRONICLE STAFF WRITER 

San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee on Monday acknowledged that there's very little time left on the 
clock to persuade the 4gers to stay in the city - and that Santa Clara is all but assured a win in 
the battle to claim the team after it announced last week it has secured $850 million to finance a 
new stadium. 

Lee is scheduled to meet Thursday at City Hall with 4gers owner Jed York, but said persuading 
him to switch gears would be "a very steep uphill climb." And it doesn't sound as though it's an 
endeavor Lee will undertake. 

"I've still got a good relationship with Mr. York. We're still talking about whether it's 110 percent 
done yet, but it is getting very close," Lee said. 

"It's a business decision that's being made here. If someone's got hundreds of millions of dollars 
lying around, we haven't seen it." "Jed York has a lot of respect for Mayor Ed Lee and his vision 
for San Francisco," said 4gers spokesman Steve Weakland. "They do have a meeting scheduled 
to talk about several things. With respect to our stadium project, however, the 4gers are 
committed to building a stadium in Santa Clara." 

Santa Clara city officials last week announced that three banks - Goldman Sachs, Bank of 
America/Merrill Lynch and U.S. Bank - have pledged a total of 

Mayor Ed Lee 
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"I've still got a good relationship with (4gers owner Jed) York. We're still talking about 
whether it's 110 percent done yet, but it is getting very close." 

Liz Hafalia / The Chronicle 

$850 million to pay for a new stadium, now projected to cost $1.02 billion. The city would pay back the banks' loan over 25 years through ticket 
sales, rent from the football team and naming rights. 

The rest of the money is expected to come from the National Football League, a hotel tax and redevelopment funds, if available. The city plans 
to open the stadium in 2015 if not before. Several public meetings to review the stadium project before Santa Clara officials are set for this 
week and next, and final approval is expected in the spring. 

Raiders come into play 

Lee said the city's only hope to keep the 4gers, which have played in San Francisco for 65 years, is if the NFL doesn't approve the Santa 
Clara plan. The league has been promoting stadiums shared by two teams, and Lee believes the Oakland Raiders would be more likely to 
share a San Francisco stadium with the 4gers than a Santa Clara one. 

"That's the only shot we have," Lee said. 

But not all San Francisco officials are resigned to a loss. Planning commissioner Mike Antonini, a 4gers season ticket holder for decades, has 
put a major architectural firm known for designing stadiums around the country in touch with Lee's staff. 

The firm, which declined to be identified, hopes to be hired by San Francisco to flesh out a plan for a stadium in Hunters Point. It envisions an 
all-weather stadium with a retractable roof that seats roughly 70,000 fans and showcases the neighborhood's stunning views of the city 
skyline. The idea would be to enable the city to bring in money in the offseason through events including concerts, conventions and the Final 
Four college basketball toumament. The architectural firm has ties to an investment company that believes it could pony up $500 million to 
$600 million. 

"I think it's important that the public know there's another option out there," Antonini said, adding Santa Clara is "not a done deal" and that the 
Hunters Point plan would make more sense for the team's fan base, which mostly lives closer to the city than to Santa Clara. 

Open to change 

Lee's staff did not comment on Antonini's vision. The mayor is, though, touting to York an improved plan for the Hunters Point stadium that 
would include a better interchange off Highway 101 to shave 15 minutes off the travel time. Otherwise, Lee said, he's got to focus on making 
San Francisco as economically strong in general as it can be. 

"If something were to happen to shake this particular Santa Clara decision, we'll be open and we'll be there," Lee said. 

Besides, he added, the team is still playing in San Francisco for now - and could enjoy a very successful postseason after making it to the 
playoffs for the first time since 2002. 

"We're headed toward the Super Bowl, I think, so it's still very exciting for us," Lee said. 

E-mail HeatherKnightatbknirlht@sfchJ:<:Jnicle.com. 

SF proposed stadium at Hunter's Point 

12/612011 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Marc. [sfcamaro69@hotmail.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2011 10:43 AM 

To: Mayor and Council; letters@mercurynews.com; scweekly@ix.netcom.com 

Subject: 4gers stadium 

It is not right that a few city council members and the mayor are allowed to hide the true costs and not 
be held accountable. The 4gers need Santa Clara far more then Santa Clara needs the 4gers. Why are 
the 4gers allowed to borrow money from Bank of America and Goldman Sachs and lend it to Santa Clara 
passing the interest plus more to Santa Clara to pay? Why is Sadco allowed to run and profit from the 
parking during NFL games? Santa Clara should be dictating the terms. The 4gers should be happy to 
get a $500 million dollar stadium and Santa Clara should make the majority of the profits. Santa Clara 
has the leverage and should be using it. 

12/6/2011 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Sarah Marschall-Scott [sarah@marschallmarketing.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2011 10: 18 AM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Subject: SA loan 

I'm just a simple Santa Clara voter and this "4ger deal with the SA" does just not add up and it sure isn't 
what we thought we voted for. Council Vote no on it. Please this can have the brakes put on it even at 
this point. A huge liability it seems to me for our city. 

sincerely, Sarah 

12/6/2011 



Page 1 of 1 

Kimberly Green 

From: Nancy Lang [nancy@4Iang.net] 

Sent: Monday, December 05, 2011 11 :57 PM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Cc: William [Bill] Bailey 

Subject: 4ger Stadium DDA 

Good morning Mayor and City Council members, 

What you are about to do is outrageous. The City of Santa Clara will be in a sea of debt forever. Does 
anyone that has the City's best interest in mind, wholeheartedly, and with no reservations actually 
approve of this DDA? Or, has it been written by the 4gers, with its interest in mind? 

The 4gers have dictated the path of this project from the very beginning. 

In November 2006, the San Francisco 4gers announced plans to construct a new football stadium in Sant 

The City issued "Guiding Principles for 4gers Negotiations" - most ofthem have been ignored. 

Then there was the gut and amend SB43. 

In August 2009 a Charter Review Committee was established. After careful review and consideration of 
all the information and materials presented, the Charter Review Committee made the following 
recommendation: The recommendations were virtually word for word of what the 4gers asked the 
Charter Review Committee to endorse. 

Lisa Lang, vice president of communications for the 4gers made the statement: "The more we learned 
about the legal dynamics about the (California Environmental Quality Act) process, the more we realized 
a city ballot measure could be subject to delays to the project if an EIR challenge was successful." 

Then the 4gers moved on to Measure J. 

Who is watching out for the City's best interests? 

Sincerely, 
Nancy Lang 

12/612011 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Nick Psaros [bglbaily@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Monday, December 05, 2011 9:07 PM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Subject: 4gers Stadium Financing 

Honorable Mayor and Santa Clara City Council Members, 

I am a 22 year resident of Santa Clara and am very alanned at 4gers Stadium Disposition and 
Development agreement. When we voted on Measure J, we were assured of the fiscal 
responsibility that our city would take in regards to the stadium. At the time we were told that 
only $114,000,000 of city redevelopment funds would be used to finance the stadium. The 4gers 
would be responsible for raising the additional funds to build the stadium, 88% of the total cost. 
This was an "ironclad" deal where all the risk would fall upon the 4gers, no risk to our city. 

Now we are learning that the Stadium Authority (which is made up of our City Council 
members) is responsible for $850,000,000, in loans, while the 4gers will only have to raise 
$150,000,000. This does not seem to support the spirit of Measure J that we voted for. I feel 
that the City of Santa Clara will be taking on all the financial risk of this project, while the 4gers 
gain all the benefits of the proj ect with minimal risk. 

Please be responsible and do not support this agreement that would put our city in great financial 
risk. 

-Nick Psaros 

12/612011 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Colleen A. Morris [tgcm@comcast.net] 

Sent: Monday, December 05, 2011 8:09 PM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Subject: Stadium Deal 

The Santa Clara City Council's latest deal to bring the 4ger's stadium to town at any cost is representative 
of all that is bad in American political leadership today ... Arrogance. Closed meetings, no bid contracts, 
making enormous changes to what the people voted for. One thing the people of Santa Clara now know 
is that they have a city council that will do anything to get their way and that they cannot be trusted. 

Tom Gabriellini 

12/6/2011 



Kimberly Green 

From: Brian Christensen [bschristensen@hotmail.com] 

Sent: Sunday, December 04, 2011 3:57 PM 

To: Mayor and Council; Manager 

Subject: Redevelopment money for SCUSD trigered by Stadium 

Dear Mayor and City Council, 

Page 1 of 1 

Thank you for your service and for doing all that you do to make Santa Clara the great city it is. 
Regarding the $22M dollars that were estimated to go to the Santa Clara Unified School District 
as a result of the 4ger Stadium project (Part of Measure J). I wanted to get an update on if the 
school district is still on track to recieve these funds in light of the state's efforts to end 
redevelopment agencies and the pending final language in the DDA. See the clipping below 
from the city's website. 

Thanks again, 
Brian Christensen 
bschristensen@hotmail.com 

"The Redevelopment Agency's authority to issue new bonds or incur new 
debt expired in 2004 pursuant to the terms of the Bayshore North 
Redevelopment Plan. Under Califomia redevelopment law, the 
redevelopment plan may be amended to eliminate the debt incurrence time 
limit. Such an amendment triggers a requirement that the redevelopment 
agency pass through (that is, pay) a portion of the tax increment revenue, 
generated in the redevelopment area after the amendment, to the taxing 
agencies, including the school district. It should be noted that before the 
Redevelopment Agency could undertake any new project, a redevelopment 
plan amendment would be necessary to eliminate the debt incurrence limit, 
which would require the statutory pass-through payment. 
If the Redevelopment Agency amends the redevelopment plan to eliminate 
the debt incurrence time limit, based on current tax increment projections, 
the City's Redevelopment Agency would collect $19 million more over its 
lifetime, the Santa Clara Unified School District would gain approximately 
$22 million, the County Office of Education would gain approximately $3 
million, and Mission College would gain approximately $3 million. These 
figures are all Net Present Value (NPV)." 

12/6/2011 



Kimberly Green 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

miltko [miltko@comcast.net] 
Sunday, December 04, 2011 2:53 PM 
Mayor and Council 
4ger's stadium DDA 

There are too many hidden large extras in the DDA that we Santa Clara citizens did not 
vote to agree with. I now oppose the stadium. Stop the project and be satisfied that the 
costs to date are cheap compared to the long term cost to Santa Clara. If the Council 
agrees to conform this document, you are all subject to impeachment and/or worse. 

Milton Kostner 
530 Meadow Ave 
Santa Clara CA 9551 
mi1tko@comcast.net 

1 
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Kimberly Green 

From: Howard Myers [1 hmyers1@comcast.net] 

Sent: Sunday, December 04,2011 6:18 AM 

To: Mayor and Council 

Subject: 4ger stadium, Legacy or albatross? 

For you stadium supporters, you may see this as an opportunity to establish a living legacy, to bring a 
NFL team to our little town but this is now being seen as your personal albatross. 

As we learn more about it we are seeing how you small town yokels are being made a fool of by the high 
paid attorneys and pitchmen. The problem is, we tax payers and our children will be paying for your 
education. 

What does the future hold for our children when most of their city tax dollars are going to pay pensions 
for people that no longer work and subsidize a stadium for professional ball players? 

Maybe when we have the last city clean up we can afford we can throw out dirty used politicians, but it 
will be too late. 

Thanks for nothing. 

Howard Myers 
1398 Las Palmas Drive 
SC 

12/6/2011 




