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Santa Rosa Rent Control
Ordinance Misses the Point
(Measure C on June 6 Ballot)
Santa Rosa voters are being given the
opportunity on June 6 to reject the city
council’s ill-advised rent control ordinance.
The referendum, titled as Measure C, is being put before voters following a successful
signature gathering campaign that forced the
council to seek voter input on the measure.

SoCo Marijuana Tax Passes
(All Eyes on the Board of Supervisors)
Sonoma County voters approved on
March 7 the county’s marijuana tax with
72.4% of voters voting in favor of the
general purpose tax. While SoCoTax took
no position on Measure A, as the tax was
officially identified on the ballot, the tax
measure nevertheless deserves continued
scrutiny as the Board of Supervisors has
been given broad discretion to implement
the measure’s provisions. The manner
in which the Supes exercise their discretion with this tax will provide taxpayers
with some insight as to how other general
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• Opposed sales tax increase for Santa Rosa police.

Message from
the President

• Opposed the Accountable Development Coalition for
dictating terms of all land and building development in the
County.

By Tim Hannan

• Opposed the continuation of Palm Drive Hospital as a drag
on local taxpayers.

May the Past be
Prologue

In the 1990’s, our Association was very active and often
successful. Here is just a partial list of the Association’s
accomplishments during that time:

The year 2016, a general election
year, was wearing on us voters and taxpayers. We have earned
a respite after the political tumult – some quiet after the storm.
So this is a good time for us to pause and reflect on the history
of the Sonoma County Taxpayers Association.

• Opposed the imposition of a tax on faxes and other communications.
• Opposed the imposition of a County Business License.
• Advised the City of Petaluma on ways to save millions in
their wastewater disposal plan—taking the strong position
that economic factors must be considered in any reuse plan.

For many years, Fred Levin served our Association not only
as a member but as Executive Director. Fred recently delved
into the annals of our Association. His records and recollections go back in time as far as the 1990’s. With Fred’s help, we
are able to reflect on the past efforts and accomplishments of
our Association.

• Opposed Urban Growth Boundaries, in conjunction with
other like-minded groups.
• Fought the imposition of increased taxes on our utilities.
• Conducted a detailed analysis of the City of Santa Rosa
budget—finding a discrepancy in personnel costs.

From 2000 to 2016, our Association took on many challenges on behalf of the taxpayers of Sonoma County. Here is a
list of our accomplishments during those years:

• Proposition 218 – Right to Vote on Taxes – We led the
successful campaign to support this measure.

• Helped to defeat Measure A, in 2016, the county’s purported
tax for roads which actually would have been a general tax.

• Urban Growth Boundaries – We worked to protect property
rights and a future economic base to keep Sonoma County
fiscally healthy.

• Along with the Farm Bureau and others, helped to defeat a
ban on GMOs in the County.

• Open Space Overpayments – Worked with Open Space
District to try to get them to stop overpaying for properties
and start getting realistic appraisals.

• The Association had representatives on many of the Citizens
Oversight Committees to monitor the expenditure of school
bond money.

• School Improvements – Supported school improvement
bonds with strong emphasis on school boards setting aside
funds for deferred maintenance in the future.

• The Association was instrumental in the defeat of commuter
rail in 1996, 2000, 2004 and 2006. It was also involved in
the effort to defeat the SMART train proposal in 2008. (The
public now sees the Association’s arguments against it have
been justified, but too late.)

• Wrote and published numerous articles on various taxpayer
issues.
• Gave numerous speeches on various taxpayer issues.

• Instrumental in the defeat of Cotati’s proposed hotel tax.

• Monitored hundreds of meetings, committees, and issues of
cities, county and state protecting taxpayers’ pockets.

• Helped to defeat Petaluma’s proposal for a Utilities User
Tax.
• Participated in the review of pension expenditures for the
City of Santa Rosa.
• Actively supported efforts to control costs of public employee pensions in the County.
• Opposed taxes on cell phone use.
• In some cases we supported school bonds when justified.
• In some cases we supported Fire Districts when justified.
• Opposed the use of labor agreements on public works
projects, which would exclude non-union contractors from
bidding on public projects.
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In Sacramento, Governor Jerry Brown is proposing a reduction in the level of state support for in-home support services
(in-home care for low income residents) that would require
the county to pick up an additional $2.7 million of the cost
of this program starting in 2017-2018 and going up to $12.6
million by the 2021-2022 fiscal year. As with the shortfall in
roads funding, no source of additional revenue to make up for
the governor’s proposed reduction in state support has been
identified.

As numerous as our accomplishments have been, our greatest accomplishment is that we have local politicians concerned
about how our Association may react to proposed local tax
measures.
We may justly take pride in what our Association has done
for the taxpayers in our community during the past thirty
years. But there is always more to do. As long as there is
taxation, the taxpayers will need our advocacy. Let us dedicate
ourselves to emulating the efforts and accomplishments of our
predecessors.

And finally, Supes here in Sonoma County as well as their
colleagues across the state and nation can only guess what will
happen in Washington. President Donald Trump has called for
a 10% increase in military spending, which begs the question
of where he will find the money to pay for those increases.
Local government officials anticipate cuts in other federal
programs, including those that direct funding to the local level,
will be sacrificed to pay for the president’s defense spending
increases. Further, how anticipated but unknown changes to
the Affordable Care Act will affect local programs remains to
be seen.

Just for Fun #1. In 1991, the federal
Court of Appeals in a major case
decided a federal tax dispute involving the National Collegiate Athletic
Association (NCAA) Men’s Division
I Basketball Championship and
revenue that the tax-exempt NCAA
generated from sales of advertising in
the program for the 1982 “Final Four” games. The programs
were printed and published by an outside company that was
contracted by NCAA. Did the court rule that the revenue was
royalty income (exempt from income tax) or unrelated business income (taxable)?

For Sonoma County taxpayers, who have seen a steady flow
of ballot measures seeking additional taxes for roads, libraries,
parks, tourism and marijuana in recent years, expectations are
that we can expect more of the same.

Sonoma County Pension Update
Buoyed by the strong equity market move after the 2016
elections, the SCERA (Sonoma County Employees’ Retirement Association) portfolio earned a net after fees return of
8.7% for the year. Being above the assumed earnings rate
of 7.25%, this will provide a nice reduction in the county’s
unfunded liability. In the volatile world of financial markets,
one year’s performance is not a dependable indicator of the
future. The assumed earnings rate will be evaluated again next
year, with near and intermediate market outlooks suggesting
further reduction from 7.25%.

Supervisors Anticipate Revenue Losses
(State and Federal Reductions at Play)
As Sonoma County Supervisors gear up for the 2017-2018
county budget hearings, losses in state and federal revenues
may force an overall reduction in county spending. Although
the current budget is expected to close the year with an $8.4
million surplus that can be carried over to next year, that
amount is only about half of what the Supes were anticipating.

At the County policy level, pension reform is quiet, but
not forgotten by all. The Board of Supervisors has agreed to
continue the Citizens Advisory Committee on Pensions, which
issued a report last year saying that reform progress has been
made, but more was needed to meet financial objectives. A
primary point of little progress was the sharing of risks that
plan performance will deviate from assumptions. One solution
is higher employee contributions to cover shortfalls. Another
innovative idea suggested by the Committee was conversion
to a “hybrid “pension plan, that would include a portion of
“defined benefit” guaranteed pension and a portion of “defined

Fueling the concerns are the expected leveling off of
property tax revenues as the economy cools. Reduced gas tax
revenues further complicate matters. Gas tax revenues, which
pay for most road repairs, have dropped from a five-year
average of $14.6 million to $10.8 million in the current year.
Adding to the problem, this year’s above average rainfall and
related storms have caused an estimated $16 million in roads
damage for which no funding has yet been identified.
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Governor Brown and Legislative
Leaders Propose $52 Billion Tax Increase
to Fund Transportation Improvements

contribution” pension whose ultimate payout is subject to
financial market performance. While riskier to the employee,
defined contribution plans are now dominant in the private
sector, and are popular with younger workers. Former SoCoTax President Jack Atkin served as a member of the Citizens
Advisory Committee.

(Reprinted from CalTax Newsletter, March 31, 2017)
Governor Jerry Brown, Senate President Pro Tem Kevin de
León and Assembly Speaker Anthony Rendon unveiled a plan
March 29 to increase taxes by more than $52 billion over 10
years to fund transportation projects. If passed, this would be
the largest transportation tax increase in California’s history.

The Board of Supervisors has established an Ad Hoc
sub-Committee on pensions that will propose the new Citizens
Committee charter, responsibilities and member selection
criteria. Supervisors Shirlee Zane and David Rabbitt (who
constituted the original pension Ad Hoc) are the new Ad Hoc
members. Two important open questions are whether the new
Citizens Committee charter will be broadened to include other
total compensation elements (like medical benefits) and how
the Committee might interact with the County during labor
negotiations.

“If the roof in your house is leaking, you better fix it, ’cause

On May 3, 2017, the SCERA Board will hold a meeting
(8:30 am at SCERA offices- 433 Aviation Blvd., Santa Rosa)
to review the Dec. 31, 2016 pension plan actuarial valuation.
This valuation sets plan assets and liabilities, and determines
the contribution rates for the 2018/2019 fiscal year. It is an
excellent opportunity to learn about the important actuarial
process, and the assumptions underlying the valuation. The
actuaries do a good job of converting complex and dull data to
understandable and useful information.
(Written and contributed by R. G. Williamson. Williamson is
a current Trustee for the Sonoma County Employees’ Retirement Association. The author notes that all opinions expressed
in this article are his own and do not reflect positions of
SCERA or its Board of Trustees.)

it gets worse all the time,” the governor said during a press
conference outside the Capitol. “We all know you gotta fix
the car or fix the roof or fix the sink when it breaks down,
otherwise you get more terrible expenses. That’s what this is
all about.”
The legislation, dubbed the Road Repair and Accountability
Act of 2017, will be carried by Senator Jim Beall as SB 1.
The legislative leaders said they expect the bill to be voted on
by April 6. Observers noted Proposition 54, the Legislative
Transparency Act approved by voters in November, mandates
that legislators and the public must have at least 72 hours to
review the complete text of a bill, including any amendments,
before any floor vote on the bill.

Just for Fun #2. Rock ‘n’ Roll legend Chuck Berry, who
died in March at the age of 90, pleaded guilty to federal
income tax evasion in 1979. Stories about his tax case almost
always note that the day before he was to appear in court, he
performed a concert at what famous location that is less than 1
mile from the IRS headquarters?
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The tax revenue would come from the following sources,
according to the Governor’s Office:

Daniel a. DrummonD

• $24.4 billion from increasing the gasoline excise tax 12
cents per gallon.

attorney

at

law

• $16.3 billion from an annual “transportation improvement
fee” based on a vehicle’s value.
• $7.3 billion from increasing the diesel excise tax 20 cents
per gallon.

576 B Street, Suite 2F
Santa roSa, CaliFornia 95401

• $3.5 billion from increasing the diesel sales tax rate to 5.75
percent.

Tel. (707) 542-3418 • Fax (707) 542-7418

• $200 million from an annual $100 “fee” on zero-emission
vehicles, commencing in 2020.
• $706 million from the state general fund, in the form of
repayments for past loans of transportation funds.
“Guided by the principles set forth by President Ronald
Reagan when he increased the federal gas tax in 1982, this
transportation investment package is funded by everyone who
uses our roads and highways,” the Governor’s Office stated in
a press release.
Revenue from the taxes would be shared equally by state
and local governments, $1 billion would be used for bike lanes
and walking paths, and $2 billion of the local allocation would

Sacramento. This is California. This is a Capitol that takes
action.”
Speaker Rendon said the proposal is a compromise between
state and local governments, business and labor groups,
industry and environmentalists. Repeatedly using the expression that California should no longer “kick the can down
the road” – a phrase that was a favorite of Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger during his term – the Assembly leader
painted the proposal as a moral issue. This is an opportunity to
advance into the future and pay less now for a better quality of
life, he said, rather than waiting for when infrastructure repairs
will be more expensive.

be earmarked for areas that have approved local transportation
taxes of their own.
Using his signature blunt style, Governor Brown said
opponents need to “belly up to the bar,” and that stakeholders
“step up – take care of business.”
“The only objection is political, and I think that political
objection is weak,” the governor added.
Senator de León said California needs to deliver transportation improvements now, without making excuses for inaction.

“Let’s be clear, our roads suck,” Speaker Rendon said. The
remark was greeted by loud clapping from a small group of
Republican legislators watching the press conference.

“We are not … let me repeat, let me underscore … we
are not Washington (D.C.),” the Senate leader said. “This is
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the proposal. “Former Governor Gray Davis was recalled
for increasing the car tax, and now, adding insult to injury,
Democrats want to increase the gas tax motorists pay, which is
already among the highest in the nation. This so-called plan is
the latest assault on working class people the Democrats claim
to represent and will make many hard-working Californians,
including our seniors, choose between food and gas or medicine and gas.”
The governor’s press conference was well-attended by
reporters, lobbyists, legislators and laborers, many of whom
wore bright safety vests and hardhats. An outline of the proposal, released by the Governor’s Office, gives this breakdown
of spending and other provisions:

Like Senator de León, Governor Brown began his speech
with a swipe at Washington, seeming to cite the federal
government’s future infrastructure plan while arguing that
California pays more than its share of the nation’s transportation expenses. The governor referred to the California proposal
as a “common sense” effort that is “about fixing what we
already have.”

• Local Streets and Transportation Infrastructure (50
percent of the revenue from the tax increases):
• $15 billion in “Fix-It-First” local road repairs, including
fixing potholes.

Governor Brown said that if someone proposes a better
plan, he would be willing to support it. This seemed to dismiss
Republican alternatives that already have been proposed,
including reprioritizing existing tax dollars to focus on transportation, imposing efficiency measures on the Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), and using billions in tax dollars for
roads instead of the high-speed rail system.

• $7.5 billion to improve local public transportation.

“Only in California do the Democrats celebrate with a
press conference and get giddy about Raising Your Taxes,”
Republican Senator Jeff Stone said in a written response to

• $1 billion to improve infrastructure that promotes walking
and bicycling.

• $2 billion for communities that have approved transportation-related tax increases at the local level (the Governor’s
Office describes these areas as “‘self-help’ communities
that are making their own investments in transportation
improvements”).
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• $825 million for the State Transportation Improvement
Program local contribution.
• $250 million in local transportation planning grants.
• State Highways and Transportation Infrastructure (50
percent of the revenue):
• $15 billion in “Fix-it-First” highway repairs, including
smoother pavement.
• $4 billion in bridge and culvert repairs.
• $3 billion to improve trade corridors.
• $2.5 billion to reduce congestion on major commute
corridors.
• $1.4 billion in other transportation investments, including
$275 million for highway and intercity-transit improvements.
• Accountability Measures
• Constitutional amendment to prohibit spending the funds
on anything but transportation.
• Appointment of an inspector general to “ensure Caltrans
and any entities receiving state transportation funds spend
taxpayer dollars efficiently, effectively and in compliance
with state and federal requirements.”
• A provision that empowers the California Transportation
Commission “to hold state and local government accountable for making the transportation improvements they
commit to delivering.”
• Authorization for the California Transportation Commission to review and allocate Caltrans funding and staffing
for highway maintenance “to ensure those levels are
reasonable and responsible.”
California’s freeway system grew significantly in the 1950s
and 1960s, but construction of new infrastructure slowed
dramatically in the 1970s, during Governor Brown’s first tenure
in office.

• Authorization for Caltrans to complete earlier mitigation of
environmental impacts from construction, to “reduce costs
and delays while protecting natural resources.”
These changes could be the most significant changes in
the freeway system since 1947, when the state approved the
Collier-Burns Act, which “virtually created the California
freeway system and the basic structure for funding highways
that exists today,” CalTax Chief Tax Consultant David R.
Doerr wrote in “California’s Tax Machine: A History of Taxing
and Spending in the Golden State.” The legislation included
increasing the gasoline tax from 3 cents per gallon to 4.5 cents
per gallon, increasing the annual vehicle registration fee from
$3 to $6, and increasing the annual vehicle tax rate from 1.75
percent to 2 percent.

In other transportation funding news:
Transportation Scholars Argue Against Diesel Fuel Tax
Increase. An increase in the state’s tax on diesel fuel would
lead to greater damage to California’s roads, according to
research findings released March 28 by professors from the
University of California at Irvine.
Professors Kevin Roth and Linda Cohen, discussing their
research at a UC Center Sacramento seminar, said higher diesel
taxes would lead to worsening road conditions and dangerous
environmental impacts. They found that when the price of
diesel fuel increases, commercial truckers increase the loads
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they carry, to reduce the number of trucks they have on the
road. The heavier loads accelerate road wear, they said.
The professors said a 10 percent increase in the price of
diesel fuel (as a result of higher taxes or other factors) would
result in a 6.6 percent decrease in mileage and a 2.7 percent
decrease in diesel consumption, but an 18 percent increase in
road damage.

Just for Fun #3. Are Super Bowl
rings taxable? More specifically, are
the rings received by players on the
Super Bowl-winning team subject to
federal income tax?

As an alternative, they proposed moving to a tax based on
mileage, truck weight and number of axles – a plan they said
would result in a net tax increase for truckers. Oregon currently imposes such a tax, which is different from the weight
fees currently imposed in California.
Fran Inman, vice chair of the California Transportation
Commission and senior vice president of Majestic Realty
Company, emphasized the need to isolate the variables
involved in transportation spending, rather than looking at a
simple solution like a fuel tax.

Oakland Raiders Cleared to
Move to Las Vegas
(Reprinted from CalTax Newsletter, March 31, 2017)
National Football League team owners voted this week to
allow the Oakland Raiders to move to Las Vegas, and the team
is planning to begin playing in Nevada by 2019. The move
will result in the loss of jobs for many Bay Area residents, as
well as a significant loss to the state of personal income tax
revenue from the team’s players and staff.

Ms. Inman said there is no “one size fits all” method for
funding California’s transportation infrastructure, but the state
needs to ensure that funding mechanisms accurately reflect
actual road damage caused by road users. One possibility
discussed to improve goods movement was what Ms. Inman
dubbed “freight efficiency corridors,” similar to carpool lanes
that allow motorists to bypass traffic by paying a fee.

On the flip side, players and staff who move to Nevada will
benefit, as Nevada does not have a personal income tax, while
California has the highest personal income tax rate in the
nation, at 13.3 percent on income over $1 million.

www.ajprinting.com

www.winecountrysigns.com

Sonoma County has the worst roads
in the Bay Area.
Support improving our roads.

Join SOSroads.org today.
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Just for Fun #4. What legendary English playwright and cabaret
singer, who in 1956 became the
first publicized figure to leave
Britain to escape its high income
tax rate, once said: “I have always
paid income tax. I object only
when it reaches a stage when I am
threatened with having nothing left
for my old age – which is due to
start next Tuesday or Wednesday”?

Oakland
residents who
travel to Vegas
to see their
team will have
insult added to
injury, as they
will be paying
for part of the
move via the
Vegas hotel tax, which will raise an estimated $750 million
to help build a new stadium – something the team has been
seeking for many years.
National Review columnist Jim Geraghty wrote March 28:
“I am sure I disagree with Oakland Mayor Libby Schaff on
almost everything, but she’s completely in the right here when
she says, ‘I am proud that we stood firm in refusing to use
public money to
subsidize stadium
construction and
that we did not
capitulate to their
unreasonable
and unnecessary
demand that we
choose between
our football and
baseball franchises.’ This came down to one city/state putting a ton of taxpayer
money on the table, and another city/state refusing to do so.”

Joanne Sanders
jsanders@boltstaffing.com

707.552.7800 p
707.552.6364 f
3427 broadway, suite f4
american canyon, ca 94503
boltstaffing.com
Clerical • Accounting • Industrial

It’s time to renew your ad.
Support the Sonoma County Taxpayer’s Association —
Promote your business in The Watchful Eye.
Annual advertising rates (quarterly publication) for 2017 as follows:
Full page. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $650
Half page. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $400
Quarter page. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $225
Business card. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $150

For business card ads, send your card and check to: SCTA, P.O. Box 14241, Santa Rosa, CA 95402.
For quarter, half and full page ads, send your check as above and
e-mail a .pdf file of your ad to taxpayer@sonic.net.
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Monthly Meetings

mile area with a population of 660,000 people. Extrapolated on
a population basis to California, the same system in our golden
state would cost $3.8 billion per year.

Association meetings are held the third Thursday of the
month at the Fountaingrove Inn in Santa Rosa. Members and
guests are encouraged to attend. Meetings start at noon and
adjourn by 1:30 p.m. Cost is $25 for members with prepaid
advance reservations ($30 for all others). Our Annual General
Meeting in February is in lieu of our regular luncheon meeting
and we are dark in December. Email taxpayer@sonic.net or
call 481-1089 for reservations.

This legislation attempts to hide the true costs of implementation and how the system will be funded. Counties will be on
the front line with no control over the source of revenue to fund
these mandates.
Before one tosses aside an idea based on cost alone, however,
a prudent person would inquire as to the details of the proposed
plan. The following highlights key aspects of this pending
legislation:

Upcoming Speakers:
April 20, 2017 Jill Ravitch, Sonoma County District Attorney

(1) Elimination of all bail schedules. Effect: No person arrested may post bail upon arrest even if they have the resources
to do so.

May 18, 2017 Suzanne Smith and David Rabbitt, Sonoma
County Transportation Authority

(2) Prevents judges from setting bail amounts on bench
warrants. Effect: Same as above.

June 15, 2017 Dr. Frank Chong, Santa Rosa Junior College

(3) Requires every county to create a pretrial services department. Effect: Millions of dollars of up-front costs for courts to
establish these departments. Replaces independent businesses
and their employees with government employees.

Just For Fun #5. In 1970, the first season of what groundbreaking television series featured an episode about a shy IRS
auditor who develops romantic feelings for the show’s lead
character – the subject of his audit? Super bonus question: The
title of the episode is “1040 or Fight,” which is an allusion to
what dispute?

(4) Creates a state department to oversee the newly-formed
county agencies. Effect: More government.
(5) Prevents anyone accused of a violent crime, felony or
misdemeanor, from being eligible for release until after a court
hearing — 48 hours or more after arrest. Effect: Mandatory
confinement for 2 days or more before a finding of guilt.

Analysis of Bail Reform

(6) Directs county pretrial services departments to:

By Dale C. Miller

(a) Interview every person arrested (but not in-person);

The founding fathers considered bail to be such a fundamental right that they enshrined it into the Bill of Rights via the
8th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Now, legislators in
Sacramento are trying to take away this right and force defendants who are deemed innocent until proven guilty to stay in
jail or agree to onerous release conditions that will strip away
their rights to be free from unreasonable searches and seizures.

(b) Report recommended conditions for release;
(c) Coordinate services from other agencies, nonprofits, and third-party custodians;
(d) Assist defendants in obtaining medical, legal, and
social services;
(e) Assist defendants with transportation and court
reminders;

The bail system, as currently and historically operated, is
“user” funded. The costs and fees associated with every bond
are paid for entirely by the arrested person or cosigners, no
exceptions. Good system, right? Not according to social justice
reformers hoping to remove accountability from the criminal
justice system.

(f) Monitor and supervise defendants’ compliance with
conditions.
(7) Requires judges to release defendants even when no
pretrial report is provided. Effect: Eliminates accountability of
the newly-formed departments.

Senator Hertzberg (SB 10) and Assembly Member Bonta
(AB 42) have introduced mirror bills that seek to eliminate
surety bail from California. This legislation is modeled on a
Washington, D.C pretrial detention system that costs $65 million per year. The District of Columbia comprises a 36-square

(8) Removes criminal penalties for violations of any of the
conditions of release, including failure-to-appear. Instead,
requires such violations to be treated under the laws of civil
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Rent Control, continued from page 1
aware as well of the increased visibility of homeless persons
encamped under downtown freeway overpasses as work along
the SMART right-of-way and construction of the new downtown Courthouse Square have chased homeless persons from
their traditional encampments.
No one disputes that homelessness and affordable housing
are critical issues facing Santa Rosa and Sonoma County.

sought to establish as a base rent the rent in effect on January
1, 2016. Landlords were prohibited from increasing rents by
more than 3% beyond the base rent in any given twelve-month
period. Landlords seeking increases beyond the 3% limit were
required to submit their requests to the city and submit to a
detailed hearing and appeals procedure. Ordinance No. 4072
sought also to restrict a landlord’s ability to evict tenants by
requiring the landlord to pay an evicted tenant a relocation
fee calculated as 1) the equivalent of three months’ of market
rate rent for a comparable unit (as determined by the city and
regardless that actual rent may not have been market rate), and
2) $1,500 (subject to annual CPI adjustments). For an apartment renting at market value of $2,000/month, the relocation
fee amounts to a whopping $7,500.

Resolution will be neither quick nor easy and will require
sustained effort and cooperation between local government,
non-profits and developers if adequate housing supplies are
to be built. Santa Rosa’s city council, perhaps feeling a bit
hamstrung by the situation, responded last year by declaring
the homelessness and affordable housing situation a crisis,
hosting numerous forums to talk about the issue, and enacting
its poorly conceived rent control ordinance. All the while,
those poor souls encamped under the Ninth Street overpass are
left to wait for the warmer and drier weather of summer.

The ordinance misses the mark in several respects. The real
problem of course is Economics 1A, Supply and Demand.
Santa Rosa housing supplies simply have not kept pace with
demand resulting in more people competing for fewer units.
It should come as a surprise to no one then that the cost of the
limited supply rises under those conditions. Secondly, rent
control in a restricted market benefits only current tenants
who reap the windfall of artificially capped rents while those
seeking affordable housing remain on the outside looking in.
Thirdly, landlords are discouraged from keeping their properties properly maintained. There is no incentive for landlords
to make needed repairs and keep properties in good condition
if the costs of doing so cannot be easily recovered. Fourth,
landlords seeking to evict problem tenants are faced with a
burdensome bureaucratic and expensive process for doing so.
That means that other tenants in the building will be forced
to endure noise, filth, drugs and other criminal activity and
nuisance conditions created by these problem tenants. Fifth,
the ordinance applies only to buildings constructed prior to
1995, which comprise approximately 20% of Santa Rosa’s
housing stock. The burdens of the ordinance fall on only a
select few landlords while most are exempt creating an uneven
playing field in the rental market.

In August, a bitterly divided city council approved on a 4-3
vote Ordinance No. 4072, more commonly known as the city’s
rent control and just cause eviction ordinance. The ordinance

And as if all that was not enough, the ordinance creates a
new city bureaucracy to handle all the issues, complaints,
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Do We Have Your Email Address?

hearings and appeals Ordinance 4072 will engender. The city
estimates the annual cost of this bureaucracy at $1.4 million
and imposes a $120 per unit fee on landlords (half of which
may be passed on to tenants) intended to cover the cost.
Unfortunately, the city has a poor track record when it comes
to estimating the costs of its projects and programs consistently
understating the true costs involved (one need look no further
than the Courthouse Square reunification project for evidence
of the city’s inability to accurately predict either cost or time).
The city’s $1.4 million estimate contemplates new staff hires,
but fails to take into account the pension benefits for the new
employees, the cost of litigating disputes certain to arise under
the ordinance, or the estimated $490,000 being spent to hold
a special election. All of these surplus costs are passed on
directly to taxpayers.

If you haven’t been receiving our email notices of meetings
and other events, it’s probably because we don’t have your
current email address. To be included on our distribution list,
send us an email to taxpayer@sonic.net and let us know.

Finding itself unable to do anything meaningful about the
increased incidence of homelessness and the high cost of
housing other than hosting
seminars and workshops
to talk about the problem,
the city has put forth its
ill-conceived rent control
ordinance. The ordinance
not only fails to address
the problem, but makes
things worse. SoCoTax
recommends a NO vote on
Measure C.

STORNETTA FARMS

STORNETTA FARMS

Our Larkfield team works hard each day to make
sure you receive high-quality water. Please do your
part in conserving this valuable resource. To learn
more about your water quality and ways to
conserve,visit our Website at www.calamwater.com

Sonoma County’s
Community
each day
to make Bank
since 1890
ater. Please do your

e resource. To learn
ality and ways to
Please call or visit us
ww.calamwater.com
to answer your questions
about how
Exchange Bank
can become your bank
for your personal or
business needs.
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707.524.3000
www.exchangebank.com
Member FDIC
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pay for new construction and renovations of existing structures
on the SRJC campus. Measure H was the second of two such
bond measures for the SRJC with $231 million of nearly identical bonds being approved by voters in 2002. As the trustees are
putting together their Measure H project list, labor unions are
putting on a full court press to pressure the trustees to require
PLAs as part of the bidding process.

the community as a whole, voters voting for Measure H were
not asked to fund training programs (many similar programs of
which are offered by the SRJC itself). Indeed, no suggestion
was made during the campaign for Measure H that PLAs were
to be part of the package or that bond monies would be diverted to union training programs. Voters were asked solely to
approve bonds to fund the construction of new facilities and the
renovation of existing ones. Further, Measure H specifically

For the unfamiliar, PLAs are essentially separate contracts
entered into between a government entity bidding out public
works projects (SRJC in this case) and local labor unions. The
terms of the PLA require that all bidders on these projects,
regardless if union or independent, pay union dues and
contribute to union health and retirement plans. These requirements generally force non-labor contracting firms to pay these
additional costs on top of the costs already being paid for their
existing benefit plans. As a result, PLAs have the effect of
driving up the overall cost of public works projects thereby
diluting the purchasing power of taxpayer dollars. Further, by
forcing non-union contractors to pay union dues and pay into
union benefit plans (for which, by the way, their non-union
employees will never vest nor receive any benefit), public entities and taxpayers lose the benefit of the competitive bidding
process by forcing non-union contractors to inflate their bids in
order to cover the additional costs.

prohibits the SRJC from using bond monies to pay for operating expenses such as teachers’ salaries and classroom materials.
Using bond funds to pay for teachers and materials provided by
unions instead of the SRJC is no different.
PLAs drive up the cost of public works projects thereby reducing the benefit taxpayers can expect to see for their dollars.
They force non-union contractors to pay into union health and
retirement plans for benefits their employees will never see.
They discourage non-union contractors from bidding on these
jobs thus depriving the entity and taxpayers of the benefits of
the competitive bidding process. And they illegally divert bond
monies from capital projects to union training programs. For
all of these reasons, SoCoTax encourages the SRJC Board of
Trustees to reject these union-friendly arrangements and give
the voters who approved Measure H what they voted for.

Union leaders argue that PLAs provide a number of questionable benefits. They assert that PLAs promote labor peace and
prevent work stoppages and strikes. They were, however,
unable to point to any examples of such labor strife having occurred here in Sonoma County in recent memory. They argue
as well that PLAs cause projects to come in on time and on
budget, but statistics offered by both proponents and opponents
demonstrated no material difference in that regard between
PLA and non-PLA projects.
Perhaps the biggest benefit touted by union leaders is that
union dues support the union’s myriad training programs.
Much is made by the union representatives of apprentice
and pre-apprentice training programs as well as programs
designed to encourage more women and minorities to enter the
constructions trades. Statistics were offered about the number
of enrollees and graduates, the variety of training programs
offered and the overall “social justice” benefits of these
programs. No information
was provided regarding
the qualifications of union
trainers or the overall quality
of the education received.

Our Distribution
The Watchful Eye is produced quarterly and mailed to all of
our members and most elected officials throughout Sonoma
County. We also send approximately 1,200 electronic versions
to those who have subscribed to our e-distribution list. The
feedback we receive, both positive and negative, confirms our
reach and that your message is heard. The costs of producing a
quality publication are substantial and we rely on our dues-paying members and advertisers to ensure our continued success.
To both our members and advertisers, we say thank you. If you
are not a member or advertiser, please consider becoming one.
Together we can make a difference.

The fly in the ointment
with the union position is
that while these training
programs may be beneficial
to the participants and
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ance monitoring. While funding for those positions might be
covered by fees imposed on the cannabis industry, fees cannot
be used to cover additional government services such as law
enforcement and environmental clean-up operations. Hence,
the Supes opted for a tax the proceeds of which can be used
more broadly than permitted under a straight fee structure.

the so-called business tax on operators, which includes manu-

Although initially supportive of the tax, the cannabis industry
changed course late in the game and took a position opposing
Measure A. Many of the industry’s arguments have merit
and are worthy of consideration. First, and in no particular
order, the industry argued that the tax was a general purpose
tax, meaning the Supes could use the money for any purpose
they wished regardless if cannabis-related or not. Second,
they argued that the tax at 10% was too high for the fledgling
industry, especially when considered along with all the other
taxes imposed on them. Third, because the tax will likely be
imposed on the
non-manufacturing classes
in addition to
manufacturers
only as the
Supes contend
is their initial
intent, the tax
becomes a
sort of value
added tax (VAT) with taxation imposed at multiple levels of
the production process resulting in taxes as high as 50% or
more. Fourth, without a mechanism fixing tax rate increases
for specified time periods, the industry faces great uncertainty
as to what their local tax burden will be from year to year.
Fifth, every industry has its scofflaws and it wasn’t fair to
expect legal cannabis producers to pay for law enforcement and
environmental clean-up caused by illegal operators.

facturers, distributors, laboratory testing facilities, transporters
and dispensaries. Although the tax is capped at 10% of gross
receipts for each of these separate operator classes, the Supes
have said they will initially impose the tax at 5% on manufacturers only. No timeline has been established for imposing the
tax on the non-manufacturer classes. Nor have the Supes said
if and when the rate will inch up close to the 10% threshold.
The second tax is a cultivation tax imposed on growers. The
cultivation tax is set at $10 per square foot for outdoor growers,
$38 per square foot for indoor operations and $22 per square
foot for mixed light (i.e., greenhouses) growers. The differing
rates acknowledge that outdoor growers dependent entirely on
nature for sunlight and weather are limited to one crop annually
while growers who can control these environmental conditions
are able to manipulate the growing season thereby producing
several crops a year.
In addition to Measure A at the local level, the cannabis
industry is subject to additional state taxes under Proposition
64, the statewide measure legalizing recreational marijuana and
approved by voters last November. Prop. 64 imposes a 15%
sales tax on all non-medical marijuana sales as well as its own
cultivation tax of $9.25/ounce for flowers and $2.75/ounce for
stems and leaves.

Notwithstanding the cannabis industry’s concerns, voters
overwhelmingly approved Measure A. Taxpayers will be
watching to see how the Supes respond to the windfall they’ve
been handed. Will the Supes stay true to their promises and use
the proceeds for the cannabis-related purposes identified? Will
they judiciously apply the tax in a way that encourages black
market growers and manufacturers to seek lawful status for
their operations? Or will the Supes see the general purpose tax
as a mechanism for funding whatever priority du’jour captures
the public’s fancy at the moment? Answers to these questions
will not be known for at least a couple of years, but they will
provide a basis for which taxpayers can judge the degree of
trust to be afforded the Supes the next time a general purpose
tax finds its way before voters.

Let us also not
forget state and
federal income
taxes. And
because marijuana remains an
illegal substance
under federal law,
federal tax law holds special enmity for the cannabis industry.
Section 280E of the Internal Revenue Code disallows deduction of ordinary and necessary business expenses resulting in
federal income tax being calculated on gross earnings, not net.
In putting Measure A before voters, the Supes argued that
implementing the regulatory scheme authorized by Prop. 64
is an expensive proposition. At least two dozen new hires
are expected to handle permitting, inspections and compli-
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Just For Fun Answers

contempt. Effect: Greater stress on jail management because
inmates on civil matters have a constitutional right to be
segregated from criminal inmates.

#1. Royalty income. The court opined that the purpose
of the unrelated business income tax was “to prevent unfair
competition between companies whose earnings are taxed and
those whose are not,” and that “the competition in this case is
between the NCAA’s program and all publications that solicit
the same advertisers.” Citing weekly magazines including
Sports Illustrated as the competitors, the court concluded that
“the NCAA program, which is published only once a year,
should not be considered an unfair competitor for the publishers of advertising.” #2. The White House where Mr. Berry
played as part of a Black Music Month celebration. President
Jimmy Carter was in the front row, sitting on the lawn. #3.
Yes. The value of the ring is considered
a taxable fringe benefit for income tax
purposes. In 2015, the rings presented to
members of the New England Patriots
reportedly were valued at $36,500 each.
#4. Noel Coward, author of plays including “The Vortex” and “Bitter Sweet,” and
songs including “Mad Dogs and Englishmen.” After leaving Britain, he lived in
Jamaica and Switzerland. #5. “Mary Tyler
Moore.” Partial credit given for the show’s
ensuing title, “The Mary Tyler Moore Show.” The title of the
episode is a play on “Fifty-four Forty or Fight!” – a slogan
used in the 1840s during the Oregon boundary dispute, and
often wrongly described as a campaign slogan for James Polk
in the 1844 presidential election. The numbers refer to parallel
54°40′ north, a line of latitude that now forms the southernmost boundary between Alaska and British Columbia.

(9) Allows a bail amount to be set by a court upon a finding
that no “non-monetary” conditions will ensure a defendant’s
compliance, so long as:
(a) The judge first determines the defendant’s ability
to pay, without borrowing, obtaining a loan, or paying for a
surety bond; and
(b) The amount set will not impose a “substantial
hardship´ on the defendant.
(10) Allows a defendant to post an “unsecured bond.”
Effect: A defendant’s promise to appear would accompany his
promise to pay resulting in a significant amount of uncollectable receivables.
(11) When an unsecured bond is not sufficient to ensure
compliance, a defendant may “secure” the bond with a 10%
deposit given to the court. Effect: Unwisely creates a potential
“profit center” for court budgets.
(12) Prevents the defendant from being released upon the
posting of “money bail”, as described above, until a court
order obtained only after the defendant makes another court
appearance while in custody. Effect: Ridiculous delay in a
defendant’s liberty.
This legislation, with its convoluted government controlled
processes and removal of accountability from the very organizations it creates, can only be reconciled with logic when one
realizes that the proponents are not interested in removal of
wealth disparity. They are only interested in absolute control
over which unsentenced citizens remain in custody and which
ones don’t. This legislation makes clear that any option for an
accused to obtain his or her freedom pending the outcome of a
criminal matter that does not hinge upon the proponent’s tight
control shall be avoided at all costs. I can think of nothing
scarier.
(Dale Miller is the owner of Romelli Bail Bonds in Santa
Rosa, a board member of the Golden State Bail Agent’s
Association.)

Working with our agency is not taxing.

(707)544-3390 - www.BoylanPoint.com
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