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Here’s my last chance to say what I think about several election issues.

SMART, the Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit project.  If you’ve recently heard the phrase, “lipstick on a pig” here’s a local example.  This project would cost almost $900 million in sales taxes over twenty years to construct a suburb to suburb commuter rail service through mostly rural settings from Cloverdale to San Rafael (maybe Larkspur).

In its own Environmental Impact Report SMART admits it will essentially only be used by 2700 daily commuters in 2025.  SMART usually uses twice this number in their press releases by counting each way on a round trip to and from work as a separate  trip.  The impression left is that 5400 individuals will use the train daily. It’s half that.

The EIR also states that there will be no change in the level of congestion on the freeway, but comments that the train will offer an “alternative” to driving.

And the EIR shows that only a little over 300 people will use the train between Petaluma and Novato during the peak period. The period is more than an hour.

All this is wrapped up in the lipstick that it will be good for the environment.  Think about it before you kiss this pig.

Measure K, the local proposal to roll back water and sewer rates.  I have mixed feelings about this.  The sewer plant has essentially been built and we have a $125 million, 20 year loan to repay. That will require a certain amount of rate increases. On the other hand, $50 million more is still to be spent creating an underground system of pipes to distribute treated wastewater from the plant to all city parks. This will be paid for by further increasing water rates.

If Measure K fails, the $50 million will automatically be spent on the distribution system and our water rates will automatically increase.  I’d like there to be more community discussion regarding the cost and desirability of constructing the distribution system.  There is an alternative of using ground water from wells at each park instead.   

I don’t have any numbers but I can’t see why the state loan couldn’t be rewritten for a much longer period to allow development money to repay it instead of having higher water rates. We all know that a 15 year mortgage is more expensive per year than longer, 30 year one. So it could be with longer repayment period than the 20 year loan we have with the state for the sewer plant.

Employee retention – not a ballot issue.  I was moved by the fact presented to the council that all the laid off city workers would lose health insurance coverage. They can retain it for one year if they will pay the full cost.  This is about $12,000 per year for a family policy.

The loss of health benefits and retirement coverage will really have a major impact on people who will immediately be losing their income.  What to do?

I thought I could be hard hearted about layoffs but I’m not.  Employee health insurance costs could be continued for a year or until the person has found another job with health insurance. That should be the least we can do.

Tied in with the this and the city’s general problem of insufficient revenue, a citizen budget review committee could be created to review expenses.  This was done a number of years ago but went nowhere because staff was always present to offer a reason to keep every job and every program exempt from change.  

You can’t keep doing things the same way and expect different results. Maybe the question isn’t how many employees we have but how we use them.  

