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306 Lomitas Lane 
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29 July 2019 
 
David Rabbitt, Chair 
Susan Gorin, Vice-Chair 
James Gore 
Lynda Hopkins 
Shirlee Zane 
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
575 Administration Drive, Room 100 A 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
 
Via email 
 
Re:   Chanate Complex/Campus Sale 
 
Chair Rabbitt and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 
 
Thank you for putting over consideration of choosing the purchaser of the Chanate Complex for two 
weeks, and for holding two neighborhood meetings.  As was obvious during those meetings, I am not the 
only member of the public who is deeply frustrated by the process you are using, and by the 
missing/unintelligible information about this RFP response/bid. 
  
It would be prudent to take the time to answer all of the questions raised by the public prior to holding 
another public hearing and prior to making a final decision on this sale.  I request an additional two week 
delay in making a decision, and request that you hold another neighborhood meeting after all the 
questions have been answered and new information has been released. 
 
I believe it is incumbent upon you to obtain new, accurate information that will allow both you and the 
public to fairly evaluate all three of the bids.  Perhaps the CalCHA, et al. bid is the best deal for the 
County, but without accurate information neither you or the public cannot make that determination at this 
time. 
 
I hope that the implication that you have not focused on the numbers contained in the CalCHA bid is 
incorrect.  You cannot make a fair and reasonable decision about whether to sell this property to CalCHA 
for $1 plus some unclear future benefits without receiving, evaluating and understanding accurate 
financial information about this proposed bid. 
 
With this letter I request that you direct staff to obtain the following information and answers: 
  
1.  Please require CalCHA to prepare a new Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan that includes all the 
following information: 
 

a.  Identifiable numbers for Income Limits and Rent Limits – specifically by using Santa 
Rosa Income and Rent Limit numbers.  If CalCHA chooses to estimate what those limits 
will be at the time they begin renting housing units on site, please require CalCHA to 
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specifically set forth their assumptions for growth in income/rents, as well as the specific 
year they are estimating they will begin renting units.  (I believe that Santa Rosa will 
require CalCHA to use Santa Rosa Income Limits and Rent Limits, so would expect 
those to be reflected in the revised Pro Forma and Financial Plan.) 
 
b.  If CalCHA believes they will not be required to comply with Santa Rosa’s Income and 
Rent Limits, please require CalCHA to give specific reasons why not, and require them to 
explicitly state the Income and Rent limits they are using, as well as any assumptions 
regarding estimated increase in same over time, if necessary.  
 
c.  Require that the new Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan clearly allow for the 
probable 18-24 month Santa Rosa entitlement process, and require CalCHA to clearly 
identify “Year 1” as a specific estimated year. 
 
d.  Require that the new Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan use the minimum number 
of units that are likely to be financially feasible, identified last Wednesday evening as 
250 units.  This will allow you and the public to evaluate the benefits of this sale under 
the “worst circumstances,” which may well be all that will be allowed on the property 
during the entitlement process. 
 
e.  Require the new Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan to include the $5 million equity 
payment to the County so that you can see the effect of that payment on the length of the 
bond period, on the amount of the bonds required, on the payoff date and amount, and 
other effects, such as on any public equity. 
 
f.  Require CalCHA to explain the Public Equity, Public Cash Flow and Tenant Subsidy 
numbers contained in their June 27, 2019 email to the County.  The numbers in that email 
appear to have no connection to the Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan they provided.  
Please release their dynamic “model” so the public can evaluate same. 
 
g.  Require the Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan use an industry standard vacancy 
rate (100% occupancy seems far too optimistic). 
 
h.  Require the Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan use an industry standard frequency 
of rental increases, and an industry standard amount for that increase for the type of 
legally affordable housing that is proposed (if a 2.5% rent increase every year, without 
fail, is reasonable, please require CalCHA to so state). 
 

 
This new Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan, with all of the information contained above, will be a 
document that will allow you and the public to adequately evaluate the public equity, public cash flow 
and tenant subsidy proposed by this project, so you can make an informed decision as to whether this is 
the right deal for the County, for Santa Rosa, and for the community.1 
 
                                                           
1 Of course the Pro Forma numbers are “theoretical,” but they should at least have some resemblance to reality.  
The County, the Board of Supervisors and the public cannot adequately evaluate any public equity, public cash flow 
or tenant subsidy with a Pro Forma containing numbers that are unclear and unintelligible. 
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2.  Further, to assert that the nonpayment of property taxes is not a significant cost to the public is 
unacceptable.  Perhaps you will decide that the benefit of the project is worth the fact that the County, 
Santa Rosa, and our schools2 will lose out on those property taxes.  But you can’t do that without 
knowing the amount of the foregone property taxes/bond payments.  (The other two bidders would pay 
property taxes/bond payments on the bulk of the property.)   
 
Therefore, I hereby request that you have the County Assessor estimate a reasonable value for the 
Chanate Property as raw land and as developed with 250 units (all of the appraisals can be used for this 
purpose, in addition to other projects in Santa Rosa of 250 units of housing so you and the public can 
compare apples to apples), and calculate the property taxes that would be due and payable first for raw 
land and then for the developed project of 250 units of housing.  
 
They should also make the same calculations for the school bonds that will otherwise be unpaid. 
 
Then, I hereby request that you require staff to accurately show the foregone property tax/bond payments 
as a cost against the public equity and the public cash flow so that you and the public have a fair idea of 
what the cost and benefit of the project will be. 
 
It may be that you will find that the public benefit of 165 moderate income units of housing plus 85 units 
of low income housing (in a development of 250 units of housing), in conjunction with the public equity, 
public cash flow, and tenant subsidy, outweighs the lost property tax/bond payments, but you cannot 
make that decision fairly without knowing what reasonable and accurate estimates of those amounts are. 

 
3.  The bonds issued by CalCHA would be revenue bonds, which are only backed by the project revenue.  
Please direct CalCHA to explain: 
 

a.  What is the estimated interest rates of these bonds during the entitlement and 
construction of the proposed project, since during that period there will be no revenue to 
pay the bonds? 
 
b.  How these bonds would be paid if there was a delay in the entitlement process, or a 
delay in the construction process, and what effect would that have on the interest rates for 
the bonds? 
 
c.  How would these bonds be paid if a disaster such as wildfire or earthquake occurs, 
causing property loss on this property?  If they would be paid through insurance 
proceeds, is that insurance available, what would the reasonable cost of that insurance be 
each year, and where is that figure included in the new Pro Forma Budget and Financial 
Plan, requested above? 

                                                           
2 The possibility that the lost property tax revenue the schools would otherwise get from this property tax will be 
“back filled” by the State via Proposition 98 (it’s more complicated that a “guaranteed replacement” of the missing 
property tax dollars, and there are circumstances where our schools could not receive “back fill” monies) ignores 
the fact that the taxpayers – all of us – are paying those State dollars being used, instead of this developer.  
Further, there are 8 voter approved school bonds on my property tax bill that I believe would normally be on this 
property’s property tax bill, and none of these would be paid, either.  I do not believe that those unpaid school 
bond payments would be “back filled” by the State, and payment of those bonds amounts to 1.41% of my tax 
obligation.  This is not an insignificant amount of lost revenue, and could amount to real money every year in lost 
revenue to our schools.  
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5.  Has CalCHA provided their own financial documents?  If so, will they be made public, since they are 
a governmental agency?  If not, why not? 
 
6.  What are CalCHA’s plans for Sloan House? 
 
7.  Please direct staff to identify specifically when they expect CalCHA to take over responsibility for 
maintenance, security, and all other activities the County currently undertakes at taxpayer expense to keep 
the property safe.   
 
8.  Please direct staff to release any and all reports and other communications received from the County’s 
financial experts, KNN, who evaluated CalCHA’s bid and Pro Forma Budget and Financial Plan. 
 
9.  At the Thursday public meeting last week the question was asked about whether the CalCHA bid is the 
most responsive bid under the California Surplus Property Act (“Act”).3  Please require staff to answer 
this question.  Although the CalCHA proposal is an “all affordable” housing project, the 66% moderate 
income housing they propose does not appear to qualify for consideration under the Act. 
 
Please direct staff/CalCHA to respond to this letter well prior to the August 6th rescheduled Board of 
Supervisors hearing on this property sale, or, even better, please delay your final decision on this property 
sale to ensure that you and the public have ample time to review and evaluate all the new information and 
answers to questions. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  I look forward to staff’s prompt response to this letter. 
 
Of course, please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or require additional 
information. 
 
     Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
      Sonia E. Taylor 
  
 
Cc:   Caroline Judy, Sonoma County Director of General Services 
 Robert Pittman, Sonoma County Counsel 

Santa Rosa City Council 
 David Guhin, Santa Rosa Director of Planning & Economic Development 
 David Gouin, Santa Rosa Director of Housing & Community Services  
 Tyler Silvy 

Will Schmitt 
 Jim Sweeney 

                                                           
3 See Government Code Sections 54222.5 and 54227, in conjunction with Health and Safety Code Sections 50052.2, 
50053 and 50079.5. 


