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Re: Call to Withdraw Support for Regressive Measure C and Rework for Fall Election
Dear Mayor Steinberg, Councilmember Talamantes and other members of the City Council,

My name is Tiffany Clark. I am an attorney and long-time resident of Sacramento, who has
written to you once before, about the City’s restrictions on home businesses. Although I am deeply
disappointed about the lack of substantive response to that letter, I am writing today about
something even more urgent, Measure C.

More specifically, I am writing to beseech you to reconsider and publicly withdraw your
support for Measure C, with a stated intention of reworking it for the November election, this time
with greater input from and fairer treatment of the smallest of small businesses, i.e., the over 25% of
businesses in Sacramento making $10,000 or less per year. !

Yes, the city needs more revenue. Yes, we need to raise the cap on what big businesses pay.
However, we cannot and need not ask those earning less than $10,000 per year—who already pay

the highest effective tax rates—to pay still more, while peer city~ San Francisco completely
exempts such businesses from its tax and waives fees for all new businesses to boot.

In ways apparently not brought to the Council’s attention by either consultants, staff or
bigger business representatives, Measure C is remarkably regressive, haphazard and unfair to the
City’s smallest of small businesses.

For instance, some professionals, including those making $10,000 or less working part-ti
like me, would see their already uniquely high flat tax more than double under Measure C, to mo
than double what the highest peer city charges, while other professionals and businesses making fa
more—up to over $1.6 million—would inexplicably pay far less tax.

! At least 25 percent of Sacramento businesses earn $10,000 or less in gross receipts per year (according to the City’s
own 2022-23 data, from page 47 of its 11/14/23 staff report) and 43.32 percent of US home businesses earn $10,000 or
less per year (according to data from page 15 of a 2022 study).

2 San Francisco is listed as one of Sacramento’s “peer jurisdictions” on page 412 of the City’s 11/14/23 staff report.

Page 10of2 UPDATE: Turns out San Jose also exempts (those earning up to $29,160 in
gross receipts and/or up to $58,320 in adjusted gross income). Neither SF nor

SJs exemption policies were mentioned in the 11-14-23 staff report.
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For example, under Measure C, although we are both professionals (one requiring a state
license, the other not), my husband would pay only $154 on his over $320,000 in 2023 gross
receipts, while I would pay $684 on $3,690—i.e., he would pay over 4x less on 86x the income—

\  simply because he is a consultant, while I am an attorney. By contrast, peer cities would charge me
far less than $684 in tax, e.g., $0 in San Francisco, $25 in Bakersfield, $40 in Folsom and $60 in
Oakland. Even the State Bar of California, which licenses California attorneys, charges me less
annually and scales the fee down for all attorneys that earn less than a stated amount. /

Meanwhile, professional real estate brokers apparently struck a special deal, making the
measure even more haphazard in its treatment of professionals, let alone of non-professionals.

Concerning non-professionals. like many start-ups, especially in the arts, our son made very
little his first year in business as a musician, just $22.17. Still, his effective tax rate was high, 135
percent (839 percent counting his home occupation permit fee). Yet, he would have paid even more
under Measure C, 226 percent (929 percent with the fee). In San Francisco he would have paid zero.

At the same time, my husband paid just .048 percent on the over $320,000 he earned last
year. Moreover, under Measure C he would actually get a tax cut, paying only .043 percent on that
same amount—just a fraction of a tenth of a percent—while a musician earning only $22 pays a
triple digit effective tax rate. That’s regressive. That’s unfair.

Even worse, under Measure C, businesses making far more than my husband’s—including
those earning upwards of $500 million—would pay an even smaller fraction of a tenth of a percent
effective tax rate, even once Measure C’s tax cap increase is fully implemented, while, again, low-
income start-ups like our son’s would pay much higher effective tax rates.

We need greater fairness for low-income business owners, who typically cannot afford to
have a representative at every council meeting—such as the last meeting before Thanksgiving,
where the Council approved Measure C, as the nearly last item on a long agenda. While the
Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce was involved in the City’s process to some extent,
low-income businesses are less likely to be able to afford the Chamber’s lowest tier membership fee
of $500/year. Hence, it is not clear to me that the interests of such businesses were as fully
represented as they could have been. We rely more on our councilmembers to look out for us.

This brings me to another reason I ask you to withdraw your support for this measure. Since
Measure C was rushed over the holidays, arguments against it won’t even appear in the voter guide,
as the first such argument would need to have been filed over Thanksgiving week and many weren’t
even aware of the measure until the first news coverage appeared in the Bee on December 07, 2023.
In other words, the smallest of small businesses will not be heard—unless you speak for us.

So, please, stand up for the smallest and most vulnerable businesses in our community, who
are already struggling as it is. Please, publicly withdraw your support and express your intention to
rework Measure C for the fall election.

I would be happy to discuss any of this with any of you, and encourage you to contact me at
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