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As we join up with the weekly episodic melodramatic comedy, “Life in the Penal Colony, aka El Dorado County we find the “Three Desperadoes and the Outriders of Dry Gulch” out in the Badlands. Up for discussion is a budget crisis of their own making. It seems that an undisclosed amount of loot, maybe $20 million, has been lost from their stash.
So, let’s go back and visit past history. Now you must ask, was that second helicopter and maintenance really needed or even the first one? Was the addition of more employees to Section 504 the Sheriff’s Salary Limitation worth it? Is $350,000 for ammunition for the sheriff this year or about $3,000,000 dollars for new vehicles worth it? Sadly, there is more than can be cited.
Months ago, it was bragged about in the Mountain Democrat that the county budget would be   $1.1billion dollars for 195,000 people. They failed to mention that 50.1% comes from federal or state grants. Now, those grants can be withdrawn possibly because both governments are broke. This leaves 49.9 % contributed from us and other sources. This budget breaks down to for every man, woman and child in this county is $5641.03. 
As we pick up the action, even the County Auditor spoke and said some tough decisions need to be made. So as time passed, it may have been more entertaining to watch concrete harden. I left to go see if the turtle races at the Bell Tower would be better. Or how the Missouri Flat Speedway Bleacher is coming along. 
Common sense should have been forthcoming in my opinion and stopped the leak. Even the little boy with the finger in the dam knows that is true. How? All purchases should be stopped and approved only for necessary and emergency expenditures. Why, because that time of the year is approaching when money is thrown away buying items that are not needed by county departments that will be wasted instead of money saved.
With the slogan, “If I have a surplus, I need to spend it, or they will not give me more next year. The departments need to save that money instead in a “rainy-day fund”. Do not give the department less money, just the same, and let them conserve and save instead of throwing money away.
They have already given away the farm by adding more unassociated county employees that are not in the sheriff’s office to Section 504 of the county charter. At this time, it is unclear, however, that they will change an already approved deal in the backrooms and closets of Mt El Dorado.
Why are these financial deals not put out for public notice and comment instead of closed session? Why are all the lawsuits not put out also?  I believe the Austin vs County of El Dorado has been settled, however the county lost. Has the county even paid for the settlement? There are more pending lawsuits in the closets. More on Section 504 coming soon.
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County Charter Section 504: Misleading the Public and Strategically Side-Stepping Voter Intent
El Dorado County Taxpayers Association
Lee Tannenbaum, President
RE: Response to 2025 Section 504 Fact Sheet
TO THE EL DORADO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND COUNTY RESIDENTS,
The El Dorado County Taxpayers Association respectfully submits the following response to the County’s recently posted “Section 504 Fact Sheet (2025)”, available at:
https://www.eldoradocounty.ca.gov/files/assets/county/v/1/documents/government/bos/charter-section-504-fact-sheet-2025.pdf.
This document was also handed to the Board on Tuesday, April 8th as a non-agendized item. There is currently nothing in the meeting minutes, nor was this made public other than through a Facebook post in response to the TPA bringing this matter to the public. On the Facebook post, when this anonymous person was challenged by the TPA, this anonymous County Facebook poster stated, “It is factual and complete”. Well, it isn’t.
While this document may be technically accurate in isolated phrases, it is deeply misleading, incomplete, and framed to obscure the truth of how Section 504 is being used today. The County’s summary does not tell the full story—because if it did, the public would and should be outraged.
THE ORIGINAL INTENT OF SECTION 504
Voters approved Section 504 in 1995 with a narrow, honorable purpose: to ensure that entry-level Deputy Sheriff I and II positions would receive competitive salaries compared to similar sworn roles in neighboring counties. The goal was recruitment and retention—not executive enrichment.
That original intent is clear from the Charter itself: it references Deputy Sheriff I/II, not sergeants, lieutenants, captains, attorneys, analysts, administrators, or elected officials.
A QUIET EXPANSION HIDDEN FROM THE PUBLIC
Over the years, the County quietly expanded the reach of Section 504 far beyond what voters ever approved.
Hundreds of positions—many completely non-sworn, administrative, or managerial—are now linked to 504 increases. These include:

- County Counsel
- Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)
- District Attorney and Public Defender (including Alternate)
- Chief Probation Officer
- many more – see below.
All of these are now tied to 504 either directly or indirectly via MOUs and internal alignment policies.
WHAT THE FACT SHEET DOES NOT TELL YOU
WHY 'COMPACTION' IS A POOR JUSTIFICATION FOR EXPANDING 504
One rationale offered by staff and some Board members for expanding Section 504-linked pay is the issue of “compaction”—a situation where subordinates are earning as much or more than their supervisors. While this may appear problematic at face value, using compaction as a blanket justification for widespread salary escalation is fiscally irresponsible.

Compaction is not inherently caused by Charter Section 504. It is the result of discretionary decisions made by County leadership to tie managerial and executive pay to classifications that are automatically adjusted via 504. Instead of reassessing the merit of those linkages, the County has chosen to expand them further, exacerbating the problem it claims to solve.

Moreover, compaction is not unique to El Dorado County or public safety roles. It exists across government and private industry, and it is typically managed through strategic budgeting, restructuring, and individual position evaluation—not across-the-board raises.

Automatically hiking salaries for managers, attorneys, and non-sworn administrators under the guise of avoiding compaction is a self-fulfilling and budget-busting policy. It fuels an upward spiral of compensation with no clear ceiling and no voter consent. Section 504 was never intended to justify this.

True leadership means saying no to automatic raises when they are not justified by public need or budget capacity. The solution to compaction is governance—not automatic escalation.
The County’s “Fact Sheet” fails to mention:

- The number of employees impacted: As of now, approximately 488 positions receive raises either directly from 504 or because they are discretionarily linked to 504. Only 135 are Deputy Sheriff I/II—the rest are higher-ranking law enforcement or entirely non-sworn roles.
- The annual cost: In 2025, the cost of 504-based increases across departments has already exceeded $2.8 million, during a time when the County is facing an approximately $20 million budget deficit.
- The deliberate linkages: Raises for department heads and non-sworn staff are not incidental—they are built into internal policies and MOU’s the County created.
- The use of consent calendar votes: Major salary increases have been buried in consent agenda items (including Items 7 and 8 on April 1, 2025), minimizing public scrutiny.
ENTIRE NON-SWORN MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES OMITTED FROM FACT SHEET
The County’s 2025 Fact Sheet makes no mention whatsoever of numerous non-sworn, administrative, and support classifications that are now directly benefiting from Section 504-linked salary adjustments.
Omitted categories include:
- District Attorney Investigators
- Public Defender Senior Investigators
- County Attorneys
- Administrative Analysts and Managers
- IT Supervisors and Senior Technologists
- Public Information Officers
- Budget and Fiscal Managers
- Facility and Fleet Managers
- Executive Assistants and Administrative Coordinators
- Parole and Correctional Officers – Senior Management Only
These roles are not sworn peace officers, nor are they named in the Charter. Yet, they are now explicitly linked to Section 504 via County policy, MOU language, or department head alignment.
1. District Attorney Investigators - MOU Language: “Shall receive compensation equivalent to comparable classifications in the Sheriff’s Office.”
2. Public Defender Senior Investigators - MOU Language: “Shall be compensated no less than equivalent EDSO investigative classifications.”
3. County Attorneys - MOU Language: “Shall be compensated at a level consistent with legal professionals performing comparable duties in law enforcement environments.”
4. Administrative Analysts and Managers - MOU Language: “Salary range shall maintain parity with internal classifications impacted by Section 504, such as DA Investigators and Sheriff Analysts.”
5. IT Supervisors and Senior Technologists - Policy Reference: “Shall be adjusted to maintain consistency with similarly classified roles in departments with law enforcement functions.”
6. Public Information Officers - Administrative Policy: “Shall maintain a salary range in parity with Administrative Analyst III, which is tied to law enforcement benchmarks.”
7. Budget and Fiscal Managers - Compensation Structure: “Compensation shall be set at a level that reflects operational oversight of departments with 504-impacted classifications.”
8. Facilities and Fleet Managers - Policy Language: “Pay structure shall align with administrative operations managers receiving adjustments via law enforcement comparison groups.”
9. Executive Assistants / Admin Coordinators - Administrative Memo: “Position is tied to department head compensation; any movement in department head salary shall trigger a proportional review.”
10. Parole and Correctional Officers – Senior Management Only - MOU Language: “Correctional Captain and Chief Probation Officer salaries shall be set at levels commensurate with EDSO Command classifications.”

Note: Front-line correctional officers are not explicitly tied to Section 504.

Discrepancy Summary:

The Fact Sheet presents Section 504 as narrowly applied to public safety and a few related command and senior administrative positions. Yet these additional classifications are:

- Written directly into internal policy as 504-adjacent
- Benefiting from raises explicitly tied to departments receiving Section 504 increases
- Receiving automatic adjustments through indirect salary alignment
Legistar Evidence:
- April 2025 Consent Calendar – Items #7 and #8: Authorizes reclassifications and raises for these administrative classifications, citing equity with law enforcement comparators.
- File #24-2111: Outlines justification language and staff reports showing non-sworn roles linked to 504-based pay structures.
THE FACT SHEET IS A PR DOCUMENT, NOT A TRANSPARENCY TOOL
The timing of the Fact Sheet’s release—just after a wave of public scrutiny—speaks volumes. It was not published as proactive public education. It was published as damage control.
It does not address the core concerns:
- Why are non-deputies receiving 504 raises?
- Why were these raises never disclosed to voters?
- Why is the County still expanding 504 classifications under the radar?
A FINAL NOTE TO THE PUBLIC
If you read the Fact Sheet, ask yourself: what is missing and why are so many non-law enforcement classifications on the sheet? It paints a picture of what was intended to be a straightforward policy supporting law enforcement. But buried underneath that framing is a complex system of internal linkages, reclassifications, and salary escalations that now apply to a wide swath of El Dorado County’s highest-paid administrators.
This is not what voters approved. It’s a misuse of public trust and a manipulation of Charter language to justify unjustified raises.
The El Dorado County Taxpayers Association calls on the Board of Supervisors to:

1. Acknowledge the true scope and cost of 504 expansions.
2. Immediately publish a complete list of classifications tied to 504—directly or indirectly.
3. Freeze any further expansions pending public review and clarification.
4. DO NOT allow this process to continue in December 2025 for 2026
5. Begin a public process to restore Section 504 to its original purpose: competitive pay for frontline deputies.
6. It has come to light the office of the CAO has been aware of the now ~$20M budget deficit for over a year, why would they suggest giving raises to these attachments, knowing that public services will be cut to meet the budget.
Taxpayers are watching. And we will not accept spin in place of transparency.
Sincerely,

Lee Tannenbaum
President, El Dorado County Taxpayers Association
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