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ur state is cutting services to the most 
vulnerable. We can no longer afford to 
incarcerate criminals. One city after another is 
going bankrupt. Businesses are leaving the state 

in droves. Government in our state owes hundreds of billions 
in pension debt. Yet, the only solution proffered to all this is 
to raise taxes? We need structural reform in Sacramento and 
we need it now. 

I am urging voters to vote no on each of the tax measures on 
the ballot: Propositions 30, 38 and 39. That is because 
regardless of where the pols promise to spend the new tax 
money, if the measures are approved, the money will 
ultimately be used to pay for pensions, for government 
workers and not more services, and that is the bottom line. 

I also want to warn you that the one additional measure that 
looks like a reform measure, Proposition 31, is in actuality 
one of the most devious measures I have ever seen. What 
Prop. 31 does is create pressure to form regional government 
cabals that will force revenue sharing and shared governance 
controlled by committees that will not be directly 
accountable to local voters. This will further complicate 
state finances and local government autonomy. 

I can say these things with some measure of authority as I 
have been the Executive Director of COLAB, the Coalition 
of Labor, Agriculture and Business since its inception 21 
years ago. My main duty is to serve as a government 
watchdog and business advocate. I can honestly say, no-
body has been to more local government meetings than I 
have in the past 20 years. I have attended 1,000 County 
Board of Supervisors hearings, dozens of Planning 
Commission hearings, numerous Coastal Commission 
hearings, as well as, dozens of County Association of 
Governments, and Air Pollution Control District hearings 
during my tenure. 

I have first-hand experience watching the plight of business 
to survive, thrive, grow and expand in the face of regulatory 
and tax burdens, plus, the burdens put on business by 
various non-profit organizations and community activists 
claiming to be protecting our quality of life. I have seen 
virtually every sector of our economy assailed at one time or 
another: VAFB, our flower growers, builders, manufacturing 
and industry, energy, wineries, hotels and other visitor 
serving sectors, cattlemen, row crop farmers, you name it. I 
have even seen government agencies denied permits while 
trying to protect the public! 

Next year, California is going to be hit with a tsunami of 
very expensive regulations coming into effect. The tax 
measures on this ballot will only make things worse for the 
job creators and major taxpayers of the state. 

Voters have a clear choice in this election. I was a democrat 
for 20 years and I have to say, voters can choose to vote for 
the democrats who promise the most benefits but can’t 
deliver, or they can vote for the republicans who promise to 
re-form our government so that we can continue to provide 
the basics until our economy has a chance to recover. They 
can vote for the various ballot measures that will increase 
our taxes, as if throwing more money our government’s way 
is going to solve anything, or, they can vote against these 
measures and thereby demand meaningful reform. 

The Central Coast region and California in general, are not 
business friendly, by any definition of the term. It is the 
main reasons our schools, local government and the state are 
continually broke. 

This year, if you realize things need to change, then vote for 
change, not more of the same. 

Andy Caldwell. First published in the Santa Barbara News 
Press.           

f I wanted to kill honest elections and the right to 
local government rule I would do the following 
four things: 

 1. I would end elections that pit political parties against 
each other and make many districts one party, Cuban type, 
elections.  That is what Prop. 14 has done.  In 20 legislative 
districts it is Democrat vs. Democrat in November.  In 
another eight districts, it is Republican vs. Republican.  In 
NO district is an alternative political Party allowed on the 
ballot—and there are NO write-ins allowed for partisan 
office.  

Charles Munger spent more than $10 million to take away 
your right to free and open elections in November.  He was 
part of an effort to rid the Republican Party of a conservative 
member of the State Assembly, Allan Mansoor.  Mansoor 
represents his district and Constitutional government, not the 
big government Agenda 21 takeover of individual rights.  
Prop. 14 allow Democrats to vote for Republicans in the 
primary, and vice versa.  He is spending his money to end 
“partisan” politics.  The effect is clear, under his plan  
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Prop 31 Attack on Local Control 

California would have only one political party—and his 
wealth can shape it. 

 2. Then I would make it easier for voter registration fraud 
by allowing folks to register dogs, cats and the dead from the 
comfort of their living room computer.  Starting next week 
California will allow online voter registration.  The problem 
of course is that under the current system there is almost no 
verification of registrants.  Most County Registrars of Voters 
do not have personnel to verify new registrations under the 
current system.  Add these online “voters” and it is 
impossible to verify tens of thousands of computer 
registrations. 

 3. While it will not start till the 2016 elections, California 
will allow same day voter registration. That means on 
Election Day, under this law, you can show up at your 
County Registrar of Voters office, claim to be Elvis, register 
to vote—with no verification of documents allowed.  Then 
you vote—and disappear.  Never to be found, but Elvis did 
get his vote in the ballot box.  In Minnesota, it took them 
FOUR years to find over 1,000 illegal votes from the 2008 
election—which was won by Al Franken by a few hundred 
votes.  Corrupt elections will be over and bad policies in 
place before anyone can shout FRAUD.  In this case 
Franken was the 60th vote needed to give us Obama care.  
One vote does count and thousands of fraudulent votes count 
even more. 

 4. Finally, it would end the right of a city council or county 
Board of Supervisors to set zoning, transportation or fiscal 
policy.  That is what Prop. 31 does.  

Beginning on page 9 SECTION SIX of Proposition 31, the 3 
E’s of Sustainable Development/Agenda 21 are referred to 
repeatedly in the initiative: 
• (b) “The biennial (State) budget shall contain all of the 

following elements to improve performance and 
accountability:   

•     (3) A statement of how the budget will promote the purposes 
of achieving a prosperous economy, quality environment, and 
community equity, by working to achieve at least the 
following goals: increasing employment, improving 
education; decreasing poverty; decreasing crime; and 
improving health.  

And on page 12, ARTICLE XI A. Community Strategic 
Action Plans:  
• Sec 1 (a) …the adopted budget of each local government   
       entity shall contain all of the following…:  
• A statement of how the budget will promote…a prosperous    
       economy, quality environment, and community equity…  
 
And on page 16 SEC. 6:  
• (b) …The State shall promote the vitality and global  
       competitiveness of regional economies and foster greater col-     
       laboration among local governments within regions by pro-  

       viding priority consideration for state-administered funds…  
 
In other words, this sets up regional, unelected Commissions 
to determine spending priorities, winners and losers and tells 
a city council how much money they MUST spend on 
government transportation, affordable housing and where it 
must be built, use of energy and water through use of raising 
rates and much more.  

California has ended its run as a free State.  Corrupt 
elections, corrupt voter registration, one Party rule and 
unelecteds determining fiscal and local policy ends the need 
for a city council or elections—why waste the money if 
decisions are made by those you cannot elect or Recall from 
office.  The idea behind Prop. 14 was to get MORE people 
to vote.  Instead, California had the lowest voting rate in 
June, in its history.  Prop. 14 worked as intended, as a step to 
end democracy in California.  

Will you fight back or watch re-runs of Seinfeld?  The future 
is yours to choose.  Which way California?  

This article was first published by Stephen Frank, California 
Political News and Views, 8/29/12.  Steve   Frank is 
currently Publisher and Editor of California News and 
Views. He speaks all over California and appears on several 
radio shows. He has served as guest host of the Andy 
Caldwell Radio Show.  Please go to the link below to see 
Mr. Franks site and also review his extensive and impressive 
credentials as an n analyst and spokesman for common sense 
and liberty.  http://capoliticalnews.com/                    
 

The County Planning staff and its Berkeley based 
consultants (The Planning Center) are moving 
ahead with the “Infill Standards Project.” The 
purpose is to convince residents to accept 

revision of the land use plan and zoning ordinances to permit 
higher densities in the unincorporated towns and villages. 
These include San Miguel, Shandon, Templeton, Cambria, 
Santa Margarita, Los Osos, Avila Beach, Oceano, and 
Nipomo. Creston and San Simeon do not appear on the list. 
Workshops are being scheduled in various parts of the 
County to roll out the concepts. The strategy is readily 
apparent in a new report entitled “Infill Back ground 
Report,” which is available on the County’s Planning 
Department website or directly at http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/
Assets/PL/pdfs/Infill+Standards+Background+Report.pdf. 

Continued on Page 4 . . .  
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In effect, this is the other shoe dropping in terms of the so-
called “smart growth” strategy, which is designed to 
severely restrict the development of single-family 
freestanding home subdivisions, country houses, rural bed-
and-breakfasts, estates, ranchettes, and supplemental 
agricultural cluster subdivisions outside of the 
unincorporated villages (and of course incorporated cities 
where the County does not have land use authority).  In 
simplest terms the County is making it very difficult, if not 
impossible, to develop outside the villages and is 
simultaneously proposing incentives and relaxing existing 
zoning requirements, fees, and exactions for development 
within the designated villages (called “urban areas” in the 
Report). 

These measures, if adopted, will impose higher densities on 
existing neighborhoods, which in turn will make them more 
urban, commercial, traffic prone, noisy, and generally less 
“country” in ambiance.  The staff is suggesting that current 
zoning requirements be modified or waived in “target 
areas.” Some of the specific concepts being proffered 
include allowing higher buildings, lowering parking space 
requirements, reducing minimum lot sizes, increasing 
densities, elimination of setback requirements, granting 
density bonuses, waiver of curb gutter and sidewalk 
requirements, and less rigorous (lower level permitting 
requirements. Given the costly, time consuming, and 
nitpicky process currently suffered by most applicants today, 
these recommendations are striking and are quoted below:   

1.  Target Areas for Infill Development: The Land Use 
Ordinance could incentivize Strategic Growth by identifying 
specific priority areas for infill development. Development 
within these priority areas could be eligible for incentives 
such as expedited permit approvals, relaxed development 
standards, or increased density. The Land Use Ordinance 
could include maps that identify the specific location of 
these priority development areas. The County could also 
prepare a project-level Master Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for development within these areas to 
streamline the environmental review for desired forms of 
infill development. 

2. Required Permits for Commercial Projects Commercial 
and other non-residential projects which are 10,000 square 
feet or larger require a Minor Use or Conditional Use 
Permit (Table 2-3 in Chapter 22.08). Development projects 
which disturb 1 acre or more of a site or result in 1 or more 
acres of impervious surface also required a Minor or 
Conditional Use Permit: A public hearing and discretionary 
permit process for these projects can be a barrier to infill 
development. Consider allowing larger commercial projects 
in OP and CR zones with Site Plan Review, and consider 
increasing the threshold for site disturbance and impervious 
surface that requires a minor Use Permit. Establish clear 

design standards for these projects to minimize 
environmental impacts and ensure quality design consistent 
with Strategic Growth principles and the unique character 
of individual communities. 

3. Allowable Land Uses: Table 2-2 identifies allowable land 
uses in each of land use designations. As mentioned above, 
many of these regulations support Strategic Growth 
principles by permitting a mixture of land uses in residential 
and commercial designations. However, Table 2-2 can also 
permit certain land uses in urban areas which conflict with a 
walkable, pedestrian-oriented environment (ministorages in 
the RMF designation, for example). Consider prohibiting 
these uses or establishing permitting requirements to ensure 
their appropriate location and design. 

4. Height Limits: Maximum building heights in Section 
22.10.090.C generally conflict with height limits established 
in the design plans. These height limits should be brought 
into conformance with any desired height limits for specific 
communities as established in Article 9 of the Land Use 
Ordinance or the design plans and specific plans. The table 
in Section 22.10.090.C.1 should also be adjusted to reflect 
possible changes to the intensity factor system (see section 7 
below). 

5. Lot Consolidation: section 22.10.100 establishes a 
minimum lot area for the sale or transfer of individual 
parcels. This requirement may prevent the development of 
some smaller parcels within urban areas. This provision 
could be eliminated entirely for parcels within targeted infill 
areas. 

6. Minimum Site Area: The minimum site area for multi-
family dwellings is 6,000 square feet for two units (Section 
22.10.110). This requirement prohibits the development of 
multi-family homes on many smaller lots in urban areas. 
This issue is most relevant in communities with a large 
supply of substandard lots such as Oceano. Consider 
eliminating or reducing this requirement in certain 
locations. Establish clear standards to address any 
neighborhood compatibility issues that may result. 

7. Intensity Factors: San Luis Obispo County has a unique 
intensity factor system to determine the maximum permitted 
residential density in certain areas. The County should 
adjust this system to be more consistent with the maximum 
permitted densities specified in the design plans and specific 
plans for individual communities. For example, few if any 
communities permit a residential density of 28 units per acre 
as allowed under a high intensity factor. It is possible that 
the high intensity factor could be eliminated entirely, with 
the maximum units per acre allowed under the low and 
medium intensity factors increased slightly to be consistent  

Continued on Page 5 . . . 
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with the design plans, specific plans, and Article 9 of the 
Land Use Ordinance.  

8. Setbacks: Section 22.10.140.D establishes a basic front 
setback requirement of 25 feet for residential uses. This 
required setback prohibits certain residential building types 
that are oriented toward the street and contribute to a more 
pedestrian- oriented environment. It is true that design plans 
and specific plans generally allow for reduced front setbacks 
for multi-family projects within certain locations. However, 
there may be infill opportunity areas within close proximity 
to a Central Business District where the 25-foot setback 
would still apply. The Land Use Ordinance should identify 
clear criteria, in addition to existing permitted adjustments, 
where a reduced setback is permitted and allow this 
reduction ministerially. 

9. Density Bonus: The Land Use Ordinance allows basic 
density bonuses for affordable housing consistent with State 
law (Chapter 22.12). The County may want to consider 
allowing a similar density bonus for infill development 
projects consistent with the Strategic Growth principles. 
This provision would need to identify areas where the bonus 
is available, types of projects eligible for a bonus, required 
project design features, and the specific additional density 
available. A strategic growth density bonus of this nature 
would be a powerful incentive for infill development within 
selected areas. However, additional density would need to 

be carefully designed to fit in with existing community 
character and scale of development. 

10. Required Parking Spaces: The minimum required off-
street parking for multi-family dwellings is over three per 
unit for three-bedroom units (Section 22.18.050). This 
requirement is a significant obstacle to infill housing in 
many situations. The County should consider allowing a 
reduced parking requirement for multi-family dwellings in 
certain locations based on clear criteria. Adjustments should 
be permitted minsterially as part of a Site Plan review 
process. 

11. Subdivision Design: Section 22.22.080 establishes a 
minimum parcel size for residential single family and multi-
family land use designations. The minimum permitted parcel 
size under any circumstance is 6,000 square feet; in some 
instances the minimum permitted parcel size is 20,000 
square feet. This requirement prohibits many forms of small 
lot single-family homes, limits the type of multifamily 
development in certain areas, and necessitates the need for a 
PUD in many situations, and conflicts with other minimum 
parcel size requirements found elsewhere in the County’s 
development regulations. The County should consider 
adjusting these requirements to support a broader range of 
residential development types within urban areas. 

Continued on Page 6 . . . 
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12. Transfer of Development Credits: The transfer of 
development credits from sending to receiving zones can be 
an effective way to redirect growth away from rural lands 
and into urban areas where infill development is desired. 
The County’s transfer of development credits program, 
however, has not yet produced results and has a number of 
problems. Redesigning this program could help to produce 
high quality infill development within urban areas consistent 
with the County’s Strategic Growth principles. A complete 
revision to this program is out of the scope of the Infill 
Design Standards. However, as part of this project we can 
establish some basic guidance on how this program can be 
made more effective. 

13. Second Units: The County has recently tried to 
encourage second units as a form of affordable housing in a 
number of ways, including preparing stock plans for second 
units to encourage their construction. The County may want 
to consider taking addition steps to encourage second units 
in areas where additional residential development is 
desired. Reducing off-street parking requirements or 
encouraging second units over garages may be an option. 
Efforts to encourage second units will need to be balanced 
with community concerns over second units in certain 
locations. 

14. Curbs, Gutters, and Sidewalks: The cost of installing 
curbs, gutters, and sidewalks can be a significant constraint 
on infill development in urban areas. Section 22.54.030 
establishes a waiver process to approve exceptions to this 
requirement. The County may want to consider developing 
waiver criteria that is oriented towards encouraging infill 
development in certain priority locations. Approval of 
waivers would, of course, need to be balanced with the need 
to provide infrastructure in urban areas, and the benefit that 
this infrastructure provides in supporting walkable and 
pedestrian-friendly communities. 

15. Residential Uses in Commercial Land Use 
Designations: Section 22.30.490 requires that residential 
uses in the Office or Commercial Land Use Designation be 
“subordinate” to the primary office or commercial use on 
the site. County staff has interpreted to mean that the floor 
area of a residential use on the site cannot exceed the non-
residential floor area on the site. In some locations it may be 
desirable for total size of a residential project to exceed the 
commercial floor area on the site. The County should 
consider amending the subordinate residential use 
requirement to provide greater flexibility while still 
maintaining adequate land for commercial uses. 

16. Permitting and Administration ;  As discussed in 
Sections B and C below, design plans and specific plans for 
many urban areas require a Minor Use Permit for most 
types of new development. Revising this requirement and 

allowing more types of development in urban areas with a 
Site Plan Review or Zoning Clearance would be an effective 
way to encourage infill development. In addition, the County 
may want to consider an expedited permit process for infill 
development in certain key priority development areas. This 
expedited process could be based on criteria similar to the 
County’s 2006 Smart Growth Criteria for Development 
Projects, or could employ a more straightforward 
geographic-based criteria. 

Why wouldn’t the County want to extend these concepts 
to your application for an events permit,  a vacation 
rental permit, an estate house, vineyard tasting room, or 
agricultural cluster subdivision?  They don’t and won’t 
because “smart growth” is a doctrine and only those who 
buy in are eligible.   So much for equal protection.   

 

 

 

 

The County’s infill consultant, The Planning Center, is 
headquartered on Berkeley’s Shattuck Avenue, a dense, 
walkable area.  Despite bikes, buses, taxis, shuttles, and a 
subway (plus restrictions on developers creating parking 
spaces), cars and traffic are thicker than ever.  Wonder if 
any of the consultants drive their BMWs to work from a  
3500 sq. ft. single family house in the hills with Golden 
Gate and Bay views?     

Originally known as The Center for Planning and Research, 
The Planning Center was established in 1975. The four 
founding partners—Bob de Almeida, John Chapman, Gary 
Cinti, and Richard Ramella—modeled the firm on the 
principles of Germany's famous Bauhaus School of Design, 
which aimed to integrate individual design disciplines and 
work efforts into a greater whole. Over the years this vision 
has been fully realized, and The Planning Center is a 
valuable resource for public and private sector clients, 
providing the services and expertise required to envision, 
plan, and build better, more livable places.1 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
“ Smart Growth” is for the  folks on the flats.     

 
_______________ 
1 From the Planning Center Web Site. 
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P.O. Box 13601 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 

DONATE!  

We need and appreciate your support!  

Help COLAB protect your property rights!  

COLAB’s mission is to promote the common business interests of its members by providing in-
formation and education on issues which have or may have an impact on its membership.  

To achieve its mission, COLAB will engage in political activities which promote those common business inter-
ests and, in doing so, foster a positive image for agriculture, business, and labor in the community. COLAB 
represents is members before the SLO County Board of Supervisors and any other local or national governing 
body. If necessary, we will take legal or administrative action for the mutual benefit of the members. 

COLAB is a 501 ©(6) non-profit organization. However, by law your donation  is not tax deductible.  

 

 

You may donate by  
sending a check to this address:  
PO Box 13601, San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 


