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he first time I ever heard of Peter Adam was when 

he and his company, Adam Brothers Farming, sued 

Santa Barbara County for $5 million dollars. As 

County Executive Officer I was naturally quite concerned 

about a $5 million dollar hit on what was at that time, a $181 

million dollar true local general fund. Santa Maria-based 

Adam Brothers farming had bought a 150-acre parcel and 

had proceeded to plant broccoli. The County Planning 

Department said that Adam Brothers could not cultivate the 

soil or plant because the property showed “characteristics” 

of wetland soils, notwithstanding that for decades prior to 

the 1960’s various crops had been raised successfully on the 

parcel. Before the Adam’s planted the broccoli, it was being 

used for cattle grazing. Significantly, a County paid expert 

consultant, who was also a UCSB Bren School of 

Environmental Science instructor, failed to examine the 

property in detail (take soil samples) because she was afraid 

of the cows. Her data had been used to update a County 

Area Plan and became part of the basis of the County’s 

farming prohibition. 

When a County inspector drove by and told the Adams to 

cease plowing and grading, they refused. Subsequently the 

County red-tagged (formal notice to cease all activity) the 

property, imposed fines, and stopped the operation. The 

Adams sued the County. As the legal discovery ramped up, 

County Counsel assured the Board of Supervisors that the 

County position was “defensible.” In the end and after a full 

jury trial, the Adam Brothers won. Later the US Federal 9th 

District Court overturned the damages payment, but the 

Adams are farming the land. The County learned a hard 

lesson. Ironically, and perhaps with a good deal of cause and 

understanding, Peter Adam now represents the County’s 4th 

Supervisorial District. 

A Supervisor With a Strategy:  Since taking office in 

January 2013, Adam has tried to focus the Board’s attention 

on pension reform; shifting resources to basic safety 

services; and maintaining the County’s roads, buildings, 

parks and other facilities. To this end he is leading an effort 

to adopt a ballot initiative, which if approved, would require 

that the County not allow the roads, bridges, and public 

buildings to deteriorate below current year levels. The 

impact of approval would force successive boards to shift 

funding from a number of feel-good service programs and 

over matched Federal and State programs to maintenance of 

the County’s basic assets. This would represent a shift from 

a consumerist strategy to a capital investment strategy, 

thereby gradually displacing dollars from recurring salary 

and benefit costs. This is in turn would mean reducing the 

rate of growth of future pension liability (fewer employees, 

less pension liability). 

Continued on page 3 . . .  

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 4TH DISTRICT SUPERVISOR PETER ADAM WILL DIS-

CUSS WATER RIGHTS, THEIR LEGAL HISTORY, WATER RIGHTS ADJUDICATION, 

AND PRECAUTIONS YOU CAN TAKE TO PROTECT YOUR FUTURE NOW. PETER IS A 

FARMER AND AS BEEN THROUGH IT ALL IN THE SANTA MARIA BASIN 
 

SUPERVISOR PETER ADAM 

By:  Michael Brown 

ATTEND WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 23, 2013 COLAB MIXER                                                               

COUNTY’S PASO BASIN WATER MORATORIUM                                                             
5:30 PM, 201201 COW MEADOW PLACE, PASO ROBLES  

(SEE FLYER ON PAGE 5 FOR DETAILS AND DIRECTIONS)                                                     

T 

http://www.google.com/imgres?sa=X&biw=1366&bih=589&tbm=isch&tbnid=6dZhE7r2rGmfWM:&imgrefurl=http://www.santaynezvalleyjournal.com/archive/10/48/10997/&docid=VNKfqsa-HswSCM&imgurl=http://www.santaynezvalleyjournal.com/img.php?id=14938&w=350&w=350&h=232&ei=Rj5c
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THE THEORY OF THE WASP 
By:  Michael F. Brown 

ere in California the political left and its key allies, 

the public employee unions, have control of the 

State government, many city and county 

governments, and many school districts. Similarly, it has 

control of the University of California, California State 

University, and most of the community colleges.  Powerful 

quasi-independent regulatory agencies such as the California 

Coastal Commission, California Air Resources Board, and 

the California State Water Resources Control Board expand 

and enforce the doctrines of climate action and sustainable 

communities on a daily basis. Subordinate regional sub units 

such as county air pollution control districts (APCD’s) and 

regional water quality control boards (RQCB’s) relentlessly 

pursue the burgeoning regulatory agendas handed down by 

their State counterparts. Further consolidating and 

multiplying this power are hundreds of large and small State 

administrative agencies which intrude into almost every 

aspect of daily life.  The Department of Fish and Wildlife, 

Housing and Community Development Department, 

Environmental Protection Agency, Home Furnishing and 

Thermal Insulation Bureau, Toxic Substances Control 

Department, and Employment Development Department, are 

among the examples. (There are almost 500 listed by the 

State). 

The concentrated pervasive political, regulatory, financial, 

and police powers of this “utopia” are all but 

unchallengeable.   Underpinning this structure is a public 

education system dominated by leftist ideology from 

kindergarten through the PhD.  Doctrines of  

 

environmentalism, value relativism, sustainability, and 

economic redistribution are all driven into the minds of 

students as unassailable knowledge. The entire system 

enforces this orthodoxy through the semi-totalitarian control 

of political correctness, which forbids any challenge or 

criticism. It is no wonder that there is only a minority of 

citizens who understand free markets, limited government 

functions, separation of powers, and limited government 

authority. 

On the purely political patronage front, leftist leaders within 

our state promise and deliver the lushest cafeteria of wealth 

redistribution programs of any state. California has much 

higher proportions of its population benefiting from food 

stamps (Cal-Fresh), TANF (Temporary Assistance for 

Needy Families – Cal-WORKs’ income maintenance 

payments), free and discounted child care, Medi-Cal 

(Medicaid), child foster care, unemployment insurance, 

disability payments, etc., than the national average or the 

other states. Constant tax increases, new fees and fee 

increases, and expanding debt provide the financing. In 

return, the dependent population votes in the millions to 

sustain the power structure. 

As a result it is unlikely that the electoral process will 

provide any relief in the near or even medium term. Citizens 

(not to mention non- citizens who may be voting)  who 

believe in the benefits of the growing state and/or who are 

the directly dependent beneficiaries increasingly dominate 

the electoral process. Ultimately the whole edifice will 

collapse because, ironically, it’s not sustainable on any basis 

– environmentally, financially, or structurally. Of course the 

pain and suffering of that inevitable collapse will be 

catastrophic and may result in an ultimate restructuring of 

American society. 

 

Continued on Page 4 . . . 

Continued from Page 2 . . . 

Peter Adam is a fifth generation Santa Marian. His family 

has farmed in the Santa Maria Valley since the 1860s. He is 

a lifelong Santa Maria farmer and grower and has been Vice 

President of Adam Brothers Farming since 1994, where he 

manages all phases of production for the company, which 

grows and sells the finest of our area’s fresh vegetables, in-

cluding broccoli, lettuce, celery, and cauliflower. He is a 

past member of the Santa Barbara County Human Relations 

Commission, past Director of the Santa Barbara County 

Farm Bureau, and past member of the Santa Barbara Cattle-

men’s Association. He is married to Amy and has three chil-

dren – Victoria, 21, Joseph, 19, and Olivia, 15. He has a de-

gree in Crop Science from Cal Poly San Luis Obispo. 

COLAB of San Luis Obispo is grateful that Peter will be 

sharing his extensive insights and experience with us during 

the mixer. 

 

H 
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In the meantime and given that our votes are so marginalized 

and that so many people (at least two successive 

generations) have been indoctrinated, how 

can independent rational thinkers have any 

impact? Think of the leftist power complex 

(and its various subcomponent governments 

and agencies) as a massive machine, like a 

semi-truck or large airliner.  

The answer is to become a figurative wasp 

or similar stinging insect. A small insect 

cannot change the direction of a semi-truck 

roaring down the interstate at 65 miles per 

hour by flying into it.  However, a wasp 

buzzing around in the cab of a semi-truck is 

very irritating and distracting. The wasp 

may be able to force the driver to pull over 

and stop, roll down the windows and open 

the doors to get it out. The wasp may cause 

the driver to flail about in an attempt to kill 

it. The wasp may distract the driver sufficiently to force the 

truck off the road or even to lose control sufficiently to be 

destroyed.  

A Board of Supervisors meeting, APCD Board meeting, or 

City Council meeting can be compared to the cab of the 

semi-truck. It’s a control center. Public speaking, sending 

letters, informative demonstrations, leafleting, and similar 

activities often irritate and distract the doctrinaire local 

legislators who wish to keep you silent and marginalized. 

Countervailing opinions, with which they disagree, may 

require the postponement or reworking of onerous policy 

proposals which, without public attention, 

would glide through un-noticed.  

 Many Wasps:  If each of the hundreds 

and hundreds of people we know who are 

concerned about the direction (and the 

arrogant posture in adopting that direction) 

of a particular policy making body were to 

show up two or three critical times per 

year, the policy semi-truck might be 

slowed or damaged. It is, of course, true 

that many of our more rational thinkers 

have jobs, businesses, farms, are on the 

boards of service and charitable groups, 

and also have homes to maintain and 

family obligations to fulfill. To have to 

show up at 9AM on a busy Tuesday is 

onerous (would the Board of Supervisors, 

APCD, SLOCOG/SBCAG and other bodies shift their 

meetings to 5:30 PM?)  

The 4 for 3 Commitment:  COLAB monitors the agendas 

and provides alerts and, from time to time, 

recommendations. All that is needed is for hundreds of 

concerned citizens to become wasps for 3 to 4 hours per day 

for about 3 to 4 days per year. The impact could be 

profound.  

 

Many Wasps 
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hat is the genesis of a radical environmentalist's 

values, opinions and suppositions about life? 

  

Thomas Malthus, who died nearly 200 years ago, theorized 

that human reproduction always outruns available resources. 

This theory is the bedrock foundation for much of the 

progressive mind set to this day, albeit they have become 

much more discreet about what it all means. Today, one of 

their favorite buzzwords is "sustainability." This term is 

rooted in Malthus. 

 

Sustainability might be applied to something as relatively 

benign as the use of fossil fuels or suburban housing, but 

things were not nearly so sublime in times past. The spirit 

behind this theory has been used to justify allowing millions 

of people to starve to death because that was the "natural" 

thing to do, when and where a population became too big for 

the carrying capacity of their lands or the civilization's 

technological means to sustain itself. 

  

Next up in this pantheon of revolutionary thinkers is Charles 

Darwin. Darwin came up with the theory of evolution based 

on two tenets: natural selection and survival of the fittest. In 

essence, the strong survive and nature has given the animal 

 

 

kingdom the ability to build on the traits of those that 

survive to enable the species to evolve over time. 

But the Darwinian theory did more than just that. It also 

declared that mankind was part of this evolutionary chain. 

This led a group of scientists, humanists, social do-gooders 

and evil politicians to apply the theory of survival of the 

fittest to human civilization. Their quest? Preserve mankind 

- that is, the best and the brightest of mankind - as a species. 

This theory became a movement that we now know as 

eugenics. Rudolph Hess is quoted as saying that "National 

Socialism is nothing but applied biology." 

  

Robert Zubrin, the author of "Merchants of Despair," is 

coming to the Central Coast to discuss his book, which 

dissects these movements. He identifies the doctrines that 

serve as the ancestral brain trust for today's most prominent 

movement, radical environmentalism. Mr. Zubrin writes, 

"The Malthusian theory of limited resources, however, had 

another child besides Darwin, which also lent its support to 

the genocide program. This twin was environmentalism." 

  

Malthus maintained the best way to save the planet's limited 

resources for humans was by reducing the competition for 

the same by limiting the human population. 

Environmentalism is the movement to save the planet's 

resources from human beings for the sake of the 

environment itself. Both theories are based on the notion that 

the resources of earth are limited and, therefore, they must 

be protected from depletion and extinction threatened by 

man, and the only way to do that is to limit the number of 

humans and their subsequent impacts. 

  

The overwrought concerns of the activists hold that man is 

stripping the earth of diminishing   resources by farming, 

mining, logging, drilling and fishing. Yet, in reality, most of 

these resources are renewable and the activists downplay the 

ability of technology to keep pace with demand. 

 

Andy Caldwell is the executive director of COLAB and host 

of the Andy Caldwell Radio Show, weekdays from 3 to 5 

p.m. on News-Press Radio AM 1290 and AM 1440. This 

article first appeared in the Santa Barbara News Press. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

THE ORIGIN OF ENVIRONMENTALISM: IT’S NOT WHAT YOU THINK! 
By:  Andy Caldwell 

W 



COLAB San Luis Obispo County  6 Volume 3, Issue 8, October 2013 

 

mong university professors, government planners 

and mainstream pundits there is little doubt that the 

best city is the densest one. This notion is also 

supported by a wide number of politically connected 

developers, who see in the cramming of Americans into ever 

smaller spaces an opportunity for vast, often taxpayer-

subsidized, profiteering.  

More recently density advocates cite a much-discussed 

study of geographic variations in upward mobility as 

suggesting that living in a spread-out city hurts children’s 

prospects in life. “Sprawl may be killing Horatio 

Alger,” quipped economist and New York Times columnist 

Paul Krugman. 

Yet the study actually found the highest rates of upward 

mobility not in dense cities, but in relatively spread-out 

places like Salt Lake City, small cities of the Great Plains 

such as Bismarck, N.D.; Yankton, S.D.; and Pecos, Texas — 

all showed bottom to top mobility rates more than double 

New York City. And we shouldn’t forget the success story 

of Bakersfield, Calif., a city Columbia University urban 

planning professor David King wryly labeled “a poster child 

for sprawl.” Rather than an ode to bigness, notes 

demographer Wendell Cox, the study found that commuting 

zones (similar to metropolitan areas) with populations under 

100,000 — smaller cities that tend to be sprawled by 

nature  —  have the highest average upward income 

mobility. 

“Sprawl” did not kill Detroit, as Krugman suggests in his 

previously mentioned column, the city did that largely to 

itself. Another like-minded critic, historian Steven 

Conn,  blames the auto industry for the city’s problems, 

perhaps not recognizing Detroit would be little more than a 

more southerly Duluth without it. 

There are at least three major problems with the thesis that 

density is an unabashed good. First, and foremost, Census 

and survey data reveal that most people do not want to live 

cheek to jowl if they can avoid it. Second, most of the 

attractive highest-density areas also have impossibly high 

home prices relative to incomes and low levels of 

homeownership. And third, and perhaps most important, 

dense places tend to be regarded as poor places for raising 

families. In simple terms, a dense future is likely to be a 

largely childless one. 

Let’s start with something few density advocates consider: 

what people want and what they would choose if they could. 

Roughly four in five buyers, according to a 2011 

study commissioned by the National Association of 

Realtors, prefer a single-family home. This preference can 

be seen in the vastly greater construction of single-family 

houses in the past decade: Between 2000 and 2011, detached 

houses accounted for 83% of the net additions to the 

occupied U.S. housing stock.  The percentage of single-

family homes in the total housing mix last decade was more 

than one-fifth higher than in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s. 

Contrary to the conventional wisdom, the pattern is not 

likely to end, barring a longer-term recession or government 

edict. As the number of households once again begins to 

rise and birthrates tick up, single-family homes are once 

again leading housing growth. 

Buyers of single-family homes are not necessarily 

embracing exurban lifestyles so much as reacting to basic 

economic factors. In many cases the nicest single-family 

districts closest to work and amenities are prohibitively 

expensive — think Beverly Hills or Studio City in the L.A. 

area, Bethesda near Washington, or Evanston outside 

Chicago. People move further out in order to afford 

something better than an apartment. 

The last decennial Census shows us definitively that people 

tend to head toward the periphery. Barely 6% of Americans 

live in densities of over 10,000 per square mile, and the 

fastest-growing central cities between 2000 and 2010 — 

such as Raleigh, Charlotte and Austin — have average 

densities less than a third as intense as places like New 

York, Chicago, Or Los Angeles. 

Overall, domestic migrants tend to be moving away from 

these denser metropolitan areas. Between 2000 and 2010, a 

net 1.9 million people left New York, 1.3 million left Los 

Angeles, 340,000 left San Francisco, while 230,000 left San 

Jose and Boston. In contrast, some of the largest in-

migration has taken place over the past decade, as well as 

since 2010, in relatively sprawling cities, including Houston, 

Dallas, Ft. Worth, Tampa-St. Petersburg and Nashville. 

Our perceptions of density are often distorted by media 

coverage, which tends to revolve around city centers. To be 

sure many downtown areas have experienced impressive 

growth, but this accounted for less than 1% of the 27 million 

expansion in the U.S. population between 2000 and 2010. In 

reality virtually all net population growth in the nation took 

place in counties with under 2,500 persons per square mile. 

The total population increase in counties with under 500 

people per square mile was more than 30 times that of the 

growth in counties with densities of 10,000 and greater. 

 

Continued on Page 7 . . .  

Anti-Sprawl Policies Threaten America’s Future 
By: Joel Kotkin 

A 

http://www.cdfa.net/cdfa/cdfaweb.nsf/ord/302f7473660dcaa88825793600674850/$file/colorado%20urban%20renewal.pdf
http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/07/29/opinion/krugman-stranded-by-sprawl.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/07/29/opinion/krugman-stranded-by-sprawl.html
http://davidaking.blogspot.com/2013/07/sprawl-and-economic-mobility-comment.html
http://davidaking.blogspot.com/2013/07/sprawl-and-economic-mobility-comment.html
http://www.urbanophile.com/2013/08/06/root-causes-of-detroits-decline-should-not-go-ignored-by-scott-beyer/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/steven-conn/general-motors-detroit_b_3673803.html
http://www.stablecommunities.org/sites/all/files/library/1608/smartgrowthcommsurveyresults2011.pdf
http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/son2013_chap1_executive_summary.pdf
http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2013/08/02/Americas-Baby-Bust-May-Be-Over.aspx#page1start
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887324323904578370134216708030.html
http://californiapublicpolicycenter.org/author/joelkotkin/
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Some inner suburbs may be struggling adjacent to some hard

-pressed cities, as is often highlighted by density advocates, 

but they are thriving in areas where prices are reasonable 

and the economy is strong. In Houston, arguably America’s 

most economically vibrant big metro area, over 80% of 

homes sales in 2012 were outside Beltway 8, the city’s 

second ring. The city’s inner ring, inside the 610 loop, has 

experienced an impressive revival, but still it only accounted 

for 6% of home sales last year. 

There is clearly a growing chasm between affordable, family

-friendly cities and those that, frankly, are not. Until the 

1970s, in virtually all American metropolitan areas, a 

median-priced home cost roughly three years’ median 

income. This equilibrium was smashed by the imposition in 

some states of “smart” land-use policies that seek to limit or 

even prohibit suburban building, huge impact fees, as well 

as in some markets,  massive investment from speculators. 

As a result, many of the metro areas beloved by density 

advocates, such as New York and San Francisco, now have 

median home price multiples well over 6 or 7; if current 

trends continue, they could, as occurred during the last 

housing boom, reach upward of 10. Not surprisingly, these 

areas all have low rates of homeownership compared to the 

national average.  For example, in New York and Los 

Angeles, the homeownership rate is half or less than the 

national figure of 65%. This is particularly true among 

working class and minority households. Atlanta’s African-

American home ownership rate is approximately 40% above 

those of San Jose and Los Angeles, approximately 50% 

higher than Boston, San Francisco and Portland, and nearly 

60%  higher than New York. 

All these factors are particularly relevant to one group: 

families. Much of contemporary urban theory rests on the 

idea of weakening family connections: fewer marriages and 

lower birthrates will decrease the appetite for lower-density 

housing. Families do not make up the prime market for 

dense housing; married couples with children constitute 

barely 10% of apartment residents, less than half the 

percentage for the population overall. 

Families also generally settle in less dense parts of cities, 

suburban or exurban areas;  the places with the lowest 

percentage of households with children include favored 

abodes of the  density lobby such as New York (particularly 

Manhattan), as well as Chicago, San Francisco and Seattle. 

In contrast the metropolitan areas with the strongest growth 

in their child populations — Raleigh, Austin, Charlotte, 

Dallas, Houston, Oklahoma City — have much lower 

densities and far smaller urban cores. 

This flight from density among families is not merely an 

American phenomena. There are far higher percentages of 

families with children in the suburbs of Tokyo, London and 

Toronto than within the inner rings. The ultra dense cities of 

East Asia — Hong Kong, Singapore and Seoul — have 

among the lowest fertility rates on the planet. Tokyo and 

Seoul now have fertility rates around 1 while Shanghai’s has 

fallen to 0.7, among the lowest of any city ever recorded, 

well below China’s “one child” mandate and barely one-

third the number required simply to replace the current 

population. 

Some have suggested that the Obama administration is 

conspiring to turn American cities into high-rise forests. But 

the coalition favoring forced densification — greens, 

planners, architects, developers, land speculators — predates 

Obama. They have gained strength by selling densification, 

however dubiously, as what planner and architect Peter 

Calthorpe calls “a climate change antibiotic.” Not 

surprisingly, there’s less self interest in promoting more 

effective greenhouse gas reduction policies such as 

boosting  work at home and lower-emissions cars. 

The density agenda need to be knocked off its perch as 

the summum bonum of planning policy. These policies may 

not hurt older Americans, like me, who bought their homes 

decades ago, but will weigh heavily on the already hard-

pressed young adult population. Unless the drive for 

densification is relaxed in favor of a responsible but largely 

market-based approach open to diverse housing options, our 

children can look forward to a regime of ever-higher house 

prices, declining opportunities for ownership and, like young 

people in East Asia, an environment hostile to family 

formation. All for a policy that, for all its progressive allure, 

will make more Americans more unhappy, less familial, and 

likely poorer. 

________________ 

Joel Kotkin is executive editor of NewGeography.com 

and Distinguished Presidential Fellow in Urban Futures at 

Chapman University, and a member of the editorial board of 

the Orange County Register. He is author of The City: A 

Global History and The Next Hundred Million: America in 

2050. His most recent study, The Rise of Postfamilialism, 

has been widely discussed and distributed internationally. 

He lives in Los Angeles, CA. This article originally 

appeared in Forbes Magazine and is republished here with 

permission from the author. 
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http://www.chron.com/business/real-estate/article/Homes-outside-Loop-610-draw-8-out-of-10-buyers-4432802.php
http://www.nmhc.org/Content.cfm?ItemNumber=55508#characteristic_of_apartment_households
http://www.un.org/esa/population/meetings/EGM-Fertility2009/P05_Jones.pdf
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http://www.amazon.com/gp/product/B005B1BN90/ref=as_li_ss_tl?ie=UTF8&tag=newgeogrcom-20&linkCode=as2&camp=1789&creative=390957&creativeASIN=B005B1BN90


COLAB San Luis Obispo County  8 Volume 3, Issue 8, October 2013 

 

MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION 
 

MEMBERSHIP OPTIONS: 
 

General Member: $100 – $249 q $ _______ Voting Member: $250 - $5,000 q $ _______ 

Sustaining Member: $5,000 +q $ _______ 

(Sustaining Membership includes a table of 10 at the Annual Fundraiser Dinner) 

 

General members will receive all COLAB updates and newsletters.  Voting privileges are limited to Voting Members and 

Sustainable Members with one vote per membership. 

 

MEMBER INFORMATION: 
 

Name:  ____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Company: ____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Address: ____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

City: ____________________________________________ State:  __________________ Zip: ______________ 

 

Phone: ____________________ Fax: ____________________ Email: ______________________________ 
 

How Did You Hear About COLAB? 

Radio  q Internet q Public Hearing q Friend q 
 

COLAB Member(s) /Sponsor(s): _______________________________________________________ 
 

NON MEMBER DONATION/CONTRIBUTION OPTION: 
For those who choose not to join as a member but would like to support COLAB via a contribution/donation. 

I would like to contribute $ _____________ to COLAB and my check or credit card information is enclosed/provided.   
 

Donations/Contributions do not require membership though it is encouraged in order to provide updates and information. 

Memberships and donation will be kept confidential if that is your preference. 

Confidential Donation/Contribution/Membership q 

 

PAYMENT METHOD:         

Check q Visa q MasterCard q Discover q  Amex NOT accepted. 

 

Cardholder Name: ________________________ Signature: ________________________________ 
 

Card Number: ___________________ Expiration Date: _________  Billing Zip Code: _______ 
 

   TODAY’S DATE: ________________________ 

Coalition of Labor, Agriculture and Business 
San Luis Obispo County 

“Your Property – Your Taxes – Our Future” 

PO Box 13601 – San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 / Phone: 805.548-0340 

Email: colabslo@gmail.com / Website: colabslo.org 

mailto:colabslo@gmail.com
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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 


