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November 2013 Newsletter Volume 3, Issue 10 

n the heyday of Stalinism, the Soviets used five-

year plans to set quotas for eliminating private 

farms, building hydro-electric projects, increasing wheat 

production, and otherwise promoting the conversion of an 

essentially feudal economy to collectivized industrialism. 

Notwithstanding that tens of millions perished from 

starvation, forced labor, and civil war, the purpose was 

ostensibly to promote a better economy and standard of 

living.  California’s next Ten Year Plan (the Plan) clearly 

acts to force you off fossil fuels, out of your car, into to 

stack-and-pack dense urban housing, and into unspecified 

and undefined “low carbon, high quality lifestyles.” The 

Plan contains no goals for maintaining the economy, let 

alone improving it.  What if your “high quality lifestyle” 

includes a ranchette with a pool, too many flatulent cows, 

driving a high performance sports car, and having fires in 

the fireplace (not to mention a job which provides the 

requisite income)? Your children should move to Nevada, 

Texas, or Montana. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has released its 

Draft 2020-2030 Climate Action Scoping Plan. The Plan is 

required by Assembly Bill AB 32 (The California Global 

Warming Solutions Act).  This is nothing less than a 

blueprint for massive expansion of regulations, fees, and 

taxes to be imposed in the name of preventing global 

warming. We are currently “enjoying” the benefits of the 

first AB 32 Plan, which requires that Californians reduce 

their greenhouse gas emissions to 15% below 1990 levels by 

the year 2020.  The new ten-year plan suggests that the 

required reduction be set somewhere between 33% and 43% 

by 2030, and further at 80% by 2050.  The Plan text cites no 

scientific or analytical reasons1 for setting these goals. 

Instead it justifies the numbers by citing the Copenhagen 

Accord and something called the European Commission:  

California needs a 2030 target that is consistent with the 

level of reduction needed in the developed world to stabilize 

warming at 2 degrees centigrade and aligns with targets 

under consideration elsewhere. The European Commission 

has recommended that the European Union adopt an 

emission target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

This target has been endorsed by the Dutch government and 

the United Kingdom, which has committed to reduce its 

emissions by 50% below 1990 levels within the 2022-2027 

time frame. Germany has set a 2030 emissions target of 55% 

below 1990 levels. The United States, in support of the 

Copenhagen Accord, pledged to emission reductions of 42% 

below 2005 levels in 2030  (33 percent below 1990 levels).  

Proceeding to more general ideological and polemical levels, 

the report propagates its own rhetorical gas: 

Climate change has presented us with unprecedented 

challenges—challenges that cannot be met with traditional 

ways of thinking or conventional solutions. As Governor 

Brown has recognized, meeting the challenge of climate 

change will require “courage, creativity, and boldness.” It 

will require California to continue to lead the world in 

pioneering bold and creative strategies to create a cleaner, 

more sustainable economy. It will depend on continuing to 

partner and collaborate with other state, national, and 

global leaders as we work toward common goals. And it will 

require the engagement of California’s citizens in creating 

and supporting low carbon, high-quality lifestyles.  

Note some of the assumptions here: 

 California should lead the world. 

 Citizens will be required to support low carbon, high 

quality lifestyles. What you suppose “high quality 

lifestyles” means?  

_______________ 
1 The Report promises that scientific data will be added in a subsequent version.  

CALIFORNIA’S NEW TEN YEAR PLAN 
(The 2020-2030 Climate Action Scoping Plan) 

By:  Michael Brown 
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By way of reinforcing the rhetoric, the Plan continues: 

In addition to the statutory 2020 emissions target, Executive 

Order S-3-05 and Governor Brown's Executive Order (EO) 

B-16-2012 establish long-term climate goals for California 

to reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 

2050 (EO B-16-2012 is specific to the transportation 

sector). These 2050 goals are consistent with an 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)1 

analysis of the emissions trajectory that would stabilize 

atmospheric GHG concentrations at 450 parts per million 

carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) and reduce the likelihood 

of catastrophic climate change. 

The recently released Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change (IPCC) Fifth Assessment Report, Climate Change 

2013: The Physical Science Basis confirms the increasing 

scientific consensus that human activity is contributing to 

climate change.2 The report underscores the growing body 

of scientific evidence confirming the serious detrimental 

impacts of increasing GHG emissions. While the IPCC Fifth 

Assessment includes a discussion of recent scientific reports 

of relatively stable global average temperatures over the 

past decade and a half, the report is careful to point out that 

warming over the last century is attributable to increases in 

GHG pollution from human activities. Furthermore, the 

report details other indicators of climate change, such as 

record high temperatures in the Northern Hemisphere, 

advancing sea level rise, and ocean acidification, as the 

result of increased GHG burden (principally CO2) in the 

atmosphere. As documented in the report, newly available 

climate data underscores the complexity of the climate 

system. Scientific debate regarding the multiple effects of 

increasing climate pollution is important as we continue our 

mitigation efforts. The next version of this draft Update, 

which ARB plans to make available for public review in 

November, will have a more detailed discussion of the latest 

scientific understanding of climate science based on the 

IPCC Fifth Assessment Report. 

Remember, the next time the Board of Supervisors begins 

justifying additional regulations and fees, that Supervisor 

Bruce Gibson is adamant that San Luis Obispo County’s 

Climate Action Plan and related efforts are purely local 

initiatives and have nothing to do with international 

doctrine. You “deniers” and “conspiracy theorists” are just 

making this stuff up.  

SCOPING PLAN EMISSIONS REDUCTION CHART 

The full Plan can be accessed at the link: http://

www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/

discussion_draft.pdf  

    

 

Long Term Climate Goals 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/discussion_draft.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/discussion_draft.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/discussion_draft.pdf
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ENVIRONMENTALISM, ANTIHUMANISM, AND THE ATTACK ON REASON 
By: Michael Brown 

everal of our friends and members have asked us 

about books and materials that provide background 

and context for our critical work. Often more in-

depth reading helps place the current day-to-day issues and 

struggles in perspective. It also helps to develop personal 

and group resilience in dealing with the powerful and 

sometimes insurmountable appearing power with which we 

contend. Here are some fairly recent and inter-related 

resources. These books contain very useful charts and tables. 

1. Merchants of Despair by Robert Zubrin, Encounter 

Books, NY, 2012.  Those who attended the COLAB Meet in 

the Middle event last month received a copy. It is a 

masterful and shocking review of the development of the 

modern environmental movement and its underlying and 

often sinister etiology. Zubrin sums up his thesis nicely: 

There was a time when humanity looked in the mirror and 

saw something precious, worth protecting and fighting for, 

indeed, worth liberating. Starting with the Biblical idea of 

the human spirit as the image of God, taken forward by the 

Renaissance humanists defending the dignity of man, our 

greatest thinkers developed the concept of civilization 

dedicated to human betterment and “unalienable rights,” 

among which are “Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of 

Happiness,” proudly asserting that “to secure these rights, 

Governments are instituted among Men.” 

But now, we are beset on all sides by propaganda promoting 

a radically different viewpoint. According to this idea, 

humans are a cancer on the Earth, a horde of vermin whose 

unconstrained aspirations and appetites are endangering the 

natural order. This is the core idea of antihumanism. Its 

acceptance can only have the most pernicious consequences.  

Antihumanism has recently enormously expanded its 

influence by raising hysteria about global warming. This 

phenomenon, by lengthening the growing season and 

increasing rainfall and the availability of atmospheric 

carbon dioxide for photosynthesis, has actually significantly 

enhanced the abundance of nature, to the benefit of both 

agriculture and the wild biosphere alike. Nevertheless, 

according to antihumanism, punitive measures, especially 

harmful to  the world’s poor, are required to suppress 

mankind’s activity and economic growth in order to deal 

with this putative threat. That anithumanism should propose 

such global oppression as a response to an improvement in 

the Earth’s climate should not be surprising, since , as this 

book will show in horrifying detail, similar vicious 

antihuman solutions to fictitious problems have been 

repeatedly advocated by antihumanism’s followers for two 

centuries-that is since long before global warming was an 

issue at all. 

2. The Victory of Reason by Rodney Stark, Random 

House, NY, 2005.  This is an engaging tour of the 

application of values which underlie successful societies. It 

also provides an enlightened and different view of the 

European Middle Ages from the understanding most of us 

received in college. Capitalism actually may have developed 

in medieval monasteries before it was taken up by Venetian 

merchants. Stark points out: 

Even so, capitalism developed in some places. Why not all? 

Because in some European societies, as in most of the rest of 

the world, it was prevented from happening by greedy 

despots: freedom was also essential for the development of 

capitalism. This raises another matter: why has freedom so 

seldom existed in most of the world, and how was it nurtured 

in some medieval European states? This too was a victory of 

reason. Before any medieval European state actually 

attempted rule by an elected   council, Christian theologians 

had long been theorizing about the nature of equality and 

individual rights- indeed , the later work of such “secular” 

eighteenth-century political theorists as John Locke 

explicitly rested on egalitarian axioms derived by church 

scholars.  

3. Carnage and Culture by Victor Davis Hanson, 

Doubleday, New York, 2001.  This is a nice companion to 

The Victory of Reason, which details how freedom, 

capitalism, private property, and liberty are prerequisites for 

long-term national power and military strength. 

4. The Great Degeneration by Niall Ferguson, Penguin 

Group, New York, 2012.  Ferguson, a Harvard History 

professor, Oxford Senior research fellow, and Stanford 

University Hoover Institution senior research fellow, 

provides a short and complete analysis of how institutions 

decay and economies die. In part, the work examines key 

questions: 

What causes rich countries to lose their way? Symptoms of 

decline are all around us today: slowing growth, crushing 

debts, increasing inequality, aging populations, antisocial 

behavior… Representative government, the free market, the 

rule of law and civil society - these are the four pillars of 

our way of life. It was these institutions, rather than any 

geographic or climatic advantages, that set the West on the 

path of prosperity and security.  In our time these 

institutions have deteriorated in  disturbing ways. Our 

democracies have broken the contract between the 

generations by heaping IOU’s on our children and  

grandchildren. 

Continued on Page 4 . . .   
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Our markets are hindered by overcomplex regulations that 

debilitate the political and economic processes  they were 

created to support: the rule of law has become rule of 

lawyers. And civil society has degenerated into uncivil 

society, where we lazily expect all our problems to be solved 

by the state. 

5. War of the World by Niall Ferguson, Penguin Books, 

New York, 2010. This is an in-depth but very readable and 

troubling history of war and violence in the 20th Century – 

the most violent century in history – and again provides a 

very different story from that which most of us received 

from our universities. It is a detailed and comprehensive 

compliment in explaining the results of what Zubrin exposes 

as a multi-century ideology and movement.  Did we actually 

lose?                                            

6. The World in 2050 by Lawrence Smith, Penguin Books, 

New York, 2010.  Smith is a Geography professor at 

UCLA. This is a pro-environmental movement book which 

agrees that global warming and its expected negative effects 

are happening. While Smith does not like the situation, he 

documents how it is likely to happen no matter what people 

do and that  the overall result will be to shift agriculture and 

urbanization north. This in turn bodes well for nations with 

large northern land areas such as Russia, Canada, and the 

United States. It is less hysterical than most of the global 

warming literature and speculates on real adaptation.                                                                                                                                       

 

Get in early, buy your waterfront property on Hudson’s Bay 

now.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Waterfront Property on Hudson’s Bay 
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he recently released Economic Vitality 

Corporation (EVC) Workforce Housing Survey 

shows that both employees and business owners 

overwhelmingly prefer to live in a single family freestanding 

house. 

The chart below is one of many contained in the Survey 

which clearly demonstrates this preference. The question is : 

why then do San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors  Bruce 

Gibson and Adam Hill keep shoving stack and pack smart 

growth plans and regulations down everyone’s throats.( Note 

that newly appointed Supervisor Caren Ray has not been on 

the Board long enough to have established a clear record on 

this issue). Hill likes to cast himself as a champion of 

economic development but here we have the county’s key 

economic development agency (EVC) clearly pointing out 

that such a policy is absolutely destructive  to attracting 

employers and employees within the County’s key economic 

growth sectors.  

The full Survey Report can be accessed at the link: http://

www.sloevc.org/files/Workforce%20Housing%20Survey%

20Report%20Sept%202013.pdf  

The following  article, Anti-Sprawl Policies Threaten 

America’s Future, by nationally prominent author/

commentator Joel Kotkin underscores the same preferences 

on a countrywide scale. Kotkin points out that smart growth 

may actually be destructive of upward mobility and anti-

family.  

Anti-Sprawl Policies Threaten America’s Future 
Among 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 are 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. 

Continued on Page 6 . . .  

ECONOMIC VITALITY CORPORATION HOUSING STUDY:                                             

BUSINESS OWNERS AND EMPLOYEES DESIRE 

SINGLE FAMILY FREE STANDING HOMES 

T 

http://www.sloevc.org/files/Workforce%20Housing%20Survey%20Report%20Sept%202013.pdf
http://www.sloevc.org/files/Workforce%20Housing%20Survey%20Report%20Sept%202013.pdf
http://www.sloevc.org/files/Workforce%20Housing%20Survey%20Report%20Sept%202013.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.huffingtonpost.com/steven-conn/general-motors-detroit_b_3673803.html
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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. 

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. 

 

Continued on Page 7 . . . 

Smart Growth is Anti-Family 

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://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
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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 needs 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 . 

 

 

     

The Density Agenda Needs to Be Knocked Off Its Perch 

 Here is a job ad which caught our eye. Will SLO County soon have Social Sustaina-

bility officers in addition to its environmental sustainability staff? 

Director of Social Sustainability 
City of Fort Collins, CO 

The City of Fort Collins, Colorado has an outstanding opportunity for an experienced manager to lead and manage the Social 

Sustainability Department. Under the direction of the Chief Sustainability Officer, the Director will be responsible for providing 

leadership and vision, as well as management and supervision of the Social Sustainability Department, which is one of three de-

partments within Sustainability Services. Social Sustainability is a new area of focus for the City, and includes but is not limited 

to: affordable housing, human services, local food production, homelessness, and early childhood care. A primary task of the De-

partment is to integrate social sustainability into the City’s strategic planning efforts as well as the day-to-day work that the City 

does. The Director will manage and provide oversight of short- and long-term plans and studies, as well as oversight of a funding 

process that includes over $2M/year in grants and loans to affordable housing developers and human service agencies.  

The ideal candidate will have proven experience working with citizen groups, business interests, non-profit and government 

agencies, and appointed and elected officials developing and implementing projects, strategies and policy. He or she will have 

excellent communication skills, strong leadership skills, and a track record for developing a positive, team-oriented work envi-

ronment. The ideal candidate will have a Bachelor’s degree in health or social sciences, planning, housing, sustainability, public 

policy or field related to sustainability (an advance degree is preferred) plus a minimum eight years related experience; or equiva-

lent combination of education and experience.  

Salary Range: $80,056 – $111,695 annually, depending on qualifications plus a very competitive benefit package. Residency re-

quirement. Background check and drug test required. 

http://www.un.org/esa/population/meetings/EGM-Fertility2009/P05_Jones.pdf
http://www.nationalreview.com/corner/354734/regionalism-obamas-quiet-anti-suburban-revolution-stanley-kurtz
http://sf.streetsblog.org/2011/02/01/urbanism-in-the-age-of-climate-change-urbanism-expanded/
http://www.newgeography.com/content/001923-washington-opens-the-virtual-office-door
http://www.amazon.com/gp/product/0375756515/ref=as_li_ss_tl?ie=UTF8&tag=newgeogrcom-20&linkCode=as2&camp=1789&creative=390957&creativeASIN=0375756515
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
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
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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 
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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 


