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  COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO              

WEEK OF APRIL 2 - 8, 2017 

 

  

THANKS TO ALL WHO SUPPORTED OUR TERRIFIC 

DINNER FUNDRAISER  
 

 

ALERT 
TUESDAY APRIL 4, 2017 

GIBSON & HILL TO DEMAND VOTE FOR DA TO 

INVESTIGATE BOARD MAJORITY ON ALLEGED 

BROWN ACT VIOLATION  

 

AND                                                                                      

 

HILL AND GIBSON TO DEMAND THAT BOARD 

CONDITION WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

ON NEW TAX 

 

 
 

THIS WEEK 

 

NEW BOARD MAJORITY ATTACKED IN SMEAR 

CAMPAIGN ON ALLEGED BROWN ACT 

VIOLATION  
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RE-VOTE ON SGMA FUNDING POLICY 

 

LAFCO TO VOTE ON PROPOSED ESTRELLA-EL 

POMAR-CRESTON WATER DISTRICT 

 

 

LAST WEEK 

 
NO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING 

 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

POSTPONED TO APRIL 6, 2017 

  

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                    
(SEE PAGE 14)                      

 

WHERE WILL OUR CHILDREN AND 

GRANDCHILDREN LIVE? 

By Michael F Brown 

 

California, Here We Go 

Suffocating regulations have driven California’s housing crisis to 

the brink 

By Kerry Jackson 
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THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, April 4, 2017 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 2 - Monthly Drought Report/Thirty-day update on current drought conditions and 

related management actions for the Board’s review of the continuing need for the March 

11, 2014 proclamation of local emergency pursuant to Government Code section 8630. Per 

the write-up, staff seems to be recommending continuation of the drought emergency 

indefinitely, notwithstanding a rainy winter and much improved conditions.  

 

Obviously proclaiming and maintaining a drought emergency empowers governments to prolong 

and intensify water use regulations and restrictions. This is political mother’s milk to the Alt left, 

bureaucrats, and the rest of the big government crowd. As various leftist celebrities have stated 

in the past, “Never let a crisis go to waste.” Apparently another tactic is, “Never let a crisis end.” 

 

Reservoir Levels as of March 20, 2017 

 

  
 

  
 

So what is the Board actually attempting to accomplish by continuing the drought emergency? 

Other than preserving the ability to receive state and federal aid for prior drought impacts, is 

there any reason to continue the declaration? When will any aid packages expire? 

 

 

Item 25 - Requested Amendment of the Woodlands Planned Community Plan.  Monarch 

Dunes, LLC, owner/developer of the planned community on the Nipomo Mesa, is requesting a 

change of use for 4.57 acres of the previously approved plan for 957 acres. They are proposing to 
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change the zoning from commercial service and office professional to assisted living for the 

purpose of building an assisted living and memory care center. The Board must determine if it is 

interested in allowing the re-zone process to commence. That process would involve a full 

application, environmental review and Plan amendment, and zone change analysis.  

 

  
 

Item 26 - Executive Session - PERSONNEL (Government Code section 54957.) It is the 

intention of the Board to meet in closed session to: (19) Consider Public Employee 

Appointment for the Position of Director of the Department of Planning and Building.  

 

The County’s Planning and Building Director, Jim Bergman, is resigning to become City 

Manager of Arroyo Grande. Bergman had served in the past as a staffer in the Arroyo Grande 

City Planning Department. The Board will need to consider the timing and process for the 

recruitment and appointment of a successor. It will also need to consider the qualifications, 

philosophical orientation, and experience of a successor. Finally, it will need to consider the 

appointment of an interim.   
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This would be a good opportunity to bring in a professional with expertise in both the private 

sector and public sector and who has represented applicants, who understands the costs of 

uncertainty and time delays, and who has demonstrated large scale perspectives on strategic 

planning, urban geography, and urban and regional economics. The Department and County 

need to acquire and strengthen their quantitative economic analysis capacity as a key tool for 

policy analysis. Skills in process improvement, structured project management, and long range 

capital planning are also important.  

 

The Board should not simply seek a standard small picture permit processor imbued with the so- 

called “protection of natural recourse” as prime directive mentality. 

 

If the Board chooses to use a professional recruitment firm it should avoid the standard list of 

California public sector head hunters (who are mired in the current government/civil 

service/bureaucratic philosophy themselves. Instead they should select a national firm with 

private sector credentials and the know how to select tough a-political executives who are hard 

drivers and results oriented. This might cost a little more but could be well worth it. There are a 

number of firms which have branches that actually do major planning work, get complex 

projects through review and approval, and also have a recruitment arm. Some of these firms have 

strong environmental ethos and can provide candidates who can move the dial without 

sacrificing community preferences for environmental protection. 

 

 

 

Matters After 1:30 PM  

 

HILL/GIBSON SMEAR CAMPAIGN: Items 27 and 28 below are interrelated in that the 

alleged Brown Act violations discussed in item 27 were supposed have occurred in relation to 

water matters contained in item 28. The bottom line is that all of this is designed to attempt to 

wound the new Board majority, disrupt their policy work, and ultimately provide negative ammo 

for whomever the alt left puts up to run against Compton in 2018.   

 

 

Item 27 - Alleged Brown Act Violations by Supervisors Arnold, Compton, and Peschong. 

 

Alleged Brown Act Violation # 1:  The first one asserts that the Board majority violated the 

Brown Act (California Open Meeting Law) on March 7, 2017, when it voted 3/2 to change its 

policy on funding planning for compliance with the state Groundwater Management Act 

(SGMA). Specifically, during the March 7
th

 meeting and after the staff presentation, Arnold 

proposed a motion for the County to use its own water district funds to do the SGMA planning in 

unincorporated areas that are not in other water management districts. The vote passed 3/2 with 

Gibson and Hill dissenting.   

 

Subsequent to that vote it was alleged that the meeting was not properly noticed for the Board to 

take an action, since the words, “and take such action as directed” (a nicety which has often been 

overlooked in the past by Gibson and Hill themselves), were not contained in the title of the 

related agenda item. The County Counsel has said she thought that, at the time, the action was 
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proper and did not violate the Brown Act but that the County should avoid the costs of litigation 

and simply re-do the vote. 

  

A portion of item 28 below is the opportunity to execute the redo vote. The re-do vote itself will 

generate a huge debate and public organizing. Substantive details are contained in item 28 below. 

 

We note that often items which are on the agenda for status reports or information or which arise 

collaterally out of discussion of another matter often result in direction to staff. In fact the issue 

in this case, as noted above, was how to fund SGMA planning. The Board gave general direction 

to staff to see how it could be funded out of existing revenues rather than a new tax. 

 

The actual legally required action to do so would be part of annual 2017-18 Budget adoptions, 

which does not take place until June. If the board majority had wanted to appropriate funding 

prior to that time, it would have to schedule an actual formal hearing and would have to have a 

4/5 super majority to make the transfers. Obviously, the chance of this happening with Hill and 

Gibson opposing the idea is remote. The claim that providing the general direction is a Brown 

Act violation is hollow and again calculated to distract people and organize opposition. 

  

 

Alleged Brown Act Violation # 2 

 

The Board will consider voting that Supervisors Peschong, Compton, and Arnold be investigated 

by the District Attorney or an outside investigator (probably a law firm) to determine if they 

violated the Brown Act, as alleged below. The DA is not compelled to undertake an investigation 

and has the legal independence to decide. Further complicating the matter is that the current DA 

may have received political campaign assistance from one or more of the Supervisors whom he 

would be investigating. Thus he may conflict out. In such cases the California Attorney General 

may undertake an investigation if he believes there is cause. Again the determination is up to the 

AG, not the Board of Supervisors. 

 

ALT left cadres such as SLOSENSE are heavily promoting the call for an investigation. It is 

likely that the ALT left will be heavily mobilized in the Board Room to intimidate people. 

 

No one has produced any hard evidence that a violation has occurred. At this point there is only a 

very weak and tenuous inference being pushed by an individual. That individual is Laurie Gage, 

who has been heavily involved in water politics and advocacy for the creation of the proposed 

AB 2453 Paso Basin Water Management District. That district was overwhelmingly rejected by 

the voters. Arnold, Peschong, and Compton appear to be opposed to new taxes and fees for 

funding State mandated groundwater management planning.  

 

During the public comment period of the March 21, 2017 Board meeting, rural Paso Robles 

resident, Pro Water Equity leader, and pro tax advocate Laurie Gage strongly suggested that 

Supervisors Arnold, Compton, and Peschong are guilty of California Open Meeting Law (Brown 

Act) violations. Gage hedged her bet by stating that there were “possible violations.”   
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Gage essentially posited (without naming names) that Board majority Supervisors Arnold, 

Compton, and Peschong violated the Brown Act by conducting an illegal serial meeting through 

an intermediary. The issue was on a vote for the County to fund the cost of planning for 

compliance with the State Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) using funds that were already 

being collected. The Board had previously adopted a policy (although the meaning of the vote is 

in dispute) last the fall that would have ultimately required voters in the unincorporated area (and 

who are not in a city or water district) to vote to tax themselves to pay the costs of SGMA 

planning. If that future Proposition 218 vote were to fail, those residents would be condemned to 

very costly State management of the groundwater in their area.   

 

Supervisors Hill and Gibson immediately called for an investigation by the County District 

Attorney. They actually wanted an immediate vote but were stopped by County Counsel Rita 

Neal because the matter had not been noticed and a vote could be construed as a Brown Act 

violation. 

 

The cause of Gage’s ostensible accusation is a January 27, 2017 letter from rancher Greg Grewal 

to an undisclosed property buyer, encouraging him to withdraw his new property from one of the 

new proposed water management districts being formed in the Paso Basin to allow local property 

owners to represent themselves in the SGMA process. One paragraph in Grewal’s alleged letter 

states: 

 

  
  

 

Hill and Gibson have demanded a District Attorney investigation to determine if the other 

Supervisors told Grewal they were planning to change the policy that had been adopted last fall. 

During the March 7 Board of Supervisors meeting, Supervisor Arnold proposed the change 

during a discussion of the status of staff work on the SGMA process as it impacts various water 

basins in the County. In the end and after much rancorous debate, Supervisors Arnold, Compton, 

and Peschong voted for the change. This vote was then used as “evidence” that the Brown Act 

violation had occurred. 

 

For whatever reason, no one seems to have asked Greg Grewal what he thinks happened, if 

anything. Why doesn’t the Board simply ask him on Tuesday when they are considering the 

item? He cannot be compelled to appear, but has anyone asked him to appear and present his 

story? After all, he is alleged to have written the letter and could speak to what he meant. This 

might save $100,000 in consultant costs or Attorney General staff costs.  
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Keep in mind:      

 

1. Even if it is true that Arnold, Compton, and Peschong told Grewal at different points in time 

that they wanted to change the policy, there is no Brown Act violation. It could simply be their 

own intention to change the water planning funding policy. The fact that they separately told him 

their intent (if that is even true) does not prove that 3 of them talked to each other directly or 

through an intermediary. 

 

2. For years Arnold has opposed a new tax and has said the County Water District should do the 

SGMA Planning, and she has said so every chance she gets. In fact she has repeatedly pointed 

out that property owners in the unincorporated area have already paid property taxes for water 

planning for decades. A small portion is used for flood management and water planning and 

development. Arnold, who believes that overliers have fundamental State Constitutional rights 

with respect to water, is suspicious of water management districts because the voting power is 

based on acreage, which empowers the largest land owners. She favors management by the 

democratically elected Board of Supervisors.   

 

3. The offending paragraph in the alleged Grewal letter says he had conversations with various 

supervisors who told him they had no intention of proposing new fees and taxes. What does that 

prove? How many Supervisors are “various” Supervisors? How does anyone know that the 

statement relates specifically to the March 7, 2017 vote? 

 

4.  Somewhat similarly, Compton has opposed a new tax and has favored the County Water 

District management and planning in those areas which have not opted to form their own water 

management districts. She does not oppose formation of water management districts. In fact she 

has had questions about some of the cost estimates for the County conducting the process.  

 

5. Peschong actually campaigned on the issue and has said repeatedly that the County should 

manage the unincorporated areas that are not managed by an existing district. 

 

6. Accordingly, the 3 Supervisors did not need to confer with each other on a future vote. Nor 

did they need to conduct an illegal serial meeting facilitated by a 3
rd

 party to find out what each 

other was thinking. They already knew. Actually anyone who had been paying attention already 

knew. 

 

7. There was nothing confidential about each of their positions. 

 

This is a huge red herring without substance, designed to smear the new Board majority. 

 

 

  

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=&url=http://decentralisedteachingandlearning.com/10-minute-warmers-3-red-herring-questions/&psig=AFQjCNHzeVEC_KtUhVMOTc1rWvBUghbuyQ&ust=1491085570272939
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Item 28 - Re-Vote on Policy of Funding State Groundwater Management Act SGMA 

Planning for Unincorporated Areas of the County.  The objective issue is: will Supervisors 

Compton, Arnold, and Peschong cast their votes to direct staff to include funding for SGMA 

planning in the FY 2017 -18 Budget? Please see the Background section below for the issues.  

At his point the question has been amplified: 

 

1. Hill and Gibson, of course, still believe that the residents of unincorporated County areas 

subject to SGMA should be taxed for the costs of producing the required groundwater 

sustainability plans (GSPs).Their position is, in part, planned retribution against the residents of 

the Paso Basin unincorporated area who rejected the AB 2453 water district in 2016. (Note: 

Water districts, and community service districts, and adjudicated portions of basins in the 

unincorporated County will fund their own GSP’s.)  

 

2. They further believe that if voters in these areas ultimately reject the taxes that they should be 

turned over to the State for SGMA planning, which will tax them without a vote willy-nilly. 

 

3. Proponents of newly proposed water districts are concerned that if the County funds SGMA 

planning, current or tentative members of those districts may drop out. Apparently to date, this 

does not seem to have happened. 

 

4. Heavily orchestrated opponents of the Board Majority are complaining that County water 

district funds and/or general funds should not be used to cover costs. They say this would be a 

diversion of funds and constitutes double taxation, since they are already ostensibly paying. They 

argue that this would unfairly benefit rural residents and particularly big ag. (“Big Grape”)  

 

The big ag benefit argument is patently false, since it is largely big ag which is attempting to 

form new water management districts and assess its members for the cost of compliance with 

SGMA. 

 

In any case the argument can be turned around. In fact, rural and suburban unincorporated 

residents are already subsiding city residents with their general property taxes (the largest source 

to the County general fund.)  

 

 

 

The chart to the right displays the apportionment 

of the property tax among the types of 

jurisdictions: 

  

  

 

Note: The County General Fund receives 25%. 
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The second chart below shows the allocation of County expenditures to its various functions: 

 

  
Note: Public protection receives about  25% of the overall budget.       

 

The public protection budget goes to Sheriff (espeically the jail), District Attorney, Fire, and 

Probation. Even though the cities have their own departments or are in a fire district and have 

their own police departments, most of these costs are expended in the cities!  

 

That is because most of the crime and social disarray is concentrated with the cities. Thus most 

of the costs are expended on city problems and residents (jail – $29 million in general fund, 

crime lab, and air support; DA – $9 million in general fund support; and Probation – $9.9 million 

in general fund support). 

 

Similarly, the local matches and County overmatches provided the Health and Human services  

programs are worth millions. For example, Behavioral Health receives $9.4 million in general 

fund support. The Jail medical program and Juvenile Hall medical program receive $2 million in 

general fund. Public Health receives $5.2 million. Social Services receives $4.3 million in 

general fund support. Foster Care receives $1.1 million in general fund support.   

 

Most of these expenditures are certainly not going to Creston, Shandon, or outer rural Los Osos. 

 

The point is that everyone is paying property taxes, general sales taxes, and TOT taxes, the key 

sources for the General Fund, which finances these programs. The fact is that these programs 

primarily operate in the cities, which are where the human social service and welfare 

overburdens, as well as crime, are concentrated. No one is saying that the rural areas shouldn’t 

pay for these services, which they rarely use. 
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Now we have Hill, Gibson, and the Alt left saying that water district property tax or the general 

fund can’t contribute to SGMA planning? They are shouting slogans such as “Big Grape.” What 

about their decades of failed urban social programs, staff and consultant patronage, and hiring 

their own girlfriends into County employment and County-funded not-for-profit agency jobs? 

 

Background:  Reproduced from our March 5 - 11, 2017 Weekly Update is our report on the 

substance of the key financial issue facing the County for managing SGMA. It provides the 

background underlying the re-vote taking place today: 

 

This is an extensive report on the status of ongoing and future work to comply with the state-

required creation of Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) in various parts of the County, 

pursuant to the State Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). 

 

The major questions are:   

 

a. How will the County manage those areas in the unincorporated County which are not part of a 

city, community services district, water district or other entities that will function as separate 

GSAs? 

 

b. What will the cost each year be for the County to manage those areas? 

 

c. How will the County fund those costs? 

 

d. How will the County handle the rights and the regulation of the 700 or so property owners 

representing 25,000 acres in the Paso Basin who are in the quiet title/adjudication process? 

 

A complex portion of the issue is the financing. There is likely to be significant disagreement. 

Supervisors Gibson and Hill believe that the property owners in the unincorporated areas who 

are not part of an existing or new water district or city or special district GSA should be required 

to be subject to a vote to raise the money for the portion of the cost attributable to their areas. 

Supervisor Arnold has been adamant that the existing dependent County Water District pay for 

the costs (at least in the early years for planning), since the people are already being taxed.  

 

Arnold points out that the County spent around $1 million designing and promoting the proposed 

Paso Basin AB 2453 Water District in 2014 and 15, which was being pushed by Hill and Gibson.  

 

That district was overwhelmingly rejected by the voters by almost 80%. 

 

It is not known where Supervisors Peschong and Compton stand on the issue. Public Works has 

been projecting the costs, which could still be fairly substantial, even after the formation of 

several new water districts as GSAs. 

 

The table below displays one version of the estimated costs. The reference to white areas means 

those areas that are not in an existing or proposed water district, city, or special district, which 

are preparing their own groundwater sustainability plans (GSPs). 
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The numbers in the yellow shaded columns are the ones which Hill and Gibson insist should be 

funded by new taxes. Additionally, they insist that if voters in those areas reject a new tax, the 

State should take over and charge them fees for planning and managing their part of the 

variously basins. 

 

 
 

There are many other issues embedded in the item, but the dispute on this issue is likely to be the 

main focus. 

 

: 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/7114/SXRlbSBEb2N1bWVudCAoUHVib

GljKSA=/14/n/74453.doc 

 

 

 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Meeting of Thursday, April 6, 2017 

(Scheduled) 

 

Item B-1: Formation of the Proposed Estrella-El Pomar-Creston Water District.  The 

LAFCO Executive Director, David Church, recommends approval of the District. Approval will 

require that at least 4 members of the seven-member LAFCO Board vote yes. 

 

The proposed district is being created as a voluntary entity to provide its members a voice with 

respect to compliance with the State Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). The various water 

districts, cities, and the County (representing areas not included the cities and water districts) will 

come up with groundwater management plans and then conform them to meet the overall 

requirements of SGMA. 

 

Key features of the proposed district include: 

-year average of the proposed budget is $504,833. 

 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/7114/SXRlbSBEb2N1bWVudCAoUHVibGljKSA=/14/n/74453.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/7114/SXRlbSBEb2N1bWVudCAoUHVibGljKSA=/14/n/74453.doc
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-irrigated lands and residential and 

commercial operations. The maximum cost charged per acre of irrigated land is $35. The 

maximum charged for non-irrigated agriculture in 0.59 cents per acre. Residential uses and 

commercial operations would pay $7.50 per acre. This formula results in a Maximum 

Assessment of $552,210.    

 

-year period averages $504,894 each year. The budget will include costs 

for professional, legal and administrative services to operate the district. 

 

LAFCO can only approve a non-contiguous boundary if the proposed District areas are within 2-

miles of each other or areas are separated by a state hospital. The proposed service area and 

current pattern is consistent with the two-mile requirement. Therefore, this non-contiguous 

service area pattern is allowable under the 

Principal Act. The service area is the boundary 

where the District would have jurisdiction and 

authority. 

 

The SLO Tribune Newspaper, in a February 9, 

2017 article, provided the best map we have 

seen so far of this proposed district and its 

relationship to the previously approved 

Shandon - San Juan District. It also clearly 

illustrates the lack of contiguity of the 

proposed district. Apparently the LAFCO 

Director believes this is acceptable per the 

paragraph above. It would be great if someone 

could color in the land that is part of the 

adjudication process. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 
No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, March 28, 2017 (Not Scheduled) 
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Usually the Board does not meet on the 5

th
 Tuesday of the month. From time to time the Board 

does not meet on 4
th

 Tuesdays either. Apparently some Board members were in Washington DC 

exploring funding opportunities related to water storage and water capital funding. 

  

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH            
In fighting the troublesome, local day-to-day assaults on our freedom and property, it is also 

important to keep in mind the larger underlying ideological, political, and economic causes and 

forces  

 

WHERE WILL CHILDREN AND GRANDCHILDREN 

LIVE? 

By Michael F Brown 

Long-term Santa Barbara County homebuilder and philanthropist Mike Towbes has wryly 

pointed out that opposition to development of new housing is usually based either on dislike of 

urban sprawl or on dislike of density. Taken to their logical extremes, and if bans on both are 

incorporated into local land use polices simultaneously, not much can ever be built.   

Ironically and disingenuously, San Luis Obispo County’s overall no-sprawl scheme of land use, 

so-called “smart growth” plan, mandates that new homes be largely developed in the county’s 7 

incorporated cities (over which the County Board has no land use authority). As a sop to the idea 

of building homes, previous Board of Supervisors majorities gave lip service to new 

development but required that it be restricted to the four village areas of Nipomo, Oceano, 

Templeton, and San Miguel. A subsequent County study indicated that an investment of $400 

million in roads, utilities, drainage, and other public facilities would be required to allow 

development in the 4 villages. The underlying theory is that sprawl is inefficient from the 

standpoint of providing municipal services, is unsightly and harmful to natural resources, and, 

most importantly, generates too much climate changing greenhouse gas because of all the driving 

that low density development promotes. 

For the past 6 decades urban sprawl has been opposed by academics, city and regional planners, 

environmentalists, public officials, media, and the rest of the “intelligentsia,” most of whose 

members are already both smugly and snugly housed in affluent sprawl communities.   
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Along these lines, Los Angeles is often demonized as the poster child for bad sprawl 

development. The photo to the right shows 1905 

Hollywood and the road that ultimately became the 

legendary Sunset Boulevard. The view is toward the 

west and what would eventually become Beverly 

Hills, Bel Air, and Brentwood. Perhaps the view 

reached all the way to the Pacific on a clear day.   

The nostalgic scene, evocative of the plein air 

paintings of the era, has evolved over the last 112 

years into an intense commercial strip surrounded by 

some of the most fantastically expensive sprawl 

housing on the planet. The photo below to the right 

displays today’s Boulevard’s almost 

dystopian aspect, especially when viewed in 

the historical context. This is the “bad” LA, 

which we have been conditioned to revile. 

Note that the folks don’t seem to be 

abandoning their cars in droves.  

 

 

 

The 1922 photo below, to the left, depicts what was to become the intersection of Santa Monica 

Boulevard (the storied US Route 66) and Westwood Boulevard. The open space seems to stretch 

to the horizon. Here three obviously enthusiastic and, as it turned out, prophetic developers are 

plotting the “sprawful” future.  

  

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiziOPVqtfSAhWqrVQKHduBCfAQjRwIBw&url=http://www.gettyimages.ca/detail/video/wide-shot-traffic-on-sunset-boulevard-at-night-los-stock-video-footage/825-30&bvm=bv.149397726,d.cGw&psig=AFQjCNEgO5SUvb3XaCSZw9MHuXMIo0NNEg&ust=1489626796852162
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjtidzl5u3SAhVS-2MKHZ9QDv4QjRwIBw&url=https://www.timeout.com/los-angeles/things-to-do/the-10-best-places-to-watch-the-la-marathon&psig=AFQjCNEXXBfkJm1e4pBHf0vqOPh2ix3ALA&ust=1490398737888537
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The contemporary photo to the right above is of Westwood Boulevard (the future boulevard 

promised on the sign), just to the south of the area in the historical picture. The aerial photo 

below looks west from Century City to Santa Monica and Pacific Palisades. The corridor in the 

upper right quadrant of picture, which is lined by a string of high-rise apartments and condos, is 

Wilshire Boulevard. Some of the most expensive real estate and highest rents in the United 

States are characteristic of properties in this picture.   

Notwithstanding the apparent aversion to sprawl, many hundreds of thousands of people are 

living very well within the area depicted in the photo.                                                                                                      

Many would  not consider living anywhere else. Many are highly educated and  successful. Most 

actually do not live in high rises. What is actually going on that allows people to live here, raise 

children, and actually enjoy life? 

The fact is that the sprawl of the 

1920’s, 30’s, and 40’s, which 

led to today’s urban spatial 

pattern, has been highly 

succesful. It has provided 

successive generations of 

residents with homes and, in 

many cases, well paying jobs, 

business ownership, educational 

choice, and huge upward 

mobility. Millions of people 

have inter-generationally passed 

through the accumulated 

“sprawl” housing stock between the 1920’s and the present day (almost 100 years).   

The secret that the anti-sprawl elitists don’t want you to know is that most of the homes in the 

area are still single-family houses with a front yard, backyard, side yards and quiet privacy. The 

apartments and condos, and especially the high-rises (and traffic), are located on the ends of the 

blocks on collector and arterial streets. The long sides of the blocks are largely quiet residential 

streets with single-family homes that were bult in the 20’s 

and 30’s (some more recently in Brentwood and Pacific 

Paliades in the 50’s and 60’s). 

A typical quaint home of the era is shown in the recent photo 

to the right. It was built in 1938 for $12,000 and has 2 baths, 

3 bedrooms, a dining room, a fire placed living room, and 

hardwood floors. It has a backyard with a patio, lawn area, 

fruit trees, and a 2-car garage with access from the alley. The 

street is lined with flowering trees. It is walking distance to 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&ved=0ahUKEwiLpKabpdLSAhVN0GMKHQnBAMkQjRwIBw&url=http://www.experiencingla.com/2012/08/walking-santa-monica-blvd-part-iii.html&bvm=bv.149397726,d.cGc&psig=AFQjCNEVOshtj64UmQye_icXQNfaZBVj2g&ust=1489453580858629
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an elementary school and biking distance to a junior high, a small but ample and unique 

commercial area, and the beach. It is served by frequent bus service on an arterial about half a 

block away. Within a 30-minute drive are UCLA, several world-class art museums, LAX, and 

some of the most diverse and eclectic shopping on the planet.  

The home was part of the massive sprawl development of the 20’s and 30’s that took place on 

the west side of the LA area. The density and amenities are features that the proponents of “smart 

growth” say they support. But if today’s State and local land use laws had existed back then, it 

could have never have been built. The land had been part of an orchard. 

The dramatic sprawl shown in the aerials (remember this was all dirt fields as illustrated in the 

1922 photo above) is regarded as negative, but what about the actual ground level reality? The 

fact is that the LA metro area (not just the City) is composed of hundreds of nodes with similar 

homes (often with very different styles) and served by nearby shopping and public services. 

Today, many have very distinctive cultural heritages and characteristics that enrich everyone’s 

experience and choices. Still, the key feature is the single-family home with a yard and garage. 

This is a tragedy because the State and local land use laws have become so draconian and 

destructive, and both permitting fees and development taxes are so confiscatory, that the history 

of the 20’s, 30’s, 40’s, 50’s, and 60’s cannot be transposed or recreated elsewhere. As a result of 

the government-imposed scarcity, Zillow shows the home pictured above as having sold for $2.2 

million a few years ago and estimates its current sales price to be $2.7 million. One question is: 

where are millions of immigrants who have come to California in recent decades to live? 

Another is how do we replicate the fantastic opportunities which early and mid-twentieth 

Century sprawl conferred on tens of millions of families? Do we deny the same opportunity to 

the new immigrants, which so many elected officials say must be protected and defended from 

deportation?  Or do we simply make LA and Oakland denser with massive Soviet era prison-

style concrete apartment blocks? 

On a much smaller and more manageable scale, the question in SLO County is more related to 

where will our children and grandchildren be able to live? Will they have to move to Austin and 

Reno to have a home? And where will employees required by San Luis Obispo County 

businesses, educational institutions, and health care providers be able to live?  

As a recent popular song about success, love, and young people struggling in LA asks, “City of 

Stars, will you shine for me?” 

How about for our children and grandchildren? 
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Mike Brown is the Government Affairs Director of the Coalition of Labor Agriculture and 

Business (COLAB) of San Luis Obispo County. He had a 42-year career as a city manager and 

county executive officer in 4 states including California. He can be reached at 

mike@colabslo.org. This article first appeared in the Cal Coast News of March 30, 2017. 

 

  

 

California, Here We Go 

Suffocating regulations have driven California’s housing crisis to 

the brink 

By Kerry Jackson 

Stories about the desperate living arrangements of highly compensated California tech workers 

sound like tales of Third World misery. One newspaper reports that a Silicon Valley engineer 

pays $1,400 a month just to live in a closet. He’s squeezing his wallet for the privilege of having 

a “private room” in a house where five adults live in bunk beds in a single bedroom. Another 

media outlet reported that a Google engineer moved into a “128-square-foot truck—in the 

company’s parking lot” because the cost of living in a real house was just too much. 

Housing is so expensive across California that Joel Singer, CEO of the California Association of 

Realtors, said last fall that “only about one-third of our fellow citizens can afford to buy a 

median-priced home in the Golden State, down from a peak of 56 percent just four years ago.” 

Californians who own their homes spend more than a quarter of their total income on housing, 

the highest ratio in the nation. In 2014, Golden State renters paid 33.6 percent of their income on 

housing—third-highest in the nation. Despite rent-control laws—actually, in part due to those 

laws—San Francisco has the most unaffordable rental costs in the world, according to Nested, an 

international real estate service. Los Angeles is tenth on the list. Three of the five costliest 

mailto:mike@colabslo.org
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi1yoyKptfSAhWlhFQKHQ2bA-4QjRwIBw&url=http://www.sacharadford.com/communities/sunset-strip/&psig=AFQjCNGSv5QakDAC-8UA_xz9k09ndOawww&ust=1489625636715917
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housing markets in North America are found in California: San Francisco, San Jose, and Los 

Angeles. 

The housing crisis isn’t confined to the state’s elite coastal enclaves. In Riverside County, part of 

a region east of Los Angeles known as the Inland Empire, only 39 percent of households “are 

able to purchase a median-priced home, which in February was $334,440 for a single-family 

home,” the Desert Sun reported last March. The national average is 58 percent. 

The California housing crunch is the product of a dire shortage of homes. Over the last decade, 

developers have built an average of 80,000 homes each year. But that number is about 100,000 

units short of what’s needed to keep up with demand. According to the California Department of 

Housing and Community Development, the state will need to build roughly 1.8 million units 

between 2015 and 2025 “to meet projected population and household growth.” That would be 

like building more than 10 new Oaklands or nearly six new San Joses over that time. 

Developers aren’t fools. They know that there is a great demand for housing in California. The 

profit motive would make them happy to build all those additional Oaklands. But California’s 

regulatory climate and development policies have eaten away at that incentive. The hurdles to 

building homes are high and solidly rooted: the most imposing is the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA), which allows opponents of development to shut down projects in the 

courts, often with no environmental basis. But because the lawsuits can disrupt and suppress 

projects, the law has become, as the Hoover Institution’s Loren Kaye says, a “tool for abuse.” 

Other barriers include the steepest impact fees in the nation, in some cases nearly $25,000 per 

unit; affordable-housing mandates in more than 170 jurisdictions that require developers either to 

choose between building units at below-market value or face government fines; local anti-growth 

policies; and rent control. 

The regulatory regime even includes parking mandates that require, for example, a development 

to have at least one parking space for every bedroom in the project—a formula that absurdly still 

applies when only one driver lives in a three-bedroom apartment housing five people. A 

Southern California Association of Governments report says that sometimes housing units are 

removed from a project just to accommodate these local minimum-parking mandates. 

Californians have raised NIMBYism virtually to a level of first principles. Golden Staters don’t 

mind housing development, as long as it’s “not in my backyard.” The state has an ugly history of 

established residents pressuring local officials to build policy walls that make development too 

costly to pursue. The result of all this government is a shortage that has produced the most 

distorted housing market in the country. It’s so warped and battered that it can hardly be called a 

market. 

Layers of government housing policy have been settling on top of one another for decades, 

creating a deep regulatory bog that is exceedingly difficult to dredge. So it’s reasonable to ask if 

California will ever become livable again. And with state and local policymakers seemingly less 

attached to reality every year, it’s reasonable to give up and move, as many have already done. 

Kerry Jackson is the Pacific Research Institute’s fellow in California studies. This article first 

appeared in the March 20, 2017 edition of City Journal  
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http://www.google.com/imgres?start=144&rlz=1T4ADRA_enUS556US556&tbm=isch&tbnid=bNh77TRjKKwK-M:&imgrefurl=http://newsletters.embassyofheaven.com/news9405/news9405.php&docid=tyoBhh9O1_V_FM&imgurl=http://newsletters.embassyofheaven.com/news9405/horse.gif&w=292&h=280&ei=PtDVUrCQPMOy2wW1j4DgDQ&zoom=1&iact=rc&dur=1036&page=8&ndsp=21&ved=0CJ4BEIQcMDM4ZA
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