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 COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO              

WEEK OF DECEMBER 10 - 16, 2017 

 

PLEASE MARK YOUR CALENDAR NOW 
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THIS WEEK  

 

HOUSING IN LIEU TAX DECEPTION   

END THE EMPOWER ENERGY SCAM 

NEW P&B WORK PRIORITY SYSTEM 

 

ROAD IMPROVEMENT FEE EXACTIONS 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BUSY                                   
(MANY PERMITTING ITEMS BUT NOT HEAVY POLICY) 

   

 

LAST WEEK 

  

 

EMPLOYEE PENSION CONTRIBUTIONS RISE                
(SO DID THE COUNTY’S – THAT IS THE TAXPAYER’S)   

 

REPORT ON CAVE LANDING RD. – PIRATE’S 

COVE MESS – COST AND COASTAL 

COMMISSION BARRIERS REMAIN                                
(STATE OFFICIALS MAY BE LEARY BECAUSE HILL IS INVOLVED) 

IT’S IN HIS DISTRICT 
 

SLIGHT CEQA PROCESS REFORM – MAYBE                 

(SENT BACK TO STAFF FOR FURTHER WORK)                                                                       

CONSIDERABLE OPPOSITION BY ENVRO AND PROGRESSIVE LEFT  
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JAIL MEDICAL AND BEHAVIORAL HEALTH 

REFORMS LISTED BUT NO PROJECT 

STRUCTURE, COSTS, SCHEDULE OR 

PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES PROVIDED 
(GIBSON REQUESTS REAL PROJECT METRICS BUT IS IGNORED)  

 

SLOCOG ADOPTS HIGHWAY PROJECTS 

 

SLOCOG BOARD WRINGS THEIR HANDS OVER 

HIGH SENIOR TRANSIT COSTS                                                                         
(BUT WHEN COMPTON ASKED ABOUT FEASIBILITY OF USING 

UBER AND LYFT SHE WAS BLOWN OFF & IT TURNS OUT UBER AND 

LYFT ALREADY OFFER SPECIAL DEALS TO CITIES AND COUNTIES 

FOR SENIORS)  
 

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                   

(SEE PAGE 21)  

 

Rhetoric to Challenge California’s Statist Elites 

 

By Ed Ring 

  

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, December 12, 2017 (Scheduled) 
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Item 12 - emPower Energy Boondoggle Program Continued for Another Year.  This is a 

program fomented by Santa Barbara County in 2011 designed to encourage people to convert 

their homes to solar and/or to install energy saving appliances, insulation, etc. It is funded by the 

stockholder owned utilities, which are shaken down by the California Public Utilities 

Commission to generate the funding. In the end you pay for the program in your electric and gas 

bills. 

Ratepayers will contribute $204,000 in 2018 to the San Luis Obispo County version.   

  

The write-up denotes the abysmal wasteful performance in SLO County in 2017: 

Since January 1, 2017, emPower has achieved the following in San Luis Obispo County: 

 

 

certification for 3 contractors from 3 

building companies. 

 

So actually the program only funded 6 energy upgrades. All the rest was staff meeting with 

people and telling them that they should something. 

Worse yet: 

Since the program’s inception (2011), emPower has achieved the following in San Luis Obispo, 

Santa Barbara, and Ventura counties: 

progress. Energy Upgrade California projects average nearly 30% energy savings (highest 

savings rate in California). 
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g 

companies currently participating in the program. 

outreach, and regular media coverage.  

The Board should reject this symbolic boondoggle.   

Item 26 - Report on Department of Planning and Building Board Directed Projects and 

consideration of a new project prioritization process.  This item actually presents a process 

improvement related to work prioritization. In past years the Planning and Building Department 

would present a 25-page incomprehensible list of stuff they thought they should be working on. 

Of course much of it contained projects designed to further interfere with business, agriculture, 

and private property. 

The new system set 3 priority tiers: 
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In line with the criteria, the staff then ranks the projects as follows: 

  

COLAB NOTE:  Is the purpose of the Secondary Dwelling unit ordinances to make things 

easier and generate more of them? If not, terminate the projects? Ditto for the 

Farmworker Housing Ordinance. 
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COLAB COMMENT:  The Board should certainly eliminate the Community Choice 

Aggregation (a major study found it infeasible) and the Inland Vacation Ordinance project 

– there is not a problem – just stop! The Board should inquire what some of the others are 

trying to achieve. 

  

COLAB NOTE:  The Diablo Canyon site was still private property the last time we 

checked.  The push will be to convert it into some sort of tax-exempt nature preserve. No one 

should do anything until PG&E gets to present in public. Moreover the study needs to consider a 

variety of options, including housing, planned communities with village centers, and destination 

resorts. There will still be plenty of room for a big park. Is the effort here to promote craft 

distilleries and urban small wineries or make it hard for them to exist? If it’s the latter, the Board 

should scuttle the projects. 
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Item 29 - Hearing to adopt the Annual Road Improvement Fee Reports for the fee areas of 

Avila, Los Osos, South County, North Coast, and San Miguel. The good news is that the fees 

are not being raised this year. The actual fee paid by a particular applicant is a formula based on 

peak hour trips (PHT’s) and the severity of traffic at a particular area’s worst intersection. Thus 

for example Teft at State Highway 101 is used to assess the impact of a new development on 

peak hour trips in Nipomo. 

The number of peak hour trips are calculated on the estimated volume of traffic generated by a 

particular type of development and are assigned points. Residential units are rated low at 1 point. 

Small retail is rated at 2.7 points. A high volume fast food restaurant, with a drive through, is 

rated 31.1 points and so on. These ratings are then multiplied times the PHT amounts in the table 

below. Accordingly a single family home in Nipomo area 1 will pay $12,011. A small retail 

establishment will pay 2.7  x $3,336  or $9,007. A fast food restaurant will pay $103,750. 

Of course, by the time you consider this fee, the Housing in Lieu Tax , the mitigation fees for 

Fire, Sheriff ,Parks, General Administration, water and sewer hookup capital amortization fees,  

school district mitigation fees,  greenhouse gas offset fees, and the charges for permit review, 

you are looking at mountain view property in Minden, Nevada on a golf course or lake front 

property in Sand Point Idaho. 

  

Chart explanation: Fee is assessed on Peak Hour Trips (PHT).  

Item 30 - Hearing to consider: 1) the recommendations of a nexus study regarding the Title 

29 fee schedule; and 2) adoption of a resolution approving the Title 29 Annual Report and 

Action Plan for 2018.  

HOUSING IN LIEU TAX DECEPTION  
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This Board item appears on the agenda annually in December like stale fruitcake. Usually the 

Board is called upon to consider raising the so-called fee (in reality a tax) on new residential 

units and on new commercial, retail, and industrial development. See the background section of 

this article on page 13 below for a quick overview. Readers’ not familiar with the In Lieu tax 

will need to read the background for the discussion below to make sense. 

Deceptive Process:  Note that the item title on the agenda is dishonest. It omits stating that the 

key issue is about raising and expanding the coverage of a set of fees (really a tax). Any citizen 

or direct stakeholder not expert in the County Code would not know what Title 29 covers.  It 

doesn’t even state that the item is about Housing Lieu Fees. The Board should pull the item and 

direct staff to resubmit it on a future agenda with an honest title. 

Moreover, and as this article discusses below, the tax is to be expanded beyond housing 

developments, to cover individual single family private home construction and home expansions 

and renovations costing over $299,000.  Heck, if you put in a new kitchen, fix the driveway, and 

redo the roof you could be paying thousands. While some industry experts and business 

associations have been involved and may experience some benefit in constructing smaller 

homes, the general public is totally unaware of what is proposed here.  

Accordingly and also on this account, the Board should withdraw the item and direct staff to 

communicate with regular citizens thorough publications, email, and visits to the community 

advisory councils to inform the public of what is proposed. Note that this type of information 

visits were conducted by staff in connection with the road fees in relation to  the previous Item 

29 above. Why is this one being slid through (including the new expanded tax on individual 

single homes) in the dark during the holiday season?  Once this step is completed the item could 

be re-agendized. 

This year's plan is different for 3 reasons: 

First, the County completed a nexus study to justify amount of the “fee.”  State law requires that 

the study be conducted every 5 years to insure that the fee bears a reasonable relationship to the 

cost of the problem which it is supposed to be fixing. In this case the County paid a consultant 

(probably hundreds of thousands – the write-up does not disclose) to concoct a rationale to 

charge homebuilders and developers of commercial, retail, and industrial projects a “fee” to 

relieve them of the burden of including affordable housing units in their projects. Local 

government fees are intended to be levied to cover the cost of services that benefit a particular 

group of the population, for example, public golf fees, street lighting in a particular 

neighborhood, permit processing fees, and so on. 

The program here, which is an alleged benefit to the fee payer (home builder), does not actually 

benefit the fee payer, but instead raises money which ultimately benefits residents of low and 

moderate income housing projects. By distorted logic and legal sleight of hand, the State 
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Legislature, courts, and about 141 city councils and Boards of Supervisors have determined that 

it’s OK to levy this so-called fee. 

The 172-page nexus study misses this point entirely and blindly (if not ideologically) equates the 

fact that low and moderate cost housing is not being produced in sufficient quantity with the idea 

that market rate housing and commercial development should pay a “fee” to help buyers and 

renters of low and moderate housing. This is nothing but a blatant wealth transfer tax from better 

off people (and perhaps thrifty people who save) to less well-off people. Reducing the amount of 

market housing produced will not help poor and lower income people find housing. 

Second, this year’s report changes the formula by which home builders and developers of 

commercial property will be taxed and then expands the coverage of the tax to private 

individuals who are building a new home on a single lot as opposed to building a development. It 

provides a no- and low-fee incentive for builders who produce homes under 2100 sq. feet. And in 

turn it levies a highly progressive tax on homes greater than 2100 sq. feet. The table below 

illustrates the incentive to build smaller homes and tax the hell out of larger homes. It also shows 

the per square foot difference between the cost of the current tax and the proposed tax. 

  

Remember, not only developers but individual citizens would be charged. Accordingly, a lot 

owner (non-developer) building a nice home on acreage of 3500 sq. ft. would have to pay a fee     

(really a tax) of $17,600 for what benefit? Note that this does not include an average of $12,000 

in permit processing fees per home plus thousands of dollars in development impact exaction 

fees for roads, fire, parks, sheriff, administration, etc. Remember, that in addition you are already 

paying the highest state income tax, sales tax, motor fuel, carbon taxes, and property taxes in the 

country.  

Third, and as noted above, it is proposed to expand the tax to the construction of new individual 

homes (not in developments) as well as home renovations and expansions with a cost of over 
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$299,000. The same data is presented on a per sq. ft. basis in the table 6. Note that this one 

shows the per sq. ft. costs for both the inland and coastal zones. 

  

The coastal zone portion contains no exemptions or sliding scale because it is regarded as 

unsuitable for affordable housing because of the “existing high costs.”  

The next table below describes the increases in the rates for nonresidential development. 

  

An Obvious Ploy:  

Essentially the ploy here is to achieve the maximum rates that were proposed in the existing 

system. They were to be phased in but never were fully implemented because of opposition. 

Under this proposal the developers are being presented with a bait-and-switch with lower rates 

for the smaller units in the hope that that would agree. Similarly, the nonresidential rates are less 

than the ultimate intended under the current system but are substantially more than the current 

Year 2 version. 
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Actually Solving the Problem:  

As anyone who was even half awake in Econ 1-a, back at good old Parking Shortage State U 

knows, taxing a commodity to create more of it is absurd. As COLAB and others have repeatedly 

stressed, the housing crisis is a product of California State and local government policies, which 

create artificial scarcity.   

Some Solutions: 

1. Zone more land for homes – particularly large-scale garden apartment developments tailored 

to blend in with and enhance their particular environmental zone. 

2. End CEQA abuse.  

3. Adopt a policy of gradually shifting tax and fee dollars from current consumption to capital 

investment. This would provide more funds for infrastructure to support home development. 

4. Apply strict project management discipline techniques to the permitting process and CEQA 

review. 

5. Set up a not-for-profit County Housing Investment Fund (CHIF) to provide the types of grants 

now received from the In Lieu program. It could also have a revolving housing loan program and 

an infrastructure loan program. The County has considered seeding Community Choice 

Aggregation energy, so why not a CHIF?  
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6. Plans submitted for developments, subdivisions, buildings, homes, etc. are sealed (certified 

legal and correct) by licensed professional graduate architects and engineers. Why do they need 

lengthy, subjective review by lay planners and former tradesmen at costs ranging from the 

thousands to the millions? In other words, why does an enviro/social planner from UCSB know 

more than a licensed civil engineer from Cal Poly who actually passed a rigorous academic 

program with math and science in contrast to “Environmental Sociology”.  

7.  Why limit this housing tax to homebuilders and ultimately the people who purchase the 

homes? Ask the people of San Luis Obispo County if they would like to tax themselves to 

underwrite various types of affordable housing. Are our elected officials afraid of the answer and 

instead choose to perpetuate  the deceitful and unfair In Lieu Tax?   

COLAB would not support such a tax, but as noted above, the jurisdictions should cut current 

program costs by privatization, compensation program reform, pension reform, strict lost time 

management, civil service reform, program performance management, structured process 

improvement, selective privatization /managed competition, etc. – actual management. Use these 

techniques to free up funds for capital investment and housing support. 

8. Of course, and to generate revenue, the County would have to quit doing things that kill 

nuclear plants, oil refineries, gravel operations, destination resorts, ag cluster subdivisions, and 

especially estate homes and ranchettes. 

Estate homes and ranchettes provide high property taxes, and generate  little traffic, few public 

school students, and they are not huge public safety criminal justice system overburden 

contributors – like concentrated homeless service programs.  

Of course the policy here in this very SLO County boardroom over the years confirms the liberal 

progressive doctrine of civic and societal suicide, as it is a clearly directed attack on such 

beneficial development. 

Background:  The so-called in lieu “fee” is in actuality a tax on new development. The State 

passed enabling legislation which allows cities and counties to require that developers provide a 

specified number of “affordable” homes within their proposed projects as a condition of 

approval. Often including these homes is physically, financially, and marketing-wise impossible. 

The law allows builders to place a specified amount of funds in an affordable housing account 

“in lieu” of actually building the homes. San Luis Obispo County adopted the program just as the 

recession hit, and in recognition of the severely depressed housing market and limited 

commercial development, the County determined to phase the tax in over 5 years. Each year the 

Board has had to consider if it would raise the tax from the year-1 level to the year-2 level and 

has demurred because new construction of housing has remained weak. 
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The bottom line is that over the decades the process of developing residential and commercial 

property has become so overregulated and expensive that developers cannot afford to produce 

affordable housing and prefer to develop larger, more expensive units. In turn, the State 

Legislature made things worse by enabling cities and counties to require that developers include 

a stipulated number of affordable units in their projects or pay an “in lieu fee,” which is really a 

tax on development. The dollars generated from the “in lieu fee” are accumulated and then given 

to non-profit housing developers to help finance their affordable projects. This is really a 

government blackmail program to force homebuilders to charge more for their market units to 

bail out the politicians’ failed public policy. 

Homebuilders are required to provide one affordable unit for each five market units or pay a 

“fee” (tax) into the affordable housing fund in lieu of actually building the unit. The amount of 

the fee is based on a complex black box study called a nexus study, which analyzes economic 

and market factors to come up with the base per sq. ft. costs. This data is then manipulated into a 

standard “fee” (tax) based on the size of the market houses (unsubsidized houses). It is then 

applied to each market house (per unit fee). 

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, December 14, 2017 (Scheduled) 

The Commission has a busy day but no items of earthshaking policy importance are on the 

agenda. The items mostly involve permit extensions and new permits for cell towers, individual 

homes, small subdivisions, and a motel in Nipomo. Of course they all involve arduous costly 

process and anxiety for the applicants. 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, December 5, 2017 (Completed) 

 

Item 35 - Increases in Employee Paid Pension Rates.  This item was passed unanimously and 

without comment on consent. 

Background: The action implemented the latest round of the employees’ share of pension cost 

increases. A few years ago the County negotiated a provision in its union contracts that requires 

that the employees pay half of whatever new cost increases occur due to actuarial valuations 

including losses in the pension system. 
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The County’s unfunded pension liability increased last year from $501.0 million to $558.9 

million. The net effect is to increase the total annual payments to the system by $2.3 million of 

which the employees must now pay half, or $1.15 million. The total annual cost was $60.9 prior 

to this increase. That cost was shared, $35.4 million by the County and $25.4 million by the 

employees. The County pays a greater share overall because it did not have the share provision.   

It should be noted that the employees actually receive what is called a retirement cost offset, as a 

separate part of their compensation. The theory is for the County (you the taxpayer) to offset a 

portion of their share of the pension cost so that employees can keep a larger portion of their 

salary. In effect one hand taketh away while the other giveth (you the tax payer). 

Also this Board item  did not provide the larger context in which this seemingly helpful 

provision actually operates. Thus, and notwithstanding the slight help here, the total picture 

remains dismal. 

  

Item 37 - Ad Hoc Committee report on the status of the proposed new Animal Shelter.  

Supervisors Peschong and Arnold reported on their discussions with the Cities of Atascadero and 

Paso Robles. Originally it was envisioned that the County and the 7 cities would share in the cost 

of construction and operations. Subsequently Paso and Atascadero announced that they no longer 

wished to participate. 

Apparently the discussion between the 2 Supervisors and the cities was positive and some sort of 

arrangement may be achieved. One issue was that the term of the contract proposed by the 

County staff to the cities was less than the expected life of the Shelter. The cities felt that they 

would be at risk for new costs above the sunk costs of the project, which would amortize over 

the facilities expected 45-year life.  

A subtext is that the some of the County management reps involved in the earlier discussions had 

a less than customer service demeanor, which made Paso and Atascadero unhappy. The 2 

Supervisors are attempting to clean up the problem. It is expected that a few more months will be 

required to work things out. 

As a somewhat non-strategic detail it was proposed that feral cats be captured, spayed/neutered, 

and released back to their community of origin reducing the space required in the shelter and 

reducing costs. 

In a more ominous potentiality for the County, there was a faint reference to reapportionment of 

the property tax between the cities and the County. 
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Item 38 - Muffed Report on Alternatives to Cave Landing Road/Pirate's Cove Safety 

Issues.  The direction and solutions are murky. The Board rejected the idea of selling the 

property. The staff report proposed 3 alternatives. 

Alternatives to Consider 

1. Manage as a Natural Area as part of the County Park System and install minor improvements 

and night time parking restrictions (CDP required) 

2. Intensify staffing with no physical improvements (no CDP required) 

3. Sell both parcels and retain public access easements (no CDP required) 

 The staff will need to develop cost alternatives and actually find out what the Coastal 

Commission will allow. 

Background: The area has become somewhat of a no man’s land, where trash, drug 

paraphernalia, illegal camp fires, medical emergencies, illegal parking,  fights, and related 

problems diminish the value of the beach and viewpoints on the bluffs as a recreation area that 

can be enjoyed by the general public. 

Essentially the Commission pre-empted local control and forbade the County to impose 

measures that would promote public safety and would impose behavioral standards so that the 

area could be enjoyed by a broad segment of the public, as opposed to self-defined locals who 

prefer the loose wide open atmosphere. 

Earlier this summer when the County again began to consider regulating parking and restricting 

night access, the Commission staff wrote to the County indicating that the proposed actions 

would not be accepted by the Commission. 

Staff was then assigned to develop a set of proposed alternatives. The report is weak and presents 

3 alternatives: 

Alternatives to Consider 

1. Manage as a Natural Area as part of the County Park System and install minor improvements 

and night time parking restrictions (CDP required) 

2. Intensify staffing with no physical improvements (no CDP required) 

3. Sell both parcels and retain public access easements (no CDP required) 
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Item 42 - Receive and file a report on existing California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) practices and procedures, and consider amendments to the County of San Luis 

Obispo CEQA Guidelines.  The Board heard considerable testimony both opposing and 

supporting reform. No action was taken because the State has just issued new CEQA guidelines, 

which must be considered generally and in relation to the specific issues here. The Sierra Club, 

Surf Rider Foundation, Nipomo progressive activist Charles Varney, and the other usual gadflies 

opposed any reforms. 

A coalition of the EVC, SLO Chamber, and Home Builders supported reform but were not 

particularly forceful.  

Gibson was particularly critical of the group, characterizing it as a development community 

interest group that is annoyed by CEQA because it wants the process to be cheaper, faster, and 

more profitable. (What’s wrong with cheaper, faster, and profit?). 

Expert land use attorney Sophie Treader gave the best presentation and explicated some the 

problems under the County’s current interpretations. 

The Board considered three possible alternatives. 

1. Leave matters as they are. Applicants will not see the Draft until it is publically published. 

2. Allow them to see the draft and allow the public to see it as well. 

3. Implement a more rigorous process by which the details of the project (particularly the overall 

description) are gone over very carefully to eliminate any mistakes and misunderstandings. The 
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process would also include prescheduled sessions for applicants to answer questions and make 

corrections on specific aspects of the consultant's review. In this version they would not see the 

final draft until it is published. 

Background:  The issue here relates primarily to how private sector projects (housing 

developments, commercial developments, oil and mineral projects, and so forth) are processed 

under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). It specifically involves the point in 

time at which the applicant and public are allowed to see the results of the CEQA analysis.  

Under the standard  nearly half century old ritualistic  procedures by which most cities and 

counties administer the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an environmental 

consulting firm that is expert in CEQA prepares a document called the Administrative Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (ADEIR). These consultants are vetted by the counties and cities 

and are generally placed on a list of acceptable firms from which the private sector applicant can 

choose. 

The project consultant meets with the County and applicant to review the application; description 

of the project; all the plans; and subordinate analyses on water, traffic, air quality, energy use, 

public safety, lighting, noise, biology, etc.; and then proceeds to conduct an analysis of the 

environmental impacts. Once the consultant is done, the ADEIR is formally simultaneously 

released to the applicant, all the concerned agencies involved, and the public. It becomes the 

fundamental document by which people judge the project and formulate their position with 

respect to the project. Usually it is circulated for 45 or more days, where formal comment is 

received. The applicant has the opportunity to rebut and clarify. 

The problem is that in a number of cases, the consultant misconstrues some aspects of the intent, 

content, or facts of the project. These misconceptions become part of the base public record and 

must often be overcome if the project is to survive the process and go forward.  

The applicant has never had a chance to explain to the consultant what is intended or to ask for 

corrections before the ADEIR  (the Draft) is released. 

Item 43 - Stepping Up Program.  The Sheriff made a presentation of the recommendations. He 

was supported by the city police chiefs, a variety of not-for-profit service agencies, and families 

of people who believe that members were not properly served in the jail or that County mental 

health and drug and alcohol addiction services are inadequate. The Board took no formal action 

other than receiving the report and encouraging all the participants to continue working on 

solutions. 

A major problem is that the write-up lacked a budget, implementation schedule, operations 

structure, project manager (accountability), current baseline performance statistics, and proposed 

improvement statistics, as well as a timeline for achieving them. 
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We don’t often agree with 2
nd

 District Supervisor Gibson, but in this case he was clearly 

cognizant of the problem and attempted to rally the Board to give direction to form a structured 

project team over the whole issue and specialized sub-teams for the various projects on the list.  

Unfortunately the issue fell off the table. 

In the bigger picture the County needs to adopt and train staff in a standard project management 

system that would provide focus, result in better decision making, eliminate rework, speed things 

up, and save money. 

In this case, the Board should direct the new County Administrative Officer (who has previously 

displayed skills in these regards) and the accountable Department Heads to develop a standard 

project plan which contains the requisite items.  

A problem for the Board is that they were generally supportive and seemed to agree that more 

Behavioral Health jail services are needed and that separately from the jail issues, more services 

are needed in the County as a whole. The problem is they don’t have the money. In effect they 

were like window shoppers in a luxury car dealership. They were looking at the Mercedes, 

Bentleys, and Jags, kicking the tires, and sitting in the leather seats. This might lead the public 

and all the interest groups to believe that they can do something wonderful – a great expectations 

syndrome. 

 Background:  This Board item described various steps proposed to be implemented to better 

coordinate jail and Behavioral Health Department care of mentally ill and/or drug and alcohol 

dependent jail inmates.  

It listed various physical improvements to jail medical facilities, program improvements, 

increased staffing, and strengthened management and monitoring procedures. 

The program is proposed to forestall the types of problems that resulted in the Andrew Holland 

jail death earlier this year. It is also proposed to attempt to divert people who would otherwise be 

incarcerated to alternative mental health and medical facilities that can provide better care than a 

jail. 

 

San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments (SLOCOG) Meeting of Wednesday, 

December 6, 2017 (Completed)  

 

Item A-2: 2018 State Transportation Improvement Plan.  The SLOCOG Board unanimously 

adopted a rolling 5-year capital improvement plan for various road and highway projects. 

Apparently some of the projects are dependent on SB 1 Sales Tax funds (the tax approved last 

summer by the Legislature without voter approval). Some would have to be eliminated if the tax 
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is repealed by the voters in November 2018. The write-up did not seem to indicate how much 

would have to be cut back. 

Item B-4: Update on Senior Transportation Services.  The cost of fixed route, van, and 

custom services for seniors and the disabled constantly rise. In fact they may account for up to 

one third of all the transit costs in the County, even though they serve a relatively small portion 

the transit using public. 

This was a somewhat acrimonious session as staff and the SLOCOG Board struggled with issue. 

At one point SLOCOG Chairwoman Lynn Compton asked about exploring the feasibility of 

using private sector services such as UBER and LYFT. A staffer dismissed the idea on the basis 

that she was unaware of any jurisdictions that were using such a model. The item fell off the 

table. 

This missed the point, which is: Why don’t we examine the feasibility of this whether other 

jurisdictions are using it or not? 

It turns out both UBER and LYFT are promoting services for seniors: 

Special Services for Senior Transportation 
 

For seniors who need extra assistance, Uber offers uberASSIST. This service uses drivers who are trained 

to help riders get into and out of the vehicle and can accommodate folding wheelchairs, walkers and 

scooters. Uber also offers uberWAV with wheelchair-accessible vehicles, though availability appears to 

be limited. 

Given that seniors with limited transportation options might need to use ride-hailing often, Uber has been 

working to develop partnerships with local senior advocates, organizations, and municipalities around the 

http://mashable.com/2015/07/14/uber-assist
http://money.cnn.com/2016/05/02/technology/uber-access/
http://money.cnn.com/2016/05/02/technology/uber-access/
https://newsroom.uber.com/creating-more-options-for-senior-mobility/
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country with the goal of increasing affordability. In many cities, programs are being tested in which 

seniors can get discounted — or even free — rides due to city support. 

Lyft, meanwhile, has been partnering with senior housing operators like Sunshine Retirement Living and 

Brookdale Senior Living to offer ride-hailing services that don’t require a smartphone or credit card 

information. Residents in these communities can request transportation to non-emergency medical 

appointments or other destinations. The charges are added to residents’ monthly bills. Lyft also is testing 

a service that lets seniors request a ride through their Jitterbug cell phones. 

Drivers Love Seniors, Too 

It’s not just older passengers who are enjoying the ride. Lyft and Uber drivers report, too, that they 

appreciate senior customers in their cars. Older customers tend to be 180 degrees from those infamous 

young passengers who have had too much to drink. 

With Lyft, friendlier drivers are assigned to passengers who enjoy more conversation, and drivers 

encourage passengers to sit in the front seat to enjoy the ride. Uber is about speedier pick-ups for your 

tight schedules. Either way, all it takes is a few touches on your phone. 

Would it be possible to shed expensive ridged government employee staffed fixed route and van 

programs and contract with private sector ridesharing services on a discounted annual contract 

basis? These would be door to door any time. 

Why would our elected officials not direct staff to at least investigate? 

 

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  

 

Rhetoric to Challenge California’s Statist Elites 

 

By Ed Ring 

http://www.mcknightsseniorliving.com/news/us-senior-living-company-tests-lyft-ride-hailing-service/article/521143/
https://techcrunch.com/2016/10/12/lyft-partners-with-brookdale-to-bring-on-demand-rides-to-senior-communities/
http://www.mcknightsseniorliving.com/news/lyft-greatcall-test-senior-transportation-program/article/519463/
http://www.forbes.com/sites/harrycampbell/2015/07/23/why-senior-citizens-are-flocking-to-uber/#d689c0c74a97
http://www.forbes.com/sites/harrycampbell/2015/07/23/why-senior-citizens-are-flocking-to-uber/#d689c0c74a97
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California’s ruling elites have enacted policies that make it impossible for middle class citizens 

to live here. They have artificially elevated the cost of living, nearly destroyed public education, 

decimated public services, neglected public infrastructure, and declared war on small business. 

To deflect criticism, they’ve convinced a critical mass of voters that any attempts to roll back 

these abominable policies are being engineered by racist, sexist plutocrats, and their willing 

puppets in the Republican Party.  

Exposing this diabolical, conniving scam won’t be easy. The ruling elites are a powerful 

coalition, comprised of left wing oligarchs including most of Silicon Valley’s billionaires, 

California’s public sector unions armed with the billion dollars (or more) they collect every year 

in forced dues, and the environmentalist lobby and their powerful trial lawyer cohorts. 

Defeating California’s ruling elite requires a new coalition, comprised of the private sector 

middle class, enlightened members of the public sector middle class, and members of 

disadvantaged communities that aspire to the middle class. Attracting members of these 

communities, especially California’s Latinos, Asians, and African Americans, requires 

convincing them that current policies actually harm their interests. 

To do this, there are two moral arguments the elites make that have to be debunked, because they 

underlie all of the intrusive, statist policies that are destroying California’s middle class. The first 

is the argument that capitalism is inherently evil and must be strictly curbed if not completely 

replaced by socialism. The second is the argument that unprecedented sacrifices must be made in 

order to save the planet from an environmental catastrophe. 

Corrupt Capitalism vs Competitive Capitalism 

Here are examples of two very different ways to critique wealth. In each example, the first 

phrase is employed by the ruling elites. It feeds on resentment and ignorance. The second phrase 

is offered as a counter argument. It appeals to the aspiring middle class family, or the small 

businessperson. It is designed to extol the positive virtues of capitalism and expose the 

opportunistic cynicism of the statist elites. 

(1) “Tax the corporations” vs “make corporations compete.” 

(2) “Capitalism is inherently evil” vs “no economic system in history has delivered more 

individual freedom and prosperity.” 

(3) “Wealth is usually the result of privilege” vs “Wealth is usually the result of hard work in a 

free society.” 

(4) “Government needs to regulate corporations” vs “corrupt corporations use regulations to 

destroy their smaller competitors.” 



23 
 

(5) “We have to redistribute wealth so people can afford to live” vs “we have to nurture capitalist 

competition to lower the cost of living.” 

These arguments shine a spotlight on the great con job promulgated by the elites: The ruling 

class does not care about you, but we do. Because like you, we have to try to make payments on 

a half-million or even a million dollar mortgage, just to own a small house. Like you, we have to 

pay more for gasoline and electricity than any other citizens in any other state in America. Like 

you, we have to send our children to failing K-12 schools, then sink further into debt to pay 

tuition for them to attend colleges and universities where they don’t get a good education. 

Extreme Environmentalism vs Practical Environmentalism 

Apart from the distraction of race and gender, environmentalism provides the moral argument 

used as cover for policies that have imposed a punitive cost of living on Californians. It is 

important to make the distinction between attacks that discredit environmentalism in its entirety, 

and environmentalist reform that exposes the hidden agendas and inherent futility of California’s 

extremist environmental policies. Here are examples of two very different ways to apply 

environmentalist values. 

(1) “Stop urban sprawl” vs “California has 163,000 square miles of land and is nearly empty, 

adding 10 million more people on quarter acre lots (even including new roads and new 

commercial/industrial centers) would consume less than 2,000 square miles!” 

(2) “People need to live in multi-family dwellings” vs “detached single family homes are cheaper 

per unit to build than multi-family dwellings, and are more popular among buyers.” 

(3) “There isn’t enough water for people to have detached homes and yards” vs “for less than 

$20 billion, we could build enough desalination capacity to provide water to every home and 

business in Los Angeles County; farming consumes 80% of all water diversions in California, 

we are exporting water intensive crops like alfalfa, grown using massively subsidized water, in 

the Imperial Valley (desert)!” 

(4) “The government needs to discourage further development of fossil fuels such as clean 

natural gas” vs “Californians are paying as much as ten times what energy consumers pay for 

electricity in low cost states, and that California’s CO2 emissions are a minute fraction of those 

from other nations such as China and India.” 

(5) “We have to get people out of their cars and build passenger rail” vs “cars, trucks and buses 

offer far more convenience and versatility, and are on the verge of becoming 100% clean and 

sustainable modes of transportation.” 

(6) “No new mines and quarries should be allowed within California, and existing ones should be 

phased out” vs “developing in-state natural resources creates in-state jobs and costs less than 

importing materials from elsewhere in the U.S. and Canada.” 
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When the elites demand “environmental justice” for people of color, ask them (using the San 

Francisco Bay Area as an example) what any of that has to do with why we can’t build homes on 

the eastern slopes of the Mt. Hamilton Range, or in San Jose’s Coyote Valley, or along the I-280 

corridor in the Santa Cruz mountains. Ask them why they’re paying 60% of their income for rent 

or a mortgage, when California has 163,000 square miles of land and is nearly empty. Ask why 

money that is being spent on high speed rail, using imported materials, isn’t instead being used to 

create high paying jobs in road and infrastructure projects that will actually improve lives. Ask 

why thousands of people aren’t working in high paying jobs in mining and quarrying, so building 

materials can cost less. 

For aggressive reformers, good questions are plentiful. What have California’s elites done for 

working families? Have they gotten you better jobs? Have they nurtured robust and competitive 

housing markets to lower the price of a home? Have they widened the freeways? Have they 

enabled competition to drive down the cost-of-living? Have they made your communities safe 

and prosperous and affordable? Have they done anything other than bribe your so-called leaders 

with campaign contributions so they’ll do what they’re told? 

It comes down to this: These purported spokespersons for true environmentalist values have 

become personally successful by fomenting environmentalist panic, but they do not represent the 

best interests of ordinary Californians, and they do not articulate a realistic or practical vision of 

environmentalism. 

California’s elite has declared war on the working class. They have used race as a distraction, 

and extreme environmentalism as the phony moral justification for their self-serving policies. 

They must be exposed. 

The Moral High Ground 

This fact – that the rhetoric of California’s elite does not translate into a better quality of life for 

the people they govern – is the core moral argument against current policies. Across virtually 

every issue, the policies of the elites are failing ordinary Californians. Pouring money into public 

schools has not helped students. Raising taxes has not improved services. Expanding college 

curricula that replace academic rigor with what amounts to political indoctrination has not 

improved employment opportunities for graduates. And creating artificial scarcity in the name of 

saving the planet has not helped the planet, but it has impoverished millions of California’s most 

economically vulnerable residents. 

In claiming the moral high ground, reformers can use the same rhetoric the elites have employed 

for decades, and by doing so will find the elites have already done much of their work for them. 

The seditious goal of making California friendlier to small businesses, with more affordable 

housing, more affordable energy, better jobs and better schools is furthered by reminding 

Californians what the elites have done. They have engaged in one of the biggest cons of all time, 

enriching themselves at the expense of the average worker. 
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Once the issues of race and environmentalism are exposed as overstated issues, overemphasized 

in order to manipulate the electorate, then the resentment the elites have inculcated in their 

constituents can be turned against them. 

Pro-growth policies don’t have to rely on terminology that has been tainted by the status-quo 

elites. “Free market,” “Libertarian,” “Conservative,” “Classical liberal,” etc. have seductive 

appeal for many ideologically driven reformers, but they have limited value in California 

politics. Reformers have to supplement their vocabulary, borrowing more from the left than from 

the right. The values and slogans that the ruling class has invested decades in inculcating in the 

minds of Californians can be used against them, because these elites have engaged in rank 

hypocrisy. Terms such as “social justice” and “equity” now have tremendous value to reformers, 

because reform policies will further those goals, whereas the policies implemented by 

California’s elite have condemned ordinary people to poverty. 

Examples of using terms popular with the left to advance reformer causes: 

Social justice – charter schools, teacher accountability 

Civil Rights – the right to a quality education in a school chosen by parents 

Equity – competitive land development to create affordable housing 

Micro-aggression – countless taxes, hidden taxes, fees and regulations 

Fairness – prices for energy and water competitive with other states 

Progressive – pension benefits with lower percentage formulas for highly paid public employees 

Diversity – college curricula that embrace conservative as well as liberal values 

Anti-Discrimination – merit based, color blind criteria for hiring and college admissions 

A pragmatic, centrist ideology that co-opts the rhetoric of the status-quo elites to attack the ruling 

class can resist being pigeonholed as left or right, or conservative or socialist. We are 

pragmatists. We are pro-growth, pro-job Californians and our policies will lead to prosperity, 

affordable housing, affordable utilities, affordable education, and social justice and equity for all 

Californians, and not just the elites. 

Ed Ring has over 20 years’ experience in business and politics, primarily with start-up and early 

stage organizations. From 2010 through 2016, he was Executive Director, then President of the 

California Policy Center. From 2007 through July 2010, in partnership with AlwaysOn Media, 

Ring designed and launched their “GoingGreen” conferences, held in San Francisco and 
Boston, attracting clean technology entrepreneurs and investors from around the world. This 

article first appeared in the California Policy Center Latest California News of November 22, 

2017. 
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SUPPORT COLAB!                                                                                                                            

PLEASE COMPLETE THE 

MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM                           

ON THE LAST PAGE BELOW 

 

 

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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MIKE BROWN ADVOCATES BEFORE THE BOS 

 

  

VICTOR DAVIS HANSON ADDRESSES A COLAB MIXER 

  

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://i.ytimg.com/vi/T17uSFpWkcw/mqdefault.jpg&imgrefurl=https://calcoastnews.com/2016/07/slo-county-supervisors-put-sales-tax-ballot/&docid=OUqi0WLMze01uM&tbnid=ql40TXlQtctTiM:&vet=1&w=320&h=180&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwif6I7UuL7VAhVkqFQKHUqaAcc4ZBAzCDsoNTA1&iact=c&ictx=1
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://i.ytimg.com/vi/HfU-cXA7I8E/maxresdefault.jpg&imgrefurl=https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HfU-cXA7I8E&docid=HSEK4W0x1Civ2M&tbnid=NICVGZqZ5lbcVM:&vet=10ahUKEwikrJ-euL7VAhVrjVQKHaCPD_sQMwg5KBMwEw..i&w=1280&h=720&bih=643&biw=1366&q=colab san luis obispo&ved=0ahUKEwikrJ-euL7VAhVrjVQKHaCPD_sQMwg5KBMwEw&iact=mrc&uact=8
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DAN WALTERS EXPLAINS SACTO MACHINATIONS AT A COLAB FORUM 

See the presentation at the link: https://youtu.be/eEdP4cvf-zA    

  

AUTHOR & NATIONALLY SYNDICATED COMMENTATOR BEN SHAPIRO 

APPEARED AT A COLAB ANNUAL DINNER 

 

 

 

  

https://youtu.be/eEdP4cvf-zA
http://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://cloudfront.mediamatters.org/static/images/item/benshapiro-fox2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://mediamatters.org/blog/2013/06/27/breitbartcoms-shapiro-imagines-churches-will-no/194656&h=596&w=924&tbnid=EJgjcBHeHP0_yM:&zoom=1&docid=jg6l7tHrajWRPM&ei=i2WHVJLMFdHtoASbxYDIBw&tbm=isch&ved=0CFIQMygVMBU&iact=rc&uact=3&dur=498&page=2&start=10&ndsp=21
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