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  COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO              

WEEK OF MAY 7 - 13, 2017 

 

 

 

 

THIS WEEK 
 

POWERPOINTS SHOWING UP WITH AGENDA 

MATERIALS                                                                                                

A GREAT FIRST STEP TO IMPROVE TRANSPARENCY BY THE 

BOARD MAJORITY                                                                                     

(HILL AND GIBSON ACTUALLY OPPOSED THE REFORM) 
 

ANNUAL AGRICULTURAL CROP REPORT TO 

BE PRESENTED 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION TO HOLD 

WORKSHOP ON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

RESTRICTION DEVICE                                                                                  

THEY NEED TO GET STRATEGIC AND FIGURE OUT HOW TO 

OVERCOME BARRIERS – NOT JUST WALLOW IN THE 

REGULATORY SWAMP 

 
 

LAST WEEK 

 

 INTERIM PLANNING DIRECTOR HIRED FROM 

OUTSIDE 
NATIONAL SEARCH UNDERWAY FOR PERMANENT DIR.  
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$3 MILLION SALINAS RIVER BASIN STUDY 

APPROVED                                                           
IMPACT NOT SO CLEAR – MORE DATA/MORE TROUBLE?  

 

ATASCADERO/TEMPLETON GROUNDWATER 

SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY FORMED 

 

135,000 ACRE SAN JUAN – SHANDON WATER 

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT VOTE APPROVED 

 

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH  
                  (SEE PAGE 15)                      

 

California Squashes Its Young 

The Golden State’s suffocating economic 

policies are driving out a new generation. 

BY JOEL KOTKIN & WENDELL COX 

 

CALIFORNIANS IN THEIR 20S AND 30S ARE 

BEING LOCKED OUT OF HOMEOWNERSHIP       

This Is How To Change That 

By Brian Hanlon 

 

https://www.city-journal.org/contributor/joel-kotkin_107
https://www.city-journal.org/contributor/wendell-cox_671
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ANNOUNCEMENT 

  

 

 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, May 8, 2017 (Scheduled) 

 

 

Light Week: There appear to be no policy matters of significance on this agenda. Note that 

PowerPoints are beginning to show up with the agenda items. See the discussion below related to 

the Annual Crop Report as an illustration. 
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Item 19 - 2016 Crop Report.  Each year the County Agriculture Commissioner prepares a 

statistical report on the direct sales value of various crops for the prior year. We were pleased to 

note that the Agricultural Commissioner is the 2nd department head to comply with the Board’s 

directive that PowerPoint presentations that will be part of the official Board consideration be 

included in the publicly distributed agenda package. Last week Public Works included a 

PowerPoint on the formation of a new cooperative water management entity (the 

Atascadero/Templeton GSA) in its attachments.  In prior years the public would not have seen 

the two slides to the right below in advance. 

 

 

Here, at a glance, the Board and public 

can see how important wine grapes and 

strawberries are to the County economy. 

As the Board considers future regulation 

on tasting rooms, wine related events, and 

permits vertical integration of winemaking (crushing, bottling, shipping, etc.), the public will be 

informed with the background. This allows the public a chance to study the matter at hand in 

advance and to become more enlightened about upcoming issues and the Board’s actions. 

 

Thanks to the new Board majority for a first step in improving transparency!  As a 

footnote, we hear that the California State Association of Counties (CSAC) has advised members 

at some of its sessions that failure to include the PowerPoints in the published agenda materials 
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is actually a Brown act (California Open Meeting Law) violation. Is it possible that many of the 

major actions taken by the County in recent years are null and void because extensive 

PowerPoints used during the deliberations were never noticed and were only available during the 

actual meetings? The public had no ability to know what was coming and to prepare.   

 

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, May 11, 2017 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 4 –Workshop on the Resource Management System (RMS). The RMS is a non-rigorous 

hodgepodge of data used ultimately to impose water moratoria, forestall housing development, 

and otherwise curtail investment in the future.  It is a kind of self-fulfilling prophecy system. It is 

one of the devices used to support the County’s overarching so-called “smart growth” policy, 

which is really a no growth policy. The write-up states that this agenda item is to be a study 

session on the RMS but does not specify what potential outcomes might be the purpose of the 

study session. 

 

1. Is it to look at the RMS and assess its usefulness? 

2. Or is it to simply ratify staff recommendations for ultimate passage by the Supervisors to 

impose more restrictions in various parts of the County? 

  

Accordingly, before wandering aimlessly into the staff created swamp, the Commission should 

stop and spend some item talking about its overall strategy and potential direction. By way of 

background the staff recaps the purpose of the RMS:  

 

The Resource Management System (RMS) focuses on collecting data in order to avoid and 

correct resource deficiencies with regard to five essential resources: water supply, sewage 

disposal, schools, roads, and air quality. This information is compiled every two years in 

Biennial Resource Summary Report (RSR) that guides decisions about balancing development 

with the resources necessary to sustain such development. It focuses on collecting data, 

identifying resource problems, and recommending solutions. The RMS contains “triggers” to 

implement certain actions such as conservation or construction measures to avoid or correct 

resource deficiencies. These triggers are designated as Levels of Severity I, II and III, and are 

tied to generalized time frames to construct improvements or to enhance declining resources. 

The Resource Management System is explained in more detail in the Land Use Element – 

Framework for Planning, Chapter 3.  

 

Population growth and concomitant development are juxtaposed with analysis of resource 

availability to determine which areas should remain shut down or be shut down in the future. The 

key “resources” or problem areas assessed include: 

 

1. Water availability 

2. Sewage disposal capacity 

3. Road level of service (on the standard A-F scale) – particularly arterials and freeway    

interchanges. 

4. Parks 

5. School classrooms/overcrowding. 
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6. Air Pollution.  

 

The whole system is based on the 1970’ planning fad of “resource based management,” which 

later became known as “sustainability.” The deliberately limiting theory is basically that there 

are too many people on the planet; resources such as minerals water, food, energy, etc., are being 

used up too fast; and therefore governments must intervene to prevent an ultimate disaster. 

 

During the late 90’s, the issue of global warming driven by greenhouse gas emissions further 

solidified the strategy. Underpinning the entire theory are doctrines of Social Darwinism and 

Malthusian population explosion. All of this has been packaged into contemporary zoning and 

environmental laws and then shoved down to the local level to determine if, for example, the 

village of Cambria has reached it ultimate and proper size and density (which it may have). If 

Cambria is of optimum size and other areas are maxed out, then what is the County’s plan to 

absorb the additional 46,000 people who are expected here by 2040?  

 

The flaw is that the system is based on a view of the universe that resources are ultimately 

immutably limited. This view ignores the progress of science, technology, agriculture, 

metallurgy, forestry, and so forth. The RMS constrains the ability to properly plan in a way that 

takes advantage of progress in many fields because it focuses the entire discussion on limits 

rather than a view of how to foster growing abundance, freedom, and progress. 

 

It tiers off the county population forecast and then “analyzes” issues in each geographic area. 

  

  

     
  

 

Essentially the chart forecasts that the total County population will grow by about 46,000 

between 2016 and 2040 (24 years). This would be about 1,916 new people each year. Note that 

in the period 2010-2016 the growth has averaged only 899 new people per year or less than ½ 

the forecast rate. The Commission should ask the staff to explain the discrepancy. 
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The data does not break down the distribution between the incorporated cities and the 

unincorporated county. The Commission should ask the staff to break this out by each city and 

the unincorporated county. Just exactly what is the unincorporated projected growth and just 

what is the projected annual rate.  With all the moratoria, can there be any real growth at all?  

 

What is the impact of the closure of the Diablo Nuclear Power Plant going to be on the projected 

growth as the negative economic multipliers erase thousands of jobs? 

 

Once it has investigated the facts, the Commission should do some real planning work as 

follows: 

 

1. Recommendations should be provided to the Board of Supervisors to insure that the people are 

housed. 

 

2. Recommendations should be provided to the Board of Supervisors to eliminate the current 

housing deficit. 

 

3. The aggregate and specific water demands for the new households should be determined. 

 

4. The steps required to provide this should be undertaken. 

 

5. On the other hand and in light of the shaky data and the impending Diablo closure, the 

Commission should recommend that the Board of Supervisors junk the whole RMS process. In 

addition, get rid of the obsolete and limiting bureaucrats and bring in some folks who can 

imagine a vibrant future including how to replace the economic benefits of Diablo, generate new 

water supplies, generate revenue to fix and expand the road system, and expand the housing 

market. 

 

 

Item 7 - Amendments to the Woodlands Specific Plan.  The staff recommends that the 

Commission approve the request for amendment of the Woodlands Specific Plan to change a 

4.57-acre parcel in the village center from Commercial Services/Business Park (CS/BP) to 

Office and Professional (OP) to allow for the development of an assisted living and memory care 

facility or other potential uses compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and to reduce the 

maximum number of allowed resort rooms from 500 to 400. The Commission would forward its 

action as recommendation to the Board of Supervisors, which has the final authority. 

 

So far, there does not seem to be any substantial opposition. The developers will have to 

guarantee as a condition of approval that prospective residents will be provided with a notice that 

the area is subject to blowing dunes dust and PM10  particulate. They will also have to provide 

notice that the project is near an oil refinery (Phillips 66). 

 

They should also notify them (if they are from out of state) that the Legislature is considering a 

40% estate tax upon their death. Welcome to the Beautiful Woodlands! Now please hurry up and 

die so we can fatten Sacramento further. 
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Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) Meeting of Thursday, 

May 11 and Friday, May 12, 2017, Board Headquarters, San Luis Obispo (Scheduled) 

 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 

Thursday, May 11, 2017, 9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.  
Friday, May 12, 2017, 9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.  

 
Central Coast Water Board Offices 

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 
San Luis Obispo 

  

 

Item 16 - Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program – This Item Will Be Heard on Friday.  The 

Water Board will receive a report on how the program is going. The write-up doesn’t contain any 

information about the actual results. It simply reiterates the requirements. It refers to the 

informational document displayed below. We enclose it for the purpose informing the public 

about the complex and a costly requirement that is placed on agriculture in regard to this 

program. It’s worth scrolling through in order to get a flavor for what has been imposed. Click 
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on some of the Blue Highlighted regulatory documents on the following pages. You will get a 

real flavor of what Ag is up against. 

 

 

You can receive irrigated lands program updates by e-mail. 
Subscribe online: Agricultural Discharges 

ANNOUNCEMENTS  

NOTICE: NEW AGRICULTURAL ORDER APPROVED AND IN EFFECT 

The Central Coast Water Board approved a new Agricultural Order on March 8, 2017. This is a three-year 

Agricultural Order which must be replaced by March 7, 2020. The new Agricultural Order is the third 

Agricultural Order adopted in the central coast region, so is referred to as Ag Order 3.0. 

Ag Order 3.0 requires groundwater monitoring in 2017 and also expands the Total Nitrogen Applied reporting 

requirement. Please review the highlights of these two requirements below. 

We will provide additional information soon, such as an updated compliance calendar, information about 

workshop opportunities, and more. 

GROUNDWATER MONITORING 

Groundwater well monitoring is required in 2017. Growers must sample: 1) primary irrigation well located on 

each ranch, and 2) all domestic wells located on the assessor parcel numbers where the ranch is located. Two 

rounds of sampling from all required wells are due in 2017. The first sample from each required well must be 

drawn from March-June 2017 and the second sample from September-December 2017. Groundwater 

samples must be collected by a qualified third party, such as a consultant, technician or person conducting 

cooperative monitoring on behalf of the grower. As in Ag Order 2.0, laboratory analysis must be conducted by a 

State certified laboratory that can coordinate with the grower to submit the sampling results electronically using 

the Water Board’s GeoTracker electronic deliverable format (known as EDF). 

For more information about groundwater monitoring requirements, please see any of the Monitoring and 

Reporting Program documents below, Part 2 A and B. Groundwater monitoring guidance documents, including 

a list of qualified laboratories, will be available soon on this webpage in the Grower Workshops and Resources 

section. 

TOTAL NITROGEN APPLIED REPORTING 
The Total Nitrogen Applied reporting requirement is now expanded to include all Tier 2 and Tier 3 ranches that 
grow any crop with a high potential of loading nitrogen to groundwater. These “high risk” crops include the 
following: beet, broccoli, cabbage, cauliflower, celery, Chinese cabbage (Napa), collard, endive, kale, leek, 
lettuce (leaf and head), mustard, onion (dry and green), spinach, strawberry, pepper (fruiting), and parsley. If 
any of these crops are grown on your ranch, then a Total Nitrogen Applied report is required for all crops grown 
on the ranch. 

The first Total Nitrogen Applied report for Ag Order 3.0 is due on March 1, 2018. You will need to report the 

Total Nitrogen Applied to all crops harvested on the ranch during the 2017 calendar year. Make sure to track all 

nitrogen applied from fertilizers, compost, and other materials to each crop; track the total volume of irrigation 

water applied to the ranch; sample your irrigation water for nitrate; and sample your soil for nitrogen, so you 

can accurately report on March 1, 2018. 

For more information on Total Nitrogen Applied reporting, please see the Monitoring and Reporting Program for 

Tier 2 or Tier 3 ranches below, Part 2C. Total Nitrogen Applied reporting instructions and forms are available 

on this webpage in the Grower Workshops and Resources section. 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/resources/email_subscriptions/reg3_subscribe.shtml
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DOCUMENTS: APPROVED AG ORDER 3.0 AND MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAMS 

 Ag Order 3.0 (Agricultural Order No. R3-2017-0002) 

 Tier 1 Monitoring and Reporting Program (Order No. R3-2017-0002-01)         

 Tier 2 Monitoring and Reporting Program (Order No. R3-2017-0002-02)     

 Tier 3 Monitoring and Reporting Program (Order No. R3-2017-0002-03)       

 Attachment A-Additional Findings (of Agricultural Order No. R3-2017-0002) 

Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program Overview 

The Central Coast Water Board regulates discharges from irrigated agricultural lands to protect surface water 
and groundwater, using a permit called a Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements that applies to 
owners and operators of irrigated land used for commercial crop production. The Central Coast Water Board is 
focusing on priority water quality issues, such as pesticides and toxicity, nutrients, and sediments – especially 
nitrate impacts to drinking water sources. Staff is prioritizing efforts in the major agricultural areas of the region 
- the Salinas River, Santa Maria, and Pajaro River watersheds. 

 Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program Operational Measures 

 Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program Contacts 

 State Water Board's Agriculture - Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program Website  

How do I enroll in the Agricultural Order and identify my farm/ranch tier? 

Enroll Agricultural Operations and Farms/Ranches - electronic Notice of Intent (eNOI) 
All owners and operators of irrigated land used for commercial crop production must submit an electronic 
Notice of Intent (eNOI) to enroll their operation and all individual farms/ranches. In addition, owners and 
operators must keep the information in the eNOI complete and up-to-date. Growers can also view which Tier 
their farm is in by accessing their eNOI.  
 
Click here for more information and a link to the Electronic NOI Submittal and Update Tool. 
 
Farm/Ranch Tier Review 
Growers may request that Water Board staff review the tier assigned to their individual Farm/Ranch if the 
grower determines that the farmer/ranch meets the criteria for a specific tier, other than the tier that was 
assigned, because the tier that was assigned was based on incorrect information. 
 
To request a Tier Review, growers must submit a completed Tier Review Request Form, including any 
necessary documentation. The Farm/Ranch will remain in the assigned tier and must comply with the 
requirements for that tier until such time as the Executive Officer notifies the growers that the farm/ranch tier 
has been changed. Tier Review Requests are an item for which interested persons may request discretionary 
review.  See Items for Discretionary Review below. 
 
Tier Review Request Form  
 
Note: The Agricultural Order also provides that a grower may submit a request to the Executive Officer to 
approve transfer to a lower tier based on a lower level of waste discharge and lower threat to water quality. For 
these requests, see page 17, Part A. Condition 18 in the Agricultural Order.  
 
Annual Compliance Form  
Growers with Tier 2 and Tier 3 Farms must also submit an Annual Compliance Form. The Annual Compliance 
Form is available online and can be accessed with the electronic-Notice of Intent (eNOI) by logging into 
GeoTracker.  Instructions and sample form are available below in the Grower Workshops and Resources 
section.  

How do I terminate my enrollment in the Agricultural Order?  

Terminate Enrollment - Notice of Termination Forms 
If you no longer own or operate irrigated land for commercial crop production and which to terminate coverage 
under the Agricultural Order for your operation, you must update your electronic Notice of Intent and complete 
a Notice of Termination. In addition, the owner or operator must notify the succeeding owner or operator of the 

COLAB NOTE: CLICK ON THE 

TIER 1 (THE EASIEST) TO SEE 

HOW BAD THIS IS. SCROLL 

DOWN – YOU WON’T 

BELIEVE IT.                                      

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/ag_order3/ag_order3.0_approved.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/ag_order3/ag_order3.0_mrp_t1_approved.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/ag_order3/ag_order3.0_mrp_t2_approved.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/ag_order3/ag_order3.0_mrp_t3_approved.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/ag_order3/ag_order3.0_att_a_approved.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/final_operational_measures_ag_land.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/contacts_map_dec2014.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/agriculture/
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/noi_submittal.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/noi_submittal.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/noi_submittal.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/index.shtml#discretionary
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/tierreviewrequest.pdf
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existence of the Agricultural Order by letter and provide a copy of to the Water Board.  
 
Notice of Termination - Operation 
 
Notice of Termination - Individual Farm/Ranch  

Cooperative Groundwater Monitoring Programs 

The Agricultural Order and MRP provide landowners and operators the option to comply with groundwater 
monitoring requirements by either sampling groundwater wells individually on their agricultural operations, or by 
joining a groundwater cooperative monitoring program approved by the Executive Officer. There are 
advantages and disadvantages to both the individual and cooperative groundwater monitoring options 
(including cost and responsibilities).  Individual landowners and operators should evaluate the options carefully 
and choose the option that best fits their specific situation.  
 
The Executive Officer has approved the following two cooperative groundwater monitoring programs: 
 
1. Central Coast Groundwater Coalition (CCGC)  

 Workplan 

 Approval 
2. Santa Rosa Creek Valley Cooperative Groundwater Monitoring Program 
 
The Executive Officer’s approval or denial of a cooperative groundwater monitoring program is an item for 
which interested persons may request discretionary review.  See Items for Discretionary Review below. 

Water Quality Monitoring Data 

Surface Water Data and Reports:  

 Cooperative Monitoring Program Reports (2008 - Present) 

 Cooperative Monitoring Program Site Fact Sheets (2008) 

 Central Coast Water Quality Preservation, Inc (CCWQP) manages the Cooperative Monitoring Program 
(CMP) on behalf of irrigated agriculture throughout the Central Coast. The CCWQP Executive Director is 
Kirk Schmidt, at (831) 750-5449, and the Technical Program Manager is Sarah Greene Lopez, at (831) 
331-9051.  

 Central Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP): Monitoring Program 

 CCAMP - Agricultural Surface Water Assessment Summary (2011) 

 Report on Surface Water and Groundwater Quality Conditions in Agricultural Areas (2011) 
Groundwater Data Reports: 

 GeoTracker – Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment Program 

 Northern Counties Groundwater Characterization, Salinas Valley, Pajaro Valley and Gilroy-Holister Valley 
(2015) 

 Southern Counties Groundwater Quality Characterization Report (2015) 

Items for Discretionary Review 

Agricultural Order R3-2017-0002 identifies specific items for which interested persons may seek discretionary 

review by the Regional Board. These items include the following:  

1. Executive Officer’s Determination to Approve or Deny Tier Changes 
2. Executive Officer’s Determination  to Require a Transfer to a Higher Tier 
3. Executive Officer’s Approval or Denial of a Cooperative Groundwater Monitoring Program 
4. Executive Officer’s Approval or Denial of A Third Party Project or Program 

The State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards use electronic subscription mailing lists (aka: listservs) 
for sending information to interested parties. If you would like to receive email notification when the Items for 
Discretionary Review list has been updated, please visit the following web-page and subscribe to the email list 

   

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/resources4growers/not_operation.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/resources4growers/not_ranch_farm.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/2017_ccgc%20cooperative_monitoring_proposal04_03_17_v3.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/2017ccgc_coop_approval.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/santa_rosa_creek2017.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/index.shtml#discretionary
http://www.ccamp.org/ccamp/Reports.html#AgReports
http://waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/water_qual_monitoring.shtml
http://www.ccwqp.org/
mailto:kschmidt@ccwqp.org
mailto:sgreene@ccwqp.org
http://www.ccamp.org/
http://www.ccamp.net/ag/index.php/Main_Page
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/board_info/agendas/2011/march/Item_14/14_att7.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/gama/geotracker_gama.shtml
http://waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/no_co_characterization%20rpt_06012015_final.pdf
http://waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/so_%20co_characterization_rpt_07302015.pdf
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titled “Ag Order Items for Discretionary Review.”  
 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/resources/email_subscriptions/reg3_subscribe.shtml  
 
A list of items for Discretionary Review is provided below. Interested Parties will be allowed 30 days to seek 
discretionary review by the Regional Board. Interested Parties seeking discretionary review must send their 
request in writing, postmarked no later than 30 days from the date of the List of Items for Discretionary Review 
notice, to: 
 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Attention:  Board Chair (c/o Executive Officer) 
895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 
San Luis Obispo, CA  93401 
 
List of Items for Discretionary Review - Updated April 11, 2017 

The List of Items for Discretionary Review includes the following items: 

1. Santa Rosa Creek Valley Groundwater Monitoring Cooperative 
2. Central Coast Groundwater Coalition workplan and approval 

Agricultural Regulatory Program Enforcement  

Administrative Civil Liabilities:  

  
Notice of Violation:  
 

Note that all this costly and time consuming paper work is just one huge realm of regulation. 

Pesticides; animal feed and medicine requirements; water use (SGMA) – as opposed to water 

quality; machinery; air quality; and extensive labor laws also mandating extensive data 

accumulation, reporting, and cost. It’s a wonder that we have any food to eat at all.  

 

 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS  
 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, May 2, 2017 (Completed) 

 

 

In general the meeting was very brief.  In fact most of the time was expended on recognizing 

civic groups, employees, and people who have made contributions to the community. The 

consent calendar went very fast, general public comment was light, and the one Board business 

item was dealt with quickly.  

 

 

Item 2 - Drought Report.  There was no Board comment or discussion of this item. 

 

Background:  The staff is seeking ways to maintain the drought emergency even though the 

Governor has declared that the drought emergency is over. The point is that once regulations are 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/resources/email_subscriptions/reg3_subscribe.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/items_disc_rvw/r3_ILRP_discretionaryreview_april2017_fin.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/items_disc_rvw/r3_ILRP_discretionaryreview_april2017_fin.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/santa_rosa_creek2017.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/2017_ccgc%20cooperative_monitoring_proposal04_03_17_v3.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/ag_waivers/docs/2017ccgc_coop_approval.pdf
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adopted they never go away, and the ultimate purpose is to erode your property rights and 

devalue everything so that the government can take it all over. The perpetuation of the drought is 

yet another example of this strategy. 

 

Item 3 - Interim Planning Director.  The item passed on consent. There was no discussion of 

the recruitment process for a permanent director. It is unknown what the Board and CEO are 

seeking in terms of skills, experience, and accomplishments for the permanent executive.  

Apparently Mr. Rose (the interim Director) had a vacation planned prior to being approached by 

the county and will be off for a while because the travel arrangements had already been made. 

 

Background:  The Board appointed Marvin Rose, the former Public Works Director of 

Sunnyvale as interim Planning and Building Director while it conducts a national search for a 

permanent director. Jim Bergman, who had served as director for several years, resigned to 

become City Manager of Arroyo Grande. He had been a Planner in Arroyo Grande some years 

ago. Rose served as the County’s interim Community Services Director in 2015. 

 

 

Item 8 - Owner/voters approve Shandon San Juan Water District.  The Board ratified the 

votes on the approval of formation of the new district and its Board of Directors on consent.  

 

Background:  The district is being created to allow the owners to control the planning and 

implementation of the SGMA plan for their area. The election official had to certify the vote, 

which in turn was approved by the Board of Supervisors. Final formation is still subject to Prop 

218 assessment vote, which is likely to be approved since all the members are volunteers who 

support the district formation. 

  

  

Item 17 - Salinas River Study.  This item was also approved on consent without question or 

discussion. 

 

Background:  The County will partner with the United States Department of Interior, Bureau of 

Reclamation, to conduct a $3,320,288 basin study of the Salinas and Carmel Rivers. The cost 

sharing is 50/50. The County has been deemed to have already generated most of its share 

because of the prior Paso Basin studies which it has completed, including a supplemental water 

supply options study and the Paso Basin groundwater model, which has had several iterations. 

 

Of more concern is how will the data from the study be used to affect future County water 

policy? In this regard the write-up states in part: 

 

 Technical analysis to integrate multiple models. 

 

 Estimating hydrologic scenarios under variable climate scenarios consistently 

across basins.  

 

 Updating water balance information under future scenarios consistent with SGMA 

requirements (e.g. at least a 50-year horizon.)  



14 
 

 

 Developing adaptation and mitigation strategies to meet current and future water 

demands in a way that considers the relationships between neighboring basins, 

facilitates negotiations between Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) and 

identifies additional opportunities utilizing Salinas Dam and Reservoir.  

 

 Providing the structure for inter-GSA coordination on technical issues. 
 

 

Item 28 - Atascadero Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA). The Board approved the 

item 4/0 with Supervisor Pescshong recused because he lives within the boundary of the area. 

There was some discussion including a couple of technical questions. Gibson slightly edged up 

on the question of the County paying for SGMA costs with Water District and/or General Fund 

dollars but let it drop in this case. 

 

Background:  Per the State Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), the Board is voting on 

adoption of a memorandum of agreement (MOA) creating the new GSA. 

 

  
  

The structure and membership are illustrated in the diagram above. Voting and funding are per 

the table below: 
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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  

 

CALIFORNIA SQUASHES ITS YOUNG 

The Golden State’s suffocating economic policies are 

driving out a new generation. 

BY JOEL KOTKIN & WENDELL COX 

In this era of anti-Trump resistance, many progressives see California as a model of 

enlightenment. The Golden State’s post-2010 recovery has won plaudits in the progressive press 

from the New York Times’s Paul Krugman, among others. Yet if one looks at the effects of the 

state’s policies on key Democratic constituencies— millennials, minorities, and the poor—the 

picture is dismal. A recent United Way study found that close to one-third of state residents can 

barely pay their bills, largely due to housing costs. When adjusted for these costs, California 

leads all states—even historically poor Mississippi—in the percentage of its people living in 

poverty. 

California is home to 77 of the country’s 297 most “economically challenged” cities, based on 

poverty and unemployment levels. The population of these cities totals more than 12 million. In 

his new book on the nation’s urban crisis, author Richard Florida ranks three California 

metropolitan areas—Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San Diego— among the five most unequal 

in the nation. California, with housing prices 230 percent above the national average, is home to 

many of the nation’s most unaffordable urban areas, including not only the predictably expensive 

large metros but also smaller cities such as Santa Cruz, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo. 

Unsurprisingly, the state’s middle class is disappearing the fastest of any state. 

California’s young population is particularly challenged. As we spell out in our new report from 

Chapman University and the California Association of Realtors, California has the third-lowest 

percentage of people aged 25 to 34 who own their own homes—only New York and Hawaii’s 

https://www.city-journal.org/contributor/joel-kotkin_107
https://www.city-journal.org/contributor/wendell-cox_671
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-meyerson-why-calif-is-so-blue-20150821-story.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/07/25/opinion/paul-krugman-california-tax-left-coast-rising.html
https://www.unitedwaysca.org/realcost
http://www.census.gov/hhes/povmeas/methodology/supplemental/overview.html
http://www.census.gov/hhes/povmeas/methodology/supplemental/overview.html
http://www.nationalresourcenetwork.org/en/Document/306226/Hidden_in_Plain_Sight_Why_Californias_Economically_Challenged_Cities_Matter
https://www.citylab.com/politics/2017/04/new-urban-crisis-index/521037/?utm_source=nl__link3_041317
http://247wallst.com/special-report/2015/01/22/states-where-the-middle-class-is-dying/
http://www.chapman.edu/wilkinson/_files/CDPFadingInside.pdf
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are lower. In San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San Diego, the 25-to-34 homeownership rates 

range from 19.6 percent to 22.6 percent—40 percent or more below the national average. 

No big surprise, then, that California’s millennials are more likely to stay at home with Mom and 

Dad into their thirties. Approximately 47 percent of Americans aged 18 to 34 lived with parents 

or other relatives in 2015, according to the American Community Survey—but in California, the 

figure is 54 percent. California’s younger generation, particularly in the cities, seems 

increasingly destined to live as renters. 

The biggest losers from California’s housing crisis are, ironically, the very people whom 

progressives claim to care about most: the poor and minorities, who also constitute most 

millennials. Hispanics, now approaching a majority of the state’s population, account for 43 

percent of the 25-to-34 cohort. Rates of homeownership for African-American and Hispanic 

Californians have dropped at four times the rate of Asians and non-Hispanic whites in the last 10 

years, while minority homeownership in the Golden State now lags most of the country, notably 

Texas and the southeast. 

Much of this can be traced to California’s long-standing bias against suburban development. 

Reducing greenhouse-gas emissions remains an obsession. But unless the rest of the country (or 

the world) adopts California’s strict emissions rules, the state’s regulations are likely to have 

little or no impact on climate change. Recently passed legislation will make things worse by 

imposing even more stringent regulations on greenhouse gases, mandating a 40 percent cut from 

1990 levels by 2030. This represents the ratcheting up of a regulatory regime that will slow 

California’s already-torpid rate of issuing building permits, which is well below the national 

average. 

California’s housing policies pose a profound long-term threat to the state’s social stability and 

economic viability. The state has seen a net loss of about 1.7 million domestic migrants since 

2000. After slowing during the Great Recession and its aftermath, out-migration is again 

growing, even in the booming Bay Area. Some 29,000 more people left the Bay Area than 

arrived in 2016. The San Francisco metropolitan area saw net migration plunge from plus-15,000 

in 2013 to minus-12,000 three years later. 

Contrary to some reports, the people leaving California are not predominantly poor and 

uneducated. IRS data show that California’s outmigration between 2013 and 2014 was 

concentrated among middle-aged people with higher average incomes than households that 

stayed in California or moved there. This trend contrasts dramatically with Texas, arguably the 

state’s strongest economic competitor. 

Here again, new policies will only make things worse. The Bay Area’s 2040 regional plan calls 

for concentrating 75 percent of new housing development on barely 5 percent of the region’s 

developed land mass. One alternative plan assumes that 78 percent of new housing in the Bay 

http://www.ucsusa.org/press/2016/assembly-passes-bill-extend-california-s-landmark-climate-program-fight-isn-t-over#.V72uWfkrKUk
http://www.dailynews.com/opinion/20160718/whos-leaving-california-not-who-you-think-thomas-elias.
http://www.newgeography.com/content/005380-the-states-gaining-and-losing-the-most-migrants-and-money.
http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/Draft-Preferred-Scenario.html
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Area would be multi-family and 22 percent single-family (detached and attached). The regional 

Air Quality Agency has drawn up intrusive plans, seeking to levy tolls on all freeways, ban gas 

stoves, and urge less meat consumption. 

Young people overwhelmingly prefer single-family houses, which represent 80 percent of home 

purchases nationwide for people under 35. If millennials continue their current rate of savings, 

notes one study, they would need 28 years to qualify for a median-priced house in San 

Francisco—but only five years in Charlotte and just three in Atlanta. This may be one reason, 

notes a recent ULI report, why 74 percent of Bay Area millennials are considering moving out in 

the next five years. 

Regional planners and commercial chambers should indeed look to California as a model—of 

exactly what not to do. The state’s large metro areas are no longer hot growth spots for 

millennials, who are flocking to suburbs and exurbs elsewhere. Since 2010, the biggest gains in 

millennial residents have been in low-density, comparatively affordable cities such as Orlando, 

Austin, and Nashville. Ultimately, the battle for California’s future—and much of Blue 

America’s—will turn on how these regions meet the challenge of providing housing and 

opportunities to a new generation of workers and young families. A California that works only 

for the wealthy and well-established is not sustainable. 

America’s “youth culture” was invented, more or less, in California in the 1960s, from the 

surfing spots of L.A. and Orange County to the countercultural hotbeds of the Bay Area. But 

today, California is turning on its young, with policies that ensure that most millennials will 

never fully “launch,” leaving many destined either to move elsewhere or become wards of an 

ever-expanding welfare state. The Golden State can still create an environment for growth and 

family formation—but only if it reclaims its historical role as the nation’s beacon of opportunity 

and youthful enthusiasm. 

Joel Kotkin is the presidential fellow in urban futures at Chapman University and executive 

director of the Center for Opportunity Urbanism. His new book is The Human City: Urbanism for 

the Rest of Us. Wendell Cox is the principal of Demographia, a public-policy consultancy, and a 

senior fellow at the Center for Opportunity Urbanism, based in Houston.This article first 

appeared in the Eye on the News section of City Journal on April 30, 2017. 

 

CALIFORNIANS IN THEIR 20S AND 30S ARE 

BEING LOCKED OUT OF HOMEOWNERSHIP  

This Is How To Change That 

By Brian Hanlon 

http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Bay-Area-air-quality-agency-tackles-climate-change-11084992.php
https://www.apartmentlist.com/rentonomics/millennials-and-homeownership-2016/
http://sf.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/47/2011/05/Bay-Area-in-2015-final.pdf
http://fivethirtyeight.com/datalab/think-millennials-prefer-the-city-think-again/
https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2015/nov/15/1966-trip-good-vibrations-pop-revolution
http://www.city-journal.org/contributor/joel-kotkin_107
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B01DV1YATQ/manhattaninstitu/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/B01DV1YATQ/manhattaninstitu/
http://www.city-journal.org/contributor/wendell-cox_671
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Construction site in Berkeley (Photo Credit: Mike Linksvayer/Flickr) 

 

As home prices rise and rents go up, the cause of California’s affordability crisis is becoming 

increasingly obvious: There isn’t enough housing for everyone. Why? Because communities 

won’t let builders build them. 

This isn’t just a problem for families living in poverty—or even close to poverty. For people like 

me, a thirty-something renter earning a moderate income in the Bay Area (where median home 

sale prices have climbed well over $1 million in many cities), there seems to be no foreseeable 

future that involves homeownership. 

And I’m certainly not alone. The growing YIMBY or Yes-In-My-Back-Yard Movement is full 

of people with my profile: renters in their 20s and 30s who are locked out of owning a home, 

struggling to pay rising rents, or living with housemates when we want to start families. We 

know our housing struggles are not the result of impersonal economic forces, or lack of 

individual effort, but derive from unenforced laws and bad policy decisions that have restricted 

housing growth for decades. 

We are not asking for public assistance. We are not asking for special treatment. We are just 

asking the Legislature—and our local leaders—to enforce existing laws and local plans so more 

homes get built, prices come back out of the stratosphere, and we have the opportunity to do 

what every generation before us has done: buy a house, settle down, and live the California 

dream. 

Why can’t builders build, and why hasn’t the Legislature fixed this problem? 

https://www.flickr.com/photos/mlinksva/21039704073/
https://www.trulia.com/blog/trends/elasticity-2016/


19 
 

California hasn’t run out of timber, I-beams, or skilled labor. No, our problems are political. 

Onerous, lengthy, and capricious local housing approval processes—often dominated by NIMBY 

groups opposed to any and all new housing—prevent developers and construction tradespeople 

from building the future. 

More than 100 housing bills are now under consideration in the Legislature, but very few will 

address this core issue: the need to streamline housing approvals and ensure every jurisdiction is 

building their fair share. (This point has also been made recently by the CA Economic Summit.) 

There are some notable exceptions, however, including two important new bills—SB 167 

(Skinner) and AB 678 (Bocanegra)—that will strengthen an existing law, the Housing 

Accountability Act, and limit the ability of municipalities to disapprove or downsize housing 

projects just because one of the neighbors doesn’t like it.   

This isn’t the first time state leaders have tried to do this, of course. The Legislature sought to 

curtail the power of NIMBY groups way back in 1982 when they passed the HAA, then known 

as the “anti-NIMBY law,” and it has been amended 15 times since then. In 1990 the law was 

substantially expanded to include a preamble that sounds like it was written yesterday. It reads in 

part, 

 (1) The lack of affordable housing is a critical problem which threatens the economic, 

environmental, and social quality of life in California. 

 (2) California housing has become the most expensive in the nation. The excessive cost 

of the state's housing supply is partially caused by activities and policies of many local 

governments which limit the approval of affordable housing, increase the cost of land for 

affordable housing, and require that high fees and exactions be paid by producers of 

potentially affordable housing. 

In 2001, the Legislature again amended the law and dropped the word “affordable” from its 

findings. Why? Because problems that once afflicted the least of us are increasingly afflicting 

most of us. As Jennifer Hernandez, John Gamboa, and Herman Gallegos wrote recently, we 

learned this yet again when the housing bubble burst in 2008: Housing unaffordability impacts 

everyone. 

Now is the time to apply these hard-earned lessons. When individuals break the law, they are 

fined or imprisoned. When businesses break the law, they may lose the licenses they need to 

operate. Yet when municipalities violate the Housing Accountability Act, they suffer almost no 

repercussions. Under current law, city councils like Berkeley and Los Gatos pay little to no 

attention to the HAA because they know the worst that will happen is a court will instruct them 

to approve the housing development. That can take years. 

As a result, localities have been violating the HAA with impunity for more than three decades. 

That’s why we need the changes outlined in SB 167 and AB 678 to strengthen this law. 

What exactly do SB 167 and AB 678 do?  

Increase the evidentiary standard, requiring municipalities to provide “clear and convincing 

evidence” before disapproving housing projects: Under current law, when local agencies deny a 

project that complies with local zoning or their general plan, they must provide “substantial 

evidence” that the proposed development would have a negative impact on human health or 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2015.1111163
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2015.1111163
http://caeconomy.org/reporting/entry/housing-coalition-sends-legislature-message-about-all-of-the-above-strategy
http://caeconomy.org/reporting/entry/legislature-is-ignoring-lessons-of-the-housing-bubble-and-its-going-to-hurt
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safety. The problem is, courts have determined “substantial evidence” to mean only “more than a 

mere scintilla.” In other words, “substantial” under the law doesn’t mean “substantial” in 

ordinary English language use. Almost any rationale is accepted under this standard—allowing 

localities to consistently thwart the intent of the HAA. By elevating the evidentiary standard to 

“clear and convincing” evidence, localities will be required to provide real proof that 

disapproving housing—or conditioning approval upon lower density—is actually going to harm 

the community’s health or safety. My guess? More often than not, that’s something most 

communities can’t do. 

Pay attorney’s fees to all petitioners: While current law requires localities that violate the HAA 

to reimburse affordable housing developers for reasonable attorney’s fees, SB 167 and AB 678 

expand this provision to all petitioners. There is good reason for this: Small nonprofit housing 

organizations are vital enforcers of the state’s housing goals. Even if the Legislature decides to 

expand the powers of the Attorney General to monitor housing law compliance (something being 

considered this year), one statewide office can’t be expected to keep tabs on housing projects in 

more than 500 different municipalities and counties across California. Decentralized 

enforcement only works if local groups are reimbursed for holding local governments 

accountable to state laws. The Legislature needs to give local housing watchdogs the tools they 

need to do the job. 

Conduct an HAA analysis: Even though the HAA has been on the books since 1982, many 

localities are unaware of their responsibilities under the law. SB 167 and AB 678 would change 

that—requiring local government staff reports for proposed housing development to not only 

assess compliance with local zoning rules and the general plan, but with state law, as well. 

Levy fines for non-compliance: This one’s easy. When cities violate state law by disapproving 

housing projects consistent with their own local plans, there should be consequences. SB 167 and 

AB 678 would impose fines on cities like Lafayette that repeatedly fail to approve projects in the 

locations or with the density they’ve already approved.  

What the bills don’t do: It’s important to clear up a couple of misconceptions about SB 167 and 

AB 678. The bills do not implement “by-right” development, nor do they limit local control over 

land use designations (i.e. what kind of housing they plan to build where) or inclusionary zoning 

(i.e. how much below-market housing they want as part of new projects). Since proposed 

housing development approvals remain discretionary, the bills would not impact the California 

Environmental Quality Act. 

These changes to state law aren’t too much to ask for—and they will go a long way toward 

unlocking California’s housing market. 

Without them, there will be more and more people like me, frustrated by the unwillingness of our 

leaders to help us live in California—and ready to vote on it. 

Brian Hanlon is co-executive director of the California Renters Legal Advocacy & Education 

Fund. This article first appeared in the California Economic Summit Report of April 27, 

2017.The Economic Summit is a coalition of, the California Stewardship Network, an alliance 

promoting economic vitality and California Forward, a bipartisan good government reform 

effort to improve performance and democracy. Note that even these non conservative groups are 

getting nervous. 

http://asmdc.org/news-room/press-releases-statements/assemblymember-david-chiu-joins-colleagues-to-announce-bills-to-address-affordable-housing-crisis
http://asmdc.org/news-room/press-releases-statements/assemblymember-david-chiu-joins-colleagues-to-announce-bills-to-address-affordable-housing-crisis
http://www.castewardship.org/
http://cafwd.org/


21 
 

  

 

SAD COMMENT ON UC BERKELEY, ITS ADMINISTRATORS, 

AND AREA LAW ENFORCEMENT 

  

 

  

BUT FEEL BETTER – CLICK ON THE LINK AND WATCH 

THE EXQUISITE  6 MINUTE VIDEO - “WONDERFUL LOAF’’ 

By Russ Roberts 

http://wonderfulloaf.org/   

You will need to click on several start arrows when you get there. 

http://wonderfulloaf.org/
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://cdn.pcwallart.com/images/loaf-of-bread-in-bag-wallpaper-3.jpg&imgrefurl=http://pcwallart.com/loaf-of-bread-in-bag-wallpaper-2.html&docid=fSXuscEegf_SdM&tbnid=iPUN-fiOmAbkhM:&vet=1&w=1680&h=1050&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiB__bdwtnTAhVN82MKHRvUDEQQxiAIFSgB&iact=c&ictx=1
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Roberts hosts the weekly podcast EconTalk--hour-long conversations with authors, and thought 

leaders in economics and beyond. Past guest include Milton Friedman, Thomas Piketty, Nassim 

Taleb, Michael Lewis, Christopher Hitchens and Marc Andreessen. Over 570 episodes are 

available at EconTalk.org and on iTunes at no charge. 

His two rap videos on the ideas of John Maynard Keynes and F.A. Hayek, created with 

filmmaker John Papola, have had more than nine million views on YouTube, been subtitled in 

eleven languages, and are used in high school and college classrooms around the world. 

His latest book is How Adam Smith Can Change Your Life: An Unexpected Guide to Human 

Nature and Happiness (Portfolio/Penguin 2014). It takes the lessons from Adam Smith's little-

known masterpiece, The Theory of Moral Sentiments and applies them to modern life. 

The video was made available by the Stanford University Hoover Institution Daily Report of 

May 5, 2017.  

 

 

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS  
 

  

  
 

 

 

  

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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Politicians are seeking to strip Prop. 13 protections! 

See action request below!     

 

  

 

https://www.hjta.org/

  

 

  

  

ACTION NEEDED: Senate Constitutional Amendment 6 (SCA 6) by State Senator Scott Wiener D—San Francisco 

seeks to erode Proposition 13’s two-thirds vote protections by lowering the threshold to approve special taxes, 

including sales and parcel taxes, to 55 percent in order to fund transportation projects. 

 

WHEN TO TAKE ACTION: Quickly! Senate Constitutional Amendment 6 is currently awaiting a hearing in the 

Senate Transportation and Housing Committee. That hearing will occur this Tuesday at 1:30 in Room 4203 in the 

State Capitol. 

 

WHY: Even though Governor Brown just signed a bill permanently increasing gas taxes by 19 cents/gallon, diesel 

taxes by 20 cents/gallon and car taxes by an average of $50 per vehicle, the politicians are determined to squeeze 

every last cent from taxpayers for transportation. SCA 6 will make it easier to increase regressive sales taxes 

(California is first in the nation) and parcel taxes. Increasing parcel taxes could make it more difficult to own property 

in California. Currently, 35 percent of the population cannot afford a median priced home in California, and numerous 

municipalities are already struggling under the weight of double-digit sales taxes. 

  

ACTION REQUEST: Contact the author of SCA 6, State Senator Scott Wiener. Please inform him that you 

oppose SCA 6 and why. Please call even if you don’t live in his district. As a new legislator, he needs to 

know how important Proposition 13 is to all Californians. His phone number is 916-651-4011. 

   

  

 

SIGN OUR PETITION  

 

  

 

https://www.hjta.org/
https://www.hjta.org/
https://www.hjta.org/take-action/sign-petition/?utm_source=emailcampaign1060&utm_medium=phpList&utm_content=HTMLemail&utm_campaign=Citizens+Exhausted+By+Hypocrisy
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SUPPORT COLAB!                                                                                                                            

PLEASE COMPLETE THE 

MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM                           

ON THE NEXT PAGE 
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