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 COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO              

WEEK OF MAY 13 - 19, 2018 

 

THIS WEEK  

3
RD

 QUARTER FINANCIAL REPORT – TONS OF 

INFO ON UNBUDGETED SALARIES, DEBT, 

RESERVES, STAFFING, AND COST PRESSURE   

FY 2018-19 BUDGET SUBMITTED                                     
PRETTY MUCH STATUS QUO – REVIEW WILL BE JUNE 11-13, 2018 

HOUSING PERMITS REQUESTED IN 

UNINCORPORATED COUNTY DROP TO 

RECESSION LOWS 

LAST WEEK 

BALLOT MEASURES LIKELY TO QUALIFY                 
STILL BEING VERIFIED BY OUR DEADLINE                    

NO BOS MEETING 

PLANNING COMMISSION                                               
QUICK AND UNCONTROVERSIAL  

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                                          
SEE PAGE 16 

 

California’s Unsustainable Energy Policies 

By ED RING  
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Energy chaos and destruction 
  

By Andy Caldwell 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, May 15, 2018 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 19 - Third Quarter FY 2017-18 Financial Report.  In addition to the 3rd Quarter 

Financial update on the current fiscal year, the report contains much important information on 

the status of important financial and management matters. These include: 

The added cost of salary and benefit increases and their financing 

The current status of various types of County debt and credit ratings 

Staffing additions 

Progress on capital projects 

Staffing vacancy rates 

Other interesting facts 

 

GOOD WORK! 

CEO Horton and Budget staffer Lisa Howe, who is the key writer and compiler, should be 

congratulated on the addition of some new tables as well as the overall presentation. This 

provides for greater transparency than the past versions. Other analysts, who no doubt 

contributed to the effort, should also be recognized. Auditor Controller Jim Erb had to have 

contributed much of the data and explanation, particularly on the debt status. 
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Now having said that: 

It doesn’t mean that we agree with some of the underlying policy, and there are still 

opportunities for presentation improvements: 

County 2017-18 Budget Status as of the End of the 3
rd

 Quarter:  

Revenues:  Key recurring operating revenues including property taxes, general sales taxes, and 

intergovernmental revenue from the Federal Government appear to be on schedule for this time 

in the fiscal year. 

Expenditures:  Expenditures in some departments will exceed budget while others will under 

run their budgets helping to bail out the ones that are going over.  

After all the puts and takes as well as internal transfers, the County should end the year in the 

black. There is nothing remarkable about this because State law requires that counties end in 

balance and imposes penalties on the officials of counties that end the fiscal year with a deficit. 

Section 29121 of the Government Code states:  Except as otherwise provided by law, the 

obligations incurred or paid in excess of the amounts authorized in the budge unit 

appropriations are not a liability of the county or dependent special district, but a personal 

liability of the official authorizing the obligation. 

It is not clear if the overall ending budget will exceed the adopted budget. 

A problem with the presentation is that there is no table displaying the overall total projected 

expenditures and revenues at June 30, 2018 (the estimated FY 2017-18 actual). This also appears 

to be the case in the summary section of the proposed FY 2018-19 Budget. 

Salary and Benefit Increases Shell Game Continues, although the presentation is much 

more clear than in past years. As the write-up states in part:
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This table above is helpful because it summarizes the overruns. A number of the Departments 

will be able to absorb their proportionate share of these costs primarily because they have 

staffing vacancies and have under run their respective budgets. Those which will require 

additional appropriations, largely from the contingency account or increased revenues, include: 

  

Most of the budget overrun is due to negotiated wage increases that were not included in 

the Adopted FY 2018 -19 Budget or that were negotiated after that Budget was adopted. 

The Board letter summary states:
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Back in March when the 2
nd

 Quarter report was presented, the overrun amount was reported at 

$8.7 million. It has now grown by a whopping $6.9 million to $14.9 million. Is that due to labor 

contract payments that were not budgeted and are retroactive? As noted at the beginning of this 

report, $9.8 million of the $14.9 million is due to unbudgeted salary and benefit increases. 

The 2
nd

 Quarter Report, in explaining the unbudgeted salary increases, indicates the causes were 

as follows: 

a. Known contractual but unbudgeted increases that were not included in the Proposed or 

Adopted FY2017-18 Budgets, which add up to $5.2 million. 

b. The full year impact of contract increases negotiated in FY 16-17 on the FY 17-18 Budget – 

$1.9 million. 

c. New contracts negotiated so far in FY 17-18 – $1.6 million.  

Or a total of $7.2 million. The current 3
rd

 Quarter report indicates that the unbudgeted salary 

costs are $9.8 million, or an increase of $2.6 million from the prior projections.  

Again, significantly, most of the $14.9 million total overrun will be offset by expenditure savings 

within the various departments’ adopted budgets. 

Service Impacts. Finally the question arises as to why the staff ostensibly needed $22 million 

over the previous budget to run the County programs, and yet if these budget increases were 

critical, how is it now possible to make up $9.8 million with ostensibly no problems? 

a. What isn’t running that was planned? 

b. What isn’t being built? 

c. What vital equipment isn’t being purchased? 

d. If you can run the County and your programs successfully with $9.8 million less, can we 

reduce next year’s proposed Budget by that amount? Or does it double down? If $9.8 million in 

recurring salary and related benefits, which is added this year and which was not included in this 

year’s adopted budget, doesn’t that mean that next year’s adopted budget needs $19.6 million 

more just to absorb these now ongoing costs (Adopted to Proposed)? 

As we have pointed out repeatedly, most of this “savings” is coming from position vacancies that 

the County is running. 

Are services being allowed to lag to pay to pay for raises? What if lack of nursing coverage in 

the PHF contributed to part of the savings being used to pay the raises? What if lack of 

inspectors, which contributes to the inability of Code Enforcement to monitor and shut down 

illegal marijuana grows in California Valley, is paying for these raises? 
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What is the real operational impact of a nearly 7% vacancy rate?  

Reportedly the County is imposing a soft hiring freeze to help balance the FY 2018-19 proposed 

Budget. 

Would the County consider promoting oil field development to generate revenue to protect 

services? Does one policy hand know what the other is doing?

  

 

Problem Budget Areas Include: 

Dairy Creek Golf Course Death Spiral Continues – $635,000 

Behavioral Health Revenue Shortfall – $2.1 million 

Social Services In Home Support Services – $285,000 

Social Services - $833,000 

Staff forecasts that except for the Golf problem, the others can be covered by shifting revenues 

around or State Realignment balances from last year. 

And Some Positives: 

Public Works captured a $5 million grant to help the County and partner agencies develop the 

State mandated SGMA Groundwater Sustainability Plans. The County could receive about $2 

million of the total $5 million.   

The Airport is on a trajectory to achieve one of its highest levels of enplanements in years and 

perhaps ever.  
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Debt Status Report:  There are 2 very nice PowerPoint slides which summarize the County’s 

long-range debt picture exclusive of unfunded pension liability. 

 The tables above describe the $132 million of debt backed up by the County General Fund. The 
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tables below summarize the debt attributable to various enterprise funds which are supported by 

charges to the users. 

  

The presentation includes only principal, and thus the total costs, including interest over the life 

of the issues, are not included. The County staff objects to including the interest, stating that it is 

not debt. Tell that to your home mortgage holder. It’s not as if the County is suddenly going to 

pay off hundreds of millions early.
1
 

Note the inconsistency here. The table below on the next page shows the amount of debt 

payments that the County made this year. The heading shows $32.1 million in debt payments, 

but the actual table shows $15.2 million in principal only. The difference or $16.9 million is 

interest. Why won’t they identify this here and then show the big picture going out over the 

decades for all debt? 

                                                           
1
 Although it did move funding from various reserve accounts to pay off a $42.2 million killer Pension Obligation 

Bond balloon payment which would have had to be refinanced at a very high cost. COLAB reported the Board 
approval earlier this year.  
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In any case principal totals $490,854,000. As best we could tell from the 2016-17 Annual 

Comprehensive Financial Report, there was $213.4 million in interest on top of the principal. 

This would then total $704,254,000 in principal and interest. 

Retirement Related Obligations:  

Unfunded Retiree Health Benefits –     $10.4 million 

Pension System Unfunded Liability – $602.8 million                                                                                

                                                  $613.2 million  

In any case, and all in, total long-term obligations are around $1.3 billion.  

There are also lease obligations and potential actuarial unfunded liability for workers 

compensation cases not included here. 

Financial Reserves:  The report contains a nice summary of financial reserves, which is too 

lengthy to repeat here. However we list some of a policy interest below: 

For example there is a category called contingencies, the funds of which are unrestricted and can 

be used for emergencies during a fiscal year. 
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In  running the general fund, the Board also has broad and unrestricted authority . 

 

Note the $9.95 million going out of the Solar Plant Mitigation fund to pay the legal settlement on 

the collection pipe system for the Los Osos Sewer Treatment plant. Also note the General 

Reserves. 

Vis a Vis the Nipomo Parks Issue:  

  

A question occurs. Supervisor Compton has been told there is no way in the near term to restore 

some of the Parks mitigation money ($11 million) which was collected from Nipomo 

developments but expended in other areas. Yet here we see $1.3 million in the Parks Designation 

above. In the general reserves there are $13 million. No one batted an eyelash when the $9.95 

million was transferred out the Solar Plant mutation designation for the Sewer Plant lawsuit. 

The Board and staff can’t find a way to help Compton fund the Nipomo Skate Park and some 

ball fields? 

Staffing Continues to Increase:  
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Marijuana Status: 

  

 

The full report can be seen at the link: 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/8700/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gRlkg

MjAxNy0xOCBUaGlyZCBRdWFydGVyIEZpbmFuY2lhbCBSZXBvcnQucGRm/12/n/93827.d

oc  

Item 20 - Submittal of the FY 2018-19 County Budget.  The Hearings will begin on June 11, 

2018, and could carry over onto the 12
th

. June 13
th

 is generally reserved for consideration of 

requests for funding from not-for-profit community service agencies. 

COLAB will review and comment. A quick glance suggests business as usual. 

The full Budget can be read at the link: 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Administrative-Office/Forms-

Documents/Budget/Current-Year-County-Special-District-Budgets/FY-2018-19-Recommended-

Budget.aspx  

 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/8700/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gRlkgMjAxNy0xOCBUaGlyZCBRdWFydGVyIEZpbmFuY2lhbCBSZXBvcnQucGRm/12/n/93827.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/8700/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gRlkgMjAxNy0xOCBUaGlyZCBRdWFydGVyIEZpbmFuY2lhbCBSZXBvcnQucGRm/12/n/93827.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/8700/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gRlkgMjAxNy0xOCBUaGlyZCBRdWFydGVyIEZpbmFuY2lhbCBSZXBvcnQucGRm/12/n/93827.doc
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Administrative-Office/Forms-Documents/Budget/Current-Year-County-Special-District-Budgets/FY-2018-19-Recommended-Budget.aspx
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Administrative-Office/Forms-Documents/Budget/Current-Year-County-Special-District-Budgets/FY-2018-19-Recommended-Budget.aspx
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Administrative-Office/Forms-Documents/Budget/Current-Year-County-Special-District-Budgets/FY-2018-19-Recommended-Budget.aspx
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Growth Management Ordinance Renewal: The County has a growth management ordinance 

that limits the number of housing permits issued each year to a maximum of 2.3% for most of the 

County, 1.8% for Nipomo Mesa, and 0% for Cambria. 

Per the chart below, it appears that too much housing growth is not a problem. In fact just the 

opposite is true. The County’s growth management and strategic plan has worked too well. 

  

 

Amazingly and tragically, only 173 dwelling unit permits were used in the entire unincorporated 

County in FY 17 -18. 

Why is the unincorporated County still in a housing recession? 

No market for stack-and-pack? 

Permitting process too costly and lengthy? 

So-called mitigation fees too high? 
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And Hill and Gibson want to raise the housing in lieu tax on the ones they have.  

  

If it were not for developments in Templeton and Nipomo (Trilogy?) there would be hardly any 

housing development. 

Local Agency Formation Commission Meeting of Thursday, May 17, 2018 (Scheduled)  

 

Item C-1: Legislative Update On Water Bills – The Safe and Affordable Drinking Water 

Fund (A New Tax).  The report included a review of SB 623,which if ultimately adopted, which 

is likely, would impose a new tax (called a fee) on every home, business, and anyone else on a 

public water system in California. 

This bill would impose, until July 1, 2020, a safe and affordable drinking water fee in specified 

amounts on each customer of a public water system, to be administered by the state board, in 

consultation with the California Department of Tax and Fee Administration, in accordance with 

the Fee Collection Procedures Law.  

The fee imposed by the Bill is essentially open-ended, as it leaves it to the State Water Quality 

Control Board to set the rates. 

The bill would require, beginning July 1, 2020, the state board to annually determine the 

amounts of the safe and affordable drinking water fee not to exceed the amounts imposed until 

July 1, 2020, and not to exceed the anticipated funding need in the most recent assessment of 
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funding need adopted by the state board pursuant to the Safe and Affordable Drinking Water 

Fund provisions, as prescribed.  

Thanks to LAFCO for spotting this one. 

Item C-2: Status Report - Annexation #80 to the City of San Luis Obispo - San Luis Ranch.  

The report indicates the tax split as follows: 

The standard agreement was approved along with the County providing additional funding ($1.4 

million) to assist in the future development of regional roadway improvements at Prado and US 

101. The County will retain the base property tax and 2/3’s of the future growth increment. The 

City will get 1/3 of the future growth increment. The increment is based on the annual increase 

in the value of the properties as the development builds out.  

When the tax agreement was on the County Supervisors agenda, no accompanying analysis was 

presented as to what the numbers are likely to be as the large project builds out. It is hard for the 

public and perhaps the Board if they did not receive the information in closed session, to actually 

gauge the impact of the agreement. 

Ominously, we heard that the County and City didn’t want anyone to know and just wanted to 

sweep it through on the consent calendar. 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

SB 1 REPEAL MEASURE GAINED 950,000 SIGNATURES 

This is considerably more than the minimum requirement of 585,407 valid voter signatures. The 

signatures are in the verification process. It is likely that with the large safety margin, the 

measure will qualify for the November election. Reportedly Governor Brown and many 

Sacramento politicians are shell-shocked. They never believed that the signatures could be 

collected. 

Background:  SB 1, which was approved by the Legislature (not the voters) last year, raised the 

state gasoline tax by 12 cents per gallon, diesel tax by 20 cents + a 4% sales tax, and the vehicle 

registration fee, as well as adding upstream carbon taxes. Proponents argue that it provides $5.2 

billion per year for needed road maintenance. The Legislature ignored proposals backed by our 

own Assemblyman, Jordan Cunningham, which would have raised the money without a new tax. 

Be on the lookout for dirty tricks by Brown and other State officials to invalidate the signatures.  
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If one of the Republican candidates for Governor qualifies for the November Ballot, Democrat 

Gavin Newsom will have to decide if he opposes the measure to rescind the tax. It could be a 

powerful wedge issue. 

 

RADICAL LEFT MEASURE TO BAN OIL WELLS IN SLO 

COUNTY GAINED 20,000 SIGNATURES 

This one is also in the verification process and is likely to get onto the November Ballot once the 

County Election Official verifies the signatures. The 20,000 are far more than the minimum 

8,000 required in this case. Thus the proponents have a very large safety margin. The proposed 

measure is deceptively labeled an anti-fracking measure. The problem is there is no fracking in 

SLO County. 

 

No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, May 8, 2018 (Not Scheduled) 

No Board meeting had been scheduled. Absence of old left majority means fewer burdensome 

initiatives to add new smart growth schemes, social experiments, and regulatory interference. 

  

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, May 10, 2018 (Completed) 

 

Item 1 - Hearing to consider a request by Jim Saunders (Hearst Ranch Winery) for a 

Development Plan and Coastal Development Permit (DRC2017-00024) to allow for an 

existing warehouse to be utilized as a private banquet and party room for Sebastian’s Deli 

and the Hearst Ranch Winery Tasting Room. The banquet and party room will be 

available approximately 8-12 times a year, and can accommodate up to 250 people.  

The project was approved by the Commission. It will be a great enhancement to the San Simeon 

Store area and will provide additional opportunities for the public to enjoy this lovely historic 

spot on the coast. 

The approval conditions include an automatic 2-year sunset unless extended, road and drainage 

improvements, parking, and payment of impact fees. If the County approves the project, it must 

also be approved by the California Coastal Commission before it can proceed.   
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Item 2 - Hearing to consider an appeal by the applicant, ABR Properties L.P., of the 

Planning Director’s Deemed Withdrawn Determination of a Development Plan/Coastal 

Development Permit (DRC2014-00091), for the addition of a lodge, hotel, cottages, event 

center facilities, an amphitheater and associated access and parking spaces to the Avila 

Beach Golf Course and Resort. The site is located at 6450 Anna Bay Road adjacent to (and 

northwest of) the Community of Avila.  This one was apparently withdrawn or continued, as 

there was no presentation or discussion. This is essentially proposed development in and around 

the Avila Beach Golf Course. It is a hotel with various types of cottages and camping facilities 

added. 

 

 

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’s Unsustainable Energy Policies 
 

By ED RING 

Glowing tributes to Gov. Jerry Brown’s environmental legacy obscure how long California has 

been proclaiming itself the leader in fighting “climate change.” The crusade began with Brown’s 

predecessor, Arnold Schwarzenegger, who promoted and signed the “Global Warming Solutions 

Act” in 2006, setting initial targets for greenhouse-gas reduction and empowering the California 

Air Resources Board to enforce compliance with laws and regulations aimed at achieving these 

goals. Other significant legislation followed. Senate Bill 107, also passed in 2006, mandated a 

“renewable portfolio standard,” wherein at least 20 percent of California’s electricity would 

come from renewable sources by 2010. In 2008, the landmark Sustainable Communities and 

Climate Protection Act directed cities and counties to increase the housing density of their 

communities. 

When Brown took over as governor in 2011, major environmental legislation accelerated. A 

2011 law raised the renewable-portfolio standard to 33 percent by 2020; another, passed in 2015, 

pushed the standard to 50 percent by 2030. In 2016, California set a greenhouse-gas emission-

reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and extended its “cap-and-trade” 

program to 2030. This is just a partial list. High-speed rail, water rationing, “urban-containment” 

policies, a virtual prohibition on conventional energy development, retrofit mandates for trucks 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_32_bill_20060927_chaptered.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/05-06/bill/sen/sb_0101-0150/sb_107_bill_20060926_chaptered.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=200720080SB375
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=200720080SB375
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_0001-0050/sbx1_2_bill_20110412_chaptered.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/sen/sb_0301-0350/sb_350_bill_20151007_chaptered.pdf
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billPdf.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB32&version=20150SB3288CHP
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and dwellings, and much more have come down from Sacramento in an attempt to “address 

climate change.” 

Will any of it work? Is California setting an example that the world can follow? 

The short answer: no. Renewables alone cannot power the global economy. The latest data 

on global energy consumption by source show how dependent the world remains on fossil fuels. 

In 2015, oil supplied 33 percent of all energy consumed globally, with coal accounting for 29 

percent and natural gas 24 percent—adding up to 86 percent of all energy consumed. Hydro-

electric power added another 7 percent and nuclear power 4 percent. Renewables—primarily 

wind and solar power—contributed the remaining 3 percent. Even tripling renewable capacity 

would scarcely affect the primacy of fossil fuel to the world’s economy. Moreover, renewables 

are not “greener” than conventional energy, particularly if conventional energy is produced using 

the cleanest technologies available. If all the governments on earth enforced on their people the 

experiment that California is committed to, the result would be the collapse of civilization. 

Back in the 1990s, before environmentalism had become so politically divisive, the Worldwatch 

Institute published one of the most reputable environmentalist journals, in which the organization 

consistently advocated for methane (natural gas) as the “transitional fuel” to power the global 

economy until breakthrough technologies such as fusion power or satellite solar power stations 

became commercially viable. More recently, environmental activists such as Greenpeace 

cofounder Patrick Moore have championed nuclear power as an essential component of our 

energy future.  

No place on earth is more capable of developing clean fossil fuel and nuclear power than 

California. A 2012 report for the Congressional Research Service estimated that California 

offshore areas contain 10.13 billion barrels of oil and 11.73 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. 

Onshore, the state boasts the Monterey shale, which may contain upward of another 15 billion 

barrels of oil, according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration. Recommissioning and 

expanding California’s San Onofre nuclear power station and retaining the Diablo Canyon 

nuclear facility could easily provide five gigawatts of baseload electricity—enough to keep 

millions of electric vehicles on the road. 

Similarly, no place is more capable than California of developing abundant water resources—

though the state’s wrongheaded policies have helped create chronic water shortages. California 

still boasts the most elaborate system of inter-basin water transfers in the world. Upgrading water 

storage by, for example, raising the height of the Shasta Dam could allow Californians to collect 

additional millions of acre feet of storm runoff each year. And if California embraced state-of-

the-art desalination technology, additional millions of acre-feet could supply arid Southern 

California cities along the coast, where most Californians reside. 

In short, California has a choice to make: it can impoverish its population by creating an artificial 

scarcity of land, energy, and water, enforcing draconian restrictions on development in the name 

of fighting climate change. Or it can face reality and become a pioneer in a new age of clean-

energy development. If the Golden State chooses the second course, it will create a viable 

example for the world to follow. 

https://www.bp.com/content/dam/bp/en/corporate/pdf/energy-economics/statistical-review-2017/bp-statistical-review-of-world-energy-2017-full-report.pdf
https://www.bp.com/content/dam/bp/en/corporate/pdf/energy-economics/statistical-review-2017/bp-statistical-review-of-world-energy-2017-full-report.pdf
http://www.worldwatch.org/
http://www.worldwatch.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Patrick_Moore_%28environmentalist%29
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Patrick_Moore_%28environmentalist%29
https://www.city-journal.org/html/scorching-california-13704.html
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Edward Ring co-founded the California Policy Center in 2010 and served as its president 

through 2016. This article originally appeared in City Journal. 

 

 

Energy chaos and destruction 
 

By Andy Caldwell 

 

There are a number of public-private partnerships that serve us well each and every day, 

including franchise utility services. These models were created because we didn't want several 

different gas lines, electric lines and telephone lines each running down your street. So we had 

service providers bid for the exclusive right to serve your community.  

 

Now consider the concept of creative destruction. Creative destruction is a phrase that has been 

coined to explain what happens to old systems as they are replaced by new technology and 

service delivery opportunities. For instance, the invention of cell phones and satellite dishes have 

destroyed the exclusivity of the franchise agreements as it affects phone and cable services. 

Likewise, rooftop and parking lot solar panels are serving to upend the franchise agreements of 

public utilities to be the sole providers of electric power.  

 

Moreover, the solar industry is serving to deconstruct the vertical integration of our utility 

providers. Unfortunately, the effect is not due to market conditions as much as market 

manipulations and distortions associated with mandates and subsidies. Vertical integration of our 

utilities is extremely important because it requires a great deal of investment to be able to 

guarantee reliable and affordable power delivery 24/7/365. Whereas most solar panels can only 

deliver power for a few hours a day, that means the franchise utility providers must still be able 

afford to build, maintain and operate the power we need for the rest of the day and night. This is 

the base-load power that is to be available day and night, rain or shine.  

Speaking of creative destruction, just last week the Board of Supervisors voted to join the lawsuit 

dog pile on top of Southern California Edison. SCE's sin? Allegedly, they failed to shut down 

power to the entire region during the wind storm that ostensibly led to the ignition of the Thomas 

Fire. Either that, and/or they allegedly failed to maintain their transmission lines. All I know is 

that utility companies end up footing the bill for sparks while our government and individual 

property owners escape culpability for providing the fuel.  

 

The bottom line here is that it is nearly impossible to prevent damage to infrastructure in the 

midst of storm events, and I don't want my power turned off every time there is a chance for 

downed power lines. Moreover, I understand full well that if the federal government had not 

allowed 100-plus years of fuel loading to occur in Los Padres National Forest, and if the federal 

government had created and maintained fuel breaks in the forest, then the ensuing fire 

catastrophe possibly could have been abated.  

 

https://www.city-journal.org/html/californias-energy-choice-15864.html
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Compounding this problem is what is called community choice energy. This scheme means to 

completely eviscerate the franchise model by requiring the utilities to deliver power from sources 

they don't own. Communities would be able to order their power off a menu of options. Utilities 

will be left holding the bag with respect to maintaining the power transmission infrastructure, 

and worse, their own energy-producing facilities could become white elephants on their hands, 

i.e., power sources for which there is no buyer. This leaves them vulnerable to becoming nothing 

more than energy deliverers instead of energy producers.  

 

Couple the loss of both vertical integration and exclusive service territories, compounded by the 

threat of lawsuits having to do with the dangers associated with transmission lines, and you have 

a recipe for bankruptcy and energy chaos.  

 

Should the franchise model become obsolete, and/or SCE go bankrupt, who will assume the 

higher costs and the never-ending risks associated with transmission lines and base-load power 

delivery? Ultimately, you, the consumer.  

 

Andy Caldwell is the executive director of COLAB and host of The Andy Caldwell Radio Show, 

weekdays from 3-5 p.m., on News-Press AM 1290.  

 

 

.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

PLEASE SEE FOLLOWING PAGES 

 

 

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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For Immediate Release: May 1, 2018 

Contact: Aaron Hanke | 805.538.2133  

  

The Committee to Stop the Oil and Gas Shutdown in San Luis Obispo 

County calls initiative deceptive and damaging. 

  
San Luis Obispo, CA— The committee to Stop the Oil and Gas Shutdown in San Luis Obispo 

County responded to the submission of signatures for a ballot measure that would have a 

detrimental effect on our local community. 

 

The statement below can be attributed to Aaron Hanke, spokesperson for the coalition: 

 

“Proponents of the anti-oil and gas initiative seek to portray their measure as a ban on hydraulic 

fracturing. But what the initiative would actually do is shut down all oil and gas production in the 

county over the next several years. 

 

“Here in San Luis Obispo County, oil and gas production has been safely operating for decades and 

is highly regulated by at least 30 local, state and federal entities. In fact, only 5% of county lands are 

designated for oil and gas extraction and there is no hydraulic fracturing in San Luis Obispo County 

and no plans to do so. This initiative is unnecessary and goes too far. 

 

“This overreach would hurt our community. Two hundred and sixty local and mainly blue-collar 

workers and families from diverse backgrounds who are reliant on the oil and gas industry would be 

threatened with losing their jobs, and millions in state and local taxes used to fund local schools as 

well as police and fire would also be lost. With the impending closure of Diablo Canyon, the last 

thing residents in San Luis Obispo County need is the loss of more middle-class job opportunities. 

 

“In addition, every drop of oil that we do not produce locally would have to be imported from 
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somewhere else. As long as we need oil and gas to meet our energy needs, it's better for our state 

and for our community to continue to allow local producers to help meet our state's energy needs in 

the right, responsible way under the strictest global environmental regulations in the world. Rather 

than banning oil and gas production in the county, we should strive to be energy independent as we 

transition to a greater reliance on alternative energy sources. 

 

“For over one hundred years, companies have responsibly produced oil and gas in San Luis Obispo 

County. If passed, the measure would have serious adverse economic impacts on our county.” 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

SUPPORT COLAB!                                                                                                                            

PLEASE COMPLETE THE 

MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM                           

ON THE LAST PAGE BELOW 
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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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