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              COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF MAY 19-25, 2013  

 

ALERT                                                                                                        

APCD BUDGET HEARING WEDNESDAY MAY 29, 2013    

9 AM: COUNTY BUILDING   

          

    CONSOLIDATION OF TREASURER AND AUDITOR-        

CONTROLLER DEPARTMENTS GETS TENTATIVE NOD 

 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, May 14, 2013 (Completed) 

Item 8 - Request to Oppose SB 391.  The Board approved a letter opposing Senate Bill 

(SB) 391. The write up states: The bill, entitled the California Homes and Jobs Act of 2013, 

would impose a fee of $75 on the recordation of all real estate documents, excluding 

documents recorded "in connection with" a real estate transaction. Under California law 

the "fee" is considered a tax and will require a 2/3 vote of the Legislature. The attached 

letter of opposition outlines implications of the bill as proposed.  

Several affordable housing groups appeared and asked the Board to postpone action until 

they could make their case that the bill needed to be passed to provide them revenue. Other 

speakers opposed the bill. One noted that she had to obtain 10 death certificates when her 

husband died for all the lawyers and insurance companies involved. It would have cost her 

$750 had this bill been law. 

Background:  The money raised by the bill would supposedly be used for affordable 

housing programs. Clerk-Recorder Julie Rodewald provides a number of excellent reasons 

for opposing this bill. The fee will be expensive, as the filer will have to pay $75 for each 

document (not transaction). It will be a disincentive to file and hits low- and moderate-

income people most severely. 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2122/TGV0dGVyX29mX29wcG9zaX

Rpb25fdG9fU0IzOTEucGRm/12/n/15165.doc   

 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2122/TGV0dGVyX29mX29wcG9zaXRpb25fdG9fU0IzOTEucGRm/12/n/15165.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2122/TGV0dGVyX29mX29wcG9zaXRpb25fdG9fU0IzOTEucGRm/12/n/15165.doc
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Item 21 - Introduction of the County Proposed 2013-14 Annual Budget.  The Proposed 

Budget was submitted and presented by the staff. Once again, the power point slides had not 

been included in the agenda materials. A number of them were repeats of last year ’s slides. 

Background:  The actual hearings will take place starting at 9AM on Monday, June 10, 

2013. It is likely that a further hearing would take place on Wednesday, June 12, 2013. The 

interval between May 14
th

 and June 10
th

 provides time for the Board and public to consider 

the lengthy and complex document. 

The Annual Budget is the most important policy setting document of the County. It presents 

an opportunity for the Board to reduce funding for many of the costly, time consuming, and 

destructive regulatory programs that it operates. It also is an opportunity to curtail long 

range planning efforts and to dump various climate action projects. COLAB will be 

reviewing the Budget and providing comments. In past years the review and adoption 

process has been pro forma, superficial, staff driven, and there has been no public comment 

(other than from not-for-profit organizations looking for their contributions).  

Mark June 10
th

 and 12
th

. You can make a real difference.  

The full budget document can be accessed at the link: 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/admin/Budget/2013-14_Proposed_Budget.htm  

It is also available in the libraries and the CAO’s office.  

 

Item 22 - Consolidation of the Offices of Auditor-Controller and Treasurer – A Great 

Opportunity.  The Board on a 3/2 vote, Arnold and Teixeira dissenting, conceptually 

approved the idea of consolidating the two departments. Staff was directed to finish the 

analysis and bring back the required ordinance changes. 

Opponents included the former Treasurer and the current Assessor. The current Clerk 

Recorder said she was neither opposed to nor supportive of the consolidation but then gave 

testimony about the difficulty such mergers. The chief staffer of the San Luis Obispo 

Employees Association (SLOCEA – the County’s biggest union) spoke against the 

consolidation.  In the end, three Board members gave the conceptual approval along with a 

good deal of detailed direction to the staff on research.  

COLAB supported the proposal for the reasons stated below. Supervisor Hill quipped in 

part, “I even agree (God forgive me) with Mike Brown.” Later that night when Brown went 

home, he is rumored to have stopped by a well-known rustic church and lit a candle for Hill 

and one for himself – no sky lanterns were launched. 

Background:  It makes sense to abolish the separate Treasurer’s position and consolidate 

the functions in the Auditor-Controller’s office. The plethora of county elected offices is a 

holdover from archaic English Medieval and Renaissance county structures, which were 

transmitted to the English colonies on the eastern seaboard in the 17
th

 Century and then 

successively moved west with the nation’s expansion. In the old days treasurers were 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/admin/Budget/2013-14_Proposed_Budget.htm
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compensated with a percentage of what was collected, which led to abuses. Best local 

government practice is to have a consolidated professional Finance Department. The 

Treasurer should be a division head within a consolidated Finance Department, who is 

selected on the basis of his or her financial, economic, and investing education, prior 

performance, and   expertise.
1
 The office should be specifically apolitical and professional.  

From time to time an argument is made against such a reform on the basis that it is a “check 

and balance.” This argument stems from misapplication of the constitutional separation of 

powers doctrine and the segregation of duties best practice. Under the former, the 

government is divided into legislative, executive, and judicial branches. Each of these 

provides checks and balances on the other two. In the case of the County, the CAO serves as 

an appointed professional executive. The Board of Supervisors enacts ordinances and 

policies and sets the budget. The Auditor Controller serves as both CFO and auditor of the 

County agencies and the CAO, (and the Board, if necessary).  The structure is already full 

of “checks and balances” and is somewhat fragmented.  

With respect to the latter (segregation of duties), an appointed treasurer with duties and 

qualifications provided by ordinance is responsible for tax collection and making the 

investments (note: not pension investments, which are the province of a separate board). He 

or she is responsible for standard policies of safety, liquidity, compliance with State statute, 

and return. One does not have to be elected to carry out these objective duties. 

On the tax collection front, fairness and objectivity are the key values. An official who is 

not subject to the vagaries of popular opinion, campaigning, fund raising, and political 

retribution may be in the best position (this is not to say elected treasurers are bad – we have 

known several highly efficient, high integrity elected treasurers). We have also known 

several total hacks that were deeply immersed in the political machines of their respective 

communities and states.    

Item 23 - Economic Vitality Corporation Report on Pilot Project to Assess Economic 

Benefits of New Development.  The Board received a report on the progress of a project to 

test the idea of listing the economic benefits of projects that are grinding through the 

County’s or cities’ land use entitlement processes.  

The project was designed to assess the economic benefits of projects pending in the 

County’s land use entitlement process. The thought is that so much emphasis is placed on 

the negative environmental aspects of projects that there ought to be a process that presents 

the other side of the story. So far, four test applications have been subjected to the process. 

These include a data center, a hotel, a multi-family residential project, and a single-family 

housing project. The report lists major job creation (1320 new jobs resulting from the 

projects), $120 million in annual sales, $609,000 in new sales tax annually, and $30.6 

million in new assessed valuation as the expected benefits of the projects.  

Tellingly, the EVC could only find one project in the unincorporated County to study. The 

other three are in incorporated cities.  

                                                 
1
 The International City/County Management Association, National Civic League, and Government Finance 

Officers of America all recommend the reform structure. 
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The power point for the presentation was not available to the Board on the agenda and when 

it was sent to them by email, technical problems occurred when they tried to open it. Some 

were concerned. Now what about the rest of us, as this happens deliberately two or three 

times per week? The staff says it would be too much work and take too much time to post 

with the agenda in time for the general public to see them in advance of the Board meetings.  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday May 21, 2013 (Scheduled) 

Item 3 - Contract with SAP Government Services.  This is a $914,000 multi-year contract 

for consulting on the operation and maintenance of the County’s central management IT 

system. SAP is the manufacturer and vendor of the application software that runs the 

County’s financial, payroll, human resources, benefits administration, and business 

warehouse software systems. 

A sample task in the contract is displayed below: 

Solution Manager Consultant 

transition to operational excellence in the following areas: o Central System Administration 

o Project Management o Test Management o System Monitoring o Business Process 

Monitoring o E2E Root Cause Analysis of IT Technical Reporting o Centralized Alerting o 

Installation Keys o Early Watch Reporting o Change Management (Change Request 

st with Enhancement Pack 

upgrade  

The project is listed to cost $53,620. 

Another sample: 

Basis Consultant 

improvement of materials and delivery 

This project is listed as costing $53,600.  

And yet another: 

Technical Upgrade - 

 

This one will cost $209,360. 

 The Board should ask: 

1. What happens if we don’t do this? And, is there a less expensive way to do this? 

2. Ask for an explanation of what the actual work content is for some of the listed tasks. For 

example, what is the “enhancement pack upgrade”? What will the consultant actually be 

doing that contributes to this part of the cost? 

3. What was the original cost of SAP? 
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4. How much did it cost to install? 

5. How much has been spent on the prior “maintenance” contracts?  

6. What internal resources (staff FTE’s, consultants) has the County committed to running 

SAP? What is the average cost per year of these resources? 

7 What will be the total cost of SAP, including County assigned staff, over its life (starting 

in 2003) if the proposed contract is approved? 

Item 6- Increased Contract ($116,843) to Monitor California Solar Ranch 

Construction. The Board letter summarizes the issue as: 

Due to several unanticipated factors, the previously approved budget is insufficient to cover 

the balance of the construction period, which is expected to conclude this Summer/Fall. The 

unanticipated factors include: project work schedule expanded from 5 to 6 days per week, 

with occasional Sunday work; compliance monitoring has required more support from the 

Lead Environmental Monitor and the Project Manager than initially anticipated; and, the 

level of effort required for coordination with the County and the applicant to review 

documentation and plans required to implement certain COAs exceeded what was 

previously budgeted. 

The Board should ask: 

1. How much has been spent on monitoring the Solar Ranch project so far?  

2. What types of problems has the monitoring discovered? 

3. What did it cost the project developer to fix any problems? 

Item 21-FY 2012-13 Third Quarter Financial Report.  In addition to a status report on 

current year revenues and expenditures, the item contains a number of attachments dealing 

with a variety of subjects including debt status, disposal of surplus or worn out vehicles, 

changes in staff positions allocations, and the status (progress) on capital projects. Overall 

the budget is on schedule and there are no overwhelming problems in the near term.  Some 

of the problems which will require transfers now or at the end of the fiscal include: 

Multiple Defendant Murder Trials: There are higher than expected costs of multiple 

defendant murder trials that must be handled by the Public Defender ($550,000 and 

growing). 

Reimbursements to the State Related to Mental Health Clinic MediCal: The problem 

stems from the State’s historic convoluted reimbursement and payment disallowance 

system, which puts counties at risk for years after services have been rendered to MediCal  

patients receiving mental health services. The County owes the State $1.8 million for 

“overbilling” on services rendered 4 years ago. The State reimburses the county up to $2.61 

per minute when a patient visits a clinician (Psychiatrist, Clinical Psychologist, Marriage 

and Family Counselor, etc. Cyclically and 4 years after the services have been rendered, the 

State conducts a spot audit of the County’s bills (which the State has already paid) and 

disallows some of the services. Disallowances occur when the State determines that the 
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session with the therapist took too long for the type of diagnosis or that the therapist used 

was too high a level for the diagnosis.  According to the report, the Legislature changed this 

system beginning this year so that the County is at risk for 3 or 4 additional years. The 

County maintains reserves to deal with this annual problem but does not have enough to 

cover the full amount this year. The report indicates that a portion of the uncovered amount 

($1.1 million) will be transferred from another mental health program called the Mental 

Health Services Act program (MHSA). 

According to the report, the county will owe as much as $4.2 million over the next 3 years 

for which it has set aside $2 million. A plan to fund the additional $2 million has not been 

developed. 

The Board should ask: 

Will the State actually allow a county to use MHSA funds to cover disallowed MediCal 

billing? Is it legal? MHSA is funded by the extra State personal income tax on people who 

make $1,000,000 or more per year. It was designed to fund comprehensive enriched mental 

health programs. 

 

Fleet Control:  The County uses a variety of cars, trucks, and other motorized equipment to 

conduct its operations. The report indicates that 14 vehicles will be eliminated. The problem 

is that the report does not indicate how many total vehicles (especially passenger cars and 

light trucks) are possessed by the county. Control of the total number and their use 

(especially underutilization) is important to good budgeting and management. Left 

untended, fleets tend to grow. The current budget shows an annual cost of $5.1 million for 

fleet operations.  

The Board should ask: 

1. How many cars and trucks do we have in the fleet? 

2. What has been the history of the size of the fleet over the past ten years?  

3. What is the average cost per year to maintain and run a light truck or car in our fleet?  

 

Debt:  As noted above, one of the addenda to the third Quarter Report is an annual report on 

the County’s general fund and enterprise fund debt. (Pension Debt of $320.6 million is not 

included in the discussion). The report is very upbeat about the debt because the general 

fund portion ($147.2 million) is well below State mandated limits and annual payment 

levels are well within national standards. Also the County has the 2
nd

 highest credit rating 

possible of AA+ for its general debt. The largest piece of general fund debt is $119.4 

million in pension obligation bonds. All of this notwithstanding, there are other factors to 

bear in mind. 
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Enterprise fund debt (in this case debt that is paid off by utility bills or user fees) includes 

$193.5 million for the Nacimiento project, other smaller water projects, airport 

improvements and so forth. 

Lastly, there is the Los Osos Sewer project for which $83.1 million has been issued and 

another $80.0 million is to be issued. 

The report repeatedly points out that these latter amounts are not general fund debt and 

states that the Los Osos debt is not debt of the County. In other words, No worries? What if 

the poor homeowners in Los Osos can’t afford constant water and sewer rate increases?  

What if the members of the Nacimiento authority (the City of Paso Robles, the Atascadero 

Water Company, the City of San Luis Obispo, and the Templeton Community Services 

District) are unable to make debt payments of $12.3 million per year? 

It is also important to note that these reported amounts are principal only and do not include 

interest. When interest is included, the amounts are almost double. County officials say that 

the interest is not important, and they only report the principal amounts. But the interest has 

to be paid off too! Try telling your banker that for credit assessment purposes, that the 

amount you owe on your mortgage is only the principal.  

The Board Should Ask: 

1. Who is ultimately responsible for the Los Osos debt if there is an inability of the property 

owners to keep up with rising costs of the system? 

2. Would (could) the County allow a default? 

3. What is the total debt, including all the principal and interest? 

4. What is the total debt, including item 3 and the unfunded pension liability? 

5. What do the actuaries expect the unfunded pension liability to be in the year 2023 at the 

current 7.25% interest assumption rate? What will it be if they make only 4% on average? 

 

Item 22 - Renewal of the SLO County Tourism Business Improvement District (CBID) 

Assessment.  The CBID is a group of owners of hospitality businesses who have set up an 

assessment district to fund national and regional advertising, promote tourism in the area, 

conduct promotion events, and otherwise fund activities to promote tourism.  

The ordinance establishing the San Luis Obispo County Tourism Business Improvement 

District (CBID) was originally approved by the Board in May 2009 and subsequently 

renewed each May since then. The ordinance (Section 3.09.050) provides for an assessment 

on all lodging businesses (hotels, motels, bed and breakfasts, vacation rentals), existing and 

future, within the boundaries of the CBID based upon 2% of the paid rent charged by the 

operator per occupied room per night for all transient occupancies. Fifty percent (50%) of 

the assessment is to be used for marketing and promoting the entire CBID area; the other 

50% is to be used to promote tourism in the Local Area from where the funds are collected 

(Section 3.09.080). 
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A report prepared by the CBID describing its activities can be accessed at: 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2174/RllfMTItMTNfRklOQUxfcmVw

b3J0XzUtOS0xMy5wZGY=/12/n/15276.doc   

 

Item 29 - Presentation of the 2012 Agricultural Statistics. This item contains statistical 

reports on the various agricultural products produced within the County. It is an important 

report because it demonstrates how important agriculture to the economy. 

The agricultural industry in San Luis Obispo County continues to be a major contributor to 

the county’s prosperous economy. 2012 was a record breaking year for agriculture with 

overall crop values of $861,803,000, an improvement of nearly 18% over 2011 values. This 

figure represents only commodity gross values, and does not include costs that affect profit 

margins or any overall economic benefit resulting from the contributions of a strong local 

agricultural industry. 

For 2012, the top ten commodities ranked in descending order by value were: strawberries, 

wine grapes, cattle and calves, broccoli, vegetable transplants, cut flowers, indoor 

decorative plants, avocados, head lettuce and outdoor ornamental plants. Three out of the 

five crop categories, Animal Industry, Field Crops and Fruit and Nut Crops, posted record 

values for the year. 

Supervisor Mecham has asked, a number of times over the last 2 years, for a report which 

not only presents the raw sales values, but provides an analysis of the multipliers which 

agriculture provides in the economy. These are both direct and indirect. Farm implement 

sales, fertilizer, pesticides, irrigation services, seed services, laboratory services, pest 

control, trucking, chilling packaging, and, of course, payrolls are some of the direct 

economic impacts. 

So far no one has had time to do it. They are too busy implementing “smart growth” and 

fighting global warming.  

Item 30- Presentation By The San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) on 

the US Highway 101 Mobility Study.  This item is presumably about traffic improvements, 

widening, or whatever. There were no reports or descriptions of the item in the agenda 

materials other than a short notice of the hearing. 

The highway is considerably undersized in the Five Cities area. Fairly often the morning 

commutes this segment is like “Destruction Derby” with multiple pileups and rear -end 

collisions that proliferate. Ultimately, SLOCOG will angle for a one-half cent sales tax vote. 

The Planners will try to define your “mobility” as riding buses to and from your dense, 

walkable, socially equitable, low carbon footprint “smart growth” village. Better buy your 

dream car quick. 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2174/RllfMTItMTNfRklOQUxfcmVwb3J0XzUtOS0xMy5wZGY=/12/n/15276.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2174/RllfMTItMTNfRklOQUxfcmVwb3J0XzUtOS0xMy5wZGY=/12/n/15276.doc
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Item 31 - Setting Annual Growth Limits.  Under the county’s growth management 

restrictions the Board must set the limits on new dwelling unit building permits each year. 

The write-up summarizes the proposed action: The maximum number of allowable dwelling 

units for Fiscal Year 2013-2014 will be 1,103 county-wide and 129 for the Nipomo mesa 

area. An additional carryover of 10% (110 dwelling units) of unused allocations for Fiscal 

Year 2012-2013 will be incorporated for the county wide allowable dwelling units.  

For the first 3 quarters of FY 2012-13 only 113 permits were issued for the whole 

unincorporated County. Clearly one of the best enviro–socialist growth control tools is a 

terrible economy.  

Air Pollution Control District Meeting of Wednesday May 29, 2013 (Scheduled)  

Please note this early advisory of the APCD meeting on May 29, 2013. A key item will be a 

discussion of the agency’s proposed 2013-14 Annual Budget. The write up on their web site 

is murky. It is not clear what is happening to the fees. We will try to analyze and get 

clarification next week.  

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Meeting of May 30 and 31, 2013 

Central Coast Water Board Conference Room, 895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101, San Luis 

Obispo  

Ag. Water Order Status Report. During the Friday, May 31 session, the Board will hear a 

status report on the Agricultural Water Regulatory Program (The Ag. Order). The written 

report and attachments are extensive. As our readers know, the Water Board has imposed 

very severe standards for how farmers must treat irrigation water which percolates back into 

the ground or runs off their fields into the ditches next to the fields. Efforts to allow farmers 

to group together in a particular area (to save money and share solutions as they try to 

comply with the rules) are encountering significant bureaucratic and technical criticism. 

This has resulted in a protracted set of negotiations. A link to the documents which depict 

the convoluted situation can be accessed at:  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/board_info/agendas/2013/may/Item_21/index.s

html  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/board_info/agendas/2013/may/Item_21/index.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/board_info/agendas/2013/may/Item_21/index.shtml

