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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF APRIL 10 - 16, 2016 

 

  

 THIS WEEK 

 

A LIGHT WEEK AT THE BOS 

 

APRIL 14 REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION                                  
(NO BIG CONTROVERSIES BUT DID THEY MOVE THE GOAL POST?) 

 

APRIL 15 SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION                       
(PHILLIPS 66 QUESTIONS AND DELIBERATIONS)                                           

- THE HEARING IS CLOSED - 

 

LAST WEEK 

 

PASO BASIN DISTRICT PROPONENTS & GIBSON 

TAUNT ARNOLD & MECHAM  
(HOW WILL YOU COMPLY WITH SGMA WITH NO NEW TAX?) 

 

 

 

 
  

     SOUR GRAPES? 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjx35m_3v3LAhWG8CYKHduhDzkQjRwIBw&url=http://www.dreamstime.com/stock-image-rotten-grape-white-background-image37180351&bvm=bv.118817766,d.eWE&psig=AFQjCNGrzREJsWoU8HIc2NHNtNYI83skDw&ust=1460160039646134
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COMPTON VOTES AGAINST CONTINUATION 

OF ACORN BOONDOGGLE/REST OF THE 

SLOCOG BOARD KAFOOZELED  
(GOOD MONEY AFTER BAD) 

 

SLOCOG DRIVES SALES TAX QUESTION 

FORWARD 

 

 

  SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                       
(SEE PAGE 13) 

 

 
 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, April 12, 2016 (Scheduled) 

 
In General:  It is a light agenda and there do not appear to be any items of significant policy 

impact in terms of COLAB’s key issues of property rights, taxes, agriculture, governmental 

reform, and personal freedom. This happens several times per year. 

 

Item 6 - Request to approve a sole source agreement for professional environmental 

consulting services with Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc., for an amount 

not to exceed $189,591 for archaeological services for the Los Osos Wastewater Laterals 

Connection.  This item, although minor on the public policy Richter scale, is indicative of how 

convoluted things have become. Federal, State and County laws require that archaeological 

resources be protected and damage be mitigated during construction projects. The County issued 

contracts to the consulting firm Far Western Anthropological Research Group Inc. to monitor 

construction at the Los Osos sewer treatment project and in particular the process of digging the 

trenches and installing the pipes for the sewage collection program (large scale digging). 

 

Now it turns out that a $190,000 contract is being issued for the consultant to monitor the 

digging, as the individual homes are connected from the house to the pipe under the street. Far 

Western has already been paid $906,000 so far for the larger project work. 
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One clause in the contract states:  

 

 

 

 

 
   

Does this mean that if an arrowhead, pot, or jewelry is found on your property during the 

digging, you have to “donate” it to the government?   

  

Far Western appears to be a big sophisticated outfit, based in Davis, CA. The Principal 

Consultant assigned to this phase of the Los Osos project is Patricia Mikkelsen, who conducted a 

study of “adaptation” in prehistoric Morro Bay in 2000. 

 

There will be a Native American Monitor who receives $6,300 under the contract for 140 hours 

work, or $45.00 per hour to “monitor.” 

 

  
 

For whatever reason, camping out is necessary to perform the contract. 

 

  
ANTHROPOLOGISTS IN THE FIELD BACK IN THE DAY 

 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwj8m5Tng4DMAhUD6iYKHUdqBOIQjRwIBw&url=http://www.vintageinn.ca/2015/05/a-vintage-camping-we-will-go/&psig=AFQjCNHrctoD9A_nsCUzPpvER_IRS9Oh3w&ust=1460238834120726
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Does obsidian hydration mean that if they find an arrowhead, it has to be placed in a bowl of 

water, for $18 dollars per arrowhead? 

 

 
                                               Waterfront Property Back In the Day 

 

 

 

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, April 14, 2016 (Scheduled)  

 

In General:  The Commission has a number of applications that require careful study and 

review. However, they do not rise to the level of controversial policy questions. Nevertheless, the 

Commissioners would appear to have a very full day, a day before they have to take up the 

Phillips 66 item, as noted in the Friday April 15, 2016 session outlined below. The preparation 

time and site reviews have no doubt required extensive time by the Commissioners, who should 

be congratulated for their dedication and diligence. After all, they are uncompensated volunteers. 

Separately, agenda item 8, immediately below, raises some policy questions: 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwif8oX72P3LAhUJQCYKHfKaBhwQjRwIBw&url=http://algoxy.com/stolenland/mexicanamericanwar.html&bvm=bv.118817766,d.eWE&psig=AFQjCNEgP6O7S-zPD-XG7nz8usorEUT0zw&ust=1460158423561801
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Item 8 - A hearing to consider an 

appeal by DAVID SANSONE CO. 

INC. of the Planning Department’s 

determination to withdraw an 

application pursuant to Coastal Zone 

Land Use Ordinance Section 23.02.056 

for a Minor Use Permit/Coastal 

Development Permit to allow for the 

construction of a 49 unit mini-storage 

facility, and for an existing 1,164 

square-foot (sf) residence to be utilized 

as an on-site manager’s unit. The 

project will result in the disturbance of 

the entire 22,000 sf parcel. The 

proposed project is within the 

Residential Multi-Family land use 

category and is located at 9270 Avonne Avenue, approximately 0.2 miles southeast of the 

Highway 1 and Pico Avenue intersection, in the village of San Simeon.  In 2013 Sansone 

applied for a permit to build a 214-unit mini storage facility in the village of San Simeon. No one 

liked it and he eventually scaled it down to a 49-unit facility. At the time he applied, mini 

storages were a permitted use in the multifamily zone where it was proposed. Subsequently, the 

County amended its zoning ordinance to eliminate such facilities as a permitted use in that zone. 

Then the Planning staff notified Sansone that his application had been withdrawn by the County, 

since his proposed use was no longer permitted. In most jurisdictions, if an applicant has a live 

project pending and the zoning changes, it is evaluated under the rules that were in effect at the 

time it was submitted. Sansone has appealed the arbitrary action.  

 

 

Appeal 

Section 23.01.042(b)(1)(iii) of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO) allows 

determinations of consistency with the Land Use Element made by the Director of Planning and 

Building and Planning Department staff to be appealed to the Planning Commission. 

Staff comments: The applicant has requested in writing that the determination by Planning 

Department staff that this application is deemed withdrawn due to inconsistency with the Land 

Use Element be appealed to the Planning Commission.  

 

In SLO County the rule is different. As the staff report rationalizes:  

 

Although the rules changed while this project was in process, land use permits are 

Planning Commission subject to the rules that are in place when they are acted upon by the 

review authority (not when they are submitted or accepted for processing).  

 

Here the County is having its cake and eating it too. Instead of being processed under the rules 

that were in effect when the application was submitted, the County says it must be processed 
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under the rules that were in effect “when they were acted upon” – whatever that means. This 

places an unfair burden on applicants and should be changed. 

 

There are many other reasons that the staff recommends against this project, but the significant 

issue here is the unreasonable provision, which can be applied to anyone.  Who’s to say that if 

the staff doesn’t like a project that does comply with the zoning at the time of application, they 

wouldn’t stall it and in the meantime change the rules.  Let’s move the goal posts. 

 

 

  
 

 

 

Special Planning Commission Meeting of Friday, April 15, 2016 (Scheduled) 

 

 

Item 3 - Continued hearing to consider a request by the PHILLIPS 66 COMPANY for a 

Development Plan/Coastal Development Permit to allow the modification of the existing 

rail spur currently on the southwest side of the Santa Maria Refinery in order to allow for 

the import/unloading of crude oil at the refinery via train. The rail spur project includes a 

6,915-foot long rail spur, an unloading facility, onsite pipelines, replacement of coke rail 

loading tracks, the construction of five parallel tracks with the capacity to hold a 5,190-

foot-long unit train consisting of 80 tank cars (60 feet each), two buffer cars (60 feet each), 

and three locomotives (90 feet each), and accessory improvements outlined in more detail 

below in the staff report as well as the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).  

 

There is neither new information nor an additional staff report separate from the extensive 

material that has been provided previously. The hearing is closed, and there will be no more 

public speakers. It is likely that the Commissioners have many questions and will ultimately 

enter into lengthy deliberations. It is not known if they will call in outside experts or examine the 

applicant’s experts. Thus it is also not predictable if the matter will reach an actual vote during 

this session. As a contingency, staff has scheduled future dates if needed. To this end the staff 

reports: 

 

On April 15, 2016, the Commission will reconvene and continue the hearing of the Phillips 66 

Rail Spur project from the February 4th, 5th, 25th and March 11, 2016 meetings. Public 

testimony has been closed and the Commission will continue with questions and deliberation.  

 

http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=599&tbm=isch&tbnid=_fh8xx8s0hRNBM:&imgrefurl=http://www.twainquotes.com/Skunk.html&docid=iCApzQ7NzGdiRM&imgurl=http://www.twainquotes.com/skunk.gif&w=250&h=243&ei=KHY7Ut6oE4OMrAHOxoDQDw&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:43,s:0,i:227&iact=rc&page=3&tbnh=172&tbnw=177&start=32&ndsp=19&tx=72&ty=100
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The Commission may continue deliberations and either come to a decision at the April 15th 

hearing, or if needed, continue the hearing. We have reserved May 16th (rather than May 12th) 

as a tentative next hearing date. 

 

If someone wishes to submit comments to the Commission they should be submitted in writing to 

the Planning Commission Secretary Ramona Hedges via mail at 976 Osos St. Room 300, San 

Luis Obispo CA 93408 or email rhedges@co.slo.ca.us. 

 

As we have stated in the past, this issue is not simply about this particular application in 

isolation, but has huge implications for how the SLO County Government understands its ethical 

responsibility to support our industrial civilization, the benefits of which underpin our standard 

of living and our freedom. 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 
Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, April 5, 2016 (Completed) 

 

Item 10 - Public Comment/Sour Grapes by Paso Water District Supporters.  The Clerk 

Recorder (who is also the Election Official) filed the official results of the Paso Basin Water    

District votes with the Board of Supervisors the consent agenda.   

 

Several representatives of groups that had supported the proposed district showed up and used 

the occasion to begin to front out the Supervisors who represent the district area (Mecham and 

Arnold). They were admonished to announce their plans for meeting State Groundwater 

Management Act of 2014 (SGMA) requirements. Although the comments were coated in 

saccharine rhetoric about reconciliation, the real message is very different.  “You had better 

show us how you are going to set up the groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) and 

develop the groundwater sustainability plans (GSPs) without spending any money now that the 

special tax is dead.” In other words, get ready for another fight. 

 

These comments are really an expression of vindictiveness by those who lost an election. In 

actuality the deadline for forming the GSAs is not until June 30, 2017, and the deadline for 

submitting completed GSPs to the State is not until 2020.  

 

Paso Basin district proponents and County staff were demanding that the voters approve a new 

tax of $1 million per year just to set up the Paso Basin GSA and develop its water management 

plan. The experience in neighboring Santa Barbara County is instructive in this regard. Rather 

than proposing new taxes and new regulatory agencies, that County is undertaking a customized 

process to allow the overliers in the 3 basins that are subject to SGMA to design their GSAs. The 

County is providing a consultant to help them do this and is assigning existing County staff to 

assist. Rather than attempting to budget for the development of the GSPs, the County is taking 

the first and basic step of helping get them established. Once the State Department of Water 

Resources adopts the rules (which are as yet unpublished for GSP content) and once the GSAs 

are formed and have determined what needs they may have, appropriate funding mechanisms 
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will be developed for formulating their GSPs. The initial process for organizing and designing 

the GSAs will cost a one-time amount of $560,000 for formation of 3 GSAs. 

 

Santa Barbara County’s consultants’ work plans for developing the GSAs is simple and 

straightforward, something neither the County nor the Paso District proponents ever presented to 

justify even the first year of their 5-year $5 million budget.  

 

The project outline for the Cuyama Basin (1 of the 3) is reproduced here as a sample: 

  

   
 

 

The task chart continues on the next page: 
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Note:  Parenthetically, it looks as if SB County is taking the lead, as it is the largest geographic 

portion overlier of the 4 counties involved in the Cuyama basin. This should save SLO County 

some effort. The larger point is that Santa Barbara County has a plan to meet the June 2017 

deadline for all 3 of their subject basins. No one is forecasting the end of the world or throwing 

up their hands and beckoning the State to come in and take over. 
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Item 21 - Willow Road Acorn Planting Boondoggle Sucks Even More Funds.  The Board 

approved additional funding in an attempt to salvage this project, which has been a long slog of 

good money after bad. The vote was 3/1/1 with Compton voting no and Arnold abstaining. 

 

Background:  As of August 2015, when the last change order was processed 

through the Board of Supervisors, the project, which had originally been 

budgeted at $500,000, had climbed to more than $1 million. Staff reports that the 

construction budget is now $888,000, but this ignores all sorts of other operating 

costs, such as trucking in supplemental water, project management, etc. The staff 

write-up from August 2015 stated that the acorn planting project had already reached                                      

$1,050,000 at that time. 

 

Readers may remember that the planting of acorns at the Willow Road/Highway 101 ramps was 

a required environmental mitigation (blackmail) to get the project approved. It is not clear who 

levied the exaction. Was it County Planning and Development, the State, or some other entity 

that levied the requirement? This should now be disclosed, given the colossal cost for this highly 

symbolic and useless waste of taxpayer money.  

 

A new $78,000 was approved on April 5, 2016, to cover additional problems with the irrigation 

system. 

 

During August 2015, the Board approved an increase, which brought the acorn planting project 

to $1,050,000. The write-up stated: 

 

 

This is a multi-year project budgeted in the Road Fund FY 2015/16 at $1,050,000. The estimated 

project costs, including Change Order Nos. 1-8 and the additional construction contingency is 

$1,017,372. Funding for this project is from the South County Road Improvement Fee Account – 

Area 1 and Prop 1B State-Local Partnership Program (SLPP). No budget adjustment is 

necessary at this time. This is a multi-year project budgeted in the Road Fund FY 2015/16 at 

$1,050,000. The estimated project costs, including Change Order Nos. 1-8 and the additional 

construction contingency is $1,017,372. Funding for this project is from the South County Road 

Improvement Fee Account – Area 1 and Prop 1B State-Local Partnership Program (SLPP). 

adjustment is necessary at this time.  
 

The cost chart from the August 2015 session displays the $1,050,000. By using the $888,000 

number in this agenda’s write-up, were  they attempting to soft peddle the issue?  

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjH_ZTDsOvLAhUN6GMKHd_ZA24QjRwIBw&url=http://www.acornlive.com/acorn-cima-prize-winners/&psig=AFQjCNEigTsDYKmU9JcJMUy9noM0v3oLIA&ust=1459529310810485
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San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments Meeting Wednesday, April 6, 2016,  

8:30 AM (Completed) 

 

SPECIAL ½ CENT SALES TAX FOR ROADS AND TRANSPORTATION 

 

The  SLOCOG Board voted 10/1/0 (Supervisor Arnold voted no/Compton was absent due to a 

family gathering out of state) to initiate a process to obtain the approval of the 7 cities in the 

County and the Board of Supervisors to place a sales tax measure on the November 2016 ballot.  

The measure, if scheduled and subsequently approved, would levy a ½ cent sales tax increase on 

the entire county for 9 years. It is estimated that it would raise about $225 million or $25 million 

per year. The decision to seek a 9-year sunset of the tax is an artifact of the polling consultant’s 

advice that the 9-year term, versus 20 years or 25 years, has the best chance of passage (a 2/3 

vote). The Pollster found that 63.1% of likely registered voters would approve the new tax. This 
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is not the 2/3 required but it is believed that a broad pro-vote campaign could push the matter 

over the top. There were representatives of engineering firms, contractors, and labor in the 

audience, some of whom spoke in favor of the tax measure. The SLOCOG must adopt the tax 

ordinance language and provisions no later than the first week of August in order for it to appear 

on the November ballot. 

  

Clearly most of the SLOCOG members would prefer a 20- or 25-year term but see the 9-year 

term as a foot in the door, which then might be renewed and extended to 20 years before it 

expires if the voters come to trust the process and like the projects. 

 

COLAB again asked that each of the 7 cities and the County Board of Supervisors demonstrate 

self-help by adopting a policy in each of their jurisdictions to annually raise the amount they 

spend on capital investment, including road improvements, road maintenance, building 

maintenance, and parks maintenance. We hope that SLOCOG would work with us on adding 

such a provision to the ordinance: 

 

1. A clause which goes beyond maintenance of effort and requires each city and the County to 

add a stipulated percentage of their own general revenue to their respective road maintenance 

budgets each year.  

Or as an alternative: 

2. Link capital investment to labor cost increases. For example, if the County or a city negotiated 

a labor contract with a 2% raise each year for 3 years and this had the effect of raising pension 

costs by 1%, that jurisdiction would be required to raise the % of general revenue contributed for 

capital investment and maintenance by an equal percentage (or by 3% per year). 

This would constitute real “self-help". 

 

Background:  Under the guise of polling and “community education” SLOCOG has been 

conducting a campaign to reverse citizen opinion polls, which have repeatedly signaled that a 

sales tax for transportation and roads is DOA. After all, if you are invited to a community 

meeting, attend a focus group, or staff comes to your organization’s monthly meeting and makes 

a presentation on the need for the tax, isn’t it supporting the tax? This is too bad, since the lack of 

new roads, improved roads, and deferred maintenance is inhibiting the ability of San Luis Obispo 

County and its 7 municipalities to foster economic development and desperately needed 

expansion of the housing stock. COLAB has been suggesting for several years that before asking 

the voters for more taxes for transportation, the County and 7 cities should demonstrate a self-

help commitment by a meaningfully increasing the portion of their general revenue allocated to 

road maintenance on an escalated annual basis. This would require discipline. Feel-good 

purchases of tax exempt open space, donations to everyone’s pet not-for-profit, $2.4 million 

Christmas bonuses and adding more staff might have to be deferred. 
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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.  

 

CalChamber Releases 2016 Job Killer List - March 

30, 2016 
The California Chamber of Commerce 

yesterday released a preliminary list of job 

killer bills to call attention to the negative 

impact that 18 proposed measures would 

have on California’s job climate and 

economic recovery if they were to become 

law. 

The list is preliminary at this point 

because CalChamber expects to add 

more bills to the list in the coming 

weeks as legislation is amended. 

CalChamber will periodically release 

job killer watch updates as legislation 

changes. Readers are encouraged to 

track the current status of the job killer 

bills on www.cajobkillers.com or by 

following @CAJobKillers on Twitter. 

“These job killer bills represent the 

worst of the worst legislative proposals 

currently under consideration by 

lawmakers,” said Allan Zaremberg, 

President and CEO of the California 

Chamber of Commerce. “As everyone 

knows, California has areas that are 

booming economically and other areas 

that are stagnating.  Each part of 

California has unique problems and 

these job killers will negatively impact 

future economic growth.  Whether they 

create barriers to providing affordable 

housing for workers, or increase costs 

for companies trying to grow or stay in 

business, these job killer bills should 

not become law.” 

The preliminary list of 2016 job killer bills follows: 

Arbitration Discrimination 

 

AB 2667 (Thurmond; D-Richmond) Arbitration Agreements Discrimination — Unfairly 

discriminates against arbitration agreements and therefore is likely preempted by the 

Federal Arbitration Act, which will lead to confusion and litigation, by prohibiting 

arbitration of Unruh Civil Rights violations made as a condition of a contract for goods or 

services. 

 

http://www.cajobkillers.com/
https://twitter.com/CAJobKillers
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202667&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
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AB 2879 (M. Stone; D-Scotts Valley) Employment Arbitration Agreements 

Discrimination — Unfairly discriminates against arbitration agreements and is likely 

preempted by the Federal Arbitration Act, which will lead to confusion and litigation, by 

prohibiting an employer from requiring an individual who is a member of the military to 

sign a mandatory arbitration agreement as a condition of employment. 

 

Affordable Housing Barriers 

 

AB 2162 (Chu; D-San Jose) Erodes Housing Affordability — Increases the cost of and 

delays housing and other development projects by eliminating existing mitigation options 

for impacts to oak woodlands under the California Environmental Quality Act and instead 

imposes an entirely new and separate permitting process for the removal of even one valley 

oak tree. 

 

AB 2502 (Mullin; D-South San Francisco/Chiu; D-San Francisco) Erodes Housing 

Affordability — Increases the cost and reduces the supply of housing by authorizing local 

governments as condition of development to impose a costly and inflexible price-controlled 

inclusionary housing requirement and, in doing so, legislatively repeals an established court 

decision upholding developers’ ability to set initial rental rates for new dwelling units. 

 

SB 1150 (Leno; D-San Francisco) Erodes Housing Availability — Increases risk and the 

cost of residential loans by allowing a party not on the mortgage loan to interfere with 

appropriate foreclosures and creates a private right of action for violations of overly 

complex and burdensome requirements. 

 

SB 1318 (Wolk; D-Davis) Erodes Housing Affordability — Inappropriately leverages 

necessary affordable housing in order to solve infrastructure issues with the consequence 

that the housing won’t be built by imposing requirements on water or waste water districts 

to serve certain communities first. 

 

Increased Labor Costs 

 

AB 1727 (Gonzalez; D–San Diego) Price-Setting by Independent Contractors — Harms 

consumers and the California economy by essentially allowing independent contractors in 

almost every industry to collaborate and set prices for their services as well as other terms 

and conditions of their contracts, which will raise prices for consumers as well as subject 

them to costly litigation with the threat of triple damages if consumers terminate those 

contracts. 

 

SB 878 (Leyva; D-Chino) Mandated Scheduling Requirement — Eliminates worker 

flexibility and exposes employers to costly penalties, litigation, and government 

enforcement, by mandating employers in the retail, grocery, or restaurant workplace, 

including employers who have hybrid operations that include a retail or restaurant section, 

to provide a 21-day work schedule and then face penalties and litigation if the employer 

changes the schedule with less than 7 days’ notice, even when the change is at the request of 

the employee. 

http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202879&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202162&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202502&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%201150&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%201318&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%201727&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%20878&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
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SB 1166 (Jackson; D-Santa Barbara) Imposes New Maternity and Paternity Leave 

Mandate — Unduly burdens and increases costs of small employers, with as few as 5 

employees, as well as large employers by requiring 12 weeks of protected employee leave 

for maternity or paternity leave, in addition to up to four months of existing pregnancy 

disability leave, for employees who have worked for the employer one day, as well as 

exposing employers with 50 or more employees to lawsuits for failing to provide 24 weeks 

of protected leave in a 12-month period. 

 

Meritless Litigation 

 

SB 899 (Hueso; D-San Diego) Increased Meritless Litigation Costs — Drives up consumer 

costs and increases frivolous litigation similar to the disability access lawsuits in California, 

by prohibiting a retailer or grocery store from discriminating against a person on the basis of 

gender with the price of goods and subjecting them to a minimum $4,000 of damages for 

each violation. 

 

California Oil Production Barriers 

 

AB 1759 (Bonta; D-Alameda) Gas Price Increase — Jeopardizes the production of 

California based fuel by banning the use of hydrogen fluoride and hydrofluoric acid at 

facilities that use more than 250 gallons and are located within two miles of a residence, 

notwithstanding the fact that there are significant safety regulations in place at the local, 

state and federal levels. 

 

AB 1882 (Williams; D-Santa Barbara) Gas Price Increase — Jeopardizes the production of 

California based fuel by substantially complicating the existing permitting process for the 

Underground Injection Control program by imposing duplicative requirements and 

requiring the Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources to cede aspects of its 

permitting authority to the regional water quality control board. 

AB 2729 (Williams; D-Santa Barbara/ Thurmond; D-Richmond) Gas Price Increase — 

Jeopardizes the production of California based fuel supply and increases costs to the 

industry by revising the definition of an idle well and requiring permanent closure of 25% 

of California’s long-term idle wells each year. 

 

 

 

 

Tax Increase 

 

ACA 8 (Bloom; D-Santa Monica) Lowers Vote Requirement for Tax Increases — Adds 

complexity and uncertainty to the current tax structure and pressure to increase taxes on 

commercial, industrial and residential property owners by giving local governments new 

authority to enact special taxes for storm and wastewater infrastructure, including parcel 

taxes, by lowering the vote threshold from two-thirds to fifty-five percent. 

 

http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%201166&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%20899&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%201759&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%201882&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202729&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=ACA%208&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
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2015 JOB KILLER CARRY-OVER BILLS 

 

Burdensome Environmental Regulation 

 

SB 32 (Pavley; D-Agoura Hills) Slows Economic Growth — Increases costs for California 

businesses, makes them less competitive and discourages economic growth by adopting 

further greenhouse gas emission reductions for 2030 without regard to the impact on 

individuals, jobs and the economy. 

 

SB 654 (de León; D-Los Angeles) Creates Unworkable Hazardous Waste Permitting 

Process — Discourages investment in upgrading and improving hazardous waste facilities 

by shutting down hazardous waste facilities if the Department of Toxic Substances Control 

(DTSC) fails to take final action on the permit renewal application within a specified 

timeframe, even if the permit applicant acted diligently and in good faith throughout the 

permit application process. 

 

Increased Labor Costs 

 

SB 3 (Leno; D-San Francisco) Automatic Minimum Wage Increase — Unfairly imposes a 

potential 50% increase in the minimum wage by 2022 (actually an 87% increase over an 8-

year period when combined with the last increase just implemented in January 2016), and 

automatically adjusts minimum wage beyond 2018 according to national inflation, with no 

“offramps” to suspend the indexing if employers are struggling with other economic factors 

or costs. 

 

Tax Increase 

 

SCA 5 (Hancock; D-Berkeley) Split Roll — Undermines the protections of Proposition 13 

by unfairly targeting commercial property owners and increasing their property taxes by 

assessing their property based upon current fair market value instead of acquired 

value.  Such costs will ultimately be passed on to consumers and tenants through higher 

prices and will result in job loss as businesses struggle to absorb such a dramatic tax 

increase. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%2032&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%20654&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%203&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SCA%205&go=Search&session=15&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
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CALIFORNIA’S ECONOMICALLY ILLITERATE 

LEGISLATURE 

BY ED RING ON APRIL 5,  2016   

  

California’s minimum wage is set to rise to 

$15/hour over the next six years. While this 

topic has been beat to death, it is seldom 

pointed out that the inflation-adjusted 

minimum wage, based on 78 years of 

precedent, at most should only be around 

$10 per hour. A recent UnionWatch post 

“Raise the Minimum Wage, or Lower the 

Cost of Living?,” proved this using CPI 

data. As can be seen, only once, in 1968, did 

the minimum wage in 2015 dollars exceed 

$10/hour. 

 

Historical Minimum Wages 

Expressed in 2015 Dollars 

 

http://unionwatch.org/author/edring/
http://unionwatch.org/raise-the-minimum-wage-or-lower-the-cost-of-living/
http://unionwatch.org/raise-the-minimum-wage-or-lower-the-cost-of-living/
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A lot of things have happened since 1968, of 

course. To name just two, the earned income 

tax credit didn’t arrive until 1975, and the 

Affordable Care Act, offering health 

insurance to low-income participants at 

give-away rates, didn’t arrive until 2010. 

Needless to say these programs make it 

easier to survive on minimum wage. 

The point of this isn’t to suggest workers 

shouldn’t earn more money, or to argue 

about whether or not we should have a 

minimum wage. The point is that the 

minimum wage, at $15/hour, has no 

historical justification. And because of this, 

the unintended consequences are more 

severe. Like never before, this minimum 

wage increase will kill small businesses and 

it will kill entry level jobs. 

There’s another point missing from the 

debate over the minimum wage. It is an 

indictment of the members of California’s 

state legislature, because collectively, they 

have a simplistic, ideologically driven view 

of economics that is divorced from reality. 

Their naive enthusiasm is harming the 

working families they claim they want to 

protect. California’s legislators, nearly all of 

them coerced and controlled by government 

unions and seduced by extreme 

environmentalists, have enacted policies that 

deny upward mobility to working people. 

These policies only begin with an excessive 

minimum wage hike that is going to reward 

large corporate franchises and drive small 

emerging companies out of business. They 

extend to the unaffordable cost of housing, 

caused by misguided “urban containment” 

policies in what is one of the most 

spacious developed regions on earth. They 

extend to the high cost of electricity and 

natural gas, elevated by policies inspired by 

a futile wish to set an example to the rest of 

the world – regardless of their regressive 

impact. They extend to a pension system 

built by an alliance of government unions 

and powerful financial interests that 

guarantees retirement benefits to 

government employees that are literally five 

to ten times more generous than Social 

Security, paid for by taxpayers, teetering on 

the abyss of insolvency. The list goes on.  

Here’s part of the reason why: California’s 

legislators do not have experience running a 

business. Most of them have never worked 

in the private sector. A 2014 UnionWatch 

post “How Labor Money Undermines the 

Financial Literacy of California’s 

Legislators,” documents, based on 

biographical analysis, the level of business 

experience in California’s 2014 state 

legislature. In all, 56% of them have NO 

experience in business – having spent their 

entire careers in government or nonprofits. 

Of the majority democrats, 76% of them 

have NO experience in business. The 2016 

class of legislators is unlikely to be any 

different. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Earned_income_tax_credit
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Earned_income_tax_credit
http://obamacarefacts.com/affordable-healthcare/
http://unionwatch.org/how-labor-money-undermines-the-financial-literacy-of-state-legislators/
http://unionwatch.org/how-labor-money-undermines-the-financial-literacy-of-state-legislators/
http://unionwatch.org/how-labor-money-undermines-the-financial-literacy-of-state-legislators/
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California State Legislature, 2013-2014 Membership                                                                

Business vs. Government Background 

 

 

 

Understanding that you can’t raise the 

minimum wage without killing entry level 

jobs is a basic economic concept. So is the 

fact that if you make it nearly impossible to 

develop land or energy, prices will rise for 

those commodities. And it isn’t much of a 

leap to realize that when you do this, you are 

hurting the most vulnerable members of 

society. 

More sinister, and perhaps harder to grasp, 

upper division stuff, is the fact that every 

time you add a regulation, you further 

empower the monopolistic corporate special 

interests who are supposedly the bad guys 

you’re fighting. Every time you lower 

interest rates to stimulate spending, you 

invite people of limited means to go further 

into debt, and you decimate the 

savings accounts of people unwilling or 

unable to gamble their modest fortunes in a 

volatile stock market. And every time you 

raise pay and pension benefits for 

government workers, you create deficits, 

pouring additional billions into the pockets 

of bond underwriters, and you redirect the 

money into the hands of the pension funds 

and their investment bankers. 

And at the graduate level, in that rarefied 

space where sound-bites (that perform so 

well in Sacramento) just echo meaninglessly 

in the vast alpine air, consider this:  The 

impact of artificially elevating the cost of 

living creates an asset economy, so pension 

funds and rich people alike can ride the 

bubble for one more year, while ordinary 

folks endure servitude to their $700,000 
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mortgages. It doesn’t take an economist, 

however, to know this can’t last. It just takes 

horse sense. That too, appears to be in short 

supply in Sacramento. 

Could it be that if California’s legislature 

were committed to lowering the cost-of-

living via policies that encouraged 

competitive development of natural 

resources including land and energy, maybe 

they wouldn’t have to bestow such lavish 

benefits on government workers, nor the 

crumbs of minimum wage increases to 

private workers? 

 *   *   * 

Ed Ring is the president of the California Policy Center. 

  

PLEASE SEE IMPORTANT ANNOUNCEMENTS ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES. 

 

 

 

http://californiapolicycenter.org/
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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