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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF NOVEMBER 3-9, 2013 

HOUSING IN LIEU TAX INCREASE BACK 

DENVER AIR SERVICE POTENTIAL 

 

IMPORTANT WATER BOARD HEARING ON 

DECEMBER 5
TH

 AND 6
TH

 IN SLO                                          
(BUT YOU MUST FILE IN WRITING BY NOV 22, 2013 OR 

YOU CAN’T SPEAK) 

 

No Board of Supervisor’s Meeting on Tuesday, October 29, 2013 (Not Scheduled) 

The Board did not meet because it was a 5
th

 Tuesday of the month. It does not usually 

meet on 5
th

 Tuesdays. 

 

Board of Supervisor’s Meeting of Tuesday, November 5, 2013  (Scheduled) 

Item 2 - Set Hearing on Dec. 3
rd

 for Fee Increases.  The County reviews the fees it 

charges for services, permits, inspections, and other activities each year.  Its goal is to 

have the amount of the fee cover the cost of producing the service, permit (for example 

the analysis time), etc. This is to prevent having to use general revenue such as property 

tax and sales tax to cover the cost of activities used by individual residents but not all 

county residents, such as playing golf or filing for a building permit to construct a house. 

In areas which impact agriculture, business, construction, and ongoing regulation of 

businesses such as restaurants, it is important that fees are not so burdensome that they 

discourage investment or act as a drag on the economy. Thus COLAB is particularly 

concerned each year as the fee schedule is set for adoption. It should be noted that in 

some cases fees are actually lowered and in many cases the fees are not changed. What 

is important is to see if the fees are reasonable in terms of the work they cover and to be 

vigilant in reviewing proposed increases. 

The purpose of this Board item is to set a public Hearing for December 3, 2013 for 

consideration of various increases. We will review the fees and report. 

In the meantime, readers can review the proposal at the link:  
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http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2710/U2NoZWR1bGUgQiBGb3Ig

UmVwb3J0LnBkZg==/12/n/20930.doc   

Please let us know if you see any that are of particular concern. Remember, this is not a 

complete list of all County fees but only the ones that are new or are proposed for 

change. The fees are grouped by Department within the tables.  Fees within Agriculture, 

Fire, Health, Planning and Building, and Public Works all especially impact business, 

agriculture, and economic freedom. 

One way to reduce government activity and intrusion into our affairs is to limit the 

amount of money it has to spend. For this reason we believe a moratorium on permitting 

on increases to permitting fees, regulatory and inspectional fees, and annul permits to 

operate would be beneficial. 

 

Item 14 - Deputy Sheriffs Association (DSA) Labor Contract Extension.  The County 

has successfully concluded contract negotiations with the DSA, resulting in a 2-year 

extension of the existing agreement. Significant provisions include:  

Term: 

-Safety Law Enforcement Unit, and Dispatcher 

Unit (BU03, 21, and 22) MOU and the Supervisory Law Enforcement (BU14) MOU, 

which commenced January 1, 2011, have been extended for two (2) years and will fully 

terminate on June 30, 2015. 

Wage Provisions: 

 

Pension Provisions: 

split equally between the 

County and employees for the term of the MOU. 

o For the term of these MOU Amendments only, the unit members’ fifty percent (50%) 

share of pension rate increases shall not exceed a total of 2.5%. Any increase above the 

aforementioned 2.5% shall be included in determining the employee share of pension 

increases in subsequent years. 

for “non-safety” DSA employees in Bargaining Units 14, 21, and 22 shall increase by 

0.48%. The County’s appropriation rate shall also increase by 0.49%.  

o Appendix A – Miscellaneous Members Contribution Rates and Appendix A Tier 2 – 

Miscellaneous Members Contribution Rates reflect the new County appropriation rate 

and the new Tier 1 and Tier 2 member contributions rates. 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2710/U2NoZWR1bGUgQiBGb3IgUmVwb3J0LnBkZg==/12/n/20930.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2710/U2NoZWR1bGUgQiBGb3IgUmVwb3J0LnBkZg==/12/n/20930.doc
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for “safety non-sworn” DSA employees in Bargaining Units 03 and 14 shall increase by 

0.60%. The County’s appropriation rate shall also increase by 0.61%. 

o Appendix B – Safety Members Contribution Rates and Appendix B Tier 2 – Safety 

Members Contribution Rates reflect the new County appropriation rate and the new Tier 

1 and Tier 2 member contributions rates. 

age added describing compliance with the California Public Employees’ 

Pension Reform Act of 2013 (PEPRA), known as Tier 3 for all County bargaining units.  

o There will be no pension rate increase effective the pay period that includes January 

1, 2014 for Tier 3 members, as the pension rate increase determination was calculated 

in 2012, prior to the passage of PEPRA. 

o Any future increases in pension costs shall be split equally by the parties for Tier 1, 

Tier 2, and Tier 3. 

This is a significant achievement because it does not include any general raises (the 

employees will still get their steps), and it shares pension cost increases to a point. As 

we have indicated previously, if the County can obtain similar contracts with its other 

large groups, it will be able to control costs and maintain services. This assumes no large 

pension shocks, economic downturn, or revenue shocks such as closure of the Diablo 

Canyon Power Plant. 

Item 19 - Water Grants in Districts 1 and 5 To Help Fund Work on Developing 

Paso Ground Water Management District and Maintain Eligibility For Future 

Capital Grants.  The Board letter states in part: 

As part of the ongoing efforts of addressing the needs of the Paso Robles Groundwater 

Basin, staff has identified a grant opportunity through the State Department of Public 

Health (DPH) which may help pay for costs anticipated with pre-planning and legal 

entity formation. Examples of eligible costs include feasibility studies, public outreach, 

processes and requirements of the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) and 

legal services. The purpose of the grant program is to help with the formation of legal 

entities that will help address water quality and/or water quantity problems by 

improving access to safe drinking water. It will also help to ensure future eligibility for 

DPH funding of infrastructure planning and construction. Attachments “A” and “B” 

provide additional information on the DPH program. 

The juggernaut roles. 

Item 24 - Air Service Guarantee Program.  A crucial factor for the future of SLO 

County-based businesses is good airline service to economic hubs. One ongoing 

difficulty has been developing travel routes to the eastern half of the country. Currently 

regional airline service connects the SLO Airport to SFO, LAX, and PHX. Connections 

often mean that it takes an entire travel day to get to New York, BOS, Chicago, 

Philadelphia, DFW, and other important business destinations. Accordingly the business 

community, Economic Vitality Corporation, and County have been working to try and 
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convince United Airlines (United Express) to establish regional jet service to Denver. 

The United Denver Hub offers frequent service to most of the East, Southeast, and even 

Europe. The problem is that without a proven market, airlines are reluctant to risk 

establishing new routes. For this reason the County, EVC, and businesses have put 

together an incentive program using a Federal Grant ($500,000), business commitments 

($1 million ticket purchase commitment, and a proposed County contribution ($250,000) 

as incentives for United to establish the service. 

This is an important and tangible economic development investment and should be 

approved. 

San Luis Obispo County has been in discussion with United Airlines regarding service 

to Denver. United Airlines has suggested developing an Airline Revenue Guarantee 

Program for service to Denver as our most likely, if not our only viable option to 

obtaining this service. Working with SCG and based on the knowledge of United's risk in 

the San Luis Obispo County market, a target of $1.5 million total (including pledges  for 

ticket purchases and revenue incentives) was set for the Airline Revenue Guarantee 

Program. 

To date, over 50 businesses have pledged a total of over $1 million to support a pre-

purchased travel program. This far exceeded the original goal of $750,000. 

Additionally, the County has received $500,000 from the SCASDP to cover the incentive 

portion of the program. County Airports has secured $37,500 of the needed $250,000 

required for the grant cash match. The County is being asked to contribute $212,500 for 

the remaining cash match required by the grant.   

Item 26 - Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness, Federal Continuum of Care 

Requirements, and Performance.  During the meeting of August 13, the Board 

received a report (written and verbal) on various activities that the County undertakes to 

reduce homelessness. The report was disorganized, contained relative data, and 

generally lacked comprehensive coherence. The Board correctly balked and asked the 

staff for a more comprehensive report, including statistical backup. The Board especially 

wanted to know what the actual progress was on the much-ballyhooed Ten-Year Plan to 

End Homelessness, adopted back in 2008. It also wanted a breakdown of how much is 

spent in total on homeless matters, how much goes to administration, and how much 

goes to direct services. 

The “new” report makes some progress in answering the questions in that it provides the 

financial breakdown requested and presents some relative performance measures of 

activity (what they do to help the homeless). There is still no overall conceptually 

integrated set of numeric objectives to reduce homelessness, what things will be done to 

make it happen (with numeric targets), and the progress against those targets by year. 

The real question: Are the County’s efforts to reduce homelessness working or not? 

At this point it’s like flying a plane without a destination and instruments to determine if 

the plane is getting there. One question: If we did absolutely nothing and spent no public 

money, would it make any difference? 
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Item 31 - Discussion of Spent Fuel Storage at the Diablo Power Plant.  The Board 

letter states: 

During the September 10, 2013 Board of Supervisors meeting, several members of the 

public requested that the Board of Supervisors hold a discussion at a future meeting 

related to the storage of spent fuel at the Diablo Canyon Power Plant. As a result, the 

Board directed that a discussion be held at a future meeting in which representatives 

from Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) would provide an update regarding the 

storage of spent fuel. County staff has been working with PG&E and this discussion is 

scheduled for the afternoon of November 5, 2013. It is worth noting that the Board of 

Supervisors does not have jurisdiction with respect to the storage of spent nuclear fuel.  

A group called Mothers for Peace has been pestering the Board to have a discussion. It’s 

not clear what a nuclear power plant has to with promoting peace. There is no 

substantive report and no staff recommendation for this item. The real questions include:  

a. Where does the Board stand and where does each member of the Board stand on 

supporting relicensing and continued operation of the plant?  

b. Where does the Board stand and where does each member stand on having the 

President withdraw his executive order prohibiting the establishment of the National 

Nuclear Waste Depository? 

Item - 32 Whistle Blower Hotline.  The Auditor Controller has been working on a 

Whistle Blower Hotline program under which employees or members of the public who 

observe illegal activities involving county finances can call a 24/7 answering service, 

which will forward the information to the County, where an investigation will result. 

Issues such as bribery, improper use of County property (County car at the Ventana Grill 

at 9 PM), contract fixing, travel abuses, etc., can be reported. The report states: 

While the vast majority of SLO County employees, vendors, and contractors are honest 

and ethical, the Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax Collector is establishing a 

Whistleblower Hotline as another tool to enhance our Internal Control program. The 

Association of Certified Fraud Examiners reports that occupational fraud is more likely 

to be detected by a tip than by any other method and recommends a fraud reporting 

mechanism, such as a hotline, be employed as a critical part of an anti-fraud program. 

California Government Code 53087.6 provides authority and guidelines for the County 

Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax Collector to establish and maintain a Whistleblower 

Hotline. Whistleblower Hotlines provide an avenue for County employees or citizens to 

anonymously and confidentially report the potential misuse of County resources or 

serious violations of County Policy. 

The Malicious Complaints section of the procedure could get tricky in terms of due 

process for everybody. 

Filing of Malicious Complaints 

The ACTTC’s Office will not tolerate malicious complaints. The processing of a 

complaint/concern requires staff time and attention regardless of its appropriateness. 
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Mistaken complaints/concerns are not considered malicious. Complaints/concerns made 

frivolously, in bad faith or without factual basis may constitute defamation and may be 

legally actionable. Malicious complaints made in bad faith may result in disciplinary 

action in accordance with applicable County policies and procedures, up to and 

including dismissal. Lodging a malicious complaint/concern is, in itself, a category of 

unethical behavior.  

To the relief of some, the Whistle Blower Hotline does not seem to pertain to smooching 

in County facilities or vehicles. 

Item 33 - Annual Renewal of the In-lieu Housing “Fee.” 

The County’s inclusionary housing ordinance allows developers to meet their affordable 

housing exactions (county mandated wealth transfer) by providing affordable dwellings, 

paying fees, or donating land. Residential projects pay in-lieu fees, and commercial 

projects pay housing impact fees pursuant to the Title 29 fee schedules. Title 29 also 

requires the County to consider annual fee adjustments. The annual adjustments may 

reflect changing construction costs and a periodic review of the fee formulas.   

This year the staff recommends that higher fees (which had been postponed due to the 

recession) begin to be phased in. They recommend that the commercial fees be set at 

current year levels:  

Recommendation for Split Fee Adjustment 

The Planning and Building Department suggests that the Title 29 fee schedules be 

adjusted in a split manner, allowing the residential “in-lieu fees” to go to “Year 2” or 

“Year 3” and leaving the commercial “housing impact fees” at “Year 1.” Also, the 

0.7% construction cost increase should be added. Last year most of the commercial fees 

were increased by 30% to 50%, and the residential fee was reduced by over 60%. 

Pursuant to the nexus study, the full “in-lieu” fee was reduced from $10.00/SF to 

$3.55/SF. And the Year 1 amount of the in-lieu fee that is collect was dropped from 

$2.00/SF to $0.71/SF. The in-lieu fee could be adjusted to “Year 2” or “Year 3” and 

remain comparable to the earlier fee amount. The current “in-lieu” fee amount for 

“Year 1” is $0.71/SF, for “Year 2” it is $1.42/SF, and for “Year 3” it is $2.13/SF.  

The bottom line is that over the decades the process of developing residential and 

commercial property has become so overregulated and expensive that developers cannot 

afford to produce affordable housing and prefer to develop larger, more expensive units. 

In turn, the State Legislature made things worse by enabling cities and counties to 

require that developers include a stipulated number of affordable units in their projects 

or pay an “in lieu fee,” which is really a tax on development. The dollars generated from 

the “in lieu fee” are accumulated and then given to non-profit housing developers to help 

finance their affordable projects. This is really a government blackmail program to force 

homebuilders to charge more for their market units to bail out the politicians’ failed 

public policy. 

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

pay a “fee” (tax) into the affordable housing fund in lieu of actually building the unit. 
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The amount of the fee is based on a complex black box study called a nexus study, 

which analyzes economic and market factors to come up with the base per sq. ft. costs. 

This data is then manipulated into a standard “fee” (tax) based on the size of the market 

houses (unsubsidized houses). It is then applied to each market house (per unit fee).  

Some Sample Taxes – For every five market houses, the builder would have to pay the 

amounts listed below to help create one affordable house. The column highlighted in 

blue is the proposal for FY 2024-15.

  

Remember that a developer who is building five market-rate houses of 2,700 sq. ft. 

would have to pay $3,861 per market-rate house, or $ 19,305, into the fund in order to 

get the permits. Once the phase-in reaches the 5
th

 year, this amount would become 

$48,260. Naturally this will simply be passed along and will make the market houses 

more expensive – actually diminishing affordability! 
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Now the staff recommends that these “fees,” which are really a wealth transfer tax, be 

raised. 

This cost along with the entire County-imposed permitting costs, facilities exaction taxes 

(for future capital improvement such as roads, fire houses, parks, etc., attributable to the 

development), and the costs of hiring experts to help processes the permits, get built into 

the price of the home. 

The Program Doesn’t Work:  Two years ago, when considering this item, staff 

reported that the program only produced 3.5 affordable units as of the end of FY 2011. 

This year’s report indicates that: 

At the end of 2012, there was $71,912.97 available in the Fund. Pursuant to the 2013 

Action Plan, the County used the $71,912.97 to help pay for the construction costs for 

89 affordable housing units in three projects in Paso Robles, San Luis Obispo, and 

Oceano. The following table shows the status of the funded projects:  

Projects Supported by the Title 29 Fund during the Previous Year (2013 Action Plan) 

 

How ridiculous:  The program generated $71,912 for use in 2013. This was applied to 

“89 affordable housing units” - a whopping $808/unit affordable subsidy. That’s just a 

little more than the cost of one county mandated low-flow flush toilet. 

It’s very likely that just administering the program, including processing the 

applications, receiving the payments, negotiating the deals, and producing this report , 

adds up to more than $71,912. 

Because of the recession and because the program obviously wasn’ t working, the Board 

decided to “phase in” the program over five years, by dividing the total fee by 5 and then 

requiring that only one-fifth be paid in the first year, two-fifths in the 2nd year, and so 

on. One policy question before the Board this year is whether to maintain the freeze at 

the 1st year cost or allow the 2nd year of the phase-in to take place. The staff 

recommends the latter.  

This program is simply an admission of the failure of land use policies of the State and 

the County and constitutes a wealth transfer. It is an illegal tax, and the Board should 

end the program. 
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Special Board of Supervisors Meeting of Thursday, November 7, 2013 - 9:30 AM 

(Scheduled) 

Appointment of a Library Director.  The Special meeting has been called to consider 

the appointment of a Library Department Director. It is likely that most of the meeting 

will be conducted as a closed session to keep the names of candidates confidential.  

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday November 7, 2013(Cancelled)  

The meeting will not be held and is to be continued until Thursday, December 12, 2013. 

Staff is probably very busy working on various aspects of the Paso Robles Water Basin 

water and development moratorium. 

 Some Other Upcoming Meetings/Events of Interest (Scheduled)     

November 6, 2013 APCD Executive Committee Meeting/ Air Pollution Control Officer 

(APCO) Employee Performance Review (EPR), Air Pollution Control District 

Auditorium at 3433 Roberto Court, San Luis Obispo, 1:30pm. EPR in executive session 

but spillover about process could be in open. 

November 12, 2013 County of Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors Meeting 9AM, 

Betteravia Center, Santa Maria: Consideration of the appeal of the Environmental 

Defense Center  et al, of the Approval by the Planning Commission of the application of 

Santa Maria Energy to drill new oil wells in an existing oil field. (This affects jobs and 

economics in SLO County). 

November13 APCD Meeting/Includes Review of APCO, Board of Supervisors 

Chambers, and 9:00 AM (More detail in next week’s update). 

November 13 Arroyo Grande/Grover Beach Chamber of Commerce Lunch Meeting, 

Speaker State Parks Chris Conlin, South County Regional Center, 12:00pm, RSVP 805-

489-1488.  

 

 

             

        

                                                                                                          

 

tel:805-489-1488
tel:805-489-1488
http://www.google.com/imgres?start=85&hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=589&tbm=isch&tbnid=EYUkZTz4lY2dlM:&imgrefurl=http://qcairport.com/&docid=efbBpefjhGva2M&imgurl=http://www.qcairport.com/assets/images/slideshow/1000x245-United-Denver-2Flights.png&w=1000&h=245&ei=WOtyUtaXAqf-iQKC2IHAAQ&zoom=1&iact=rc&page=6&tbnh=91&tbnw=323&ndsp=22&ved=1t:429,r:1,s:100&tx=125&ty=49
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