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NEW AIRPORT TERMINAL $4.5 MILLION OVER 
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PENSION COSTS 

 

WORKFORCE HOUSING ORDINANCE 
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LAST WEEK 

  

ADELAIDA VACATION RENTAL ORDINANCE & 

EVENT RESTRICTIONS APPROVED 3/2                                                                                                                                                                     

 

APCD APPROVES RAISES AND LONG RANGE 

FINANCIAL PLAN 

 

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                    
(SEE PAGE 18) 

CALIFORNIA JUMPS THE SHARK 

By JOEL KOTKIN  

 

WILL CALIFORNIA’S OUTLIER STATUS 

ACCELERATE EXODUS? 

BY JON COUPAL 

   

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, November 7, 2016 (Scheduled)  

Item 1 - Introduction of an ordinance amending Section 2.48.095 of the County Ordinance 

Code regarding compensation increases for the Board of Supervisors. Hearing date set for 

December 6, 2016.  The item, if approved, would set a hearing on December 6, 2016 to consider 

approval of two successive raises for the elected Board members. The write-up states in part:  

http://www.flashreport.org/blog/author/jon-coupal/
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In July 2016, a wage study using the method described above was conducted for all 

unrepresented bargaining units, indicating that on average, unrepresented classifications were 

over 7% under market. On September 20, 2016 the Board of Supervisors approved a 3.0% 

general wage increase plus an equity adjustment equal to 0.5% of payroll for classifications 

identified to be 5% or more below market each year of Fiscal Years 2016-17 and 2017-18. In 

July 2016, a compensation study was also conducted for the Board of Supervisors, indicating 

that the Board of Supervisors is currently 22.5% below market.  

The current annual salary for the Board members is $86,115.12. The increase effective February 

12, 2017 will result in an annual salary of approximately $89,129.04, and the increase effective 

February 11, 2018 will result in an annual salary of approximately $92,248.52. The February 

12, 2017 salary increase is estimated to increase County costs for FY 2016-17 by $9,070 for the 

time period of February 12, 2017 through June, 2017, and the full annual costs associated with 

the FY 2016-17 increase is estimated to be $23,558. The February 11, 2018 salary increase is 

estimated to increase County costs for FY 2017-18 by $9,387 for the time period of February 11, 

2018 through June, 2018, and the full annual costs associated with the FY 2017-18 increase is 

estimated to be $24,383. Total annual ongoing costs associated with these increases is estimated 

to be $47,941. 

County supervisor is pretty much a full time job because, unlike Council-Manager Plan cities 

and strong mayor cities, under California law, county boards of supervisors are a combined 

legislature/executive. Supervisors are hiring and firing department heads, delving into 

administrative matters, often giving direction to staffers (bypassing their administrator), and 

often micro-managing a variety of issues.  Additionally, they serve on other boards, such as the 

Air Pollution Control District, Council of Governments, Waste Management Authority, and 

other agencies. Each week they each receive a huge agenda package notebook from their 

respective county and one or more from the other agencies. This situation generally requires that 

they spend their weekends studying the materials.  Imagine the situation in Los Angeles County, 

which has the same structure as San Luis Obispo County. Each Supervisor represents 2 million 

people. LA County has 102,000 employees and a $28 billion per year annual budget that is larger 

than most of the states. The Supervisors receive a salary of $179,000 plus benefits, cars, and each 

has a $3 million per year office staff. In San Luis Obispo County, each Board member has one 

staffer who must do constituent work, clerical work (including making and tracking 

appointments), and policy analysis.  

The concept of citing market comparisons as justification for the raises is disingenuous. These 

are elected official volunteers who spend hundreds of thousands of dollars competing to get 

elected. It’s not as if they are going to run away to San Bernardino or LA County because the 

pay is higher. There is no market for the position of county supervisor. If they raise the salary to                        

$250,000, would a better class of candidates suddenly appear? The position has virtually no 

competency requirements. All one has to be is an  18-year old resident citizen and registered 

voter of the district. It’s not as if they have to get in the 90
th

 percentile on the Graduate Record 
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Examination in Political Science, be a graduate of one of the top business or law schools, or have 

ever supervised even one employee.  

On the other hand, not providing sufficient compensation may mean that the average person who 

must work for a living is excluded from considering running. Often only retirees with a pension, 

those who are independently wealthy, or those who own a successful business can run. The 

picture below is of the California State Association of Counties (CSAC) New Supervisors 

Institute class of 2014. The average age would appear to be mid-fifties.   

Note Supervisor Lynn 

Compton, a successful 

business entrepreneur, 

in the left 3
rd

 row   

 

 

 

 

 

 

CSAC Photo 

 

Item 3 - November 16, 2016 Drought Report.  The reservoirs are still dropping, but the rate 

seems to have slowed a bit. The County’s focus seems to be on water conservation, although 

there is a sentence that reappears each month that states that someone is working on obtaining 

state water to supplement the declining Lopez Lake, which serves the five cities area. 

November 16, 2016 Drought Report. 

  

 

http://www.counties.org/csac-new-supervisors-institute
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November 1, 2016 Drought Report.  

  

October 1, 2016 Drought Report. 

  

 

Item 4 - First Quarter FY 2016-17 Financial Report.  The report indicates that there are no 

problems on either the revenue or expenditure sides of the ledger other than the continued death 

spiral of the Dairy Creek Golf Course. The Airport is projected to have a smaller operating 

deficit than projected because airlines have added flights, which increases landing fees, fuel 

sales, and parking revenue. The staff expects that the County will end the year with its nearly 

$600 million dollar annual operating budget in balance. 

Other factoids include the continuing increase in the number of County employees: 

  

There were about 2400 at the end of the recession. About ¾ of the increase is due to staffing up 

for Affordable Care Act/Obama Care (eligibility workers) and the State requirement that 

counties house more sentenced prisoners in county jails to relieve State Prison overcrowding. 

Along with more prisoners, the counties have been required to monitor more people sentenced to 

probation who formerly had been on State parole. The State currently provides revenue to the 

counties to cover these costs. It is not known how potential changes in Obama Care will impact 

this situation. It is possible that if the Federal Government ends Obama Care or modifies it 



6 
 

substantially, and California chooses to keep operating the system on its own, heavy new costs 

could fall on counties (The State currently receives about $ 20 billion in Federal aid for the 

program). Alternatively, if the millions of Medi-CAL patients and exchange patients now 

covered as a result of Obama Care become uncovered, county indigent medical care costs could 

soar as the people show up in county clinics and emergency rooms. 

The employee vacancy rate is running at an annualized 8.14%. This is distorted to be a little high 

because a large group of new employee positions were authorized for Behavioral Health last 

summer, and these are still being recruited. Nevertheless, 8% of 2700 is a daily float of 216. This 

signals an opportunity for tightening. 

Item 5 - Airport Terminal Building Construction Budget Will Require An Additional $4.5 

Million Over the Original $ 35 Million.  The write-up indicates that the need for additional 

project management and engineering consulting time, change orders for the approach street 

lighting, terminal operations features, and potential contractor disputes are all contributors. In 

addition $2 million is related to drainage facilities, which are required for the parking lots and 

which were apparently left out of the original budget. 

  

Staff believes that about 75% of these costs are eligible to be reimbursed by the Federal Aviation 

Administration. The remainder will have to be absorbed by the County. This one is being slid 

through on the consent calendar.   

The County has a history of large cost overruns on capital construction projects. The women’s 

jail and others have had to be supplemented. The jury is still out on the Los Osos Sewage 

Treatment Plant and collection system. There is currently a $20 million claim pending by one 

contractors. If an arbitrator or court makes the award, it will put a big dent in things.  

Item 14 - Employee Pension Share Increases Along With County Share:  

THIS ITEM SHOULD NOT BE ON THE CONSENT CALENDAR AND SLID UNDER THE 

DOOR ON THANKSGIVING EVE.  

As noted in the quoted section below, the County retirement system is experiencing ever 

increasing unfunded liability. This is due to a variety of factors, the main one being low 

investment returns. The system’s actuaries have advised its board to reduce the interest 

assumption rate from 7.25% to 7.125%, which means that more money has to be contributed to 

the system by the County and the employees (contribution rate increases). During the recession 

the County was able to negotiate a sharing formula for future rate increases. This is the primary 

subject of this agenda item. 
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a. The Board members should request the system to calculate the impact of an interest rate 

reduction to 6.5%, which is more realistic. Many experts believe that 5% will eventually become 

the new norm. 

b. The County likes to crow about how smart they were to negotiate an employee share. What 

they don’t mention is that the employees then react and negotiate for higher salaries to offset the 

cost. See APCD item B-5 in Last Week’s Highlights, below, where the APCD Board justified a 

salary increase based, in part, on the higher employee pension contributions. (The table is from 

the APCD Board item.) Talk about one hand pretending not to know what the other is doing. 

  

 

The Trust’s 2016 Annual Actuarial Valuation (report dated January 1, 2016), included as 

Attachment “A”, calls for a 5.17% aggregate pension rate increase, if implemented January 1, 

2017. The 2016 Annual Actuarial Valuation was based in part on the results of the biennial 

Experience Study also completed in 2016 covering the five-year period ending December 31, 

2015. The results of the 2016 Experience Study indicated changes needed to be made to the 

mortality assumptions, since retirees are generally living longer than expected. While this is very 

good news, and indicative of healthy lifestyles, it also necessitates a higher than expected rate 

increase accounting for over half of the aggregate increase. The 5.17% aggregate pension rate 

increase also included the impact of lowering the Trust’s future assumed rate of return from 

7.25% to 7.125%, reducing the assumed future rate of inflation to 2.625%, actual investment 

returns over the last five years being less than expected, and various other demographic factors 

measured in the Valuation.  

Miscellaneous: 4.81% total increase 

Safety: 7.11% total increase 

Probation: 5.04% total increase  
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 The write-up continues: 

  

Note that the table below on the next page shows that the system’s unfunded actuarial liability is 

now over half of a billion dollars and growing.  

   

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwihqojOhrPQAhVR7WMKHU_yAToQjRwIBw&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.theglobeandmail.com%2Fglobe-investor%2Finvestment-ideas%2Flets-talk-investing%2Fwhy-you-likely-wont-travel-more-in-retirement%2Farticle4192146%2F&bvm=bv.139250283,d.cGc&psig=AFQjCNGs23zucryH4IZMYWbz1zJUsZDFSA&ust=1479584110315867
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Item 24 - 2017 Fee Increases.  Each year the County staff reviews the 2000 fees charged by the 

County to offset costs of various services, permits, and regulatory processes in an effort not to 

subsidize these client-specific activities with general revenues. Thus a round of golf, a restaurant 

inspection certificate, purchase of a cat from the pound, or processing of a land use development 

permit are all priced according to the staff’s analysis of the related costs. Local governments in 

California are not permitted to charge more than the cost and thus may not make a “profit.” 

Certainly governments are not the only entities that are intensively using fees to increase 

revenues. The airline industry, wireless service companies, cable TV providers, hotels, and 

medical providers have broken services down in ways to nickel and dime their customers to 

death. The difference is that customers often have choices to not use a private sector service or to 

find a more reasonable version. Why anyone would fly commercial if they don’t absolutely have 
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to at this point is a mystery. You would think the public would simply revolt and refuse to book 

vacations that require flying until conditions are improved. 

Obviously, government fees are a different matter and the citizen has no choice. To build a home 

the developer, homebuilder, and various specialty contractors must pay tens of thousands of 

dollars in permitting, inspection, and exaction fees. These of course are ultimately paid by the 

citizen. The public interest question is then: are the costs of processing these permits (largely an 

analytical task), inspecting the project to make sure that it complies with codes and approval 

conditions, and “protecting the community” produced in the most cost effective and efficient 

manner.  In these regards, the County staff states that it uses several processes: 

1. Calculation of Actual Cost Based on Historical Information. This is the preferred method for 

determining fees. The actual cost of a service is usually calculated through the use of the 

County’s cost accounting system. The majority of departments factor actual cost information into 

their fees. 

a. The Public Health Department permit for a farm stand is going up from $350 to $386. 

b. Just what are the components that cause this cost? 

c. How does the County’s cost accounting system work? 

d. Who operates it? 

e. Does SLO County actually use a precise cost accounting system that breaks down and codes 

discrete inputs and outputs to a process?  

f. Could staff provide a report with some examples of this work with respect to some 

representative fees? 

 

The Pre-Application Meeting Example: The Health Department levies charges for a 

representative to attend a pre-application meeting with Planning and other departments 

with an applicant to discuss the feasibility and requirements for a proposed building or 

project. The costs are displayed in the sample chart below: 

  

a. Why does it cost $597 for a guy to come to the meeting, look at any preliminary plans, make 

suggestions and inform the applicant of any particular plans, analyses, or documents that must be 

included in the actual application? 
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b. Why is the price different ($671) for a meeting with the land use planners than with the 

Building inspectors?  

c. Is this based on an hourly rate of a type of employee or what? 

2. Time-and-Motion Studies. Where a large volume of services is provided and it is impractical 

to determine the actual cost for each service, a time-and-motion study based on an average 

hourly rate is used. The departments employing this method include but are not limited to the 

Health Agency, the Clerk-Recorder, County Fire, Agriculture, and Planning and Building. 

3. Comparable Fee Survey. When cost accounting and time-and-motion studies are impractical, 

rates charged by comparable agencies for a similar service can be used as cost indicators. The 

departments using this method include but are not limited to Central Services, Parks and 

Recreation (including Golf), Library, and the Clerk-Recorder. This method is especially relevant 

for services which operate in an industry with private or other competing entities, such as 

golfing, camping, or airports. 

4. Statutory Fees. Departments using fees based on statute may request changes to their fees that 

are within the allowable range as defined by statute. Many departments have fees which are set 

or limited by statute, although a few departments have more than others, including Probation 

and the Sheriff.  

 

  

COLAB is obviously concerned with fees that impact private property use, commercial and 

residential development, business regulation, and agricultural development and regulation. The 

good news this year is that except for various types of public health regulations, most of the fees 

are remaining at current levels. The Board should ask staff to demonstrate its methodology on 

select fees, such as the “minor use” permit fees listed above. 

Item 25 - San Miguel Community Plan.  The Plan is recommended by the Planning 

Commission and hopefully will assist the development of the small community. There does not 

seem to be any opposition or controversy. Please see the map on the next page. 
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Matters After 1:30 PM 

 

Item 27 - Workforce Housing Ordinance.  The program is a pilot that would allow up to 200 

total workforce-housing units as part of subdivisions in the inland portion of the County. The 

ordinance states: 

Cap on number of lots. No more than 200 cumulative lots may be approved pursuant to this 

Section as part of one or more workforce housing subdivisions.  

The idea is to encourage development of housing affordable to “working professionals within the 

County, such as teachers, firefighters, and other public employees, as well as much of the 

working private sector” by permitting flexibility, including smaller lots, mixed uses (commercial 



13 
 

and residential in the same project), design flexibility, and partial relaxation of some affordable 

housing requirements. The amendment is restricted to the inland zoning ordinance portion of the 

County. The coastal zoning portion is excluded since it is primarily restricted to the wealthy and 

the amendment would have to be approved by the infamously oppressive Coastal Commission, a 

process that could take years. Moreover the Coastal Commission uses applications of localities 

as an opportunity to blackmail them into adding numerous unwieldy and costly restrictions onto 

local ordinances. 

The workforce housing provision is designed as a tool and is not mandatory. The tool is 

restricted to areas inside Urban Reserve and Village Reserve lines, essentially San Miguel, 

Templeton, Shandon, Santa Margarita, and Nipomo Village. The tool may be used in the 

Residential Single-Family, Residential Multi-Family, Office Professional, and Commercial 

Retail zones. On the broader strategic level the ordinance is in line with the County’s 

overarching so-called “smart growth” stack-and-pack plan. 

A number of groups have requested that it be expanded to the residential rural zone to broaden 

the opportunity. The ordinance presented to the board does not seem to include this provision. 

Whether the proposal will result in any significant new “professional level housing” is unclear, 

since it does not actually create more land overall for homes. As the original Planning 

Commission write-up stated: 

Development Potential and Density 

Under the proposed ordinance, development will occur where it is already anticipated under the 

current land use categories. Projects would be required to develop a project consistent with the 

density of the applicable land use category, thus no change residential density would occur with 

the proposed ordinance amendment. For example, in communities where the Residential Single-

Family land use category allows 7 units per acre (approximately 1 parcel per 6,000 square feet), 

approval of a workforce housing subdivision does not allow an exceedance of this density. The 

same number of units must be adhered to within the project boundaries. All Community Planning 

Area Standards will still control over these provisions. Further, all workforce housing 

subdivisions will be required to meet the local design plans and the Workforce Housing Design 

Guidelines. 

The Board of Supervisors should request the staff to prepare an estimate of how many more 

dwelling units will be induced to be provided by the adoption of the ordinance than will be 

produced under current circumstances. In other words, will the proposed policy actually have 

any significant effect or is it just symbolic? 

Affordability 

The affordability standard is stated as: 
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• Housing affordability restrictions to first sale in the workforce housing range of 120 – 160% of 

median income, with further reductions for San Miguel and Oceano; 

• First sale of residences must be owner-occupied; 

COLAB NOTE: The original ordinance as proposed by staff contained an adjusted version of 

the In Lieu requirement as stated below. This seemed contradictory to the purpose of this 

ordinance, since its purpose is to provide a form of affordable housing. The Commission 

repeatedly attempted to remove this requirement. Instead the staff kept insisting that there be 

some form of in lieu requirement. In the final version, it seems to be reduced but not completely 

removed. 

• 25% reduction of the required number of inclusionary housing units; COLAB Note: Including 

any Housing in Lieu Fee requirement seems particularly offensive and counterproductive in the 

context of a program which is already designed expand affordability. The 25% “discount” is 

ridiculous. The application of housing in lieu fees to this tool should be dropped entirely. 

• Ability to count secondary residences towards meeting half of the inclusionary housing unit 

requirement. 

Significantly, the plan does not provide permanently affordable housing to the target group. Only 

the initial sale is income restricted. Thus a home’s value can float up with the market and the 

second sale and those thereafter will in all likelihood be unaffordable to the target group. 

Permanent affordable provisions are generally very difficult and expensive to enforce. This is 

probably why the staff is not recommending them. In the bigger picture this whole issue is 

illustrative of the problems of government attempting to interfere with market forces, especially 

over the long haul.  

This gets us to the real issue. Although this program may provide some limited benefit (as we 

note above, not quantified), it may well be embraced by homebuilders and developers as 

“something is better than nothing.” 

The real problem is that the County’s scheme of land use does not provide sufficient land for 

large-scale garden apartment development. We would never suggest high-rise or dense mega 

apartment developments that are typical of metropolitan cities. If the Board of Supervisors is 

serious about “workforce housing,” it needs to rezone and pre-design sufficient land to provide 

for attractive, contextually appropriate garden apartment developments in the 200 to 300-unit 

range. If the public rejects such an effort as the zoning process takes place, then the Board can 

stop worrying about economic development, workforce housing, and affordable housing. If any 

is developed, it will be in the cities. The unincorporated county will cater to an increasingly 

affluent population of older successful people for whom home prices are irrelevant.  
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The Board should approve this ordinance and then direct staff to get busy on both the issue 

of expanding the land zoned for apartments as well as other types of housing. 

  

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS  
 

  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, November 15, 2016 (Completed)  

 

Item 1 - Introduction of Annual In Lieu Housing “Fee” Determination.  The Board voted 

unanimously to set the hearing. There were no questions and no comments. Each December the 

Board considers whether to raise the “fee,” which is actually a tax on market rate housing, the 

proceeds of which are given to developers of “affordable” projects. This item actually sets the 

hearing and Board action for December 6, 2016. We will prepare commentary for that meeting. 

Suffice it to say at this point that it doesn’t make sense to tax a product to make it more 

affordable. 

Item 4 - District Attorneys Union Labor Contract.  The Board unanimously ratified a labor 

contract negotiated between the District Attorney’s Union and the County.  

Note that the contract is retroactive to July 1, 2015. There are four ranks (pay ranges for deputy 

district attorneys with pay starting at $5,656 per month ($67,872 per year) for the lowest ranking 

entry level to a high $11,528 per month ($138,336 per year) for the highest ranking and most 

experienced level.  

The total County costs associated with this MOU are estimated to be $242,936 for FY 2016-17. 

Total annual ongoing County costs are estimated to be $396,423.  

 
Item 7 - Adelaida Vacation Rental Ordinance.  The Board approved the new ordinance 3/2 

with Compton and Arnold dissenting.  It appeared that there are a limited number of vacation 

rentals in the entire area.  

Key concerns include:  1. No analysis of the extent of the problem, such as number of 

complaints, historical enforcement actions, traffic incidents, noise incidents, etc. 

2. No operative analysis of why a vacation rental is incompatible with the Williamson Act. The 

State does not like them, but this is not a rational[e] reason for outlawing vacation rental of a 

house on property with a Williamson contract. 
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3. No real analysis of the cost of a “minor use permit,” which can be required in some 

circumstances. 

4. No analysis of how long it takes to process a minor use permit on average. 

5. Requirement that neighbors within 1500 ft. have been notified and given  the owner’s phone 

number so they can complain. It’s none of their business. 

6. No analysis of the importance of vacation rentals to the economy. 

7. County use of a high tech surveillance firm to assist it in discovering vacation rentals and 

enforcing the ordinance. 

8. Intention of the staff and some of the supervisors to  extend the ordinance to the entire inland 

portion of the County. 

Gibson appeared to be seething when he asked staff why they had not shut down four of the 

rentals which are on Williamson Act land (in violation of County regulations).  

Background: The write-up stated in part: 

The purpose of the proposed ordinance is to allow for vacation rentals in the Adelaida/Willow 

Creek area that are subject to reasonable limitations and requirements that protect neighboring 

residential properties. The proposed ordinance would also prevent vacation rentals from holding 

temporary events unless they obtain land use permit approval and comply with existing land use 

ordinance standards governing temporary events.  

According to the report, staff has been working with owners, people who have existing vacation 

rentals, event sponsors, and others to refine the ordinance. During the meeting it was evident that 

many of these stakeholders are not happy. They feel that they were not really engaged and that 

the staff went with its original plan without giving serious consideration to their input. 

Item 8 - Cambria Transfer of Development Rights.  The Board voted unanimously to expand 

a program in Cambria under which residents may extinguish the ability to build on their lot in 

exchange for receiving permission (a development credit) to build on another lot. The idea is to 

preserve as much of the pine forest as possible. The write-up states in part: 

Currently, only lots in the Lodge Hill neighborhood within designated Special Project Areas 

(Attachment 1 - Graphics) of the Monterey Pine Forest Habitat area can be retired into 

conservation. These areas were prioritized for conservation after they were identified as having 

high conservation value and significant development constraints. The San Luis Obispo Land 

Conservancy has purchased over 350 individual lots in this area. 

Owners of lots in other areas of Cambria do not have the option to participate in the Cambria 

TDC program. Authorizing this amendment for processing would allow staff to prepare 
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amendments to expand the program to allow small lots anywhere within the Monterey Pine 

Forest Habitat Area to qualify as source parcels. Expanding the program would provide owners 

of lots in other areas with the option to sell or donate their land to the Land Conservancy.  

Item 12 - Anaerobic Digester Project: Appeal by Norman Beko of the Planning 

Commission’s approval of a request by Hitachi Zosen Inova USA, LLC for a Conditional 

Use Permit (DRC2015-00122) to allow for: the construction and operation of an anaerobic 

digestion plant to process green and food waste from the Waste Connections service area; a 

setback modification; remodel of an existing warehouse; and construction of a 36,000 sf 

addition located at 4388 Old Santa Fe Road, east of Hoover Avenue and Old Santa Fe 

Road, south of the city of San Luis Obispo.  The Board unanimously denied the appeal and 

thereby approved the project. Neighbors fear that there will be odors, noise, too may trucks, and 

expanded collateral uses in the future. The area is zoned industrial. 

 

Air Pollution Control District Board Meeting of Wednesday, November 16, 2016 

(Completed) 

Item B-5: Raises for Staff.  The APCD Board approved the raises on a vote of 8/4. Supervisor 

Compton was the one who understood that granting raises will exacerbate the problems detailed 

in Item C-3 immediately below. The Air Pollution Control Officer disagreed with her, 

incomprehensibly stating that they have the money now and that the Financial Forecast is 

“different.”  

  

New annualized base after the raises is $186,000 per year. The item below, C - 3, Long Range 

Financial Plan, indicates that raises are problematical if fees are not raised. This did not seem to 

phase the 8 members who voted yes. 

Item C-3: Five-Year Financial Plan.  The Board voted 11/1, Compton dissenting, to adopt the 

plan. It is actually not so much a real plan to solve the problem, but a scheme to kick the can 
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down the road and burn down reserves.  One question is that since the APCD Board feels that the 

reserves are much more than adequate, did they overcharge the public on fees in the first place? 

Background: This item points out that fees have declined, particularly because of the closure of 

the Morro Bay Power Plant, which provided $280,000 per year of the agency’s annual budget, 

which seems to hover around $3.5 to $4 million per year. The balancing proposal includes using 

reserves, not raising existing fees, substituting lower paid staff as senior staff members retire, 

and not granting COLAs (which is a little contradictory given the item immediately above). Also 

it is proposed that some programs be cut back. It does contain some proposals for adding some 

new fees. Overall and without stating it, the board letter says, we will do a little less and get by.  

Gibson pretty much summed it up, stating that they can raise fees anytime in the future and that 

the public is not complaining. 

 

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. 
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CALIFORNIA JUMPS THE SHARK 

By JOEL KOTKIN  

America may have trended toward the GOP, but California seems determined to find its own 

direction. The only question is, simply, how much more progressive the Golden State will 

become, even in the face of a far more conservative country beyond the Sierras. 

This election confirmed, if it was needed, the death spiral of the state’s Republican Party. 

Thanks, in part, to Donald Trump — and his magnetic anti-appeal among Latinos, women and 

the educated — the GOP did even worse here in the presidential race than in 2012, when it 

couldn’t muster 40 percent support, and has lost several legislative seats, allowing the Democrats 

to re-establish their coveted two-thirds supermajority in the Assembly — and possibly in the 

Senate as well. 

The progressives also won most of the major propositions — most critically, the extension of a 

high income tax rate on the state’s affluent population through 2030. We may have more 

freedom to smoke pot, but it won’t be so easy to start a business, buy a house or build a personal 

nest egg, if you are anything other than a trustifarian or a Silicon Valley mogul, or are related to 

one. 

Go any direction you want, as long as it’s to the left 

Since the late 1990s, California has been moving leftward, with a bit of a bump from the 

Schwarzenegger recall election. By morphing into a liberal Democrat, the Terminator helped 

terminate the GOP as a serious force. Add to that the damage done by the residue of Pete 

Wilson’s Proposition 187, which permanently alienated the rising Latino electorate, and the GOP 

seems destined to further decline. 

The only hope for sanity has been an alliance of the Republican rump with moderate Democrats, 

many of them backed by what’s left of traditional California business. But, increasingly, inside 

the party, it’s been the furthest Left candidates that win. In the Democrat-only Sanchez vs. Harris 

race for the U.S. Senate, the more progressive candidate triumphed easily, with a more moderate 

Latina from Southern California decimated by the better funded lock-step, glamorous tool of the 

San Francisco gentry Left. 

Gradually, the key swing group — the “business Democrats” — are being decimated, hounded 

by ultra-green San Francisco billionaire Tom Steyer and his minions. No restraint is being 

imposed on Gov. Brown’s increasingly obsessive climate change agenda, or on the public 

employee unions, whose pensions could sink the state’s finances, particularly in a downturn. 

Interior California votes to slit its own throat 

The interior parts of California already rank near the bottom, along with Los Angeles, in terms of 

standard of living — by incomes, as opposed to costs — in the nation. Compared to the Bay 
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Area, which now rules the state, the more blue-collar, Latino and African American interior, as 

well as much of Los Angeles, account for six of the 15 worst areas in terms of living standard out 

of 106 metropolitan areas, according to a recent report by Center for Opportunity Urbanism 

demographer Wendell Cox. 

Given the political trends here, it’s hard to see how things could get much better. The fact that 

most new jobs in Southern California are in lower-paying occupations is hardly promising. In 

contrast, generally better-paying jobs in manufacturing, home-building and warehousing face 

ever-growing regulatory strangulation. 

Sadly, the ascendant Latino political leadership seems determined to accelerate this process. In 

both Riverside and San Bernardino, pro-business candidates, including San Bernardino 

Democrat Cheryl Brown, lost to green-backed Latino progressives. 

For whatever reason, Latino voters and their elected officials fail to recognize that the 

increasingly harsh climate change agenda represents a mortal threat to their own prospects for 

upward mobility. Before this week’s election, California policy makers could look forward to 

Washington imposing such policies on the rest of the country; now our competitor regions — 

including Utah, Arizona, Nevada and Texas — can double down on growth. Expect to see more 

migration of ambitious Californians, particularly Latinos, to these areas. 

California’s increasingly bifurcated future 

California is on the road to a bifurcated, almost feudal, society, divided by geography, race and 

class. As is clear from the most recent Internal Revenue Service data, it’s not just the poor and 

ill-educated, as Brown apologists suggest, but, rather, primarily young families and the middle-

aged, who are leaving. What will be left is a state dominated by a growing, but relatively small, 

upper class, many of them boomers; young singles and a massive, growing, increasingly 

marginalized “precariat” of low wage, often occasional, workers. 

The interior, starting in eastern Los Angeles and Orange County, will increasingly resemble the 

East L.A. district of Tom Steyer’s sock puppet, state Senate Pro Tem Kevin de León: 

deindustrialized, impoverished and generally falling apart. Rather than move up into the middle 

class, interior Democrats are consigning their own people to dependence on government largesse 

— for jobs, for housing, for relief from artificially inflated energy costs and, if some of the tech 

barons like Elon Musk get their way, for their basic sustenance. 

This social structure can only work as long as stock and asset prices continue to stay high, 

allowing the ultra-rich to remain beneficent. Once the inevitable corrections take place, the 

whole game will be exposed for what it is: a gigantic, phony system that benefits primarily the 

ruling oligarchs, along with their union and green allies. Only when this becomes clear to the 

voters, particularly the emerging Latino electorate, can things change. Only a dose of realism can 

restore competition, both between the parties and within them. 
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Joel Kotkin is the R.C. Hobbs Presidential Fellow in Urban Futures at Chapman University in 

Orange and executive director of the Houston-based Center for Opportunity Urbanism 

(www.opportunityurbanism.org).This article first appeared in the Orange County Register of 

November 13, 2016. 

 

WILL CALIFORNIA’S OUTLIER STATUS 

ACCELERATE EXODUS? 

BY JON COUPAL 

After recovering from the shock of the presidential race, California pundits began absorbing 

what all this actually means. There is broad agreement that the rightward movement by the rest 

of America has only increased the political divide between the nation as a whole and California. 

This divide has widened so significantly that Governor Brown joked about building a wall 

around the state to protect it from nasty conservatives. And a handful of ultra-progressives, 

distressed at the thought of a Trump presidency, are planning an initiative they hope will lead to 

California seceding from the United States. (Newsflash for backers of this “Calexit” effort:  That 

a state can’t secede from the Union was resolved in 1865 when General Lee surrendered to 

General Grant at Appomattox). 

Putting the jokes and unrealistic fantasies aside, there are real world implications for the 

increasing chasm. First, if it were evident prior to the election that California has “go it alone” 

policies on climate change, it is even clearer now.  Sure, Washington will continue to pay lip 

service to greenhouse gas reductions, but broad, draconian laws and regulations perceived to be 

damaging to the economy will be shelved. 

Second, the High Speed Rail project might have just graduated from being a mere pipedream to a 

true fantasy. Already Congress had shut the spigot of federal money and the project has been on 

life support using cap and trade revenue which doesn’t generate a fraction of what it needs for 

the train to become viable. 

Third, perhaps the biggest hit to California will come in the area of healthcare. While other states 

have resisted full implementation, California has been held up as Obamacare’s shining example 

of “success.” But a Republican Congress is likely to repeal major parts of the law, including the 

funding for Medicaid expansion and elimination of the federal tax credits that lower premiums 

for most California enrollees. 

This enormous gap between right America and left California will result in the state no longer 

being able to rely on the federal government to finance its left-of-center policies. And that’s bad 

news for taxpayers. 

http://www.opportunityurbanism.org).this/
http://www.flashreport.org/blog/author/jon-coupal/


22 
 

Without federal support and California’s majority party wanting no slowdown in their agenda, 

the pressure to raise taxes will grow even stronger. So even though California will have the 

highest income tax rates in the nation until 2030 – thanks to Prop 55 – and the highest state sales 

tax, expect the alligators of the left to be searching for their next meal. No doubt, they will put 

Prop 13 on the menu. 

The non-stop pursuit of an even higher tax burden has already resulted in millions leaving 

California. The growing fissure between the rest of nation and the state’s pursuit of destructive 

progressive policies is giving millions more Californians an excuse to bail out. 

It’s not just the hard data from the IRS and the Census Bureau that confirms this. We all know 

people who have made the choice to escape California’s hostile tax and regulatory environment. 

A neighbor of mine just left to visit the multi-acre parcel he bought in Texas. When he retires in 

four years, he will build a home on the property. He is currently an attorney with the state. 

A close family relative and her husband left the Bay Area for Oregon in large part for tax 

reasons. This is especially ironic given that they are both liberals who, as California residents, 

voted for every tax increase on the state and local ballot. 

Another close relative who was visiting her mother on the Gulf Coast of Florida tells of miles 

and miles of white sand beaches with homes on the ocean that can be purchased for what a 

1,200- square-foot condo would cost in San Francisco. Derided as the “Redneck Riviera,” the 

Gulf Coast is now a favorite of former Californians in large part because there is no income tax. 

Can California change course? As long as those interests who rely on government largess own 

the Legislature, the prognosis is not good. With trillions in public debt of all kinds, an 

unresponsive and arrogant administrative state and high cost of living, California is bound to see 

the exodus that has already started to accelerate quickly. 

Jon Coupal is president of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association — California’s largest 

grass-roots taxpayer organization dedicated to the protection of Proposition 13 and the 

advancement of taxpayers’ rights. This article was first posted on Flashreport on November 14, 

2016. 

  

 

 

  

 

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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 PLEASE SEE IMPORTANT ANNOUNCEMENTS 

ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES  

  

 

Andrea Seastrand is the HJTA Taxfighter of the 
Year 
The Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association is proud to name Andrea Seastrand as the 2016 

Taxfighter of the Year.   Seastrand serves as President of the Central Coast Taxpayers 

Association (CCTA).  The organization works to inform and educate voters on important tax 

issues at all levels of government.  CCTA is constantly advocating for the protection of 

Proposition 13 and fights for the forgotten taxpayer.    

  

The Taxfighter of the Year Award is presented annually to a citizen taxpayer who shows an 

exceptional dedication to protecting taxpayers, often including the contribution of a great deal of 

time and energy.  Howard Jarvis used to say the reason for the success of the campaign to pass 

Proposition 13 could be encapsulated in three words, “and then some.”  Those working to pass 

tax reform did what was required, “and then some.”  “If anyone personifies the Jarvis ideal, it is 

Andrea Seastrand,” said HJTA President Jon Coupal. 

  

To some, Seastrand may seem an unusual choice because she is a former member of the 

Assembly and the House of Representatives, and most of those elected to office end up more 

concerned about political donors than they are the taxpayers.  Seastrand is an exception.  She has 

been a vehement taxpayer advocate both in and out of office. 

  

At the end of her time in Congress, the Los Angeles Times called her the “Promise Keeper,” 

saying she always stuck to her guns about big government.   Seastrand never voted for a tax 

increase and twenty years later she is still working hard for those who pay government’s 

bills.  She speaks to city councils, county supervisors and holds press conferences and rallies in 

defense of taxpayers.   Along with the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, as President of the 

Central Coast Taxpayers Association, Seastrand recently filed a complaint with the FPPC over 

illegal electioneering by San Luis Obispo area governments on behalf of Measure J, a sales tax 

increase for transportation.   

http://hjta.org/
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Commenting on the proposed tax hike, Seastrand showed her knowledge of how the “system” 

works and her fearless willingness to speak the truth in opposition.  “Those cheerleading for the 

sales tax are the very ones who will benefit through lucrative contracts, while the forgotten 

taxpayers, will pay 225 million dollars over nine years, and those cheerleaders will be back 

asking for more in nine years,” she said.  

  

HJTA President Jon Coupal praised Seastrand for her contributions to our country, state and 

community, “We want to recognize Andrea and all those unsung taxpayer heroes who improve 

our lives by volunteering their time and energy to act as watchdogs over government." 

  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        JON COUPAL                                                      ANDREA SEASTRAND 

 

 

 

http://www.flashreport.org/blog/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/Jon-Coupal-Howard-Jarvis-Taxpayers-Association.jpg
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi2zt3xgrHQAhXLz1QKHap9Bn4QjRwIBw&url=https://twitter.com/ahseastrand&psig=AFQjCNEY32RNLgkdx7sbZXOGG-NlNgKIZg&ust=1479514197975847
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