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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF OCTOBER 2 - 8, 2016 

 

THIS WEEK  
 

                                  HOUSING POLICY ITEMS 

 

BOS TO CONSIDER HOUSING SHORTAGE, 

COSTS, & ELIMINATING BARRIERS 

 

THEY WILL ALSO CONSIDER IMPEDIMENTS 

TO HOUSING FOR THE POOR AND MINORITIES 

 

FUTURE OF CHORRO REGIONAL PARK, GOLF 

COURSE, AND BOTANIC GARDEN IN PLAY 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION TO DELIBERATE  

PHILLIPS 66 RAIL SPUR PROJECT                           
(SPECIAL MEETING ON WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 5, 2016)  

 

 

LAST WEEK 

LAETITIA AG SUBDIVISION REJECTED 4/1                 
(102 HOMES ABORTED, PERMANENT PRESERVATION OF 1600 

ACRES FOREGONE, HIGHER WATER USE LIKELY) 

THIS IS IT – THIS 

WEDNESDAY  

BEST PUBLIC 

POLICY EVENT IN 

SLO COUNTY 

 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjMqqbwpLjPAhUOzGMKHS_LBaEQjRwIBw&url=http://17490poplar.com/&bvm=bv.134495766,d.cGc&psig=AFQjCNEVdd60oNyGD-Yeh3AT0mDtaz0TfA&ust=1475365926399885
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APCD GETS GLOBAL WARMING UPDATE                            

AND JOINS REGIONAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

CONSORTIUM                                                                  
(COUNTY REPORTED TO ALREADY BE A MEMBER) 

  

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                    
(SEE PAGE 13) 

 

THE CASE FOR LIMITED GOVERNMENT IS 

NOW STRONGER THAN EVER 
BY DAVID KERSTEN 

 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, October 4, 2016 (Scheduled) 

Item 2 - Monthly Drought Report. September 2016 Report:

 

http://unionwatch.org/author/davidkersten/
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Item 18 - Affordable Housing Policies and Programs: A Report to the Board of 

Supervisors.  This is a 54-page report, which is pretty much a general catalogue of actions and 

policy changes that the Board could consider to stimulate the production of more housing. It was 

prepared with heavy involvement of the Home Builders Association of the Central Coast and the 

Economic Vitality Corporation. The report contains a good deal of demographic data and data 

that is already contained in the Housing Element of the County’s General Plan. 

Most of the potential actions to make it easier to produce more housing have been discussed at 

one time or another in various plans or recommendations in the past. The advantage of this report 

is that they are all synthesized into one place. The staff has consolidated what it considers to be 

the most feasible in the table below. 

The list comes with a matrix that indicates which ones are included in the Housing Element of 

the County General Plan or the Fair Housing Plan (see item 20  below), or are currently being 

implemented. Perhaps the most significant column is the one on the far right, which estimates the 

time necessary to implement; the resource intensity; and the scale in short term, intermediate 

term, and long term.  
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Much of this will be stillborn because the County’s overall strategic land use plans are based on 

the theory that there are limited resources in terms of water, air shed capacity, public 

infrastructure, and ability to finance public services to an increasing population. This model, 

operationalized in CEQA, County Growth Management Ordinance Level of Severity Scales, 

Coastal Plan, the County’s Conservation and Open Space Element, greenhouse gas rules, water 

moratoria, and other restrictions, may effectively negate many of the ideas presented here. 

While the Board may adopt the usual symbolic actions, the large scale strategic plan will 

probably remain unaltered. This of course will be supported by neighborhood groups that wish to 

maintain the status quo, as well as environmentalists and powerful Sacramento and bay area 

funding elites. The staff is requesting that the Board provide direction on how and when to move 

forward.  

  

Item 20 - Analysis to Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.  The report is required to be 

prepared in order for the County and the cities to continue to be eligible for Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME funds distributed by the US Department of 

Housing and Urban Development.  

Thus, as a condition of receiving federal housing and community development funds, the County 

of San Luis Obispo is required to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH). HUD has 

interpreted that statutory obligation to mean that the County must conduct an Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI), take appropriate actions to overcome those 

impediments, and maintain records reflecting the AI and the corrective actions. This document is 

intended to serve as the County’s AI and meet the first of those three requirements. Accordingly, 

the discussion, analysis, and recommendations in this document are merely the starting point of 

the County’s efforts to AFFH. Follow-up action is even more important.  

The action item accompanying the report is a Resolution in which the Board of Supervisors 

promises to make a good faith effort to implement the “Action Steps” contained in the report. 

Note, these are summarized further along in this discussion below: 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Luis 

Obispo, State of California, that: 

1. Purpose. This resolution is adopted for the purpose of approving and implementing the 2015-

2020 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice / Fair Housing Plan of the County of San 

Luis Obispo, which includes several specific recommendations (“Action Steps”) that shall guide 

the efforts of the County and its Partner Cities to affirmatively further fair housing choice for the 

benefit of their citizens and the general public. 

2. Performance. The County and its Partner Cities shall make a good faith effort to perform and 

carry out the Action Steps of the Fair Housing Plan, and thereby improve fair housing choices 

and opportunities for their citizens and for the general public. 

3. Adoption of the Fair Housing Plan. The Board of Supervisors has considered and hereby 

adopts the 2015-2020 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice /Fair Housing Plan of 

the County of San Luis Obispo that has been prepared by LCCR and presented to the Board by 

the Planning Director. 

 

One of the most striking features of the 

report is that the names and titles of the 

authors are not disclosed. Instead, the 

author or authors are listed as The 

Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights 

under the Law (LCCR). We have no idea what these lawyers names are or what their 

qualifications, biases, or relative tendency to activism may be. It appears that this is a 

Washington DC based not-for-profit with regional affiliates. In reviewing its 2014 IRS 990 tax 

filing, we found among its reported activities the following: 

 

  

Readers may reflect on where this has led. 

The LCCR website lists Fair Housing among its projects. It may be that the SLO County report 

was prepared by some of their lawyers under the aegis of the program summarized below: 

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) 

Congress originally created the duty to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) when it 

enacted the Fair Housing Act (FHA) in 1968, but enforcement of the duty in the intervening 
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decades has been limited.  The duty requires the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 

Development (HUD), HUD and entities involved in the administration of other federal housing 

and community development programs to take proactive steps to support residential integration 

and other important goals of the FHA.  In recent years, there has been a renewed focus on the 

duty to AFFH and increasing compliance through the activities described below is a high 

priority of the Fair Housing & Community Development Project.  

It may also be that the County and its cities were clients of the report under this program. Note 

that the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights under the Law does not just provide analysis and 

recommendations. It goes after entities which it believes to have discriminatory land use laws 

and regulations. It is similar to the Center for Biological Diversity and the Environmental 

Defense Center in the environmental law arena in this regard. 

The website provides a list of litigation against cities and other entities for operating schemes of 

land use which are inherently discriminatory.  Click on any of the entities listed below for a 

quick taste: 

Active Fair Housing Litigation  (You can also click on this header to see them all or on the 

individual cases.)  

 Mastic Beach 

 Garden City 

 Texas Department of Housing & Community Affairs v. Inclusive Communities Project 

 American Insurance Association 

 Property Casualty Insurers of America 

 Archived Litigation 

 Smithtown 

 St. Bernard Parish 

 Port of Gulfport Expansion 

 Port Wentworth 

 Huntington 

 Wynwood 

  

As noted in the acknowledgement below, the city and County planning departments were 

involved as well as several housing and social services not-for-profits. 

The completion of this AI would not have been possible without the cooperation, input, and 

assistance of several outstanding stakeholder organizations in the County of San Luis Obispo. 

Their time and their insights are greatly appreciated. 

• Housing Authority of San Luis Obispo 

• Habitat for Humanity for San Luis Obispo County 

https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/active-fair-housing-litigation/
http://lawyerscom.wpengine.com/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/long-island-housing-services-inc-v-village-of-mastic-beach-et-al/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/garden-city/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/icp-v-texas-department/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/aianamic/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/property-casualty-insurers/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/archived-litigation/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/smithtown/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/st-bernard-parish/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/port-of-gulfport-expansion/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/port-wentworth/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/huntington/
https://lawyerscommittee.org/project/fair-housing-and-community-development-project/cases-matters/wynwood/
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• Peoples’ Self-Help Housing 

• Community Action Partnership of San Luis Obispo 

• City of Atascadero Community Development Department 

• City of Pismo Beach Planning Department 

• City of San Luis Obispo Community Development Department 

• City of Grover Beach Community Development Department 

• City of Arroyo Grande Community Development Department 

• California Rural Legal Assistance 

• San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority 

• Transitions Mental Health Association 

• San Luis Obispo Council of Governments 

In addition to the input of these organizations, the commitment, expertise, and time of the 

SanLuis Obispo County Planning and Building Department were invaluable. The County’s 

dedicated to furthering fair housing choice for its residents and residents of the region as a 

whole is truly remarkable. 

As they say in Minnesota: You betcha. 

Cost:  The financial section of the Board letter does not disclose how the LCCR was 

compensated for preparing the 154-page glossy report (much it of contains redundant data from 

the report covered in Item 18 above).  

These actions do not affect the cost to the County for administering the Fair Housing Plan or 

federal grant funds from HUD. 

All County staff costs for administering the Plan and HUD funds are contained within the 

Planning and Building Department budget.  

 

This is outrageous: 

a. Did the report have a cost? 

b. If so, how much? 

c. The fact that it is covered in the budget is good, but how much did it cost? 

d. Or does the LCCR work directly for HUD? 

e. How was LCCR selected as the “consultant?” Was there a request for proposals? 

f. Who were the actual lawyers who wrote the report?  
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The report itself contains a great deal of information about the distribution of race, poverty, 

housing, housing costs, and related information. In the end it provides five recommendations or 

requirements (it’s not clear which). 

The AI identified the following impediments to fair housing choice and proposed the following 

action steps.   

Impediment 1: Lack of Fair Housing Education, Outreach, and Enforcement Infrastructure 

in San Luis Obispo County and on the Central Coast. 

Action Step 1.1: Convene Meetings with CRLA, the Fair Housing Council of Central California, 

and the Housing Rights Center to Gauge Interest and Capacity to Start a Fair Housing 

Organization on the Central Coast or Expand Existing Operations to the Region.  

Action Step 1.2: Convene Meetings with Housing and Community Development Staff from 

Entitlement Jurisdictions Along the Central Coast to Develop a Joint Funding Strategy for 

Increased Fair Housing Infrastructure. 

Action Step 1.3: Work with Key Partners to Secure Funding for a New or Expanded Fair 

Housing Organization from Local Foundations and Businesses. 

Action Step 1.4: Provide CDBG Funding to a New or Existing Private Fair Housing 

Organization in Order to Support Its Operations in the County. 

Impediment 2: High Housing Costs Constrain the Ability of Low-Income Latino Households 

in Action Step 2.3: Ease Procedural Barriers to Multi-Family Housing Development. 

Action Step 2.1: Expand Multi-Family Residential Zoning in Cities and Census-Designated 

Places throughout San Luis Obispo County with a Strong Emphasis on Sites That Are Outside of 

the Coastal Zone and That Do Not Currently Have Concentrations of Multi-Family Housing. 

Action Step 2.2: Expand Exceptions to the County’s Growth Management Ordinance or 

Otherwise Ease Its Restrictions.  

Action Step 2.3: Ease Procedural Barriers to Multi-Family Housing Development Action Step  

Action Step 2.4: Allow for Increased Density within Residential Multi-Family Districts. 

Action Step 2.5: Effectively Use City Allocations of CDBG Funds to Facilitate the Development 

of Affordable Housing. 

Action Step 2.6: Waive or Reduce Building Fees for Developments That Include Affordable 

Housing. 

Action Step 2.7: Fully Implement the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.  

Impediment 3: Limited Access to Public Transportation, Particularly in Northern San Luis 

Obispo County. 

Action Step 3.1: Coordinate with Transit Agencies to Ensure That Expanded Bus Lines 

Effectively Serve New Affordable and Multi-Family Housing. 
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Action Step 3.2: Reduce Required Numbers of Parking Spaces for Residential Developments If 

Developers Agree to Provide Complimentary Bus Passes to Low-Income Residents in the City of 

San Luis Obispo.  

Impediment 4: Inconsistent State Housing Policies and Lack of Available Funds. 

Action Step 4.1: Support Efforts to Pass a Legislative Fix to the Palmer Decision on Inclusionary 

Zoning in Rental Properties. 

Action Step 4.2: Support Reforms to the California Coastal Act in Order to Facilitate Affordable 

Housing Development in the Coastal Zone. 

Impediment 5: Efforts to Develop Permanent Supportive Housing Are Exemplary and Should 

Be Taken to Scale. 

A Relevant Observation: Buried in the 154-page report is the quote below relative to water and 

its unavailability on housing.  

The price and availability of water affects the supply and affordability of housing in San Luis 

Obispo County. The County and the broader region have among the highest water costs in 

California. However, the high cost of water should not inhibit the local jurisdictions from 

developing policies that facilitate a greater housing supply. It is important for policymakers to 

keep in mind that, in comparison to agriculture, residential water use is a relatively minor 

contributor to California’s water issues and can be mitigated with strategic interventions like 

xeriscaping and utility….. 

For whatever reason the last sentence was not completed. This enigmatic paragraph, which is 

also a truism, goes to one of the key issues. The County water policy to date is a failure because 

it relies on “restrictions and conservation” – that is rationing. Why have the Board of Supervisors 

and SLOCOG not affirmatively engaged in planning for large scale development of alternative 

water supplies? Without such an effort, most of this report and its recommendations are fantasy. 

Moreover, without a long-range strategic water supply plan, any promise by the Board to 

implement much of this report per the Resolution is false. 

The full report can be seen at the link: 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Housing/DRAFT-Analysis+of+Impediments+-

+Fair+Housing+Plan+-+SLO+County.pdf  

 

Item 21 - Future of El Chorro Regional Park.  The County-owned golf course is suffering 

because of the drought. Separately, the course may be suffering because of the declining 

popularity of golf generally. The County hired a golf consultant to review the situation. The 

report is simply a list of proposed operational and capital improvements. There is no financial 

analysis, no plan, and no pro-forma or business plan. In the end the consultant recommends that 

the County first complete a Chorro Park master plan that would evaluate all the existing 

activities and potential activities, and that policy then be developed and formally adopted by the 

Board. 

Separately, the not-for-profit Botanic Garden, which occupies a portion of the Park, is also 

having financial problems. Apparently the County provided the Botanic Garden with funding 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Housing/DRAFT-Analysis+of+Impediments+-+Fair+Housing+Plan+-+SLO+County.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Housing/DRAFT-Analysis+of+Impediments+-+Fair+Housing+Plan+-+SLO+County.pdf
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that was supposed to be matched with other private funding to construct certain capital 

improvements. Sufficient private funding has not materialized, and the projects have not been 

started. In an effort to fix its funding situation, the Botanic Garden has asked the County to allow 

it to install a zip line feature. 

The staff concurs with the golf consultant that prior to any consideration of approving the zip 

line operation, the County should conduct a substantial planning process, including citizen and 

stakeholder input. Moreover the staff lists many barriers to immediate action, including a variety 

of County policies, administrative procedures, and the need to receive approval from the US 

Department of Interior for any changes to the original approved activities. The Park was 

apparently transferred to the County from the Army National Guard through the Interior 

Department. Staff believes that the County would have to receive Interior's approval of any uses 

that are not on the original list including a zip line feature. 

Above and beyond all of this, the Board should consider privatization of the Park from an 

operational and financial standpoint. The County would retain ownership but establish by 

competition a public/private partnership that would provide both enhanced public park and 

recreation services as well revenue generating premium services. The Santa Barbara County 

Bowl is a good example. It was a deteriorating asset and losing money with hardly any business 

in the early 1990’s. After privatizing its operation with the private not-for-profit Bowl 

Foundation, it has blossomed into one of the most successful entertainment attractions in 

California. It has been completely rebuilt, modernized, and upgraded with tens of millions of 

dollars of private donated and earned revenue. The County has spent nothing. At Chorro Park,  

amphitheater is a specifically permitted use under the US Department of Interior grant. Rock and 

roll will never die. 

Meanwhile there is a dying (both financially and literally) golf course and a troubled botanic 

garden.  

 

 Special Planning Commission Meeting of Wednesday, October 5, 2016 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 3 - Phillips 66 Rail Spur Application.  This meeting will embody continued review and 

deliberation of Phillips’ application to construct additional rail spurs and an oil offloading 

facility at its existing refinery in Nipomo. There will be no public comment, as 76 people spoke 

at the September 22
nd

 hearing and the Commission then closed public comment. As we reported 

last week, it appears that 2 Commissioners (Harrison - 4
th

 District and Campbell - 5
th

 District) 

might support the project and that 2 Commissioners (Topping - 2
nd

 District and Meyer - 3
rd

 

District) will oppose the project. Commissioner Jim Irving of the 1
st
 District stated clearly that he 

did not yet know how he would vote. 

The Commission determined to plow through the findings, conditions, and analysis for either an 

approval or a disapproval (these have been provided by the staff) to help them decide their final 

vote. It is felt that the dialog, questions, and answers will allow them to make their decision and 

more importantly to produce a better product for future consideration by the Board of 

Supervisors. It is expected that whatever the Planning Commission decides, that  decision will be 
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appealed to the Board of Supervisors. The Commission feels that producing a quality 

recommendation, whether they all agree with the outcome, is important.  

Impediments to Equal Opportunity for Jobs, Housing,  and Living in San Luis Obispo 

County:  Board of Supervisors Item 20, above, contains the 154-page report on impediments for 

poor people and minorities to obtain housing in SLO County. In addition to housing, what about 

industrial jobs, which are some of the highest pay scale jobs available to people without higher 

education degrees or specialized skills, which include many poor people and minorities. If SLO 

County’s architecture of land use, in practical application, results in the denial of industrial 

projects, isn’t that just as discriminatory as housing barriers?  In recent years the County has 

shown a proclivity to turn down industrial projects such as the Las Pilitas Quarry and sand and 

gravel operation expansions. Certainly the County’s failure to actively promote the relicensing of 

the Diablo Nuclear Power plan fits right into an elitist, anti-industrial pattern. What will it do 

when the Freeport-McMoRan oil field expansion application comes forward?  Clearly Phillips 66 

(evident in the testimony of its employees at prior hearings) employs a very large percentage of 

Hispanic and African American people in excellent career-benefited long-term permanent jobs. 

This pattern of closing down well-paying non-professional job opportunities with career 

potential may be more damaging than housing discrimination. 

Perhaps The Lawyers’ Committee For Civil Rights Under the Law (LCCR) should come after 

the County for maintaining a scheme of anti-industrial land use which is de facto discriminatory. 

After all, people who have been victims of long-term structural discrimination need industrial 

jobs. Those jobs have historically been part of the fabric of San Luis Obispo County. Various 

elite NIMBY and environmental groups in control of County policy are now using the 

Conservation and Open Space element, Land Use Element, County Growth Management 

Ordinance Level of Severity Scale,  and CEQA to force those jobs out of the County. What is left 

are service industry jobs with no upward mobility track. 

Again, and has we have repeatedly stated, the Planning Commission should approve the Phillips 

66 project.  

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS  

  

  Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, September 27, 2016 (Completed) 

 

Item 19 - Laetitia Agricultural Subdivision Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Denial. 

The Board of Supervisors rejected the appeal of the Planning Commission’s denial of the 

proposed agricultural cluster subdivision on a vote of 4/1 (Arnold dissenting). The vote 

confirmed the rejection of the project by the County. The publicly expressed reason for the 

denial was fear that the water supply would be insufficient over the years and that use of water 

by the proposed development would exacerbate problems in neighboring wells. 

The hearing and Board deliberations consumed most of the day. There were 17 speakers, 4 who 

supported the project, 12 who were opposed, and 1 who was unclear.  
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Disturbingly, and beyond the rejection of the project itself, both Hill and Gibson expressed a 

desire to revisit the Ag Cluster subdivision enabling ordinance, no doubt with the intention to gut  

or kill it. 

Parable of the Snake and the Mouse:  Somewhat fatefully but 

not unexpectedly, when Home Builders of the Central Coast 

(HBACC) Executive Director Jeff Eckles (who did not endorse the 

specific project) attempted to explain the well accepted concept of 

the housing ladder (the need and benefit for more housing at all 

economic levels), Hill publicly chided him. For years some 

members of the HBACC have played political footsy with Hill in 

the hope of receiving less bad treatment. Those who have played 

footsy with Hill over the years need to realize that they are like a 

mouse placed in the cage with a Boa constrictor as food. At first 

the mouse is afraid, but often the snake is not interested and may 

wait hours or even days to eat the mouse. After a while the mouse 

gets comfortable and may even snuggle up to the snake. Eventually the mouse is painfully 

crushed, suffocated, and eaten. It’s only a matter of time. 

 

  

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) Meeting of Wednesday, 

September 28, 2016 (Completed) 

 

Item B-4: National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA) 2015 State of the 

Climate Report.  As expected, the APCD Board 

heard a one-sided presentation about global 

warming and the need for governments to take 

action to both “mitigate” climate change and to 

adopt “adaptive” responses to the consequences 

of impacts such as sea level rise, more wildfires, 

and crop failure. Of course the Board did not 

allow itself or the pubic to hear from any experts 

who could have presented alternative data views 

and analysis. 

Background:  The APCD Executive Committee 

directed the staff to schedule the presentation. The agenda item did not contain a summary of the 

report or a link. The write-up states in part: 

The Report is the 26th edition of a peer-reviewed annual series and was developed by the NOAA 

National Centers for Environmental Information in partnership with the American 

Meteorological Society (AMS). The 300-page Report is an annual assessment of the world’s 

climate and provides information on global climate indicators, notable weather events and other 

data collected by environmental monitoring stations and instruments located on land, water, ice 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://swns.com/wp-content/uploads/MOUSE.jpg&imgrefurl=http://swns.com/news/unlikely-friendship-between-a-pet-snake-and-the-mouse-it-has-refused-to-eat-65469/&docid=CQN_ubBdNDXz0M&tbnid=p3mJ9GzmlYzW5M:&w=3993&h=2593&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwio7_aKjrXPAhVKzGMKHTgiCjAQxiAIAg&iact=c&ictx=1
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.cartoonistgroup.com/properties/benson/art_images/cg57e4a5185d54e.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.cartoonistgroup.com/subject/The-Agriculture-Comics-and-Cartoons-by-Lisa+Benson's+Editorial+Cartoons.php&docid=XB4jVprVabqNJM&tbnid=DwbG30vEY9vgxM:&w=625&h=426&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=undefined&iact=c&ictx=1
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and in space. Examples of these indicators include greenhouse gas emissions; temperatures 

throughout the atmosphere, ocean, and land; cloud cover; sea level; ocean salinity; sea ice 

extent; and snow cover. 

Readers can access the report at the link:  

https://www.climate.gov/news-features/featured-images/2015-state-climate-global-temperature 

   

 

Item B-5: Central Coast Climate Collaborative.  The Board heard a verbal presentation from 

the Air Pollution Control Officer about a new and “wonderful” entity called the Central Coast 

Climate Collaborative that is being formed. It will encompass Ventura, Santa Barbara, San Luis 

Obispo, Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties.  After listening to the presentation, it 

appears that the real purpose is somewhat akin to a local version of the International 

Communities for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI).The organization is billed as an 

opportunity to share best practices, educate local officials, and “educate the public.” 

Significantly the 7-county consortium described here is replicated in regions throughout the 

state. In turn a statewide coordinating mechanism of the regional entities has been set up to raise 

money and conform doctrine statewide. Whether this is a prototype of some super-regional 

organization that will eventually be given powers by the State to supplant counties and cities is 

not known. But it sure is clear that something is up. No one on the Board asked any meaningful 

questions because both Supervisors Compton and Arnold were absent and away at a California 

State Association of Counties (CSAC) meeting on rural County issues. 

 

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. 

 

The Case for Limited Government is Now Stronger 

than Ever 

BY DAVID KERSTEN  

I have studied U.S. and California politics in particular since the mid-1990s, and believe the case 

for limited government is stronger now, than at any other time in history. 

A series of emerging trends have coalesced to produce a political environment that makes it very 

unwise to try to enact sweeping policy change in today’s political environment (with the 

exception of an outright repeal of failed government programs). 

https://www.climate.gov/news-features/featured-images/2015-state-climate-global-temperature
http://unionwatch.org/author/davidkersten/
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A major treatise could be written on the subject, but here are some of the key considerations that 

led me to this conclusion. 

First, there has been a noticeable decline in the quality of our elected leaders. To put it bluntly, 

many politicians are just in it for themselves and purport to pursue the public’s interest only as a 

means to their own ends. 

The ramifications of this trend are huge and have served to give public interests more power over 

the political process and make it impossible in many cases to enact legislation that is within the 

public’s interest. 

Second, the country’s political economy has gotten increasingly complex which makes it more 

difficult than ever to craft responsible public policy that is capable of addressing a policy 

problem not only today, but over a significant time period. 

Third, the increasing polarization in the electorate, and reflected in U.S. governing bodies, make 

it extremely difficult, and more commonly impossible, to substantially revise a public policy 

once it has been approved. 

Many examples could be provided to prove the validity of these assertions, but let’s look at a few 

case studies. 

At the federal level, there is no better recent example than Obamacare. The policy was sold as 

being the best of all worlds expanding coverage, reducing costs, and improving the business 

climate in the process. 

The only thing Obamacare has done well is expand coverage, but this has come at a great cost in 

the form of double digit annual cost increases on individuals, business, and government itself. 

Without question, the program needs some major fixes to restore at least short-term viability and 

there are no signs that the political consensus needed to bring such change could be achieved. 

The result is a government program that is completely unsustainable, but has nonetheless 

provided health coverage to tens of millions more Americans which makes it impossible for 

anyone to advocate an outright repeal without a replacement. 

Obamacare is looking like another example of a 

major government program that was enacted with 

very good intentions, but cannot be made 

sustainable over the long-run due to the huge 

complexity of the issue and the inability of the U.S. 

Congress to come anywhere close to the consensus 

needed to reform it. Two other examples: Social 

Security and Medicare, both unsustainable, yet 

almost politically untouchable. 

At the state level, the pension crisis is an excellent example which holds ramifications for the 

long-term health of state government that equal or exceed Obamacare, Social Security, and 

Medicare combined. 
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The Public Employee Pension Crisis has the potential to entirely bankrupt the State of California 

and all of its public agencies. Stanford University had measured the unfunded pension liabilities 

at $950 billion in 2013, but more recent estimates peg the debt at around $1.5 trillion for 2016.  

In California, the level of retirement benefits provided to public employees is unaffordable to 

most public agencies in California, and is not currently being covered through contributions 

raised from public employers, and to a far less extent public employees. 

The result is a massive run up is debt for nearly all state and local public agencies in California. 

In 2013, the total debt for unfunded pension liabilities was estimated at $950 billion, according 

to Stanford University. But more recent calculations for 2016, peg the debt at $1.5 trillion 50% 

higher due to major investment losses and soaring benefit costs. 

Public pension debt alone in California is currently estimated to equal $77,000 per household in 

2013, according to Stanford University’s pension tracker. 

Despite the magnitude of the current pension crisis, there are only a handful of California 

Legislators who will even publicly admit that the pension crisis is a major issue in California. 

This is due to the fact that the state’s public employee unions control the California Democratic 

Party, and the Democrats run the California State Legislature. 

The state’s pension crisis has the potential to bankrupt the State of California and nearly all of its 

public agencies, but there is not the faintest sign of a political consensus that will even admit that 

there is a major problem here, let alone consider a solution. 

Furthermore, absent changes to the state’s pension system it makes no sense to further increase 

state and local tax revenues (i.e. tax and fee increases) since these increased revenues will simply 

go to fund overly generous and unsustainable public employee benefit costs which are increasing 

at 10-25% per year on average. 

Private conversations with Republican legislators, who are the minority, indicate that they 

understand the issue and the need for reform but there 

is nothing to be gained by them going out on the issue 

short of a critical mass for reform. 

Democrat legislators, on the other hand, support the 

status quo because the public employee unions 

bankroll their campaigns and the Democratic Party, 

and most if not all have already signed pledges to the 

state’s public employee unions to only increase public 

employee compensation, regardless of the 

consequences for the state. 

Although the necessity for Pension Reform in CA 

seems to be obvious, many legislators seem unwilling & therefore unable to address the issue, 

largely due to the strong influence Public Employee Unions possess when it comes to campaign 

financing of many within the state legislature.  

http://us.pensiontracker.org/
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The state’s unsustainable public pension system is another example of a large government 

program gone bad, but nothing can be done to fix it given the circumstances of the state’s current 

political environment. 

One last case study regarding the need for limited government is the state’s regulatory climate, 

which has an obvious parallel at the federal level but I will confine my discussion to the State of 

California. 

The State of California’s regulatory climate is credited with being a key factor, along with high 

taxes, for encouraging more than 10,000 businesses to relocate out of state in recent years. 

In a recent Inside Source interview with Stanford University Economics Professor Roger G. 

Noll, Noll states that California’s regulatory policies and practices are deeply flawed, but not 

necessarily enough to “drag Silicon Valley to Texas.” 

Noll said most California legislators lack the capacity and inclination to craft responsible 

regulatory policy and that most regulation considered by the California Legislature is deeply 

flawed. 

“We have pretty much a bankrupt system, it is rare to have a bill that is well crafted,” Noll stated. 

Yet this does not stop the Democrat Legislature from developing bill after bill that seeks to 

regulate the California economy in almost every way imaginable. The sad truth is that the vast 

majority of this legislation is deeply flawed and will do more harm to the state’s business climate 

while providing little if any public benefit other than a political sound byte. 

Moreover, most Democrats develop and pass regulatory legislation as a means to advance their 

careers and the policy agendas of their supporters, as opposed to advancing the public interest. 

Thus, we have a Democrat majority whose primarily occupation is advancing their own agenda, 

as opposed to the public’s interest, without regard for the long-term consequences for the state’s 

business climate and economy. 

If the Legislature cannot craft legislation in such a way that is beneficial and cost-effective it 

should just leave the issue alone, which brings us full circle to the need for limited government. 

The increased complexity of the economy has dramatically increased the number of issues that 

can be regulated as well as the potential for harmful effects from poorly crafted legislation, 

which has become the rule in California, not the exception. 

In other words, the best thing the California Legislature can do on most regulatory issues is do 

nothing. But political motivations necessitate the opposite due to a decline in the quality of our 

public leaders, primarily if not exclusively California Democrat politicians. 

Then California Treasurer Bill Lockyer (D) saw this trend in 2010, noting that most of the 

legislation considered and passed in the California State Assembly is “junk” but lawmakers 

“move it along” to keep the special interests happy. 

http://www.kersteninstitute.org/blog/inside-source-video-interview-stanford-economics-professor-roger-noll-discusses-ca-regulator-issues-says-good-regulation-in-ca-is-rare-citing-issues-relating-to-special-interests-term-limits-and-ballot-measures
http://www.kersteninstitute.org/blog/inside-source-video-interview-stanford-economics-professor-roger-noll-discusses-ca-regulator-issues-says-good-regulation-in-ca-is-rare-citing-issues-relating-to-special-interests-term-limits-and-ballot-measures
http://unionwatch.org/california-treasurer-bill-lockyer-on-public-sector-union-influence/
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Lockyer also chastised the Democrat Legislature for its inability to address the state’s pension 

crisis because of who elected them (i.e. public employee unions) stating that it will “bankrupt the 

state” if nothing is done. 

In short, government has reached a point in California, as well as at the federal level, where 

politicians cannot address the most important issues (i.e. failing government programs) due to 

political realities, but commonly do the wrong things in the areas where they can act. 

The only solution is limited government. First, we must prevent more government programs 

from going on the books that will inevitably become unsustainable or unworkable, but 

impossible to fix. And second, we must limit politicians from advancing their own private 

agendas through legislation that actually does more harm than good. 

About the Author: David Kersten is an expert in public policy research and analysis, particularly 

budget, tax, labor, and fiscal issues. He currently serves as the president of the Kersten Institute 

for Governance and Public Policy – a moderate non-partisan policy think tank and public 

policy consulting organization. The institute specializes in providing knowledge, evidence, and 

training to public agencies, elected officials, policy advocates, organization, and citizens who 

desire to enact public policy change. This article first appeared in the Union Watch section of 

the September 26, 2016 California Public Policy web site. 
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