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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO              

WEEK OF AUGUST 6-12, 2017 

 

THIS WEEK 
 

ALERT 
 

FEDS REVIEWING MARINE SANCTUARIES  

 

A LITE WEEK AT THE BOS 

PLANNING COMMISSION BEGINS REAL 

WORK ON MARIJUANA REGULATIONS 

LAST WEEK 

NO REGULAR SUPERVISORS MEETING  

 

SPECIAL SUPERVISORS MEETING                               
(EXECUTIVE SESSION ON APPOINTMENT OF A NEW COUNTY 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER – RECRUITMENT WILL TAKE SEVERAL 

MONTHS  
 

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                   

(SEE PAGE 10)  
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UNION BILL WILL DRIVE UP COUNTIES’ COSTS 

OF PROVIDING SERVICES 

By Steven Greenhut  

 

PARAMOUNT GETS PAID WHILE BEST AND 

BRIGHTEST LEAVE CALIFORNIA 

By Bob Loewen 

  

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS  

 

ALERT – FEDS REVIEWING EXISTING MARINE SANCTUARIES  

As a result of President Trump’s executive order to review the usefulness of a 

variety of national monuments, marine sanctuaries, and other Federal preserves, the 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is receiving comments 

on the existing Monterey Bay Sanctuary and the existing Channel Islands Sanctuary. 

But you don’t have much time! Note, the deadline for comments is August 15, 2017. Tell 

them to abolish these obtrusive and elitist preserves and to reject the proposed so-called 

Chumash Heritage Marine Sanctuary off SLO County, or at least allow oil exploration 

and extraction. 

 

     UPDATE: 

   July 26, 2017 

NOAA to reopen public comment period on review of national marine 

sanctuaries and marine national monuments 

  

NOAA will formally reopen the public comment period on a Department of Commerce review 

of 11 designations and expansions of national marine sanctuaries and marine national 

http://noaa.gov/
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monuments that began June 26, 2017. Due to public interest and requests for additional time, 

NOAA will formally accept comments for an additional 15 days, starting Monday, July 31. 

Additionally, NOAA will continue to accept comments between the first formal comment period 

closing July 26 and the formal reopening to ensure the public has maximum opportunity to 

participate in this review process. Comments submitted during the original comment period will 

be considered and do not need to be resubmitted. 

Comments will continue to be accepted through August 15. 

Six national marine sanctuary expansions and five marine national monument designations and 

expansions are part of this review. 

 FEDERAL REGISTER (7/31/2017) 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/07/31/2017-16012/review-of-national-marine-

sanctuaries-and-marine-national-monuments-designated-or-expanded-since 

Executive Order 13795, Section 4(b) 
Review of National Marine Sanctuaries and Marine National Monuments Designated or 

Expanded Since April 28, 2007; Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment  

AGENCY: Office of National Marine Sanctuaries (ONMS), National Ocean Service (NOS), 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

ACTION: Notice; request for public comments. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to Executive Order 13795—Implementing an America-First Offshore 

Energy Strategy, signed on April 28, 2017, the Department of Commerce is conducting a review 

of all designations and expansions of National Marine Sanctuaries and Marine National 

Monuments since April 28, 2007. The Secretary of Commerce will use the review to inform the 

preparation of a report under Executive Order 13795, Sec. 4(b)(ii). This Notice identifies 11 

National Marine Sanctuaries and Marine National Monuments subject to the review and invites 

comments to inform the review. The Department of Commerce seeks public comments related to 

the application of factors in Sec. 4(b)(i)(A), (B) and (C), as stated in Executive Order 13795, for 

six National Marine Sanctuary expansions and five Marine National Monument designations and 

expansions.   

DATE:  Written comments must be submitted no later than July 26, 2017. 

FEDERAL REGISTER: https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/06/26/2017-

13308/review-of-national-marine-sanctuaries-and-marine-national-monuments-designated-or-

expanded 

ADDRESSES:   

You may submit comments, identified by docket ID NOAA–NOS–2017-0066 by one of the 

following methods:  

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/07/31/2017-16012/review-of-national-marine-sanctuaries-and-marine-national-monuments-designated-or-expanded-since
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/07/31/2017-16012/review-of-national-marine-sanctuaries-and-marine-national-monuments-designated-or-expanded-since
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/06/26/2017-13308/review-of-national-marine-sanctuaries-and-marine-national-monuments-designated-or-expanded
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/06/26/2017-13308/review-of-national-marine-sanctuaries-and-marine-national-monuments-designated-or-expanded
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/06/26/2017-13308/review-of-national-marine-sanctuaries-and-marine-national-monuments-designated-or-expanded
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Electronic 

Submit all electronic public comments via the Federal eRulemaking Portal. Go to 

http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=NOAA-NOS-2017-0066, click the "Comment 

Now!" icon, complete the required fields, and enter or attach your comments. 

 

Mail 

EO 13795 Review 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Silver Spring Metro Campus Building 4 (SSMC4), 

Eleventh Floor 

1305 East West Highway,  

Silver Spring, 20910 

Maps of Sanctuary Expansions and Monument Designations and Expansions Subject to 

Review Under Executive Order 13795, Section 4(b) 

 

Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary Expansion 

http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=NOAA-NOS-2017-0066
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Download 

 

Cordell Bank, Greater Farallones and Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuaries. 

 See, it actually does make a difference who we elect!  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 8, 2017 (Scheduled) 

 There are no major policy items on the Board agenda for this week’s meeting. 

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, August 10, 2017 (Scheduled) 

Item 2 - A request by the County of San Luis Obispo for the following amendments 

in order to establish Cannabis Activities, which includes Cannabis Cultivation, 

Cannabis Nurseries, Cannabis Manufacturing, Cannabis Testing Facilities,  

Cannabis Distribution, and Cannabis Dispensaries, as allowed land uses (pursuant to 

the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act).  The Commission 

will begin its review of draft amendment regulatory ordinances, which once considered 

and modified will be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for potential adoption. There 

are actually 2 ordinances because the County has adopted one overall ordinance for the 

coastal areas and one for the inland areas. They are essentially the same except the 

coastal ordinance includes references to the State Coastal Act and its special provisions.  

The draft inland ordinance version can be accessed at the link below:  

https://sanctuaries.noaa.gov/media/img/ci_bndy_expansions.jpg


6 
 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/7675/MDJfQ29hc3RhbCBab25l

IEFtZW5kbWVudHMucGRm/12/n/80943.doc   

The effort is the result of the passage of Proposition 64 last November by the voters , 

which legalized recreational marijuana. The measure passed statewide and in all 5 

supervisory districts in SLO County. Philosophically the Supervisors seem to differ 

somewhat in terms of their enthusiasm for the legalization by the State. Hill and Gibson 

are most receptive, if not, proactively in support. Arnold, Compton, and Peschong have 

expressed reservations about various aspects at different times over the past year. 

Nonetheless all would appear to support the County allowing some degree of commercial 

production, processing, distribution, and retailing. 

To date there has not been any formal public consideration of the relative benefits of 

legalizing recreational use versus potential problems generated by its legalization. The 

focus has been on land use issues such as the allowable number of sites, size of sites, 

distance between sites and surrounding homes, and similar concerns. The fact that under 

Federal law, marijuana is deemed to be a Class I illegal narcotic has been presumed to be 

irrelevant and/or an issue for the State to resolve with the Federal Government. It is 

unlikely that the Planning Commission will consider these matters, as its assignment is to 

deal with the land use aspects. 

The marijuana industry is conducting educational sessions, public briefings, and tours of 

marijuana production facilities for officials, civic groups, and the public. The public 

health community and the law and justice community have been represented on a County 

task force that has worked with the Planning Department to prepare the draft ordinance. 

There seems to be broad concurrence about the general direction at this point. 

The most significant overall policy question is:  How large will the County allow the 

industry to become? Under the State law, the County has broad discretion about the size 

and intensity of the industry. It could outlaw all commercial production, processing, and 

retailing, or it could support a very robust and expansive industry or anything in between.  

Subject areas of regulation covered in the draft ordinance include:  

– Requirements for All Cannabis Activities 

– Cannabis Cultivation 

– Cannabis Nurseries 

– Cannabis Manufacturing 

– Cannabis Testing Facilities 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/7675/MDJfQ29hc3RhbCBab25lIEFtZW5kbWVudHMucGRm/12/n/80943.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/7675/MDJfQ29hc3RhbCBab25lIEFtZW5kbWVudHMucGRm/12/n/80943.doc
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– Cannabis Dispensaries 

– Cannabis Distribution 

– Grounds for Revocation 

– Procedure for Revocation 

– Enforcement  

The draft ordinance limits the actual grow sites to 100 and then distributes these 

geographically in proportion to the acreage in the County’s 5 Planning Areas per the table 

below:

  

22.40.050 - Cannabis Cultivation 

A. Limitation on use. Except as provided in Section 22.04.020, cannabis cultivation may 

only be permitted in the Agriculture (AG), Rural Lands (RL), Residential Rural (RR), and 

Industrial (IND) land use categories with a land use permit in each case and as may 

further be restricted by this Title. 

1. Limit on the number of cannabis cultivation operations. No more than one hundred 

(100) permitted cannabis cultivation operations may be permitted within the 

unincorporated area of the County at any one time. Any “site”, as defined by this Title, 

may receive land use permit approval for more than one cannabis cultivation operation, 

provided each cannabis cultivation operation does not exceed the size threshold 

established by state law. The Board of Supervisors shall by resolution or ordinance adopt 

such forms, fees, and procedures as are necessary to implement this Chapter with respect 

to the initial selection, future selection, and investigation process of land use permits 

issued for cannabis cultivation. 
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2. Distribution of the number of cannabis cultivation operations. The allowed number of 

permitted cultivation sites (100) shall be distributed as follows by Planning Area based 

on the total number of available parcels in land use categories allowing cannabis 

cultivation. The distribution shall be a maximum for each Planning Area.  

North County 59 

San Luis Obispo 5 

South County 23 

Coastal Planning Areas (combined) 13 (Estero, North Coast, San Luis Bay-Coastal, 

South County-Coastal) 

Carrizo Prohibited 

At this point, and as the write-up points out, over 400 cultivators have applied for 

registration under the County’s Urgency Cultivation Ordinance. Of these, 349 have been 

registered. There may be hundreds more unregistered sites as well. As the write-up 

somewhat understatedly points out: Given the overwhelming number of interested 

cultivators, much discussion has taken place on what an appropriate limit would be for 

cannabis cultivation sites.  

The October 1, 2016 satellite image below shows a representative segment of California 

Valley. Large sections of the valley are planted with marijuana fields (called grows). The 

rectangular areas in the image are illustrative. There are extensive areas of California 

Valley with similar development. 
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The difficulty for the Planning Commission and ultimately the Board of supervisors will 

be how to cut this back (if that is their ultimate intention) in the teeth of hundreds of 

growers and affiliated businesses that would be put out of business.  

The Board does not seem to have expressed any overriding concerns about potential 

harmful consequences of the county hosting a large marijuana industry. If that view 

holds, one would have to ask what would be the rationale for restricting its expansion? 

No one was concerned about grapes until their use of groundwater became an issue.  

As a separate project, staff is considering the operational costs of regulating the industry 

and the appropriate fee structure for removing the costs.  

Beyond the fees, staff is considering potential revenue enhancements that could result 

from various types of taxes (subject to voter approval), which the state legislation allows 

counties and cities to impose on marihuana at virtually every stage of production from 

cultivation through retailing. To date there has been no modeling of the magnitude of 

potential revenues keyed to potential industry scale scenarios, which the County might 

consider. Thus the land use consideration is operating in a vacuum vis-a-vis the economic 

potentials on both the economic and social costs side and the potential revenue side.  

 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 
 

Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, August 1, 2017 (Completed)  

 

Item 1 - It is the intention of the Board to meet in closed session to consider Public 

Employee Appointment for the Position of County Administrative Officer.  There was no 

write-up, so was not clear where they are in the process. They were probably considering the 

process itself. There was no public meeting other than to call the meeting to order and then go 

into closed session. There was no other business. 

 

Originally no meeting had been scheduled. No reason has been given for the bye. Most 5
th

 

Tuesdays of the month are non-Board meeting days. Fairly often a 4
th

 Tuesday is a non-meeting 

day, but August 1 was a Tuesday. In part, the new Board majority is not relentlessly pushing new 

programs and regulations such as the Gibson, Hill, and Patterson triumvirate did back in the 

“good old days.” 
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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  

 

UNION BILL WILL DRIVE UP COUNTIES’ COSTS 

OF PROVIDING SERVICES 

By Steven Greenhut 

 

Sacramento – Municipal governments exist to provide essential services, such as law enforcement, 

firefighting, parks and recreation, street repairs and programs for the poor and homeless. But as 

pension, health-care and other compensation costs soar for workers and retirees alike, local 

governments are struggling to fulfill these basic functions. 

There’s even a term to describe that situation. “Service insolvency” is when localities have enough 

money to pay their bills, but not enough left over to provide adequate public service. These 

governments are not insolvent per se, but there’s little they can afford beyond paying the salaries and 

benefits of their workers. 

As a city manager quoted in a newspaper article once quipped, California cities have become pension 

providers that offer a few public services on the side. It’s a sad state of affairs when local governments 

exist to do little more than pay the people who work for them. 

Not surprisingly, the union-dominated Legislature has been of little help to local officials dealing with 

such fiscal troubles. The state pension systems have run up unfunded liabilities, or debts, ranging from 

$374 billion to $1 trillion (depending on the financial assumptions one makes). But legislators have 

ignored meaningful pension reform. This has forced local governments to cut back services or raise 

taxes to meet their ever-increasing payments to California’s pension funds. 

http://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/politics-columns-blogs/dan-walters/article77313297.html
http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/blogs/stateline/2017/03/06/service-insolvency-could-help-states-intervene-in-troubled-cities
http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/news/politics/sdut-democraphic-changes-threaten-CalPERS-pensions-2014dec08-story.html
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/02/03/borenstein-browns-pension-reform-progress-is-a-mirage/
http://www.mercurynews.com/2017/02/03/borenstein-browns-pension-reform-progress-is-a-mirage/
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It’s one thing to ignore the plight of hard-pressed cities and counties, but now legislators are trying to 

make the problem a lot worse. Assembly Bill 1250 would essentially stop county governments from 

outsourcing personal services (financial, economic, accounting, engineering, legal, etc.), which is a 

prime way counties make ends meet these days. 

The legislation originally also applied to cities, but recently was scaled back. It now applies to all 58 

counties except for San Francisco (which is exempt because it also is a city) and the authors plan to 

exempt Santa Clara County also because of its hospital contract. 

The bill is sponsored by the Service Employees International Union and authored by Assemblyman 

Reginald Byron Jones-Sawyer, a Los Angeles Democrat who previously was an SEIU vice president. 

It’s a shameless effort to force county governments to beef up the size of their full-time, unionized 

workforce. Ultimately, the bill views county governments as employment agencies rather than service 

providers. 

It’s what one would expect from a public-sector union that exists to protect jobs (even duplicative 

ones) and the public employees who fill them. But this bill passed the full Assembly in June and 

cleared a Senate committee this month. Legislators are supposed to balance the demands of special 

interests with the broader needs of all Californians. 

The legislation “would make it costlier and in many cases nearly impossible for counties to contract 

out for vital services,” opined a July 24 editorial in the East Bay Times. As a result, counties would 

“have to stop providing the services or, as union leaders hope, hire permanent county workers, replete 

with their costly retirement benefits.” 

The bill’s supporters gussy up this atrocity by claiming it would save money and improve services in 

the long term. “While cheaper services and employee layoffs may appear to save dollars in the short 

term, the savings are often illusory with hidden costs that are not accounted for and diminished 

services or contractor failures that require cities and counties to ultimately re-hire and/or re-train staff 

to provide the outsourced service,” Jones-Sawyer explained in the bill analysis. 

Of course, not every instance of outsourcing is successful, but the idea that this is about helping 

taxpayers is laughable. Elected county boards of supervisors are best able to decide how to handle 

their own resources. They often find that contracting-out improves the provision of services because 

contractors – unlike permanent employees – can be held to higher standards and even fired. Private 

contracts can be terminated. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1250
http://www.seiu.org/
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billVotesClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1250
http://www.eastbaytimes.com/2017/07/24/editorial-self-serving-labor-plan-would-strangle-services-for-the-needy/
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billAnalysisClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1250
http://www.counties.org/county-voice/ab-1250-still-bad-news-county-services
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These contracts save money because they are put out to bid for the lowest price. Moreover, contract 

employees aren’t paid lifetime pensions that drive up long-term municipal debt. If the legislation 

really were about savings, then why does the bill rig the way savings are analyzed? 

The bill “would bar counties from contracting for services when they could be more cheaply provided 

in-house,” the East Bay Times explains, but “the cost-savings comparisons are designed to skew the 

results against using private and non-profit firms.” For instance, “the comparison would exclude a 

county’s overhead costs, but include the overhead of the outside firm.” 

An analysis for the counties by the Oakland law firm Jarvis Fay Doporto & Gibson concluded, the 

latest version of the bill “will substantially increase the cost for delivery of county services and 

substantially decrease delivery of county services – including critical public health and safety 

services.” Counties will be forced to pare back services “to offset increased pension and benefit costs.” 

Small and rural communities in particular will face service reductions. 

The California State Association of Counties, which opposes the bill, points out that it includes all 

sorts of cumbersome disclosure and auditing rules. Even though later versions of the bill “places that 

burden on contractors instead,” it “doesn’t really change the impact. Many service providers will 

simply choose not to do business with public agencies if they know they are going to be required to 

comply with a new, complex and costly process.” 

Counties can still technically outsource certain services, but the bill makes it so difficult and costly 

that it won’t be worth the trouble of trying. The legislation also mandates “public disclosure of 

otherwise private information – an intrusive requirement that may violate constitutional privacy rights, 

without providing any public benefit,” according to the law firm’s analysis. 

This surely is just the latest effort to shut down outsourcing, which is used less frequently in California 

than in most other states. One should expect unions later will revive the effort to expand it to cities and 

other governments. They’ll likely also try to limit outsourcing of other types of public services beyond 

these listed personal services. 

As usual, the costs of union feather-bedding strategies fall disproportionately on the poor. Teachers’ 

unions are constantly trying to limit charters and other school-choice options that help people from 

poor neighborhoods get their kids enrolled in better schools. Unfunded pension liabilities cause 

service cutbacks, especially in the state’s poorest cities. 

And now the Legislature may force counties to cut back on funding for homeless shelters, domestic-

violence centers, health-care programs and other programs that benefit low-income people, all in order 

http://www.latimes.com/projects/la-me-pension-unfunded/
http://www.eastbaytimes.com/2017/04/18/editorial-onerous-bill-would-fiscally-drown-cities-and-counties/
http://www.eastbaytimes.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/special-counsel-analysis-of-ab-1250-counties-6-26-17.pdf
http://www.counties.org/county-voice/ab-1250-still-bad-news-county-services
http://www.eastbaytimes.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/special-counsel-analysis-of-ab-1250-counties-6-26-17.pdf
https://www.thebalance.com/what-is-outsourcing-2533662
https://www.thebalance.com/what-is-outsourcing-2533662
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-bernardino-bankrupt-idUSBRE8AC0HP20121113
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to help unions protect jobs for their highly paid members. But local government doesn’t exist to 

provide cushy jobs, but to provide cost-effective services for the public. It’s about time the Legislature 

was reminded of that fact. 

Steven Greenhut is a contributing editor for the California Policy Center. He is Western region 

director for the R Street Institute. Write to him at sgreenhut@rstreet.org.Greenhut .Greenhut      

appears regularly on the Andy Caldwell Radio Show and from time to time at COLAB  events. 

PARAMOUNT GETS PAID WHILE BEST AND 

BRIGHTEST LEAVE CALIFORNIA 

By Bob Loewen 

 

Last week, my friend Ethan announced that he is moving to Ohio. Ethan is an extremely bright 

entrepreneur in his mid-thirties, who grew up in Southern California. He’s civic minded – joined non-

profit boards, gave to charities what he could afford, and was even been elected to his local water 

board. 

He’s moving because his business is doing so much better in Ohio than in California, where it began. 

Honestly, the business climate that Sacramento has created is so bad that the usual emotional ties are 

no longer strong enough to keep Ethan here. 

This was déjà vu for me. Twenty years ago, another friend, Steve, then in his mid-forties, announced 

that he was moving his successful Tustin-based aerospace company to Texas. His 200-plus employees 

could keep their jobs if they chose to move with him, but few did. 

“Each year, state and local taxes and regulations become harsher for my business,” he explained as he 

despaired about leaving the state where he grew up. But Harvard had taught him to read a trend line, 

and the trend showed declining profits in California, expanding profits if he took his business to 

Texas. Simple to understand really. So he left with his family and his business to a state that was 

rational about taxes and regulations. There, he and his business thrived. 

Steve and Ethan are not isolated cases. According to U.S. Census estimates, our best and brightest 

continue to leave California despite favorable trends in the economy. Who suffers most? The poor and 

working class. We count on entrepreneurs like Steve and Ethan to keep our economic engine running. 

http://www.legislature.ca.gov/
mailto:sgreenhut@rstreet.org.Greenhut
http://www.ocregister.com/2017/04/23/leaving-california-after-slowing-the-trend-intensifies/
http://www.ocregister.com/2017/04/23/leaving-california-after-slowing-the-trend-intensifies/
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Not only do they create jobs, but they buy houses here, shop in our stores, purchase fast food, and 

when they have families, their kids attend school. Santa Ana Unified School District recently 

announced over 300 layoffs of its newest and best teachers. Why? Declining student enrollment – part 

of a broader statewide birth rate decline driven by the mounting costs of raising a family. 

There are lots of reasons our best and brightest leave. High taxes is one. For the wealthiest taxpayers, 

the rate is shocking 13.3%. But for those who make the median, $51,530 annually – a low salary in an 

expensive state –– the rate is 9.3%, higher than the top bracket in most states. 

Oblivious to the fact that these corporate and personal earnings  can move to other states or even other 

countries, Sacramento recently increased the gas tax and car tax by over $5 billion annually. The 

politicians do not spend this money well. Our freeways, once the envy of a great nation, are an 

embarrassment. Our dams, once an engineering marvel, threaten hundreds of thousands without 

warning because maintenance is deferred to cover up pension debt. The CalTrans budget was $13 

billion in 2010, the year Governor Brown took office; by 2013, it was reduced to $11 billion. So here 

is the formula Sacramento politicians have dreamed up for sending our shining stars to other states: 

tax more, then spend less on the things that matter. 

Sacramento knows about this problem, but as usual, its solutions are ham-fisted. Here’s an example. 

Politicians paid Paramount Studios $22 million in tax bribes to film one of the myriad installments of 

“Transformers” in California instead of taking its business to another state. This is only one of the 

films in the Transformers “cycle” to be filmed in California; others have been shot in China, Britain 

and in other states. To keep some of the action in California, Sacramento has created a huge taxpayer-

supported fund to help finance films with budgets of $75 million or more “to entice more major 

motion pictures to choose California and reverse the tide of runaway productions”. According to the 

LA Times, “California officials hope that more in-state film shoots will help spur local economics 

through spending and hiring.” Making crony deals with billion-dollar corporations will not stem the 

flow of our young entrepreneurs from California; it just makes them shake their heads at the pathetic 

condition of the state they used to love. 

Sacramento politicians are like the guy whose wife left him because he would not stop seeing other 

women. “She told me to stop seeing Shirley,” he complained. “So I dumped Shirley and went out with 

Ethel instead. Some women are never satisfied.” 

Politicians cannot understand that our best and brightest, like Steve and Ethan, leave California 

because the business climate here sucks. Instead of doing something about the business climate by 

lowering taxes, intruding on the economy less, and doing the traditional job of government—such as 

fixing infrastructure—politicians keep raising taxes and making our state inhospitable to business. No 

http://www.sfgate.com/health/article/California-birthrate-drops-to-record-low-4055094.php
http://www.latimes.com/business/hollywood/la-fi-ct-transformers-bumblebee-california-20170711-story.html
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wonder businesses leave and our poor and working class suffer. Since today’s Sacramento politicians 

will never understand that “stop seeing Shirley” means “stop seeing other women,” Californians must 

leave those politicians right now for better public servants who are dedicated to serving the needs of 

Californians, or pretty soon all of our best and brightest will be gone and only our worst, dumbest, and 

bribed will remain. 

Robert Loewen is chairman of the board and co-founder of the California Policy Center. This  article 

first appeared in the July 14, 2017 California Policy Center website. 

   

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

 

  
 

 

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


16 
 

 REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

Greetings Growers and Agricultural Interested Parties 
  

As many of you know, the current Agricultural Order (known as Ag Order 3.0) will 

expire on March 8, 2020.  With this deadline in mind, Water Board staff must now 

begin the task of developing a new Ag Order. 

 

We are holding three scoping meetings to discuss development of the next Ag 

Order.  The goal of the meetings is generally to hear your perspective on Ag Order 3.0, 

and its predecessor, Ag Order 2.0.   

 

The meetings will be listening sessions where you will have the opportunity to share 

with Water Board staff your perspective and experiences regarding the pros, cons, and 

ideas for potential improvement of the Ag Order.  Discussion topics will include the 

structure of the Ag Order, such as tiering and enrollment, as well as monitoring and 

reporting requirements. 

  

The meetings are scheduled as follows: 

  

August 7, 2017: 9:00-11:30 a.m. 

Agricultural Center Conference Room 

U.C. Cooperative Extension 

1432 Abbott Street 

Salinas, CA 93901 

       

August 10, 2017: 1:00-3:30 p.m. 

Shepard Hall 

Santa Maria Public Library 

421 South McClelland 

Santa Maria, CA 93454 

  

August 15, 2017: 1:00-3:30 p.m. 

Watsonville Public Library 

275 Main Street, Suite 100Meeting Room (2
nd

 floor), Watsonville, CA 95076 
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http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiEyLWIt53VAhUI_mMKHYcyB9cQjRwIBw&url=http://www.potomacriverkeepernetwork.org/project/get-the-cattle-out-campaign/&psig=AFQjCNFaBD-fptfV-uBSu2z1CEzAVxQyMg&ust=1500831219683794
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SUPPORT COLAB!                                                                                                                            

PLEASE COMPLETE THE 

MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM                           

ON THE NEXT PAGE 

  

MIKE BROWN ADVOCATES BEFORE THE BOS 

 

  

VICTOR DAVIS HANSON ADDRESSES A COLAB MIXER 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://i.ytimg.com/vi/T17uSFpWkcw/mqdefault.jpg&imgrefurl=https://calcoastnews.com/2016/07/slo-county-supervisors-put-sales-tax-ballot/&docid=OUqi0WLMze01uM&tbnid=ql40TXlQtctTiM:&vet=1&w=320&h=180&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwif6I7UuL7VAhVkqFQKHUqaAcc4ZBAzCDsoNTA1&iact=c&ictx=1
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://i.ytimg.com/vi/HfU-cXA7I8E/maxresdefault.jpg&imgrefurl=https://www.youtube.com/watch?v%3DHfU-cXA7I8E&docid=HSEK4W0x1Civ2M&tbnid=NICVGZqZ5lbcVM:&vet=10ahUKEwikrJ-euL7VAhVrjVQKHaCPD_sQMwg5KBMwEw..i&w=1280&h=720&bih=643&biw=1366&q=colab san luis obispo&ved=0ahUKEwikrJ-euL7VAhVrjVQKHaCPD_sQMwg5KBMwEw&iact=mrc&uact=8
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