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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO              

WEEK OF AUGUST 19 - 25, 2018 

 

ALERT 

  CRITICAL HOUSING SESSION AT BOS                                 
TIRED OF SKY HIGH HOUSING COSTS & GOVT. IMPOSED SCARCITY?                      

BE THERE IF YOU CARE 

  
SUPPORT THE DREAM  

 

THIS WEEK 

  

      A CHANCE TO BACK STRATEGIC POLICY ON 

HOUSING & SUPPORT THESE REFORMS 

  
FEE REDUCTIONS FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

 

FARMWORKER HOUSING ORDINANCE EASING 
  

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT ORDINANCE EASING 

 

HOUSING CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES 

MAPPING – EXPAND AREAS FOR HOMES  
 

http://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://cache3.asset-cache.net/xc/160143496.jpg?v=1&c=IWSAsset&k=2&d=B53F616F4B95E5537CC487497927B44C8D2E1F79D6FA3E10E535DDAFA0BF7642&imgrefurl=http://www.thinkstockphotos.com/image/stock-photo-hispanic-family-outside-home/160143496&h=338&w=507&tbnid=BTNr7qVmudVzbM:&zoom=1&docid=QQKOmZerZjo_CM&ei=ZPyuU4X7LoXsoATK7YK4CA&tbm=isch&ved=0CCkQMygLMAs&iact=rc&uact=3&dur=435&page=1&start=0&ndsp=17
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LAST WEEK 

 

   NO BOS MEETING  

 

NO LAFCO MEETING IN AUGUST  

  

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                                                    
SEE PAGE 15 

 

“SMART GROWTH” IS KILLING HOME PRODUCTION & 

SENDING OUR KIDS AND JOBS AWAY 

CITY OF STARS, WILL YOU SHINE FOR ME – 

AND OUR GRANDCHILDREN?                                            
BY MIKE BROWN 

 THE COSTS OF SMART GROWTH REVISITED: 

A 40 YEAR PERSPECTIVE  
BY WENDELL COX  

    

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 21, 2018 (Scheduled)  

 

  

MATTERS AFTER 1:30 PM – Although the meeting starts at 9:00 AM as usual, the key 

policy matters are scheduled in the afternoon this time. 

 

Item 28 - Public Facilities Fee Ordinance: Deferred Payment of Public Facility Fees.  The 

Board is expected to approve the deferral for one more year. This is the annual extension of a 
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policy whereby a home developer can elect to defer payment of 80% of the Public Facility fees 

levied on a project until the project is cleared by final inspection. In the past applicants were 

required to pay in full at the time the building permit was issued. 

 

The benefit of this deferral is that when the project is cleared by final inspection, it is closer to 

the point of generating revenue, which makes the financing more feasible. The process may 

especially benefit various categories of affordable projects. 

 

Public facilities fees are levied on developments to provide future capital for parks, sheriff’s 

facilities, fire facilities, administration buildings, and so forth. These can be hundreds of 

thousands or even millions, depending on the size of the project. 

 

At this point:  The Board should not only approve the ordinance, and but should direct staff to 

make it permanent so that it wouldn’t have to be renewed every year. It should also provide 

direction to eliminate the 20% down payment and expand the concept to the fee exactions levied 

for roads.  

 

See the tables below for the substantial costs:
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Item 29 -Title 29 Fees & Nexus Study.   

 

 IMPORTANT – LACK OF NOTIFICATION:  Note that the item title on the agenda is 

deficient. It omits stating that the key issue is about raising and expanding the coverage of a set 

of fees (really a tax). Any citizen or direct stakeholder not expert in the County Code would not 

know what Title 29 is about, and that in reality, it is a tax. It doesn’t even state that the item is 

about Housing In Lieu Fees (REALLY A TAX).  

 

It should have said:   

 

Item 29 - Title 29 Fees & Nexus Study: Housing in Lieu Tax Posing as a Fee. 
(Yep – it’s just coincidence that Agenda Item 29 deals with Title 29, or were they being 

cute?) 

 

What the Heck is the Housing In Lieu Fee?  The so-called in housing lieu “fee” is in actuality 

a tax on new development. The State passed enabling legislation which allows cities and 

counties to require that developers provide a specified number of “affordable” homes within 

their proposed projects as a condition of approval. Often including these homes is physically, 

financially, and marketing-wise impossible. 

 

As an alternative, the law allows builders to place a specified amount (in actuality a ransom) of 

funds in an affordable housing account “in lieu” of actually building the homes. San Luis Obispo 

County adopted the program just as the recession hit, and in recognition of the severely 



5 
 

depressed housing market and limited commercial development, the County determined to phase 

the tax in over 5 years. Each year the Board has had to consider if it would raise the tax from the 

year-1 level to the year-2 level and has demurred because new construction of housing has 

remained weak. 

 

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

property has become so overregulated and expensive that developers cannot afford to produce 

affordable housing and prefer to develop larger, more expensive units. In turn, the State 

Legislature made things worse by enabling cities and counties to require that developers include 

a stipulated number of affordable units in their projects or pay an “in lieu fee,” which is really a 

tax on development. The dollars generated from the “in lieu fee” are accumulated and then given 

to non-profit housing developers to help finance their affordable projects. This is really a 

government blackmail program to force homebuilders to charge more for their market units to 

bail out the politicians’ failed public policy. 

  

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

“fee” (tax) into the affordable housing fund in lieu of actually building the unit. The amount of 

the fee is based on a complex black box study called a nexus study, which analyzes economic 

and market factors to come up with the base per sq. ft. costs. This data is then manipulated into a 

standard “fee” (tax) based on the size of the market houses (unsubsidized houses). It is then 

applied to each market house (per unit fee). 

 

Today’s Proposed Action:  There was considerable opposition by citizens and the housing 

industry at a December 2017 Board meeting when the staff proposed a new formula and 

expansion of the tax. (See the background section below for the nauseating details). The Board 

sent the staff, private sector homebuilders, developers, builders of not-for-profit low and 

moderate homes, SLOCOG, and other stakeholders off to attempt to work out a more fair and 

equitable solution. They conducted an extensive process and are reporting back:     

 

They determined that the actual amount of unrestricted dollars required by the low and moderate 

(largely not-for-profit home developers) is between $2 and $4 million per year. This funding is 

absolutely required as unrestricted match to leverage tens of millions in Federal, State, not-for-

profit, and private dollars to create the home projects. To date the idea has been to generate this 

funding by means of the housing in lieu fee (tax), which simply adds to the cost of homes and 

discriminates against one industry. 

 

The recommendation to the Board is for staff to go back and explore all the different ways the 

County could generate the money. Should it come from the general fund, an increased sales tax, 

hotel taxes, marijuana taxes, oil royalties (ironically, in view of the ballot measure to ban oil 

wells) or what? 

 

Bolder Action Warranted Now:  Instead and given the growing low and moderate income 

housing shortage, the Board should commit $2 million dollars from the proposed 2019-20 budget 
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and phase out the in lieu tax once the $2 million is formally adopted. Note that in the near term 

the County has constantly exceeded its general property tax budget estimates, and many 

departments have under-run their allotted budgets. Much of that money has been used to pay for 

negotiated salary increases which were in fact not budgeted.  

 

1. The staff can simultaneously study the options, and, should any prove viable, decrease the 

impact on the General Fund proportionally. 

 

2. Since many of the projects are within incorporated cities and benefit city residents, the County 

should solicit a proportional city contribution. 

 

3. The Board should formally oppose Measure G, the oil well ban, and should dedicate a 

percentage of the increased revenue from new oil development to the housing fund as well. 

 

4. The Board and other stakeholders should set up a not-for-profit County Housing Investment 

Fund (CHIF) to provide the types of grants now received from the In Lieu program. It could also 

have a revolving housing loan program and an infrastructure loan program. The County has 

considered seeding Community Choice Aggregation energy, so why not a CHIF?  

 

Background - Read this Section if you are not a housing and municipal tax Guru:  

Last December the staff presented a new formula for calculating and escalating the fees, which 

increased the rates on medium and larger sized homes. It also exempted homes under 1600 sq. ft. 

as a trade off on the theory that it would benefit smaller more affordable homes. 

 

The December 2017 Proposal:  First, the County completed a nexus study to justify amount of 

the “fee.” State law requires that the study be conducted every 5 years to insure that the fee bears 

a reasonable relationship to the cost of the problem that it is supposed to be fixing. In this case 

the County paid a consultant (probably hundreds of thousands – the write-up did not disclose) to 

concoct a rationale to charge a “fee” to homebuilders and developers of commercial, retail, and 

industrial projects in order to relieve them of the burden of including affordable housing units in 

their projects. Local government fees are intended to be levied to cover the cost of services that 

benefit a particular group of the population, for example, public golf fees, street lighting in a 

particular neighborhood, permit processing fees, and so on. 

 

The program here, which is an alleged benefit to the fee payer (homebuilder), does not actually 

benefit the fee payer, but instead raises money that ultimately benefits residents of low and 

moderate income housing projects. By distorted logic and legal sleight of hand, the State 

Legislature, courts, and about 141 city councils and Boards of Supervisors have determined that 

it’s OK to levy this so-called fee. 

 

The 172-page nexus study missed this point entirely and blindly (if not ideologically) because it 

equated the fact that low and moderate cost housing is not being produced in sufficient quantity, 

with the idea that market rate housing and commercial development should pay a “fee” to 
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generate more housing for buyers and renters of low and moderate income. This is sort of like 

postulating that having affairs will strengthen your marriage. 

 

This is nothing but a blatant wealth transfer tax from better off people (and perhaps thrifty people 

who save) to less well-off people. Reducing the amount of market housing produced will not 

increase the supply of housing for poor and moderate income people.  

 

Second, the report changed the formula by which home builders and developers of commercial 

property will be taxed and then expanded the coverage of the tax to private individuals who are 

building a new home on a single lot in addition to commercial companies building a 

development. It provided a no- and low-fee incentive for builders who produce homes under 

2100 sq. ft. And in turn it levied a highly progressive tax on homes greater than 2100 sq. ft. The 

table below illustrates the incentive to build smaller homes and tax the hell out of larger homes. 

It also shows the per square foot difference between the cost of the current tax and the proposed 

tax. 

 

 
 

Remember, not only developers but individual citizens would be charged. Accordingly, a lot 

owner (non-developer) building a nice home of 3500 sq. ft. on acreage would have to pay a fee 

(really a tax) of $17,600 for what benefit? Note that this does not include an average of $12,000 

in permit processing fees per home plus thousands of dollars in development impact exaction 

fees for roads, fire, parks, sheriff, administration, etc. Remember, that in addition you are already 

paying the highest state income tax, sales tax, motor fuel, carbon taxes, and property taxes in the 

country. 
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Third, and as noted above, it was proposed to expand the tax to the construction of new 

individual homes (not in developments) as well as home renovations and expansions with a cost 

of over $299,000. The same data is presented on a per sq. ft. basis in the table 6. Note that this 

one shows the per sq. ft. costs for both the inland and coastal zones. 

 

  
 

The coastal zone portion contains no exemptions or sliding scale because it is regarded as 

unsuitable for affordable housing because of the “existing high costs.” 

The next table below describes the increases in the rates for nonresidential development.  

 

 
 

A Tricky Ploy:  Essentially the ploy here was to achieve the maximum rates that were proposed 

in the existing system. They were to be phased in but never were fully implemented because of 

opposition. Under this proposal the developers are being presented with a bait-and-switch with 

lower rates for the smaller units in the hope that that would agree. Similarly, the nonresidential 
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rates are less than the ultimate intended under the current system but are substantially more than 

the current Year 2 version. 

 

  
  

Item 30 - A request to 1) receive and file an update on the County Housing Initiatives 

Package; 2) provide staff direction as necessary on the proposed Constraints and 

Opportunities Analysis for Residential Development, Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance, 

and Farmworker Housing Ordinance; and 3) consider a resolution authorizing the 

Director of the Department of Planning and Building to waive permit processing fees for 

affordable housing projects.  

 

Summary:  The fundamental issue contained in this item is how the Board of Supervisors 

(County unincorporated area) and the various cities can develop and then implement a strategy to 

accommodate the projected County population increase of 18,000 between now and 2045. 

Simultaneously, the strategy must deal with the scarcity of existing housing, which is driving 

both purchase prices and rental costs relentlessly upward. These are challenging tasks because 

each of the 7 cities has its own land use authority. The County has land use authority in the 

unincorporated areas. 

 

The underlying value judgments include: 
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1. Should we insure that there is housing available for employees in the county for businesses 

that will allow them to stay here and grow? 

 

2. Should we, at the same time, maintain the county’s attractive rural landscapes, ocean vistas, 

attractive cities, and quaint villages? 

 

3. Should we accommodate the significant number of lower income people and families who are 

chronically under-housed? 

 

4. Should we accommodate the 1200 or so homeless people and families who are known to live 

in the county? 

 

5. Should future development be limited to existing urban sites, which would necessarily require 

higher buildings with greater densities?  Or should there be a less dense pattern of free standing 

single family homes, mixed use village centers of zero lot line homes, and expansion of estate 

and ranchette homes. Note that the inherent policy paradox on this issue is that both State policy 

and the County’s overarching “strategic growth principles” plan already support the denser 

version, with sub goals of getting people out of their cars and onto mass transit as well as living 

near to where they work (A kind of revival of the 19
th 

Century mill town model). 

    

        
The workers lived in houses to the left.               Like today, the boss lived here. It’s now a B&B. 

The factory made shell fuses which helped                                                                                                       

the Union win the Civil War. 

 

For a more complete background on the choices in this regard please go to the COLAB IN 

DEPTH Section and review the 2 articles starting on page 16 below. 

 

6. The primary justification for the denser model is based on the widely held belief that industrial 

civilization is generating large amounts of greenhouse gases that will drive the planet into an 

environmental and agricultural catastrophe. 

 

The Myth that SLO County Will Contribute to Global Warming Reduction:  It should be 

noted in this regard that SLO County has already achieved and surpassed its CO2  reduction goals 

thus far. Moreover, SLO County’s overall CO2 generation is such an infinitesimal portion of 

California, US, and world generation, that even if it ceased altogether, it would  have no practical 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjo9pjPnPfcAhUFEHwKHSyFDAoQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=https://www.innsight.com/attractions/ensign-bickford-dam&psig=AOvVaw025I6Hn2VMP3G1KbQghAw7&ust=1534702897277418
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiqysucnPfcAhXBMn0KHaheAP8QjRx6BAgBEAU&url=https://connecticuthistory.org/the-steady-evolution-of-a-connecticut-family-business/&psig=AOvVaw025I6Hn2VMP3G1KbQghAw7&ust=1534702897277418


11 
 

or measurable impact whatsoever. Thus it is a symbolic, ideological, and distracting diversion 

from the real issues facing the county. 

  

7. Should we develop the water resources necessary to allow “yes answers” to the above 

questions? Instead of conducting more theoretical studies in this regard, the Board should direct 

that a project team be created to develop alternatives to acquiring/ producing the requisite 

amount of water while keeping the aquifers in balance. Otherwise everything eventually stalls. 

Who has the drive and the smarts to be the William Mulholland of SLO County?  

 

This Board item, which was a result of policy direction from the Board majority and ultimately 

voted for by all Board members with varying degrees of reservation, is an attempt to begin to 

focus resources on resolving these questions positively. 

 

At the same time, the Board item contains some practical immediate steps that could make it 

easier to add accessory dwelling units, add more farm worker housing, and waive permit fees for 

affordable housing projects. The larger strategic issue is partially covered in the section of the 

item containing a Report on Constraints and Opportunities for Residential Development. 

 

Among the positive recommendations which the Board should adopt are the improvements listed 

below: 

   

1. Fee Reductions for Affordable Housing 

Reduce, waive, and defer fees 

Current Status: 

 • Prepared resolution authorizing Director to 

   waive permit process fees for affordable housing 

Action Item: 

• Consider resolution for adoption  

 

Fee reductions for this purpose is a good idea. Nevertheless, we should know how much forgone 

revenue would be lost in a typical year and how it would be made up from the General Fund. If 

these estimates were in the report we missed them. 

 

2. Farmworker Housing Ordinance 

Draft Ordinance Framework 

a. Reduce minimum lot size 

b. Expand distance to agriculture for qualifying density 

c. Combine farmworker housing and group quarters into 

Agricultural Worker Housing section 

d. Allow up to 12 units / 36 beds (from 4 units / 20 beds) with 

plot plan 

e. Develop stock plans for group quarters                                                                                                                    

Action Item: 
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• Confirm scope of ordinance framework 

 

3. Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance 

Draft Ordinance Framework 

a. Eliminate ADU exclusion areas 

b. Allow on parcels with certain non-conformities 

c. Reduce minimum parcel size 

d. Expand land use categories where allowable 

e. Allow larger ADUs on parcels less than 2 ac. 

f. Increase allowable separation from primary 

g. Prohibit use of new ADUs as short-term rentals 

h. Develop stock plans for ADUs 

 

4. Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance Additions 

Options to support tiny homes: 

• Allow on wheels (with restrictions) 

• Offer density bonus for subdivisions 

• Reduce planning requirements for tiny ADUs  

 

Why limit this to tiny homes? What about manufactured homes and RV/Trailer homes/Campers? 

Certainly we see private sector RV parks all over the place. Could the County contract with 

experts to set these up?  

 

 
Why can’t these be developed for the homeless living in campers and vans (Doesn’t need a pool 

or a club house). Non-profits could run them and provide assistance to the people. 

 

 

5. Constraints and Opportunities Mapping.  More land needs to be zoned for housing in both 

the state and San Luis Obispo County. The State contains 163,696 sq. miles of land of which 

only 6% is developed. San Luis Obispo County (including the cities) contains 3,299 square miles 

of land. It is estimated that about 4% may be developed. One-half percent more zoned for 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwj2hquIp_fcAhXrsFQKHVQJAq8QjRx6BAgBEAU&url=http://rntravel.us/wine-country-rv-resort-paso-robles-ca/wine-country-rv-resort-paso-robles-ca-unique-wine-country-rv-resort-amenities-rv-parks-in-california/&psig=AOvVaw2z_IMdNTSY8l06EfnfQLq6&ust=1534705837020445
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housing would yield 16.5 sq., miles or 11, 833 sq. acres. At 4 homes per acre, much less - only 

4500 acres, would be needed for the 18,000 new homes projected over the 25-year planning 

horizon. 

 

Some new homes will of course be denser apartment complexes, town homes, and clusters. It 

seems impossible that the County cannot figure a way to zone in and provide 4500 additional 

acres with water and other municipal services, especially since many of the new homes will be in 

cities. The staff reports that it could find only 8 areas that might be rezoned for homes, but that 

there are many constraints and the whole study is too general and will require extensive work 

and time to solidify.  

 

The Project:  Why not instead set up a project team in the CEO’s office (pulling existing high 

talent staff from the required disciplines – water, law, land use, engineering, environmental 

protection, etc.). Set it up with a proper project charter and resource commitments from the 

exiting departments and budget. Its overall mission would be to figure out how to overcome the 

constraints, the related costs, and the methods of funding them, including private sector 

investment. Provide it with a consultant expert in large development programs in constrained 

environments to help with the big picture alternatives, experience, and analysis. 

 

Of course the project design would have to involve public stakeholders, cities, utilities, 

neighborhood advisory committees, civic associations, and so forth. This enriching input could 

be built into the project design and schedule. 

 

Staff Wants to Defer:  At this point the staff recommends that the Board shelve the report as a 

distinct opportunity and instead use its data in the formulation of the 2020 Housing Element in a 

few years. This is death for the policy that the Board asked for in giving the assignment in the 

first place. After all the work, why suddenly stop? Build on the momentum and carry on. 

 

The report summary is 32-pages long. We don’t know the length of the full report. 

 

Recommended Areas for Consideration:  The staff report indicates that certain areas are more 

generally favorable: 

  

The Constraints and Opportunities Mapping project identified the following most suitable areas 

based on available data and consultation with SLOCOG and the Stakeholder Group. It is 

important to note that while these areas were identified as suitable for residential development, 

the analysis performed to reach that conclusion was at a high-level and it is possible that upon 

more detailed analysis additional constraints may be identified. Nonetheless, the results below 

help to narrow the focus of where the county ought to consider exploring development potential 

further. 

1.. West Templeton – west of the current Templeton Urban Reserve Line (URL). 

2. South Atascadero – between Atascadero and Santa Margarita east of Highway 101. 

3. Pozo Road Area – along Pozo Road south of Santa Margarita. 
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4. Los Osos Valley Road Area – the southern Los Osos valley near City of San Luis Obispo. 

5. South San Luis Obispo – south of Buckley Road between Highway 101 and Highway 227. 

6. Edna Valley Area – southeast of the San Luis Obispo city limits. 

7. South Arroyo Grande / North Nipomo – between Los Berros and Nipomo on the west side of 

Highway 101. 

8. Southeast Nipomo – on the east side of Highway 101. 

 

The Largest Barriers are: 

 

1. The County’s Strategic Growth Principles. 

 

2. Lack of water expansion, production, and acquisition plans. 

 

3. Components of the General Plan and zoning ordinances which prohibit expanding or creating 

new urbanized areas. 

  

These need not be thrown out , but there needs to be away to surgically work to add housing on a 

comprehensive scale. 

 
The WW II Vet could buy a home.  Today, a couple with both spouses working full time and 

sending the kids to day care cannot afford a decent apartment, let alone a family apartment. This 

is a policy failure which deserves forceful, swift, and priority action now. 

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, August 23, 2018 (Scheduled)  

 

There are no large policy items on this agenda.  Several smaller subdivision proposals are up 

for consideration.  

 

The Ralph Goehring Templeton Tennis Ranch proposes to modify its previously approved 

Vesting Tentative Tract Map and Conditional Use Permit to include the following: The addition 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiMo8z6qvfcAhXJr1QKHcSUD6AQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=https://sos.oregon.gov/archives/exhibits/ww2/Pages/after-gi.aspx&psig=AOvVaw1XfFqkxwWkfHEMLAKxXfzH&ust=1534706791871302


15 
 

of 58 Temporary Events per year with up to 150 guests; Multiple Temporary Events may occur 

on a single day; Construction of a 4,320 sq. ft. multi-purpose building for indoor temporary 

events; and no outdoor amplified music is authorized. The existing uses include a 10,086 sq. ft. 

tennis club with 5 tennis courts, 1 paddle court, café, fitness/sauna rooms, offices and storage.  

 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

 

No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, August 14, 2018 (Not scheduled) 

   

The next meeting is on Tuesday, August 21, 2018 (Scheduled)  

 

 

No Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Meeting on Thursday, August 16, 2018 

(Not Scheduled)   

  

Apparently there were no new annexations, district formations, or other changes pending in the 

near term. The schedule indicates that there is no meeting scheduled in September either. 

 

 

 

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  

 

 

 

“SMART GROWTH” IS KILLING HOME PRODUCTION & SENDING OUR KIDS AND 

JOBS AWAY 

CITY OF STARS, WILL YOU SHINE FOR ME – 

AND OUR GRANDCHILDREN? 

By Mike Brown 
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Long-term Santa Barbara County homebuilder and philanthropist Mike Towbes used to wryly 

point out that opposition to development of new housing is usually based either on dislike of 

urban sprawl or on dislike of density. Taken to their logical extremes, and if bans on both are 

incorporated into local land use polices simultaneously, not much can ever be built.   

Ironically and disingenuously, San Luis Obispo County’s overall no-sprawl scheme of land use, 

so-called “smart growth” plan, mandates that new homes be largely developed in the county’s 7 

incorporated cities (over which the County Board has no land use authority). As a sop to the idea 

of building homes, previous Board of Supervisors majorities gave lip service to new 

development but required that it be restricted to the four village areas of Nipomo, Oceano, 

Templeton, and San Miguel. A subsequent County study indicated that an investment of $400 

million in roads, utilities, drainage, and other public facilities would be required to allow 

development in the 4 villages. The underlying theory is that sprawl is inefficient from the 

standpoint of providing municipal services, is unsightly and harmful to natural resources, and, 

most importantly, generates too much climate changing greenhouse gas because of all the driving 

that low density development promotes. 

For the past 6 decades urban sprawl has been opposed by academics, city and regional planners, 

environmentalists, public officials, media, and the rest of the “intelligentsia,” most of whose 

members are already both smugly and snugly housed in affluent sprawl communities. 

Along these lines, Los Angeles is often 

demonized as the poster child for bad sprawl 

development. The photo to the right shows 1905 

Hollywood and the road that ultimately became 

the legendary Sunset Boulevard. The view is 

toward the west and what would eventually 

become Beverly Hills, Bel Air, and Brentwood. 

Perhaps the view reached all the way to the 

Pacific on a clear day.   

 

 

The nostalgic scene, evocative of the plein-air 

paintings of the era, has evolved over the last 

112 years into an intense commercial strip 

surrounded by some of the most fantastically 

expensive sprawl housing on the planet. The 

photo the left displays today’s Boulevard’s 

almost dystopian aspect, especially when 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiziOPVqtfSAhWqrVQKHduBCfAQjRwIBw&url=http://www.gettyimages.ca/detail/video/wide-shot-traffic-on-sunset-boulevard-at-night-los-stock-video-footage/825-30&bvm=bv.149397726,d.cGw&psig=AFQjCNEgO5SUvb3XaCSZw9MHuXMIo0NNEg&ust=1489626796852162
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viewed in the historical context. This is the “bad” LA, which we have been conditioned to revile. 

Note that the folks don’t seem to be abandoning their cars in droves.  

The 1922 photo below, to the left, depicts what was to become the intersection of Santa Monica 

Boulevard (the storied US Route 66) and Westwood Boulevard. The open space seems to stretch 

to the horizon. Here three obviously enthusiastic and, as it turned out, prophetic developers are 

plotting the “sprawful” future.  

  

The contemporary photo to the right above is of Westwood Boulevard (the future boulevard 

promised on the sign), just to the south of the area in the historical picture. The aerial photo 

below looks west from Century City to Santa Monica and Pacific Palisades. The corridor in the 

upper right quadrant of picture, which is lined by a string of high-rise apartments and condos, is 

Wilshire Boulevard. Some of the most expensive real estate and highest rents in the United 

States are characteristic of properties in this picture.   

Notwithstanding the apparent 

aversion to sprawl, many hundreds 

of thousands of people are living 

very well within the area depicted 

in the photo.                                                                                                                                             

Many would  not consider living 

anywhere else. Many are highly 

educated and  successful. Most 

actually do not live in high rises. 

What is actually going on that 

allows people to live here, raise 

children, and actually enjoy life? 

The fact is that the sprawl of the 1920’s, 30’s, and 40’s, which led to today’s urban spatial 

pattern, has been highly succesful. It has provided successive generations of residents with 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&ved=0ahUKEwiLpKabpdLSAhVN0GMKHQnBAMkQjRwIBw&url=http://www.experiencingla.com/2012/08/walking-santa-monica-blvd-part-iii.html&bvm=bv.149397726,d.cGc&psig=AFQjCNEVOshtj64UmQye_icXQNfaZBVj2g&ust=1489453580858629
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjtidzl5u3SAhVS-2MKHZ9QDv4QjRwIBw&url=https://www.timeout.com/los-angeles/things-to-do/the-10-best-places-to-watch-the-la-marathon&psig=AFQjCNEXXBfkJm1e4pBHf0vqOPh2ix3ALA&ust=1490398737888537
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homes and, in many cases, well paying jobs, business ownership, educational choice, and huge 

upward mobility. Millions of people have inter-generationally passed through the accumulated 

“sprawl” housing stock between the 1920’s and the present day (almost 100 years).   

The secret that the anti-sprawl elitists don’t want you to know is that most of the homes in the 

area are still single-family houses with a front yard, backyard, side yards and quiet privacy. The 

apartments and condos, and especially the high-rises (and traffic), are located on the ends of the 

blocks on collector and arterial streets. The long sides of the blocks are largely quiet residential 

streets with single-family homes that were bult in the 20’s and 30’s (some more recently in 

Brentwood and Pacific Paliades in the 50’s and 60’s). 

A typical quaint home of the era is shown in the recent 

photo to the right. It was built in 1938 for $12,000 and has 2 

baths, 3 bedrooms, a dining room, a fire placed living room, 

and hardwood floors. It has a backyard with a patio, lawn 

area, fruit trees, and a 2-car garage with access from the 

alley. The street is lined with flowering trees. It is walking 

distance to an elementary school and biking distance to a 

junior high, a small but ample and unique commercial area, 

and the beach. It is served by frequent bus service on an 

arterial about half a block away. Within a 30-minute drive 

are UCLA, several world-class art museums, LAX, and 

some of the most diverse and eclectic shopping on the 

planet. 

The home was part of the massive sprawl development of the 20’s and 30’s that took place on 

the west side of the LA area. The density and amenities are features that the proponents of “smart 

growth” say they support. But if today’s State and local land use laws had existed back then, it 

could have never have been built. The land had been part of an orchard. 

The dramatic sprawl shown in the aerials (remember this was all dirt fields as illustrated in the 

1922 photo above) is regarded as negative, but what about the actual ground level reality? The 

fact is that the LA metro area (not just the City) is composed of hundreds of nodes with similar 

homes (often with very different styles) and served by nearby shopping and public services. 

Today, many have very distinctive cultural heritages and characteristics that enrich everyone’s 

experience and choices. Still, the key feature is the single-family home with a yard and garage. 

This is a tragedy because the State and local land use laws have become so draconian and 

destructive, and both permitting fees and development taxes are so confiscatory, that the history 

of the 20’s, 30’s, 40’s, 50’s, and 60’s cannot be transposed or recreated elsewhere. As a result of 

the government-imposed scarcity, Zillow shows the home pictured above as having sold for $2.2 

million a few years ago and estimates its current sales price to be $2.7 million. One question is: 
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where are millions of immigrants who have come to California in recent decades to live? 

Another is how do we replicate the fantastic opportunities which early and mid-twentieth 

Century sprawl conferred on tens of millions of families? Do we deny the same opportunity to 

the new immigrants, which so many elected officials say must be protected and defended from 

deportation?  Or do we simply make LA and Oakland denser with massive Soviet era prison-

style concrete apartment blocks? 

On a much smaller and more manageable scale, the question in SLO County is more related to 

where will our children and grandchildren be able to live? Will they have to move to Austin and 

Reno to have a home? And where will employees required by San Luis Obispo County 

businesses, educational institutions, and health care providers be able to live?  

As a recent popular song about success, love, and young people struggling in LA asks, “City of 

Stars, will you shine for me?” 

How about for our children and grandchildren? 

 

   

THE COSTS OF SMART GROWTH REVISITED: A 

40 YEAR PERSPECTIVE  
BY WENDELL COX  

 

"Soaring" land and house prices "certainly represent the biggest single failure" of smart growth, 

which has contributed to an increase in prices that is unprecedented in history. This  finding 

could well have been from our new The Housing Crash and Smart Growth, but this observation 

was made by one of the world's leading urbanologists, Sir Peter Hall, in a classic work 40 years 

ago. Hall led an evaluation of the effects of the British Town and Country Planning Act of 1947 

(The Containment of Urban England) between 1966 and 1971. The principal purpose of the Act 

had been urban containment, using the land rationing strategies of today's smart growth, such as  

http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st335.pdf
http://www.jstor.org/pss/1796533
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi1yoyKptfSAhWlhFQKHQ2bA-4QjRwIBw&url=http://www.sacharadford.com/communities/sunset-strip/&psig=AFQjCNGSv5QakDAC-8UA_xz9k09ndOawww&ust=1489625636715917
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William Fischel of Dartmouth University examined a variety of justifications for the 

disproportionate rise of California housing prices and dismissed all but more restrictive land use 

regulation. He noted that "growth controls (restrictive land use regulations) have the undesirable 

effect of raising housing prices." Throughout the rest of the nation, more restrictive land use 

regulations have been present in every market where house prices rose substantially above the 

historic Median Multiple norm, even during the housing bubble. No market without smart 

growth has ever reached these heights. 

Setting Up for the Fall: Excessive Cost Increases in Smart Growth Markets: The Housing 

Crash and Smart Growth, published by the National Center for Policy Analysis, examined the 

causes of house price increase during the housing bubble. The analysis included all metropolitan 

areas with more than 1,000,000 population. It focused on 11 metropolitan areas in which the 

greatest cost increases occurred (the "ground zero" markets), comparing them to cost increases in 

the 22 metropolitan areas with less restrictive land use regulation (Note 1).  

Less Restrictively Regulated Markets: In the less restrictively regulated markets, the 

value of the housing stock rose approximately $560 billion, or 28 percent from 2000 to the 

peak of the bubble (Note 2). In nearly all of these markets, the Median Multiple remained 

within the historical range of 2.0 to 3.0 and none approached the high Median Multiples that 

occurred in the "ground zero" markets.  

http://www.amazon.com/gp/product/0674753887?ie=UTF8&tag=newgeogrcom-20&linkCode=as2&camp=1789&creative=390957&creativeASIN=0674753887
http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st335.pdf
http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st335.pdf
http://www.ncpa.org/
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Ground Zero Markets The value of the housing stock rose $2.9 trillion from 2000 to the 

peak of the bubble in the "ground zero" markets, all of which have significant land use 

restrictions (Note 3). The 112 percent increase in the "ground zero" markets was four times 

that of the less restrictively regulated markets. The Median Multiple rose to unprecedented 

levels in each of the "ground zero" markets, peaking at from 5.0 to more than 11.0, four times 

the historic norm.  

The 28 percent increase in relative house value that occurred in the less restrictively regulated 

markets (those without smart growth) is attributed to the influence of loosened lending standards. 

The excess above 28 percent, which amounts to $2.2 in the "ground zero" markets is attributed to 

the supply restricting strategies of smart growth (Figure 2). 

 

The Fall: Smart Growth Losses 

The largest house price drops occurred in the markets that had experienced the greatest cost 

escalation, both because prices were artificially higher but also because prices in smart growth 

markets are more volatile.  The "ground zero" markets, with only 28 percent of the owner 

occupied housing stock, accounted for 73 percent of the pre-crash losses ($1.8 trillion). Thus, 

much of the cause of the housing crash, which most analysts date from the Lehman Brothers 

bankruptcy (September 15, 2008), can be attributed to these 11 metropolitan areas.  

By contrast, the 22 less restrictively regulated markets accounted for only six percent ($0.16 

trillion) of the pre-crash losses. These 22 markets represented 35 percent of the owned housing 

stock (Figure 3). 

http://www.aei.org/book/971
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If the losses in the ground zero markets had been limited to the rate in the less restrictively 

regulated markets (the estimated impact of cheap credit), losses would have been $1.6 trillion 

less (Note 4). The Great Recession might not have been so "Great." 

Economic Denial and Acknowledgement: In his writing forty years ago, Dr. Hall noted that 

English planners denied the connection between the unprecedented house price increases and 

urban containment. This same denial also informs smart growth advocates today. This is perhaps 

to be expected, because, as Hall noted 40 years ago, an understanding of the longer term 

consequences would have undermined support for these policies. 

To their credit, some advocates recognize that smart growth raises house prices. The Costs of 

Sprawl – 2000¸ a volume largely sympathetic to smart growth, also indicates that urban 

containment strategies can raise housing prices. The only question is how much smart growth 

raises house prices. The presence of urban containment policy is the distinguishing characteristic 

of metropolitan markets where prices have escalated well beyond the historic norm. 

The Social Costs of Smart Growth: Moreover, the social impacts of smart growth are by no 

means equitable. Peter Hall says that the "less affluent house-owner ... has paid the greatest price 

for (urban) containment" (Note 5). He continues: "there can be little doubt about the identity of 

the group that has got the poorest bargain. It is the really depressed class in the housing market: 

the poorer members of the privately-rented housing sector." Finally, Hall laments as well the 

impact of these policies on the "ideal of a property owning democracy."  

http://www.newgeography.com/content/001887-the-overdue-debate-smart-growth-versus-housing-affordability
http://www.newgeography.com/content/00810-housing-downturn-update-we-may-have-reached-bottom-but-not-everywhere
http://www.newgeography.com/content/00810-housing-downturn-update-we-may-have-reached-bottom-but-not-everywhere
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Hall's four decades old concern strikes a chord on this side of the Atlantic. Just last week, a New 

York Times/CBS News poll found that nine out of ten respondents associated home property 

ownership with the American Dream. Planning needs to facilitate people's preferences, not get in 

their way. 

-------- 

Note 1: The housing stock value uses a 2000 base, which adjusts house prices based upon the 

change in household incomes to the peak.  

Note 2: The underlying demand for housing was substantial in some of the less restrictively 

markets, which is illustrated by the strong net domestic migration to metropolitan areas such as 

Atlanta, Austin, Dallas – Fort Worth, Houston, Raleigh and San Antonio. At the same time, 

some more restrictive markets (smart growth) that hit historically experienced strong demand 

were experiencing huge domestic outmigration, indicating little in underlying demand. This 

includes Los Angeles, San Francisco, San Diego and San Jose. Demand, however is driven 

upward in more restrictively metropolitan areas by speculation which, according to the Federal 

Reserve Bank of Dallas is attracted by supply constraints. 

Note 3: The 11 "ground zero" metropolitan markets were Los Angeles, San Francisco, San 

Diego, San Jose, Sacramento, Riverside-San Bernardino, Las Vegas, Phoenix, Tampa-St. 

Petersburg, Miami and the Washington, DC area. 

Note 4: The pre-crash losses in the 18 other restrictively regulated markets were $0.5 trillion. 

These markets accounted for 37 percent of owner occupied housing in the metropolitan areas of 

more than 1,000,000 population, compared to 35 percent in the less restrictively regulated 

markets, yet had losses three times as high.  

Note 5: The Containment of Urban England also indicates that new house sizes have been forced 

downward by the planning regulations (see photo at the top of the article). 

Photograph: New, smaller exurban housing in the London area (by author) 

Wendell Cox is a Visiting Professor, Conservatoire National des Arts et Metiers, Paris and the 

author of “War on the Dream: How Anti-Sprawl Policy Threatens the Quality of Life” 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/30/business/30poll.html?_r=1&emc=na
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/30/business/30poll.html?_r=1&emc=na
http://demographia.com/db-haffmigra.pdf
http://www.dallasfed.org/research/houston/2008/hb0801.pdf
http://www.amazon.com/gp/product/0595399487?ie=UTF8&tag=newgeogrcom-20&linkCode=as2&camp=1789&creative=390957&creativeASIN=0595399487
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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ANNOUNCEMENTS 

PLEASE SEE FOLLOWING PAGES 

 

 

  

 

 
 

  
 

Early warning  

NEW AG IRRIGATION REGS 

 

 
Greetings Interested Parties: 
  

This is a heads-up email that our September 20-21, 2018 Central Coast Water 
Board meeting in Watsonville will be devoted almost entirely to discussion 
about the development of the next Agricultural Order, also known as Ag 
Order 4.0.  We are arranging for stakeholder panel presentations and 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjp-ZKFh-HcAhUiFzQIHc6ZD3gQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/&psig=AOvVaw24jMeXNyO5on24jTL3oQZ-&ust=1533941356822143
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discussions from growers, agricultural advocates, environmental advocates, 
and other stakeholders. We will also have significant time devoted at the 
meeting to oral comment, where all stakeholders will have an opportunity to 
speak directly to our board about Ag Order 4.0.  We anticipate a workshop 
format where ideas and concerns are freely expressed. 
  
We will provide more details as they develop, but for now, please mark your 
calendars and consider attending.  The board meeting will begin on 
Thursday, September 20, 2018 at 9:00 a.m. at the address listed below. We 
anticipate that the discussion will continue on Friday, September 21, 2018, 
but we will provide confirmation and more details in August. 
  
September 20-21, 2018, beginning 9:00 a.m. 
Watsonville City Council Chambers 
275 Main Street - 4th Floor (new bldg) 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

  
Also, we are currently in the planning stages of adding a supplemental Water 
Board meeting to our current board meeting schedule. At this supplemental 
meeting, we plan on sharing with the board a range of Ag Order 4.0 
requirement options; note that these are only requirement options and NOT a 
draft of Ag Order 4.0, and the board will NOT be voting on Ag Order 
requirements at this supplemental meeting. We believe this supplemental 
board meeting will be scheduled for the first part of November, perhaps 
November 8-9, 2018. We will provide more details in the near future.  
  
Chris Rose 

Central Coast Water Board 

Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program 
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SUPPORT COLAB!                                                                                                                            

PLEASE COMPLETE THE 

MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM                           

ON THE LAST PAGE BELOW 

  

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=HfU-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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DAN WALTERS EXPLAINS SACTO MACHINATIONS AT A COLAB FORUM 

See the presentation at the link: https://youtu.be/eEdP4cvf-zA    

  

AUTHOR & NATIONALLY SYNDICATED COMMENTATOR BEN SHAPIRO 

APPEARED AT A COLAB ANNUAL DINNER 

https://youtu.be/eEdP4cvf-zA
http://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://cloudfront.mediamatters.org/static/images/item/benshapiro-fox2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://mediamatters.org/blog/2013/06/27/breitbartcoms-shapiro-imagines-churches-will-no/194656&h=596&w=924&tbnid=EJgjcBHeHP0_yM:&zoom=1&docid=jg6l7tHrajWRPM&ei=i2WHVJLMFdHtoASbxYDIBw&tbm=isch&ved=0CFIQMygVMBU&iact=rc&uact=3&dur=498&page=2&start=10&ndsp=21
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