
1 
 

COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO              

WEEK OF SEPT. 30 - OCT. 6, 2018 

 

THIS WEEK 

 

 PLAINS OIL PIPELINE PERMITTING WORK 

TO BEGIN 
IMPACTS BOTH SLO AND SANTA BARBARA COUNTIES 

FUTURE OF EXXON MOBIL REFINERY, PHILLIPS 66 REFINERY, & 

SB COUNTY OFF SHORE PLATFORMS ALL IN PLAY 

 

STATE WATER ACT (SGMA) PLANNING STATUS 

REPORT 

 

MAJOR PROPERTY RIGHTS ISSUE IN 

SUBDIVISION CONFIRMATION APPEAL 

 

CITY OF PISMO APPEALS ONE LOT 

SUBDIVISION IN UNINCORPORATED COUNTY   

 

LAST WEEK 

  

NO BOS MEETING  

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BACK IN ACTION 
NOT HUGE POLICY BUT IMPORTANT TO APPLICANTS AND 

COMMUNITY  
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SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                                                    
SEE PAGE 13 

Who Is Being Cynical Here? 
By Steven Greenhut 

Backers of gas tax hike and bullet train accuse conservatives of being cynical, but it’s the 

state’s leadership that has cynically exploited the state’s infrastructure woes. 

 

CALIFORNIA SHOULD STOP TRYING TO 

STAMP OUT SUBURBIA 
By Joel Kotkin 

 

 By trying to stamp out suburbia, California is playing fire with its own future.  

 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS     
 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, October 2, 2018 (Scheduled)  

 

 

Item 17 - Request to authorize the Director of Planning and Building to enter into a 

Memorandum of Understanding with Santa Barbara County establishing a Joint Review 

Panel to guide the environmental analysis of the Plains Pipeline Replacement Project; 

beginning at the Las Flores Pump Station in Santa Barbara County and terminating at the 

Pentland Delivery Point in Kern County.  This, item when approved, would authorize a 

partnership between SLO County and Santa Barbara County to process the application for the 

replacement of the Plains Oil Transmission Company’s pipeline, known as the Plains Pipeline. 

Santa Barbra County will take the lead because the pipeline originates in coastal Santa Barbara 

County, and about two thirds of its length is in Santa Barbara County. 

 

The actual adoption of this processing agreement is not particularly controversial. However the 

actual content of the permit processing, CEQA determinations, and both Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors votes in both counties in the future will ultimately be a matter of huge 

policy interest and is most likely to be highly controversial. This is because the pipeline is the 

one that ruptured, spilling over 100,000 gallons of oil into the ocean at Refugio Beach. The 
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subsequent shutdown has idled the Exxon Mobil Refinery and a number of offshore oil 

platforms. This in turn has reduced feedstock to the Phillips 66 refinery in Nipomo and other 

facilities. 

 

Fossil fuel opponents will pull out all the stops to prevent the approval of a new pipeline and its 

re-permitting and licensing. Much of this action is focused in Santa Barbara County but is sure to 

spill over into SLO County. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                  

 

Item 21 - Receive and file a report on the implementation of Sustainable Groundwater  

Management Act (SGMA) efforts in six local priority groundwater basins.  The report is 

very complete and contains detailed sub-reports for each SGMA basin. The project status is 

detailed for each basin. This information includes legal and organizational, citizen participation, 

project schedules with steps completed to date, and financial revenue and expenditure data. 

 

It is much too long and detailed to report here; however, the very informative report can be 

accessed at the link: 

 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/9132/RXhoIEJfQmFzaW5fU25hcHNo

b3RzLnBkZg==/12/n/98845.doc  

 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/9132/RXhoIEJfQmFzaW5fU25hcHNob3RzLnBkZg==/12/n/98845.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/9132/RXhoIEJfQmFzaW5fU25hcHNob3RzLnBkZg==/12/n/98845.doc
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The table below summarizes the financial status – not much has been expended to date. The map 

below that table displays the boundaries of the various SGMA basins. 
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Item 29 - Hearing to consider an appeal by Dennis Fesler of the Director of Planning and 

Building’s determination to deny the issuance of twelve unconditional certificates of 

compliance as requested in the application for Certificates of Compliance C17-0109 

(SUB2017-00029) for twelve parcels ranging in size from 1.2 acres to 11.89 acres, within the 

Residential Rural and Agriculture land use categories located at 2025 Lopez Drive in the 

San Luis Bay Sub-area in the South County Planning Area. Hearing continued from July 

17, 2018.  The issue is an important property rights appeal case involving antiquated 

subdivisions (lots created in the 19
th  

& early 20
th

 Centuries before the adoption of the State 

Subdivision Map Act). This is a continued item, which was first continued from June 19, 2018 

and then heard on July 17, 2018. The Planning Director had previously denied the recognition 

(confirmation) of 12 lots which had been laid out in 1905. Two had actually been recognized by 

the County in recent years. In fact, the lots appear on both County land maps and Assessor’s 

Parcel Maps. When the owner came in to request that the remaining lots be recognized, the 

Planning staff denied the request. The matter was then appealed to the Board of Supervisors.  

 

During the meeting of July 17, 2018 the Board voted to approve the appeal to certify the lots on a 

vote of 3/2, with Hill and Gibson dissenting vociferously. Gibson, Hill, and the staff would 

require the owner to go through the full subdivision process and environmental impact 

assessment, with analysis by Planning, the APCD, Water Agency, Health Department, Fire 

Department, and Public Works Department, including costs, public hearings, and potential 

appeals. These processing costs plus the cost of hiring professionals to assist the applicant with 

the process could cost $100,000 or more. In the end this would be a roll of the dice because the 

lots could still be denied.  

 

Additionally, the owner would have to pay impact fees for schools, roads, Sheriff, Fire, Parks 

and Recreation, County administration buildings, and a management rake off. On top of this the 

owner would have to pay so-called Housing-in-Lieu Fees (actually a tax). These could also add 

up to $100,000 or more. 

 

Gibson and Hill maintain that imposing such barriers and costs is not a taking (effective 

government expropriation of the property) since the owner could go through the subdivision 

process. In actuality, the costs, time, and uncertainty constitute a taking of existing mapped lots 

and/or a significant portion of their value. 

 

 

The Findings Trickery: 

 

During the July meeting Hill and Gibson, with the assistance of County Counsel, thwarted the 

Board majority from approving the appeal (recognizing the lots) by means of what we now know 

as the findings trickery.  
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Over the past months, and when the Board majority wanted to approve something, Gibson, with 

Hill joining in, would make a big deal about the lack of findings to justify approval of someone’s 

lot, vacation rental, permit, or whatever. The Planning staff mostly provides findings for denial 

and rarely for approval. When the staff opposes a project, they only provide the findings for 

denial and often leave the Board majority (which is more likely to seek ways to approve a 

project) on its own to struggle. It should be noted that even in “No Growth by God and Mother 

Nature Santa Barbara County,” the staff always provides findings both ways – for approval and 

for denial. Damned if you do and Damned if you Don’t: This time and based on frequent 

chastising diatribes by Hill and Gibson in the past on the findings ploy, Compton showed up 

with findings for approval. 

 

Guess What? Gibson accused her of being unscrupulous because he falsely reasoned that she 

would have had to make up her mind before the hearing. Then he went so far as to accuse her of 

being improperly influenced by one of the applicants, who is alleged to have given her a 

campaign contribution. Compton did a nice job of reminding everyone about property rights. 

County Counsel aided and abetted Hill and Gibson, stating that she hadn’t seen Compton’s 

findings in advance and that she could prepare better findings. 

 

This forced the matter to come back for a final vote on this agenda to give County Counsel time 

to prepare a staff version of recommended approval findings.  

 

County Counsel has now provided a Resolution for approval of the appeal. It is quite convoluted 

and cites all the reasons the County previously cited for denying the lots, and then provides a 

rationale for approving them. Whether this casts doubt on the findings for approval vis-a-vis a 

future potential legal intervener is a question. 

 

Moreover, the same Resolution requires that the owner fully indemnify the County for the costs 

of any defense of a lawsuit brought by someone challenging the approval. 

 

 

Gibson and perhaps Hill, and Staff Want to Defeat the Recognition of this Subdivision No 

Matter What: 

 

As we have seen lately in all too many forums, elections mean nothing to the environmental 

socialists and their deep state minions, at any level. They are after your property, your 

independence, and your liberty. In this case they seek to nullify any decision by the elected 3- 

member Board of Supervisors majority and to defeat this property right no matter what. In effect 

they want to vitiate your votes. 

 

If this is not true, why wouldn’t they vote to protect the owner’s property rights and be willing to 

share in the costs of defending them as a matter of public interest? 
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Background:  As noted above, the matter is back on the agenda after being continued from June 

19, and July 17, 2018. The applicant is seeking confirmation that 11 lots at 2025 Lopez Drive, 

east of Arroyo Grande are legal lots. The process, if approved, will provide certificates of 

conformance, which will serve as valid proof of the legality of their establishment. This is often 

necessary for lots that were approved before the passage of the State’s Land Use Map Act. 

 

The lots were created in 1905. The staff denied the certificates on the grounds that they were 

created before adoption of the Map Act in 1907, and therefore don’t comply. They cite much 

case law and other precedents to support their position. Their problem is that the Map Act 

grandfathered lots that were created by any means, that were mapped and filed with the County 

prior to 1907, and therefore that are legal. 

 

For whatever reason, the staff recommended denial and told the Board that the applicant should 

be required to file a subdivision application and go through the whole lengthy and costly process 

de novo. 

 

The fact that new laws and standards have piled up in the meantime doesn’t mean that the 

government can simply violate your property rights.  

 

One of the points in favor of the applicant is that the County’s automated land use permitting 

record system described these as legal lots. The staff’s lame excuse for not accepting this record 

now is: This was prior to the tracking system being updated to reflect more recent case law. The 

tracking system has since been updated and shows that the parcel legality for the subject lots is 

“U” for undefined. Moreover, a designation in the County’s permit tracking system is not a 
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means to officially determine parcel legality. So basically we can do anything we want and make 

up the rules as we go along to suit our own ideology. The Board should direct the staff to issue 

the certificates promptly!  

 

   

 

   
These were legal lots in 1905 but not now?   
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MATTERS AFTER 1:30 PM 
Item 34 - Hearing to consider an appeal by the City of Pismo Beach of the Subdivision 

Review Board’s approval of the King Vesting Tentative Parcel Map (SUB2015-00064) to 

subdivide a 182 acre parcel into two (2) parcels of 25.9 acres and 156.1 acres each, located 

at the eastern terminus of Highland Drive and Rancho Pismo Drive, adjacent to the north 

eastern boundary of the City of Pismo Beach; also to be considered is the Negative 

Declaration.  The item is interesting because the City of Pismo Beach is the appellant. The City 

indicates that dividing the parcel into 2 lots will be prefatory to further development and will be 

growth inducing in violation of its voter approved ordinance which severely restricts future 

development and seeks to prevent development outside of its borders. According to the write-up, 

the entire parcel was once considered for a residential subdivision and annexation to the City, all 

of which was rejected by LAFCO. 

 

 

                       Appealed Subdivision 

 

 

                       Location 

 

 

 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, September 25, 2018 (Not Scheduled)  
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September 25
th

 was a 4
th

 Tuesday, when the Board does not typically meet. 

 

 

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

September 26, 2018 (Completed) 

 

Item A-8: Request For Proposal For Legal Counsel.  Contract District Counsel Ray Biering 

has announced his retirement. The SLOCOG Board considered the content of Request for 

Proposals (RFP) for a new attorney. He will also be retiring from the SLO County Solid Waste 

Authority, where there is an unraveling scandal over allegations of fraud, misuse of public funds, 

and cronyism. He is also apparently retiring as LAFCO’s contract attorney. LAFCO has issued a 

request for proposals for a new contract attorney. It is not known if his sudden retirement is 

related to the mess at the Waste Authority or not. Last year he reported that he needed to spend 

time with a family member who had been diagnosed with and was receiving treatment for a 

serious illness. 

 

Item B-2: Closed Session.  The meeting included the issue of recruiting a new legal counsel as 

noted above. It also contained labor negotiations and performance evaluation of the Air Pollution 

Control Officer (executive director). 

 

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, September 27, 2018 (Completed)  

 

In General:  This was a busy meeting with some thorny issues and there was controversy on 

item 8 below.  

 

Item 6 - Request by Craig Stoller for a third time extension of previously approved Minor 

Use Permit DRC2013-00014 to allow for the phased construction of a production winery 

consisting of two buildings and totaling 13,525 square feet at build out.  The project does not 

include public tasting or special events. The project will result in the disturbance of 

approximately 2.5 acres of a 114-acre parcel. The proposed project is within the Agriculture land 

use category and is located in the northwest quadrant of the South El Pomar Road and Almond 

Drive intersection, approximately 7 miles east of the community of Templeton. The site is in the 

El Pomar/Estrella sub area of the North County planning area. Also to be considered is the 

environmental determination.  

  

The time extension was approved. 

 

 

Item 7 - A continued hearing to consider a request by Ralph Goehring/Templeton Tennis 

Ranch to allow for a modification of their previously approved Vesting Tentative Tract 

Map and Conditional Use Permit (SUB2004-00227) for the construction of a 4,320 sq. ft. 
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multi-purpose building and for 58 temporary events with 24 events up to 100 guests, 22 

events up to 150 guests and 12 events up to 250 guests.  Amplified music is proposed. The 

existing uses include a 10,086 sq. ft. tennis club facility with 6 tennis/paddle courts. The project 

is within the Residential Rural land use category and is located on the west side of Theater Drive, 

approximately 1,000 feet south of the intersection of Main Street, in the community of 

Templeton, in the Salinas River Sub Area of the North County Planning Area.  

 

The application was approved 5/0. The applicant had worked with neighbors who had been 

opposed and made various changes. In the end the neighbors supported the application. 

 

Item 8 - A request by Bill Lee for a Minor Use Permit/Coastal Development Permit to allow 

encroachments (as-built) into the road right-of-way of First Street including: 20 feet of 

landscaping along the length of the eastern portion of the road, and the extension of an 

approximately 86 foot long (5 feet wide) coastal access boardwalk (connecting to the 

boardwalk which fronts the bay front at the Back Bay Inn).  The project will result in a 

disturbance of approximately 6000 square feet of First Street (an 80 foot wide right-of-way). The 

project is located on First Street, south of Santa Maria Avenue extending to Morro Bay, in the 

Estero planning area in the community of Los Osos. Also to be considered is the environmental 

determination that the project is categorically exempt under CEQA, pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15061(b)(2).  

 

 
 

Staff recommended approval. But there was some opposition and there appeared to be 

willingness for everyone to work on some compromises. The key issue is intrusion by the 

applicant into the public right of way. Therefore the Commission continued the matter 

indefinitely off calendar. It is expected that a redesigned plan with less intrusion into the public 

right of way will be resubmitted in the future.   
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Item 9 - Hearing to consider processing of a land use ordinance amendment to Section 

22.94.070 of the County Land Use Ordinance (Nacimiento Sub-Area Standards) and 

Chapter III of the Inland Area Plan Section 6.2.8 (North County Area Plan – Combining 

Designations – Flood Hazard).  The amendments would allow reconstruction of homes 

destroyed in the 2016 Chimney Fire below the 825-foot elevation line of Lake Nacimiento 

(subject to approval by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency). The subject site is 

within the Recreational land use category in the North County planning area. Also to be 

considered is the environmental determination that the project is exempt under CEQA, pursuant 

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), General Rule Exemption. The Environmental 

Coordinator has determined that it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the 

proposed project may have a significant adverse effect on the environment.  

 

The Commission approved the request unanimously. The green line on the aerial view below 

delineates the elevation below which development is prohibited today. The exemption was 

granted for properties destroyed in the fire. 

 

  
 

 

Item 10 - Hearing to consider a request by Ormonde Properties for a Land Use Ordinance 

Amendment to County Land Use Ordinance Section 22.94.082.D.1, modifying the Wellsona 

Road Commercial Service Area Plan Standards in the Salinas River Area Plan to allow 

‘Vehicle Service and Repair’ and ‘Vehicle Retail Sales’ as allowable uses.  The potential 

amendment was approved 3/0, with Campbell, Legg, and Harrison voting yes, and Multari and 

Brown voting no. The matter was examined and debated thoroughly. New conditions and 

restrictions were added to an already extensive list.  There were 3 successive votes, one to 
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continue it, one to deny it, and the final vote to approve it. It now goes on to the Board of 

Supervisors.  Even if the Supervisors approve it, there will have to be an extensive analysis 

related to amendment of the Area Plan. Approval simply gets it into the process. 

 

Background:  The purpose of the amendment is to allow for the future consideration of a Minor 

Use Permit to relocate and develop a truck sales and service business (Paso Robles Truck 

Center) within the Wellsona Road Commercial Services area. The Wellsona Road Commercial 

Services Area surrounds the intersection of Wellsona Road and US 101 and consists of multiple 

parcels totaling 48 acres within the Commercial Service land use category. Also to be considered 

is the approval of the environmental document. A Mitigated Negative Declaration has been 

issued on August 20, 2018 for this project. Mitigation measures are proposed to address Air 

Quality, Biological Resources, Public Services/Utilities, and Transportation/Circulation, and are 

included as conditions of approval. 

  

The item is complicated because the Wellsona Road/Highway 101 intersection has continuously 

experienced deadly traffic collisions. The staff report stated that Cal Trans expects to construct 

an undercrossing by 2024 to alleviate the problem. A Cal Trans representative at the meeting 

stated that it would be completed in 2022. It is not known if that project is dependent on the 

continuation of SB-1 funds. Some of the Commissioners felt that the Cal Trans rep brought up 

some late hits vis-a-vis their safety and design concerns. 

 

 

 

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  
 

 

Who Is Being Cynical Here? 
 

By Steven Greenhut 

 

Backers of gas tax hike and bullet train accuse conservatives of being cynical, but it’s the 

state’s leadership that has cynically exploited the state’s infrastructure woes. 
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Many Californians have this weird notion that the rest of the country is like some kind of Third 

World backwater, yet those of us who travel around the country are always struck by the 

alternate reality. You can drive through Texas, Colorado, South Dakota, and elsewhere and find 

beautifully maintained freeways and bridges. Congestion isn’t solely a California problem, of 

course, but our road system is pothole-filled and decrepit. The roads are overburdened. Traffic 

congestion is not just a way of life here, but a daily trial, especially in the bigger metropolitan 

areas. 

It recently took 4 ½ hours to make the 120-mile mid-day, non-rush-hour journey from San 

Francisco to my home in the Sacramento Valley. Grueling doesn’t begin to describe the journey. 

Yet we endure the highest tax burdens in the country. It’s not that Californians don’t pay enough 

taxes, but our per-mile road-building costs are 2 ½ times higher than the national average. I 

blame a lack of outsourcing, a wasteful California Department of Transportation, massive pay 

and benefit packages for public employees, and a striking level of bureaucratic ineptitude. 

And then there are priorities. The planners want us to rely on rail, buses, and bikes rather than 

roads. California remains a largely suburban state, yet our government prefers to divert its 

resources to social engineering rather than transportation engineering. The goal appears to 

remake the nature of our cities rather than build the transportation systems that most of us 

actually rely upon to get around. 

The state’s $132-billion general-fund budget has a modest surplus, which is a nice change from 

the days of $27 billion deficits. But spending in the past eight years of Jerry Brown’s 

governorship has soared 53 percent even as population has grown by only 5 percent. Brown, by 

the way, is considered a fiscal conservative and the last adult left in Sacramento. His signature 

policy was a 2012 income-tax increase that was supposed to be temporary but will never go 

away. And, again, last year he pushed through higher gas taxes and vehicle-license fees to 

provide $52 billion (over 10 years) in much-needed infrastructure improvements. 

 Every year, the governor and Democratic lawmakers basically hold transportation funding 

hostage. It’s the main thing that California taxpayers want, but it usually manages to be the last 

priority in the Legislature. Lawmakers like to spend those additional billions mostly on new 

social programs. And then, voila, there’s no money to step up transportation funding, so they 

have no other choice but to raise gas taxes in a state where gas prices — thanks also to a special 

“only in California” formulation — are nearly as high as those in highest-priced Hawaii. 

That takes us to the November election, where conservative activists and Republican officials are 

backing a repeal of that recent gas-tax hike, via Proposition 6. Supporters are making the obvious 

cost-of-living argument. As Jon Coupal, president of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, 

pointed out in a recent column, a new analysis from the California Policy Center shows that “the 

gas tax and car tax hikes will impose on an average two-car family at least $1,500 in taxes a year. 

When adjusting for the ‘average’ tax rate, a two-car ‘average’ family must earn almost $2,000 in 

pre-tax earnings just to pay their California car and gas taxes.” That’s a big financial hit and a 

regressive tax, which explains why repeal seems popular even among many of the state’s 

Democratic voters. 

https://www.mercurynews.com/2017/03/04/californias-roads-are-some-of-the-poorest-in-the-nation-and-rapidly-getting-worse/
https://reason.org/wp-content/uploads/files/22nd_annual_highway_report.pdf
https://www.kcra.com/article/senator-after-state-audit-caltrans-should-cut-3-500-jobs/6424653
https://www.ocregister.com/2018/09/22/california-must-stop-trying-to-stomp-out-suburbia/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/billwhalen/2018/06/30/a-california-budget-that-reflects-plenty-of-dollars-but-less-sense/#ec449744057b
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/articles/2018-06-20/the-10-states-with-the-highest-average-gas-prices
https://www.sacbee.com/news/politics-government/capitol-alert/article147437054.html
https://www.sbsun.com/2018/09/21/californias-cost-of-living-is-hurting-the-middle-class-prop-6-will-help/
https://timesofsandiego.com/politics/2018/09/20/gas-tax-will-cost-2-car-family-1500-a-year-conservative-think-tank-estimates/
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In the run up to the election, state road officials are busy making badly needed road repairs, and 

plastering signs near the road work singing the praises of the Senate Bill 1 gas-tax hike. The state 

has failed to upgrade the state’s road infrastructure, they spend record budgets on other things, 

then they raise taxes and remind commuters of the role such taxes have played in fixing things. 

They’ve given us an ultimatum: Pay more — lots more — or those hellish commutes will get even 

worse. Those potholes will get bigger. Your misery will increase. The whole gas-tax approach is 

beyond cynical. 

Yet, to supporters of higher gas taxes, we — supporters of the tax repeal — are the true cynics. 

“Proposition 6 is a cynical political ploy that will starve California’s already-crumbling 

transportation networks, and it may not save drivers any money,” according to a recent San 

Francisco Chronicle editorial. The Chronicle’s main gripe is that “the state’s Republican 

delegation smelled opportunity.” First, they targeted a freshman Orange County senator for a 

recall. Josh Newman was booted from office after casting a deciding vote in favor of the tax hike. 

And now the Chronicle argues that Proposition 6 is merely a means to gin up GOP voter 

turnout in November. 

But the bulk of the activity on behalf of the repeal has come from grassroots activists rather than 

party leaders. Repeal might possibly help the GOP, but the congressional races are shaping up 

more as a referendum on Donald Trump, than anything going on in the state. Even some 

Democratic candidates are backing repeal. The repeal movement is exactly what it claims to be: 

People who are upset at the state’s misbegotten spending priorities, its constant reliance on 

higher taxes, and its inability to maintain a decent transportation system. 

Carl DeMaio, the former San Diego councilman and talk-show host who is leading the 

Proposition 6 effort, announced this week that his group is next week filing an initiative for the 

2020 ballot that, as the Los Angeles Times reported, would “direct the governor to stop 

construction of a high-speed rail system in California, and require any unspent funds not needed 

for repaying rail bonds to instead go to other transportation work.” 

That sensible idea highlights the fundamental problem that’s at the root of voter disgust. 

California officials are spending as much as $100 billion to build an unnecessary bullet 

train that’s already plagued by cost overruns, even as they neglect the inadequate road and 

freeway system. As I’ve mentioned many times, we already have the equivalent of a “bullet train” 

that connects the Bay Area with Los Angeles. It does so in far less time and cost than what’s 

projected for the one now being constructed. It’s called Southwest Airlines. But Brown sees the 

bullet train as a means to battle global warming and reduce our reliance on cars. 

There is a dilemma. If voters rebuke lawmakers and pass Proposition 6, then the state is likely to 

pull back on the construction projects it is now funding — even though there’s enough money in 

the existing budget and especially if the plug finally is pulled on the high-speed rail boondoggle. 

But enough is enough. Let’s at least remember who the real cynics are here. Hint: It’s not an 

electorate that’s trying to force its leaders to govern more responsibly. 

   

https://www.dailyrepublic.com/all-dr-news/solano-news/fairfield/caltrans-defends-sb-1-road-signs-as-part-of-public-accountability/
https://www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/editorials/article/Editorial-No-on-Proposition-6-cynical-13189410.php
https://www.politico.com/story/2018/07/05/this-is-their-hail-mary-california-gop-bets-on-gas-tax-repeal-694790
https://www.politico.com/story/2018/07/05/this-is-their-hail-mary-california-gop-bets-on-gas-tax-repeal-694790
http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2018/09/24/california-democrats-defecting-to-support-gop-led-ballot-measure-to-repeal-gas-tax-hike.html
http://www.latimes.com/politics/la-pol-ca-new-gas-tax-initiative-20180925-story.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/30/us/california-high-speed-rail.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/30/us/california-high-speed-rail.html
http://www.capradio.org/articles/2017/04/05/could-california-use-existing-money-for-road-repairs/
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Steven Greenhut is Western region director for the R Street Institute. Steven Greenhut is an 

author , columnist , and appears on the Andy Caldwell Radio Show on AM 1440 KUHL. He has 

also appeared at various COLAB events. 

  

CALIFORNIA SHOULD STOP TRYING TO 

STAMP OUT SUBURBIA 
 

By Joel Kotkin 

 

 
 We may be celebrating — if that’s the right word — 

the tenth year since the onset of the financial crisis 

and collapse of the real estate market. Yet before 

breaking out the champagne, we should recognize 

that the hangover is not yet over, and that a new 

housing crisis could be right around the corner. 

This is particularly true in California, which took 

one of the biggest hits in 2008 as its sky-high prices 

collapsed, causing enormous problems in areas 

including the Inland Empire, where incomes are 

lower and the economy was largely built around new 

housing construction. The urbanist punditry helpfully came out in force to declare such areas as 

“the next slums.” 

The unsurprising slowdown in housing after the Great Recession was further hampered, once the 

economy began to recover, in large part due to tough regulations. By 2017, California metros 

like Los Angeles-Orange and even the Bay Area were producing housing at half to one-third the 

rate, on a per capita basis, of places such as Nashville, Dallas, Houston, Orlando and even 

Indianapolis and Columbus. The shortfall in single-family home production, greatly discouraged 

by state policies, lagged even further. Stronger land-use regulations have been associated with 

higher land cost and regulatory delays driving house prices well beyond historic norms, as recent 

research indicates. 

Toxic realities 

Due to lack of affordable new product, prices have remained high, absurdly so in some areas. 

New state legislation, seeking to expand Jerry Brown’s climate jihad, including new mandates 

for solar roofs for new houses, promise to raise prices by at least $20,000 and without doing 

much for the environment, warns environmentalist Mike Shellenberger. 

http://www.capoliticalreview.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/urban-housing-sprawl-366c0.jpg


17 
 

This is all part of a toxic regulatory overreach that led California housing prices, relative to 

incomes, to grow at three times the national rate since 2010. By one recent calculation 

by howmuch.net, California, with the exception of Hawaii, has by far the highest statewide gap 

— almost $50,000 — between the salary needed to buy a house and its price. 

With more of the economy built around low paid “gig” and service workers, the pool of potential 

buyers is shrinking. California home sales overall are falling — down over 12 percent in the 

largest market, Los Angeles-Orange County. The biggest losers have been minorities and the 

young. Already barely 25 percent of people 25 to 34 in California own their own home compared 

to 37 percent nationally. 

Ways toward a new bust? 

We could be setting the stage for a new kind of housing debacle — and not only here. Higher 

interest rates tend to undermine the viability of high-priced markets in particular. There are other 

clear disturbing signs, such as the rising percentage of buyers paying 45 percent of their income 

on mortgages; the number is four times the percentage in 2010. Then there’s the return of the 

home equity loan market back to its pre-recession level. 

The rising cost and declining sales also reflect to some extent the inability of governments and 

developers to catch new demographic trends. Instead of flocking permanently into dense cities, 

more millennials are following in the footsteps of previous generations by locating on the 

periphery of major metropolitan areas and sunbelt cities, most of which are simply 

agglomerations of suburbs. Over the last year, according to the Census, the ranks of renters 

decreased while homeownership increased 1.8 million. A recent National Homebuilders 

Association report shows more than two in three Millennials, including most of those living in 

cities, would prefer a house in the suburbs, findings confirmed as well by the Conference Board 

and Nielsen. 

By trying to stamp out suburbia, California is playing fire with its own future. Already the price 

differences between our state and the rest of the country are greatest, notes demographer 

Wendell Cox, at the lower, “starter” end of the market. The state, sadly, seems to have little 

interest in meeting the demand of young families, posing a long-term demographic threat. 

A different kind of debacle? 

Instead, we may be overbuilding small expensive apartments. Already many analyses show that 

the apartment markets here, and elsewhere, including places like New York and Seattle, are 

doing worse than before, with rents stagnating or even declining. 

Other factors such as the gradual withdrawal of Chinese buyers, in large part due to Beijing’s 

own financial problems, could play a role, particularly in places like California and New York. 

Now, for the first time in recent memory, there are more Chinese sellers than buyers as sales 

falter. Ironically new measures to address the housing shortfall, notably rent control and 

inclusionary zoning, may help some people, but will likely further slow new construction. 

http://howmuch.net/
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So what would a new bust look like? Some of the same people — middle- and working-class 

families as well as minorities — would be hurt. But the biggest pain may be felt more in 

expensive speculative markets like Manhattan, San Francisco, West Los Angeles or downtown 

rather than in the distant, and disdained, outer suburbs. To borrow from the late Yogi Berra, it 

could be “déjà vu all over again,” but with a somewhat different cast of victims. 

Joel Kotkin is editor of NewGeography.com and Presidential fellow in urban futures at 

Chapman University. This  and subsequently in the September 25, 2018 issue of California 

Political Review. Cross-posted at New Geography.  

  

 

  

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

PLEASE SEE FOLLOWING PAGES 

 

 

http://www.foxandhoundsdaily.com/author/JoelKotkin/
http://www.newgeography.com/content/006093-california-must-stop-trying-to-stomp-out-suburbia
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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 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 FORUM 

 

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
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
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DAN WALTERS EXPLAINS SACO 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 

  

NATION RADIO AND TV COMMENTATOR HIGH HEWITT AT COLAB 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
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiVqOPwpNTdAhWPCDQIHaC7AVYQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=https://www.washingtonpost.com/people/hugh-hewitt/&psig=AOvVaw2KgvCuZhnzSimJIDCbQjwj&ust=1537900749442226
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