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               COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

      WEEK OF MAY 28-June 2, 2012 

      INSIDE THIS UPDATE 

                              NO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING                                                       

                        TUESDAY MAY 29, 2012 

                         APCD SENDS RATE AND TAX INCREASES                                                                     

          TO “STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS”  

             PENSION TRUST LOWERS INTEREST ASSUMPTION RATE                    

 MEANS HIGHER UNFUNDED LIABILITY AND COSTS 

.  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, May 22, 2012 (Completed) 

FY 2011-12 3
rd

 Quarter Financial Report. The Board heard and received the Report.   

Overall, the County is on schedule for the current fiscal year, and there are no major 

revenue or expenditure surprises.  

It is the County’s official position that it has very little debt and that some of the debt is 

utility enterprise debt, which is not “really” the responsibility of the County but instead falls 

on the customers of the water systems for which the debt was issued. Staff further pointed 

out that some of the direct general fund debt is being laid off through the budget by 

charging programs that use Federal and State funds. 

The Board and staff continued to assert that the County’s debt is inconsequential. Again , 

there was much self-congratulation related to a recent AA+ credit rating on a bond 

refinancing issue. Supervisor Patterson even expressed his disappointment that COLAB was 

not present to hear the love fest. COLAB explained that jury duty in another jurisdiction 

prevented a real time response. Don’t be fooled. The County has plenty of debt.  

Background: In fact, page 191 of the County’s 2011 Consolidated Annual Financial Report 

(CAFR) contains a table that shows $425,703,000 million of principal debt as of June 30, 

2011. The table omits the related interest (which we cannot find in one place, but have had 

to search from varied sources to ascertain the exact number). Our prior analysis (which 

required digging through separate footnotes in the CAFR and actually obtaining the Pension 

Obligation principle and interest schedule on line from a separate source) showed that when 

the interest is included, the total debt is over $800 million. The County maintains the debt is 

low because the annual payments are only about 2.5% of the operating budget.   

When you take out a 30-year mortgage, the lender is required by law to show you the entire 

principal and interest schedule for each of the years and the grand total. Moreover, no one 

serious would say that the interest is not part of your debt.  Imagine if you didn’t disclose it 

on a credit application?  
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When will the county provide a comprehensive consolidated table showing this true 

debt burden? 

What no one is mentioning is that the table on page 191 of the CAFR shows that the 

principal debt has grown from $47.7 million in 2002 to $425.7 million in 2011!!!!!  

Of course, not counted in this discussion is the separate $281,889,000 in unfunded pension 

liability. The County’s actuary projects this will grow to $605,000,000 by 2020 – in just 8 

short years.
1
 

Similarly, the County is about to borrow $170,000,000 in principal for the Los Osos Sewer 

project. The interest, even with low taxpayer subsidized government loans, will add another 

$100,000,000.  

The county says that the utility type debt for water and sewer projects doesn’t count because 

it’s the responsibility of the ratepayers, not the County. If the County is not responsible, 

why is the debt listed in its CAFR?  Is the County saying that if there were a problem with 

the Naciemento bonds or Los Osos bonds (say, another deeper recession in which people 

couldn’t pay), it would walk away??  

County Growth Caps for FY 2012-13  

The Board set the limit for new residential construction for next fiscal year at 1,103. So far 

in the current year, there have only been 72 units permitted.  

Even in the good economic years the number of permits never exceeded the limit.  

The County is wasting time and money worrying about this in the current economic 

environment and should be trying to stimulate some housing and construction activity.  

 

No Meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Tuesday May 29, 2012(Not Scheduled)  

The Board, following its standard procedure, will not have a meeting on May 29
th

, which is 

the day after a Monday holiday (Memorial Day). 

 

SLO County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) Meeting of Wednesday May 23, 

2012 (Completed)  

Cafeteria of Fees and Taxes Continued (Date Uncertain) – Issue to be Camouflaged As 

“Strategic Planning Discussion.”  The Director’s proposed 4-year fiscal plan to deal with a 

growing structural deficit was continued by the Board.  It will be considered as part of a 

“strategic planning discussion on an as yet undetermined schedule in the future. The 

APCD’s costs have grown an average of 8.9% per year since 2003 , from $2.4 million to 

$4.4 million. There was a fair amount of public comment criticizing the various potential 

                                                 
1
 San Luis Obispo County Pension Trust 2011 Actuarial Report, page 57.  
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fee and tax increases. A number of the APCD Board members sense that now is not the time 

for the broad adoption of new fees and taxes. The item was referred to a “strategic planning 

process.” Supervisor Hill suggested that the APCD adopt some of the County’s budget 

actions, such a new pension tier and salary freeze. Supervisor Mecham indirectly touched on 

the program performance issue: “Where is the benefit?”  Several members mentioned the 

fact that the Santa Barbara County APCD has been reducing staff.  Atascadero Council 

Woman Roberta Fonzi pointed out that the agency will have to make some severe 

reductions, including cutting “outreach events.” 

Several speakers pointed out the propagandistic activities of the APCD, including helping to 

sponsor “Earth Day” and supporting “Mr. Eco”- a guy who dresses up in a super hero suit 

and cape, to promote the environmental socialist agenda. One speaker exposed the agency’s 

bloated travel expenses to some very fancy venues and a Tahoe resort.   

Not surprisingly, Supervisor Hill defended the agency. He said there are few complaints 

from the public, so it’s doing fine. He doesn’t acknowledge the fear fac tor. People and 

businesses that are regulated don’t want to irritate the agency. They fear retribution. If the 

APCD Board believes that the agency is loved, why don’t they contract for an independent 

double blind audit of their regulatees and see what information they get back? 

Background: A forecasted structural annual recurring budget deficit grows from $273,000 

in FY 2013-14 to $655,000 in FY 2016-17. The Director proposes a list of severely costly 

and intrusive new fees, fee increases, and new tax to cover these costs: 

 Authorize the District to assess Service Charges for CEQA project review ($1000-

$4000 per project). (And they told us that the Greenhouse Gas Thresholds 

Ordinance would exempt most small and medium projects.) 

 Authorize the District to charge a triennial fee of $300 to track sources which are 

believed to be exempt. 

 Increase use of source testing when the Morro Bay Power Plant shuts down ($115 

per hour). 

 State law requires larger greenhouse gas emitters to enter a Cap and Trade Program 

that requires that the GHG emissions be annually verified by an independent expert. 

Firms typically hire their own consultants to do this. District staff would take this 

over at $115 per hour. 

 Raise existing permit fees from 2.5% to as much as 15% per year. (Depending on 

how some of the other ideas in this list work out). 

 Adopt a per capita fee of $1.00 on all jurisdictions in the County with a seat on the 

APCD Board. 

 Adopt a 15% administration fee for certain incentive programs.  

 Request the SLO County State Legislative delegation to submit a bill to add $3 per 

vehicle per year to be subvened to the APCD. There are 250,000 vehicles in the 

County. 

 Sponsor a Ballot Measure for a Parcel Tax of $10/parcel.  



4 

 

                            

                                 Mr. Eco: Govt.-Supported Gaia Worship?              

Introduction of the Proposed 2012-13 APCD Budget. The Proposed Budget ($4.4 million) 

is basically a standstill budget because of the revenue and cost pressure issues noted above. 

The District will use fund balance to maintain current service levels with staff and 

consultants.  

The APCD Board received a presentation on the Budget and continued it to July 25, 2012. 

COLAB pointed out that a good practice was for any entity to have its Budget adopted prior 

to the start of the fiscal year (July 1, 2012). APCD should start the process sooner. It was 

also pointed out that they are operating a line item budget. They should convert to a 

program performance budget to enable the Board and public to assess the cost of the 

recurring programs and their productivity (i.e. number of inspections per assigned staffer, 

reduction of pollutants per staffer, etc.). It was further pointed out that even relatively small 

entities can operate a program performance budget. The City of Carmel By the Sea is a good 

example. Its budget is available on the City’s website. 

Planning Commission of Thursday, May 24, 2012 (Cancelled) 

This was the 2
nd

 meeting that has been cancelled in recent weeks.  

Planning Commission of Thursday May 31, 2012 (Cancelled)  

It appears from the online schedule that this meeting has been cancelled (although there is 

no posted notice). The schedule indicates that the next meeting will be on June 14, 2012. Do 

not be fooled by the pre-election lull. Staff is working on many new regulatory initiatives, 

including a Green Building Ordinance, an Olive Farm and Farm Stand Ordinance, and tough 

revisions to the Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Regulations. (Death by a thousand cuts.) 

Pension Trust of the County of San Luis Obispo Meeting of Monday, May 21, 2012 

(Completed) 

The Pension Trust Board, which administers the County’s retirement system, met and 

received a report from its consulting actuary.  As a result, it lowered the interest assumption 
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rate (the average investment interest it expects to receive, year in and year out, over the long 

run.) The rate was lowered from 7.75% to 7.25%.  (Remember COLAB predicted this would 

happen way back in its February 2011 Newsletter). This means that the system will have a 

growing unfunded actuarial liability and that the County and the employees will have to pay 

more in. In turn the County will have less money for actual services, and the employee 

unions will be pressuring for larger raises to cover the costs.  The new rates take effect with 

the 2013-14 fiscal year. 

 

One More Thing: 

      

                                                              Memorial Day 

                                      

                            US Marines at the Battle of Belleau Wood, France, WW I 

 

 

http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&sa=X&gbv=2&nfpr=1&biw=1366&bih=576&tbm=isch&tbnid=a4rGHbdTkEiLjM:&imgrefurl=http://military.discovery.com/technology/weapons/rifles-08.html&docid=rU9imXwQ0bdjcM&imgurl=http://military.discovery.com/technology/weapons/images/08-1903-625x450.jpg&w=625&h=450&ei=Hc2_T7HfHq3gsQKJsYnaCQ&zoom=1&iact=hc&vpx=880&vpy=203&dur=12891&hovh=190&hovw=265&tx=129&ty=112&sig=103386525680508527511&page=1&tbnh=169&tbnw=217&start=0&ndsp=11&ved=1t:429,r:4,s:0,i:133

