COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY
WEEK OF JULY 20-26, 2014
WORKFORCE HOUSING PROPOSALS WILL TAKE A
YEAR TO DEVELOP
JULY 24TH PLANNING COMMISSION TO HEAR
SEVERE NEW DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS
(2:1 WATER OFFSET NOW RECOMMENDED FOR ALL
SEVERITY III BASINS)

MENTAL HEALTH CONTRACT ILLUSTRATES
NEED FOR MEANINGFUL PERFORMANCE
MEASURES

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, July 15, 2014 (Completed)

Item 20 - The EVC Housing Survey Report. The Board watched a power point presentation
and received the report. The EVC presenters underscored the fact that 27% of their employee
respondents expressed the concern that they would have to leave the area to find housing. The
Board majority did not seem particularly perturbed. The EVC was thanked for its work and sent
on its way.
Background: Back in 2010 the Economic Vitality Corporation, EVC (the County’s not-forprofit Economic Development arm), conducted a very comprehensive and professional survey of
how the housing situation impacts businesses and their employees within the county. For
whatever reason the survey, which was ready by at least 2012, was not released until September
2013, when it was posted on EVC’s website. There is speculation that some members of the
Board of Supervisors did not like the survey because its findings run counter to the ideology of
the County’s overall so-called “smart growth” policies. In particular, it found that both
employers and employees overwhelmingly would prefer to live a single-family freestanding
home, with a garage, yard, and privacy. Indeed, a very large majority would prefer ultimately to
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live in a large lot semi-rural setting. COLAB has previously published this information and has
shared some of the charts that confirm it. These charts were presented for the first time officially
in a County setting on Tuesday.
Item 21 - The Ad Hoc Housing Taskforce Recommendations. The Board directed staff to
begin working on several General Plan and zoning amendments that would make it “easier” to
develop workforce housing. The Planning staff indicated that it would take about one year to
prepare the items and get them through the process before they would reach the Board of
Supervisors.
Big Picture: While the proposal seems to throw some crumbs (anything is better than nothing
but maybe only for the short term) to homebuilders and provide some minor relaxation of the
County’s overbearing and obsolete regulations, it then adds all the paraphernalia of income
restrictions, covenants, and economic controls, which are so typical of the statist approach. The
government creates artificial economic scarcity by means of its land use and environmental
regulatory scheme, which benefit established elites. It then discovers the inevitable problems
with tampering with the market and attempts to correct by further tampering, a statist policy
death spiral.
Hill objected to the “big picture” analysis, stating that problems exist all over the state “…with
services resources… .” “We don’t have enough water. It’s frustrating. Federal (restrictions),
CEQA… a lot of people don’t want more housing in their communities…” Gibson was coolly
supportive, “…there should be limited expectations…this is incremental…”
In other words the current Board majority may give lip service to housing but is really much
more focused on “resource restrictions.”
Background: In November of 2013 Supervisor Ray started talking about the need for workforce
housing. This may have been prompted by her appointment by her colleagues to the EVC Board
of Directors, where she would have become acquainted with the severe workforce housing
problem and its detrimental impact on business retention and recruitment. It may also be because
she is concerned that other forms of subsidized low-income housing may not be popular in her
district and/or she feels that with all the manufactured homes in the district, they have done their
share. She has taken pains to suggest that workforce housing is not “affordable” housing in the
traditional sense. She asked to have a committee created, and Supervisor Mecham requested to
serve on the Committee, which also includes Home Builders, EVC members, and County
Planning staffers.

Dense, No Cars, and No Lawn to Water
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Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, July 22, 2014 (Scheduled)

Item 9 - Award of a $4.2 Million Mental Health Services Contract to Transitions-Mental
Health. The write-up states that this is the 26th annual contract award to Transitions. Given all
the problems with the homeless and the lack of real performance data, the Board should pull this
one and bring it back for a full review. Questions are highlighted in the blue shaded boxes to the
right of their corresponding County presentation.

THE EXPENDITURES
The tables to the left depict the
costs of the various programs
within the master contract.
The Board letter does not indicate
how much of the $1.6 million for
the traditional programs is State
funded and how much comes out
of the County’s local tax
supported general fund.
The Mental Health Services Act
(MHSA) funds are provided by a
special State income tax of 1% on
incomes over $1 million which the
voters passed in 2005. This is
essentially a wealth transfer
program. It is not known if there
are any local tax funds included in
this budget. The County will
spend $12.3 million of MHSA
funding in FY 2015 of which this
is a portion.

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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The tables below (the next 3 pages) depict the workloads – that is, the number of patients, hours
and miniutes of service and similar data. These statistics are being used as surrogates for real
performance data. How many people got better? How many people moved from a more severe
level of mental illnes to a less severe level? How many people who required hospitalization or
other insitutional care were moved to home care or independence? No information.
WORKLOAD COUNTS
What is a residential unit of
service?
Is the unit cost of a bed day
$17.78 per day? Who provides
them?

What is a residential case
management service unit?

$214,804 divided by 60 clients
is $3,580 per person. What is
the service which costs this
much?
$479,924 divided by 115
clients is $4,173 per client.
How are they served and what
do 80,000 service units mean?
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WORKLOAD COUNTS
What does “contacting” 4000
clients mean? Are some of these
clients counted in the statistics for
the other programs in this list?
Does this mean that contacts are
double or triple counted? Or is this
some different group?

How is this program different from
the one on the previous page which
costs $3,580 per client? Is this 60
clients the same 60 in the
vocational program on the prior
page? If so, the Voc. Program costs
$6,875 per client. A real
performance measure would be
how many of the total in the
program each year
succeeded/graduated and are now
independently earning a living.

Are there 66 forensically mentally
ill people reentering society?
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WORKLOAD COUNTS
What is an intensive residential
housing service which is different
from case management?

At 13,500 total service minutes,
and 160 clients, that’s about 84
minutes per year per client. What
service are they receiving here?

What is the service here that costs
$259,515 to serve 15 clients ten
times per year for a cost of
$17,301/client? That’s more than
it costs a fully matriculated
student to enroll at Cal Poly for a
full year.
What is the suicide prevention
service that receives 6,000 calls
per year? (In the happiest place
on earth).

Item 16 – Proposed Resolution to Waive Competitive Bidding for Emergency Repair to the
Nacimiento Pipeline. It is recommended that the Board, acting as the San Luis Obispo
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, adopt the attached resolution, by
4/5 vote, which will waive the requirement of a competitive bidding process to allow
emergency repair contract work on the Nacimiento water pipeline, and authorize the
Director of Public Works to execute contracts up to $100,000, appeared on the agenda several
weeks ago when $100,000 was approved. Is this a new $100,000 or a formality?
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Item 24 - Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) Three-Year Plan. This is the master plan for
a variety of mental health services of which one segment is discussed in Agenda Item 9 above.

The Board letter blithely describes the wealth transfer program:

There are numerous proposals at the State and Federal levels for future wealth transfer programs,
including an 80% maximum income tax rate and a 10% international carbon tax. There are also
proposals for a per mile tax for automobile travel and an individual carbon tax. The MHSA is a
forerunner.
The report purports to show some performance measures:

Of course this is relative data, which hangs in the air because it does not provide the ordinate
numbers so that we cannot tell if the percentages express a meaningful accomplishment or not.
What portion of the homeless population is this? Is it meaningful?
The same questions can be asked of the other 2 “metrics” above.
Another important factor is over what time period did this take place?
It is astonishing that elected officials allow such incomplete and slovenly propaganda posing as
staff work to slide by. Would they do this at their private business?
Item 25 - Presentation by Members of the Building Design & Construction (BD&C)
Cluster of an Award from the California Association for Local Economic Development
(CALED) to Frank Honeycutt of the Public Works Department and Victor Montgomery of
RRM Design Group for Their Contributions Toward Public-Private Collaboration in
Infrastructure Finance Planning. No advance material or report was included with the agenda
package.
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Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, July 24, 2014 (Scheduled)

Item 5 - Resource Management System (RMS) to Become More Severe and Burdensome.
The full text can be accessed at the link below. It’s worth a look.
http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=3&event_id=770&meta_id=284692
Like a stealthy festering and hidden virus, a long forgotten project to make the RMS more severe
and burdensome is now making its appearance at the Planning Commission as a first step toward
ultimate adoption by the Board of Supervisors. According to the Planning Department write-up,
the Board authorized the Department to begin working on amendments to the RMS back in 2009.
For whatever reason the now completed recommendation is being brought forward at this time.
Perhaps the recent electoral victory of Supervisor Gibson combined with tenuous prospects for
the continued reign of the current Board majority has created a sense of urgency.
Our readers will recall that the RMS is a scheme whereby the County staff determines whether
there is sufficient water capacity, sewer capacity, road capacity, parks capacity, public school
classroom capacity, and air quality to allow further development. Problems are rated in terms of
levels of “severity” on a scale of from I to III, with III being bad. In the updated version a new
category is added: freeway interchange capacity. When the planners determine that there is a
problem, they go to the Planning Commission and then the Board of Supervisors and request the
Supervisors to “certify” the recommended level of severity. The Paso Robles Basin was set at a
level III severity back in 2011 for water.
This is a highly dishonest system because it is premised on the false and obsolete Malthusian
idea that mankind is doomed, in part by the “natural” carrying capacity of the earth’s biosphere
and in part by the current technological and capital investment level of human society. The
Planners and Board majority have simply imposed this ideological view on the County in an
effort to fulfill their part in the broader scheme of the enviro-socialist left to cripple the economy
and beckon the ensuing societal crises, which will in turn eradicate private property, free market
capitalism, and human rights.
This underlying and outrageous premise is stated openly at the beginning of the revised RMS
document. (Words and sentences in blue are new).
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The conceptual flow chart below depicts the process by which a level of severity is developed.

.
Note the new language below, which includes the establishment of:


Urgency ordinances.



Moratoria on land development.

The staff has also determined that the whole update is exempt from CEQA:

9

Does this one really mean that if they forbid you from irrigating 100 acres for grapes, you could
convert it to five ranchettes? Fat chance, it violates smart growth.
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Note in the table below that the staff recommends the imposition of a 2:1 water offset
requirement to replace the current 1:1 offset. This is simply a property confiscation plan. Also
note that meters will be required on new and replacement wells, and data must be monitored and
reported to the County.
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