COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY
WEEK OF AUGUST 14 -20, 2016
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THIS WEEK
EXTENSION OF OAK TREE URGENCY ORD.
EXTENSION OF AG RESERVOIR URGENCY
ORDINANCE
.

NOTHING MAJOR LAST WEEK

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH
(SEE PAGE 11)

Green energy's storage problem
By Andy Caldwell
________________________________

Energy Policies No One Should Envy
By David Spady
______________________________

TAX MEAT UNTIL IT’S TOO EXPENSIVE
TO EAT -- NEW UN GOAL
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THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS
Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 16, 2016 (Scheduled)
Item 2 - Drought Report. Thirty-day update on current drought conditions and related
management actions for the Board’s review of the continuing need for the March 11, 2014
proclamation of local emergency pursuant to Government Code section 8630. There does
not seem to be anything new in this one. The reservoirs continue to drop. PG&E says that due to
the Diablo closure plan, any chance of using plant generated desal water is moot. The County is
probably whining about this to PG&E.
August Drought Report:

July Drought Report:

June Drought Report:

Item 9 - Request to renew the Labor Relations Services contract between Renne Sloan
Holtzman Sakai LLP and the County of San Luis Obispo for FY 2016-17, and authorize
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the Human Resources Director to sign any contract extensions authorized in the contract.
This item recommends the renewal of the County’s contract labor negotiations law firm, Renne
Sloan Holtzman Sakai LLP. The firm was first hired in 2010 after the conflict of interest
became public involving the Deputy County Executive Officer (who was chief labor negotiation
spokesperson) and a union president. There were charges and countercharges about sexual
harassment. An investigation found that just about everyone involved had been naughty in some
way. The CEO was fired, the Deputy CEO was paid off, and the law firm was hired to reform
management and conduct of labor relations. The obvious double standards that have prevailed
during the intervening years have been hashed over previously and can only be remediated at the
ballot box.
The proposed contract cost is based on the hourly rates charged by various lawyers in the firm.
The actual amount depends on how much work the firm does and what combination of levels of
lawyers (partners, associates, paraprofessionals, etc.) is used. There does not seem to be a “not to
exceed” cost clause. Instead the write-up indicates that the maximum spent in the most expensive
year of the past 5 years was $290,000. In this regard the Board letter states in part:
There are no anticipated increased costs to the budgeted amount associated with these revised
rates. The County currently has $290,000 budgeted for FY 2016-17 for the Labor Relations
program. Due to the fluctuations in the costs of the Labor Relations program, there are also
reserves from previous years’ unused funds that are available for FY 2016-17 if necessary. The
County also anticipates the impact of the rate increases outlined in the contract to be offset due
to the County leveraging more frequent use of the various levels of RSHS staff.
The law firm appears to be gilt-edged, with offices in downtown San Francisco, Sacramento,
Aptos, Orange County, and Berkeley. There is a large staff which advises major public sector
and not-for-profit clients on a wide range of issues, including labor matters, finance, performance
management, etc. The firm also runs a subsidiary management-consulting firm. The firm’s
founder was apparently the San Francisco County/City Attorney for 14 years. At least these
people probably know how to enjoy a proper martini.
Here again is an instance where the contract has been renewed each year for 5 years. It might be
prudent to test the waters every once in a while with a Request For Proposals (RFP).
The contract scope of work (the actual services to be provided) is pretty anemic. Please see the
next page:
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How can the outside firm prepare cost estimates (presumably for the impact of a particular set of
demands by a particular union prefatory to negotiations)? The County possesses its payroll data
and the ability to generate analyses. This can be fairly complex since some unions represent
scores or hundreds of employees with very divergent pay ranges, ranks, and steps within class.
Why would the County pay the consultant to calculate these projections?
Does the law firm actually sit at the bargaining table?

Item 17 - Hearing to consider the extension of the Native Tree Interim Zoning/Urgency
Ordinance No. 3325 pursuant to Sections 25123 and 65858 of the California Government
Code for a period of up to 22 months and 15 days. Ordinance No. 3325 prohibits the clearcutting of oak woodlands and limits the removal of native trees in the inland area (does not
include the Coastal Zone) of the unincorporated portions of San Luis Obispo County,
except for development or land use activities complying with certain authorization
standards and procedures; exempt from CEQA. As promised, the urgency ordinance
prohibiting the clear cutting of oak trees and setting permitting requirements for other oak tree
removal and maintenance is back for extension for up to 2 years. The vote for approval was
4/1(Arnold dissenting) on July 15, 2016 for establishing the 45-day version. A 4/5 vote will be
required to extend the ordinance.
Please see page 1of the COLAB Supplement to the Weekly Update of July 10 -16, 2016 for a
complete review and commentary on the proposed ordinance at the link below:
http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_Supplement_July_10-16_2016.pdf
Should Everyone Be Punished for the Transgressions of one Company? Board members are
naturally worried that if they reject the ordinance and then the Resnicks or someone else repeats
the clear cutting at a new site, they will be severely criticized for taking no action. The fact is
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that most SLO County farmers, ranchers, and homeowners treasure their oak trees and have
never undertaken such destructive activity.
Instead of punishing everyone with a one size fits all draconian rule, why not attack the problem
directly at its source?
The Native Tree Protection Team (NTPT).
1. The Resnicks have apologized and said they will not allow such a travesty to occur again.
2. Why not have them sign a contract to that effect and have them post a substantial cash bond
backed up by an insurance bond? If they are sincere, such a positive and penitent action should
be no problem. If there are other abusers (none seem to have been reported), they could be
requested to also sign such an agreement and post bonds.
3. Have the staff set up a Native Tree Monitoring and Protection Team. The team would consist
of staff from the Planning and Building Department, Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, an
expert arborist, and others which staff may recommend. This team would attend to their regular
duties, but monitoring and protection of oaks would be their primary responsibility. They would
regularly inspect all permit sites (both on a schedule and surprise visits) under development
which could potentially have an impact on trees. They would provide positive advice, enforce
permit violations, and otherwise prevent the wholesale destruction of trees. The team could use
Google Earth or other aerial analysis tools to help oversee potential abuses.
4. The team would of course respond in a few hours to any complaint or suspected abuse. A team
member would always be available 24/7 on standby for nights, weekends and holidays just in
case there is problem.
5. The team would report to the Board of Supervisors on its activities and findings on an
appropriate cadence as determined by the Board.
6. Given that the County has an 8% vacancy rate (.08 x 2700 employees = 216 vacancies on
average), this temporary unit should be able to be activated with no additional cost or disruption
to existing operations. In the meantime, staff could work on a permanent scheme of regulation.

Item After 1:30 PM
Item 20 - Hearing to consider the extension of the Agricultural Ponds Interim Zoning/
Urgency Ordinance No. 3326 pursuant to Sections 25123 and 65858 of the California
Government Code for a period of up to 22 months and 15 days. Ordinance No. 3326
prohibits the approval of new agricultural ponds and reservoirs in the inland area (does
not include the Coastal Zone) of the unincorporated County under the Alternative Review
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Program and establishes application content and review criteria for agricultural ponds and
reservoirs; exempt from CEQA. All Districts. During a special meeting on July 15, 2016, the
Board unanimously approved the an urgency ordinance regulating the development of new
agricultural reservoirs with a capacity greater than 1 acre-foot of water. The item is back on the
agenda to see if the Board wishes to extend the term of the ordinance for up to two years while
the staff prepares a permanent ordinance. The agenda report for this item summarizes the current
status:
Review of Agricultural Ponds under the Urgency Ordinance
As of July 15, 2016, when the urgency ordinance took effect, applicants for groundwater filled
agricultural ponds no longer have the option to process their project under the Alternative
Review Program. As a result, agricultural pond projects over one-acre foot in capacity would
require major grading permit approval and CEQA review with the County. This allows the
County to ensure that water supply impacts associated with agricultural ponds are adequately
evaluated and that appropriate mitigation is applied to minimize impacts to groundwater
supplies and neighboring wells.
The urgency ordinance also establishes a protocol for evaluating water supply and well
interference impacts during CEQA review for groundwater filled agricultural ponds and
reservoirs. The urgency ordinance would require applications for new groundwater filled
agricultural ponds or reservoirs to include a water supply impact analysis, which would be
subject to peer review by a qualified hydrogeologist. It would also require projects to
incorporate all feasible design measures and management strategies to minimize evaporative
water loss. Ponds and reservoirs located in an LOS III groundwater basin would be required to
offset evaporative water loss at a ratio of at least 1:1.
No new agricultural ponds have been submitted since the urgency ordinance took effect. There
are currently two agricultural ponds in process with the Upper-Salinas Las Tablas RCD. Both of
these projects would require major grading permits from the County. Staff is working with the
RCD to use as much existing information as possible to minimize duplicative work in the
permitting of these projects.
Background: What is particularly bizarre and aggravating about this one is that at the beginning
of deliberations it was clear that there were 3 votes to reject the entire ordinance (Arnold,
Compton, and Mecham). In fact Mecham led the discussion by stating that the ordinance “was
not ready for prime time.”
The Snooker: Gibson then proceeded to snooker the Board members by suggesting that the real
problem was a lapse in policy coordination and monitoring between the County and the Las
Tablas Resourced Conservation District (RCD). The RCD had been authorized by a prior
ordinance adopted some years ago to process certain applications for construction of ag
reservoirs on behalf of the County. Gibson (after some on-the-spot research by County Counsel)
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suggested, “All we need to do for an urgency ordinance is to remove the provision for the RCD
authorization to review applications and return that function to Planning.” The other Board
members seemed to leap at this. But once they expressed support, Gibson began to build back in
most of the originally proposed ordinance. “Well, section 4 c–f can stay the same,” etc., etc.
Since all this was done on the fly, there were several breaks in the meeting for the lawyers and
scriveners to make rewrites and paste in various sections.
In the end there is still a moratorium, there are still tough and expensive permitting requirements
to get an exemption, and no one (perhaps other than Gibson) knows what really happened.
Opponents were dumbfounded.
COLAB’S complete review and commentary on this ordinance can be found on page 7 of the
special Supplement to the Weekly Update of July 10 -16, 2016 at the link:
http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_Supplement_July_10-16_2016.pdf

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Thursday, August 18, 2016 (Cancelled)
The meeting has been cancelled. The next meeting is scheduled for September 16, 2016.

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS
Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 9, 2016 (Completed)

Request to approve the FY 2016-17 renewal agreement for cooperative fire protection
services with California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection in the amount of
$17,935,764. The Board approved the contract unanimously on the consent calendar. Last week,
we wrote the favorable paragraph below.
Background - A Great Deal: This is a good deal because the County receives in depth service
from a statewide fire and emergency service department for a fixed price of $17.9 million. It also
receives about $3 million in offsetting revenue. The County is able to set service levels and
adjust the price accordingly. Moreover, by contracting out, the County does not have all the
friction and costly overhead of human resources management relative to the employees such as
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labor negotiations, workers comp., grievances, position reclassification requests, and all the rest.
Significantly, the County does not have the multi-decade pension liability for the retirees on its
books. Contrast this with Santa Barbara County’s in-house Fire Department, which has a budget
of $79.4 million. (Note that $20.3 million is services to the State and some cities for which those
entities pay. Thus the comparable number is really more like $59 million.) Nevertheless, the
difference is significant. Another example is the City of Berkeley Fire Department Budget,
which is $35.8 million for FY 2016-17. And Berkeley has only 10 sq. miles of land area to
protect (although it is dense and a portion of its population is prone to risky lifestyles). Consider
Marin County. Its Fire Budget is $22.6. It has a smaller land area and smaller population than
SLO County.
Item 25 - Request: 1) to receive and file a plan (Clerk’s File) regarding participation in
California's Drug Medi-Cal Organized Delivery System (DMC-ODS); 2) approval to
implement the DMC-ODS plan in San Luis Obispo County, should the Board choose to
effectuate the plan; 3) approval of a resolution amending the Position Allocation List to add
a total of 26.50 FTE positions to Fund Center 166 – Behavioral Health; 4) authorization of
a budget adjustment in the amount of $2,071,405 from unanticipated revenue to FC 166Behavioral Health to fund services associated with the Drug Medi-Cal Organized Delivery
System. In the end the Board approved the program and additional staffing. With respect to the
questions raised about alternatives below, COLAB was curtly told that the County always selects
the most appropriate mode of providing services.
Background: Apropos of Item 11 above, the staff recommends that the Board authorize an
increase in County staff of 26 new positions. In a longwinded report, which contains a fair
amount of professional theory and jargon, the text indicates that the State Mental Health
Department is offering counties recurring annual grants to pay for a portion of their alcohol and
drug treatment services. Currently, these services are largely paid for on a fee-for-service basis
by Medi-Cal. Under the current system, the County treats the patient (say an office visit with a
psychologist) and then bills the State per an established Medi-Cal time schedule. Under the
proposed system the County would receive a $2.2 million annual grant to provide some of the
services to patients meeting the State standards. The grant payments would be reimbursements
for services based on the actual cost of treating a patient. The benefit claimed is that the new
system would allow for a more comprehensive “continuum of care.”
The problem is that to carry out the program, the County will add 26.5 new staffers. Of course
they will say that it doesn’t cost the County anything because the state is paying for it all. This
ignores the fact that we are already paying for the program in our State and Federal income
taxes.
Instead of adding to permanent staff that will be here for decades and which will be on the
pension roles into the next century, why doesn’t The Board contract this new program out?
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Item 26 - Request to receive and file a project update for the Women’s Jail Expansion,
authorize a budget adjustment in the amount of $1,100,000 from Capital Project Savings
and Facilities Planning Reserve Designation to the Women’s Jail Expansion project
budget, and direct staff to extend consultant services contracts. The Board received a long
verbal report about the status of the jail and the cost overruns (reportedly in excess of $3
million). They then seemed to shrug it off and approved the latest $1.1 million addition.
Background: There have been delays in the construction schedule, primarily due to the
discovery of soil conditions that were not known or planned for when the project was originally
bid. Now the project architect and the County are blaming each other for the problem. The time
delay means that project management, environmental monitoring, and other consultants must be
retained longer than had been budgeted and contracted. This results in a projected $1.1 million
overrun.

.
Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, August 11, 2016 (Completed)
Item 6 – Cambria Christmas Market. The Commission approved the permit on a vote of 3/0.
Commissioners Campbell and Meyer were away. The decision is appealable to the Board of
Supervisors.
Background: The Market has been held since 2011 on the grounds of the Cambria Pines Lodge
and an adjacent nursery from the day after Thanksgiving through Christmas Eve. There are
vending booths, and customers can stroll along paths with festive seasonal lighting. The event
has become increasingly popular each year and is currently attended by tens of thousands of
visitors. Tour buses, escaped light, traffic, parking problems, and crowds are irritating some
neighbors. The staff recommends approval of a permit to conduct the event. There are many
conditions. Some neighbors have lawyered up and appear to be ready to litigate if the County
grants a permit.
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SLO 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.

Green energy's storage problem
By Andy Caldwell
A zealot is someone who is fanatical and uncompromising with respect to their ideals and
beliefs. The problem with zealots is that they can never have too much of a good thing.
Unfortunately, here in the state of California, zealots are in charge of pretty much everything.
Nowhere is this more true or evident than with respect to our supplies of energy and the fanatical
obsession with greenhouse gases as the cause celebre of climate change. The goal of the zealots
is to use California as a guinea pig in an attempt to prove it is possible to become completely
dependent upon so-called renewable supplies of energy. The purpose is to show the world the
path to sustainable energy use even while we continue to be the most car-centric, gas-guzzling
populace on the face of the planet. To that effect, politicians, regulators and activists are doing
everything within their power to promote wind and solar while eliminating oil, gas and coal from
our energy portfolio.
Unfortunately, in their jihad against carbon-based fuels, the Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant
became collateral damage. Nuclear power is, of course, the preeminent greenhouse gas-free and
emission-free source of electricity, and for these reasons it should have been the preferred
alternative to carbon-based fuels. The supposed bane of nuclear power plants was what to do
with spent fuel; however, the fact of the matter is almost all of the spent fuel could have been
recycled and reused, as is currently the case in many other countries throughout the world.
Due to the fact that solar and wind can at best produce intermittent energy supplies, the loss of
Diablo's (and San Onofre's) 24/7 base load production presents insurmountable problems that are
largely being ignored by the zealots and their sycophants in the media. The problem has to do
with the ability to store energy.
Whereas, we have the ability to store oil, gas, hydro-electric and nuclear fuels, which allows us
to generate as much energy as we need when we need it 24/7, the wind and sun operate on a useit or lose-it basis. We have no ability to generate energy from solar and wind once the sun stops
shining or the wind quits blowing, nor do we have the ability to store the energy created to use at
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a later time on a large-scale basis. That is the primary reason why solar and wind are more aptly
described as supplemental energy sources rather than replacements to oil, gas, coal, nuclear and
hydro-electric. It is also the reason we end up having to use so-called peaker plants to
supplement renewables.
Regardless of the fact that nobody has been able to invent a renewable energy storage system, we
have been relentless in pulling the plug, so to speak, on nuclear, oil, gas and coal-fired electricity
supplies while incentivizing, subsidizing and mandating the use of renewables. I can guarantee
that, barring the invention of a miracle battery storage system, this story is not going to end well
for California consumers and producers.
Andy Caldwell is the executive director of COLAB of Santa Barbara County and host of the Andy
Caldwell Radio Show, weekdays from 3-5 p.m., on News-Press Radio AM 1290. This article was
first published in the Santa Barbara News Press of August 11, 2016.

Energy Policies No One Should Envy
Some see them as a model, but California's misguided mandates have
produced sky-high electric bills and an unstable power grid.
By David Spady
The way some describe it, California's energy policies are the model for the nation. The Obama
administration has even issued regulations designed to make the country "act more like
California," as the Los Angeles Times put it. But why should the rest of America be jealous of
our current summer of blackouts?
The Golden State's admirers have overlooked some inconvenient truths about its energy
landscape: We struggle with some of the highest electric bills in the country. We also have an
electricity grid that is increasingly unstable, especially during extreme weather events such as the
recent heat wave that left thousands in Southern California without power. Ironically, this grid
instability has forced us to look to our neighboring states for power -- power generated from
energy sources that are supposed to be anathema.
This is all the result of decades of propping up politically favored energy sources, especially
wind and solar, at the expense of more affordable, reliable ones such as nuclear, coal and natural
gas.
One of the first disruptive policies was the state's Renewable Portfolio Standard, signed into law
in 2002 and requiring that 20 percent of California's electricity come from renewables by 2017.
A 2006 addendum moved the target date up to 2010, which the state achieved by the end of
2011, while a 2011 law set a new goal of 33 percent by 2020. As of this year, roughly 29 percent
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of California's energy came from such sources. Just last year, Gov. Jerry Brown signed into law
yet another update, this one targeting 50 percent renewable energy by 2030. Many states have
since enacted their own versions of these portfolio standards.
Other mandates have contributed, too. In 2005, Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger issued an
executive order requiring that California slash its greenhouse-gas emissions until they were 80
percent below 1990 levels. The following year, he signed a law implementing a de-facto ban on
the construction of new coal plants, which have provided some of the state's most affordable
power. A mix of political and activist pressure also led to the shuttering of California's nuclear
power. In the past three years, the last two nuclear power plants announced plans to shut down.
This is in spite of the fact that nuclear energy produces zero carbon emissions.
These policies have left an obvious gap in California's electricity grid, leading to a mad rush to
fill it with wind and solar power. Yet a 2015 analysis of federal data by the Institute for Energy
Research documents that electricity from wind farms is roughly two to four times more
expensive than power from traditional sources. The data on solar energy is unclear, but existing
evidence points to it being even more expensive.
All of this goes a long way toward explaining our sky-high electricity prices. Residential
electricity rates in California are 33 percent higher than the national average, a burden that falls
hardest on lower-income families. In remarks last month at a renewable-energy conference, Lt.
Gov. Gavin Newsom acknowledged the "regressive nature to some of these things" -- "these
things" referring to our state's costly energy mandates. If our leaders know that their policies are
hurting the poor, why charge ahead with them or, even worse, export them to other states?
High electricity bills aren't our only power problem. Wind and solar power often can't keep up
with Californians' energy needs. On some days they produce excess power, which is hard to
capture and reuse, but on other days they fall short. This explains why state regulators warned
Southern Californians about rolling blackouts this summer. In fact, California leads the nation in
power outages, with 417 in 2015 -- more than double the number of the next-hardest-hit state,
Texas.
An unstable energy grid can be disastrous for our economy, so the Golden State now has to look
elsewhere to keep the lights on, especially in Southern California. Plants in Arizona, New
Mexico and Utah have helped fill the gap, but there's a catch: They're all coal-powered. While
only 0.3 percent of California's in-state-generated electricity comes from coal, S&P Global
Market Intelligence estimates that up to 50 percent of the power used in Southern California
comes from out-of-state coal. Why? Because it has the affordability and reliability that the state
so desperately needs.
The human cost of this energy folly will get worse as California implements more and more
senseless laws and regulations. One thing is certain: The rest of America has no reason to adopt
the energy policies that have produced a calamity for California.
13

This article first appeared in the August 9, 2016 Vocies of the Governing Institute, a publication
of Governing Magazine. David Spady, who has over 20 years of experience in media and political
consulting, is the California state director of Americans for Prosperity. He also serves as government
affairs adviser for Salem Media Group and provides strategic guidance to more than 35 radio talk shows.
David Spady is a columnist for Townhall.com and produces a weekly video series called

"Common Sense with David Spady." He has appeared on numerous television news broadcasts,
and his columns have been published in the Wall Street Journal, the Los Angeles Times and the
Sacramento Bee, among others. He is the producer of two documentary films, "Wolves in
Government Clothing" and "No Water. No Farmer. No Food

WHO WANTS TO BAN YOUR BURGERS AND STEAKS?
CARBAJAL, HILL, AND GIBSON HAVE ALL SIGNED ON TO
THE UN AGENDA 21/ICLEI DOCTRINES1

TAX MEAT UNTIL IT’S TOO EXPENSIVE
TO EAT, NEW UN REPORT SUGGESTS
Meat should be taxed at the wholesale level to raise the price and deter consumption,
says a new report from the UN’s International Research Panel (IRP). This will
(supposedly) save the environment and prevent global warming.
“I think it is extremely urgent,” said Professor Maarten Hajer of Utrecht University
in the Netherlands, lead author of the report. “All of the harmful effects on the
environment and on health needs to be priced into food products.”
Hajer and other members of the IRP assert that livestock creates 14.5 percent of the
greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change.
Sneak the tax up on people
Rather than taxing the meat at the retail level (in supermarkets and shops), Hajer
recommended taxing it at the wholesale level. “We think it’s better to price meats
earlier in the chain, it’s easier,” said Hajer.
1

ICLEI –INTERNATIONAL COMMUNITIES FOR LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL INITIATIVES.
CARBAJAL SERVED AS THE US VICE-PRESIDENT. He, Gibson, and Hill all signed the ICLEI Resilient
Climate Change Pledge without public consideration by their respective Boards of Supervisors. SLO County hired
ICLEI to prepare its greenhouse gas assessment prefatory to generating its Climate Action Plan. This article is
indicative of the underlying and ultimate goals.
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“The evidence is accumulating that meat, particularly red meat, is just a disaster for
the environment,” agrees Rachel Premack, a columnist for The Washington
Post’s Wongblog.
“Agriculture today accounts for for one-third of global greenhouse gas emissions
that promote global warming,” says Premack, “and half of those agriculture
emissions come from livestock.”
“Agriculture consumes 80 percent of water in the US – most of that being for meat,
says Premack. “… For a kilogram of red meat, you need considerably more water
than for plant products.”
“Meanwhile, Denmark is considering a recommendation from its ethics council that
all red meats should be taxed,” Premack continues. “The council argued in May that
Danes were “ethically obliged” to reduce their consumption to curb greenhouse gas
emissions.”
The IRP report, which was released in May, “deserves serious consideration in the
United States,” said Premack.
Tax Meat Until No One Eats It Anymore, Says UN Climate Change Report
This Article first appeared in the June 2, 2016 Washington Post Daily Newspaper.

PLEASE SEE IMPORTANT ANNOUNCEMENTS
ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES.
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SUPPORT COLAB!
PLEASE COMPLETE THE
MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM
ON THE NEXT PAGE
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