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THIS WEEK 

 

DISCOUNT TRIP TO COPENHAGEN                         
DANES HOPE TO SELL CALIFORNIANS THEIR WATER 

TECHNOLOGY – COUNTY SENDING STAFF                                                  

-SORT OF LIKE THE “FREE” TIME SHARE VISIT- 

 

GIBSON NOMINATES MULTARI AS PLANNING 

COMMISSIONER 

 

HOUSING IN LIEU TAX INCREASE TEED UP 

 

BOARD RAISES SEWED UP? 

PG&E HELD UP 

MEASURE J VOTE COUNT SLOWED UP 

ARE YOU FED UP? 

 

LAST WEEK 

 

NO BOARD MEETING  

 

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                    
(SEE PAGE 20) 
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CALIFORNIA’S NEEDLESS HOUSING CRISIS 

BY RICHARD A. EPSTEIN 

 

FIGHT OR FLEE? THE QUANDARY FACED BY 

CALIFORNIA’S RICH - AND ITS 

CONSERVATIVES                                                                                          

BY RICHARD RIDER 

 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, December 6, 2016 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 6 - Supervisor Gibson nominates Michael Multari for Planning Commission.  

Multari’s application for appointment states that he is a semi-retired planning consultant, adjunct 

faculty Cal Poly, most recent employer: Cal Poly. His education includes MPA, Princeton 

University (1979); BA, Yale University (1976). His qualifications include professional planner 

in both public and private sectors for over 40 years; adjunct faculty Cal Poly in city and regional 

planning department; numerous public appointed positions, including planning commission and 

revenue enhancement (sales tax) oversight commission, human relations commission, and 

economic development task force, all with City of SLO; executive director of non-profit Bay 

Foundation of Morro Bay and of the Morro Bay NEP; and sustainability coordinator with Cal 

Poly . 

Multari’s resume (as posted by his consulting firm and from which he is on ‘sabbatical’) is 

extensive: 

Michael Multari, Principal  

Currently on sabbatical from CMCA, Mr. Multari's work with Crawford Multari & Clark 

Associates has emphasized community planning, fiscal planning and capital improvements 

programming, affordable housing, as well as direct assistance to local government in project 

review, environmental assessment and other special projects. He has been responsible for 

preparation of: general plan Housing Elements for the cities of Arroyo Grande, Buellton, 

Guadalupe, Morro Bay, and Placer County; a long-range fiscal analysis and capital 

http://www.hoover.org/profiles/richard-epstein
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improvements plan for the City of Atascadero (which won an Award of Merit from the California 

Chapter of the American Planning association in October, 1991), assistance to the City of San 

Luis Obispo in the preparation of a new downtown plan, and a feasibility study for the re-use of 

a government building site for senior housing. Mr. Multari has also completed new general 

plans for the unincorporated communities of Esparto and Dunnigan in Yolo County, and the City 

of Buellton, and prepared the Front Street Rehabilitation Plan for the City of Soledad.  

Prior to forming CMCA in early 1990, Mr. Multari was Community Development Director for 

the City of San Luis Obispo. He managed major revisions to the city's Zoning Ordinance, 

managed the daily zoning administration and building permit activities of the department, 

worked on an extensive general plan update focusing on land use, traffic, growth management 

and downtown planning. Other areas of special concern included major specific plans, potential 

annexations, city expansion and open space preservation, intergovernmental relations, water 

and wastewater plans, the local economy and fiscal planning, affordable housing and 

architectural review.  

Mr. Multari also served as the Community Development Director in Morro Bay where he 

worked on the City's Local Coastal Program, general plan, specific plans and was responsible 

fora comprehensive rewrite of the Zoning Ordinance. During his local government experience, 

Mr. Multari has worked on updates of numerous general plan elements: the Land Use, 

Circulation, Housing, Open Space, Recreation, and Water and Wastewater Elements of the San 

Luis Obispo General Plan; the Housing, Land Use, Open Space, Conservation, Coastal and 

Circulation Elements for Morro Bay; and the Housing, Coastal, Energy and Public Facilities 

Elements of the Huntington Beach General Plan.  

Mr. Multari previously worked for the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, 

helping with the administration and evaluation of a state grant program to counties to analyze 

impacts from energy facilities and worked on the state-wide plan for land use and resources in 

the coastal zone. His evaluation of county efforts was published by the State of New Jersey in 

1983. He also worked for the Center for Urban Studies at Princeton University doing research 

on community development programs such as Urban Development Action Grants.  

Upon returning to California and before his Central Coast experience, Mr. Multari worked for 

the City of Huntington Beach where he headed the division charged with coastal and energy 

facility planning. His work on energy planning received the American Planning Association 

Orange Section meritorious program award in 1982. The city's Coastal Element also won an 

APA award.  

An expert on land use planning in oil production areas, Mr. Multari was a principal speaker at a 

statewide conference on that topic sponsored by the California Department of Conservation; the 

proceedings of that conference were published by the State in 1983.  

Mr. Multari graduated with honors from Yale University before moving on to Princeton 

University, where he received his Master’s in Public Policy in 1979. He is a member of the 

American Planning Association and is a frequent speaker on planning issues before the League 

of California Cities. Multari is also a member of the Board of Directors of Peoples Self-Help 
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Housing Corporation, where he is actively involved with a variety of affordable housing 

programs.  

Besides his technical expertise, Mr. Multari brings strong "people skills" to the job, with an 

ability to help groups such as elected boards and councils, appointed commissions and citizen 

committees work effectively on problems; furthermore, he has shown unusual ability and 

sensitivity in handling politically difficult planning issues for communities he has worked in. 

Another important skill is his ability to make highly complex issues understandable to decision 

makers and the public.  

Item 19 - Request authorization for international travel for Carolyn Berg, Senior Water 

Resources Engineer, to participate in the Water Technology Alliance 2016 Fact Finding 

Water Resource Management trip to Denmark.  The Deputy Director of Public Works, Mark 

Hutchinson, requests that the Board of Supervisors authorize a staff person to attend a meeting in 

Copenhagen, Denmark for the purposes of learning about all the “wonderful things” (not 

specified in the write-up) that the Danish government and some of its private corporations are 

doing with respect to water management and broader recycling technologies. The trip is 

sponsored by a Danish government-backed entity called the Water Technology Alliance (WTA - 

actually the full name is the Danish Water Technology Alliance), which is simply an 

international marketing arm designed to promote Danish corporate penetration into the United 

States. WTA has targeted California because it recognizes that California government officials 

are particularly susceptible to such schemes when they are cloaked in the ideology of green 

whatever and climate change. 

Apparently County rules require that international travel be approved by the Board. Obviously 

the Director of Public Works Wade Horton and the CAO Dan Buckshi endorse the request 

because it is on the agenda. 

The WTA is paying for the hotel, meals, and other costs except for the airfare. Staff proposes 

that the County provide $1,000, which would be funded out of the Public Work’s Deparment 

training budget. When we checked air fares from SLO to Copenhagen, they seemed to average 

around $1,450 to $2,000. 

Many statements on WTA’s web site make its business development purpose crystal clear:  

Water Technology Alliance 
 

Our Services 

Our WTA team provides a full range of services to Danish companies that either wish to 

enter the North American water and waste water market or further grow their US 

presence and activities. The service offered can take the company from the planning 

stages of a new market entry to execution of the entry process. WTA is working on 

strengthening its network within the water and waste water community through plant 
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visits, the conducting of workshops, and by arranging fact finding visits to Denmark. 

The goal being to start a dialogue with US water and waste water utilities.  

This is simply a marketing junket sponsored by a Danish government trade mission. The WTA 

sales pitch is replicated below: 

FACT FINDING TRIP TO DENMARK 

- A unique opportunity to experience first-hand how Denmark is working with its Water 

Resource Management. COLAB NOTE: A visit to the San Diego County Water Authority 

Desal plant would be a better trip. 

From December 12th to December 16th the Danish Water Technology Alliance in California is 

hosting a focused week long Fact Finding trip to Denmark for carefully selected US 

stakeholders. Apart from the airfare to Denmark (approx. $800 USD) the trip is paid for in full 

by the organizers. COLAB NOTE: Christmas Shopping in Copenhagen is great.  

We are delighted to include you in a small group of carefully selected agencies and key 

stakeholders who are formally invited to participate in the trip. 

The Fact Finding trip will be an intense week long deep dive into specific solutions and 

innovative projects. We have put together a tight packed program with a combination of on-site 

visits, visits to key innovators and projects showcasing what Denmark will implement tomorrow 

and the years ahead. As a participant you should expect long days dedicated to professional 

discussions. In other words – this is not a leisure trip, but an educational journey that hopefully 

will leave both you and the people you visit wiser and inspired to take action. 

You will be part of a small group of dedicated Californian water agencies and stakeholders and 

we expect to dedicate a full day of the program to share and discuss the challenges you are 

working with to ensure you not only get new knowledge and inspiration but also specific action 

points for implementation upon return to the US. 

With consideration to the further planning of the trip and our ability to maximize the output for 

all participants we would require a committing RSVP by submitting the attached registration 

form no later than November 11th 2016 to jacvin@um.dk 

Attached is an overview program. All participants will receive a detailed fact finding program 

package two weeks prior to departure. 

We look forward to hearing from you and hopefully seeing you in Denmark. 

The Water Technology Alliance in California INVITATION 
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On behalf of the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Innovation Centre Denmark in 

Silicon Valley, the Water Technology Alliance is proud to invite San Luis Obispo County Public 

Works to the 2016 Fact Finding trip on 

Water Resource Management December 12th to 16th in Denmark. 

Jakob Andersen 

Danish Consul General 

DISCOVER DENMARK’S SOLUTIONS FOR A 

GREENER FUTURE 

Danish companies and organisations are at the forefront of green technology and 

knowhow. State of Green is your gateway to their solutions and to Danish green 

policies – from green energy to clean water and resource efficiency  

Worse yet all of this is tied into a bigger Danish national effort called the “Circular Economy”. 

What is a circular economy? 

“A circular economy is one that is restorative and regenerative by design, and which aims to 

keep products, components and materials at their highest utility and value at all times, 

distinguishing between technical and biological cycles” 

- The Ellen MacArthur Foundation.  

Is it a free economy or a version of the so-called “sustainable development” economy? 

Remember and as we pointed out several weeks ago:  

Sustainable Development is a replacement economic system for capitalism and free enterprise. It 

is a system based on resource allocation and usage rather than on supply and demand and free 

market forces. – Patrick Wood in Technology Rising: The Trojan Horse of Global 

Transformation. 

We’re not quibbling over the $1000 of taxpayer’s 

money, but why Denmark? Why not go to San 

Diego or Dubai, where they are really doing some 

advanced work? The Board item states that Sr. 

Water Systems Engineer Carolyn Berg is the 

selected staffer. For whatever reason the current 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjfmZC4ktHQAhXmgVQKHS0XD88QjRwIBw&url=http://www.123rf.com/photo_16744795_copenhagen--denmark-christmas-shoppeer-inspecting-window-shopping-at-royal-copenhagen-christms-decor.html&psig=AFQjCNHZZewDXJcSk-0UO13h8aWg1XpeRw&ust=1480617935045960
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2016-17 budget table listing County position classes and their salaries does not include either 

water systems engineer or senior water systems engineer. Engineer I - V are listed, so assuming a 

Senior Water Systems engineer could be a V, Ms. Berg’s salary range would be from $97,596 to 

$112,860 per year.  Perhaps she could spring for her part of the trip (if she really believes it’s so 

valuable). If not, any committed Supervisor could fund it personally or from his district office 

slush fund.  

Meanwhile back at the ranch, Public Works is conjuring millions of dollars in new expenses for 

SGMA planning and new taxes to pay for them. 

Dubai 

Dubai's potable (drinking) water is obtained from desalination. The most efficient desalination 

plants today use reverse osmosis combined with preheating the water with waste heat from a 

power plant. The old process low pressure distillation is dying out fast as its energy inefficient. 

The water is then filtered, treated to prevent bacteria growth and a bit of salt added back to 

make it fit for human consumption, washing and industrial use.  

The cost of desalinated is nowadays as low as 50 cent/cubic meter. Cheaper than 

transporting/pumping water over large distances. As in example: The economics are actually in 

favor to building desalination plants in Los Angeles rather than building pipelines from let’s say 

Oregon down to California. 

The byproduct is concentrated brine (salt) water which is then pumped back into the Gulf.  

In actual fact the water is used first in the Dubai Aluminum (Jebel Ali) works before final 

cleaning at the DEWA (Jebel Ali) plant. This way they are able to utilize the water first to cool 

the aluminum smelters before it is cleaned for further domestic/ commercial consumption. 

All waste water (bath, toilet etc.) from houses and 

industry is collected by a fleet of waste water truck as 

Dubai does not have a sewer system. This is taken to 

the processing plant in Al Awir where the solids are 

removed (and safely processed), the water component 

is then treated and utilized as grey/ non-potable water - 

this is piped out to the Dubai Municipality and utilized 

to water the green municipal areas of Dubai including 

the road verges and numerous parks.  COLAB NOTE: 

Unlike the County Dairy Creek Golf Course. 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/f/f6/Dubai_Wild_Wadi.jpg/300px-Dubai_Wild_Wadi.jpg&imgrefurl=https://en.wikivoyage.org/wiki/Dubai&docid=CQpKRKx2V6m5kM&tbnid=6X4zeEG5gwgZtM:&vet=1&w=300&h=225&bih=622&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiyoJOX0dPQAhVPz2MKHezNAg84yAEQMwguKCwwLA&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Dubai_banner_2.jpg


9 
 

Electricity in Dubai:   The UAE is currently transitioning from an electricity generation system 

nearly 100% powered by gas power plants (2010) to 100% powered by nuclear, solar and other 

renewables in order to substantially reduce its carbon emissions. It is also rolling out electric 

vehicle charging infrastructure.  COLAB NOTE: Unlike California’s feudal leftist elite, the 

Sheiks understand that nuclear power is renewable. 

(The info above was taken from Wikipedia.) 

Item 20 - Submittal of a resolution authorizing execution of notice of completion and 

acceptance for the construction of the Water Recycling Facility for the Los Osos 

Wastewater Project, Los Osos.  The Board is being requested to officially accept the treatment 

plant portion of the project as completed. The write-up indicates that it came in slightly under 

budget and that there are no claims or other problems. Separately, there is a reported $20 million 

claim from one of the collection system contractors. The status of that dispute is not covered in 

this item. Would the Dubai system have been better for Los Osos? 

Item 27 - Housing In Lieu Fees – Actually a Tax.  This is the housing program under which 

the left defies economics and postulates that by taxing a product you get more of it. In this case, 

new market rate homes and commercial buildings are taxed. The proceeds are than given to 

government agencies and not-for-profit housing corporations that build affordable housing. Over 

its life of 5 years, the program has raised a little over $400,000 which has been divied up into a 

number of projects. It has been a minor part of the funding. The tax is deliberately 

misrepresented as a fee. It is simply an income transfer program, which ultimately taxes the 

market rate homebuyer and shifts his or her money to someone else who is favored by the 

government. 

The Board of Supervisors should rescind the program. If there are 3 members who wish to 

subsidize housing with local taxes, they should have the courage to design a program and put it 

before the voters in a Proposition 13 election. Alternatively, they could reprioritize the County 

budget and establish an amount to fund various affordable housing deals. 

The Immediate Issue:  This Board item, in addition to sugar-coating the explanation of the 

program, seeks to raise the tax, which was designed as a five-year phase-in. It was never raised 

beyond the first year level because of the recession and accompanying real estate downturn. Now 

that things are better, watch out.  
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The full impact of fully phasing in the tax is displayed in the table on the next page. Note that 

once fully phased in, the developer/home builder would have to pay $48,875 for each required 

inclusionary unit (if the market homes averaged 2500 sq. ft.). The program requires that for each 

five market level homes there has to be one inclusionary unit. A development of 100 homes 

would thus require 20 inclusionary units at a cost of $937,500, which would be passed on to the 

buyers of the 80 market level homes, an additional cost of $11,718 per home! 

The numbers get bigger as the size (square footage) of the market homes gets larger. 

The staff rationale for dismissing this as a problem is astonishing. Their write-up states in part: 

Title 29 and the IHO have little effect on the home price. In 2016, a median priced home costs 

approximately $500,000 and its buyers need an annual income of $123,360 or more. The current 

in-lieu fee of $0.75 amounts to $1,575 on a 2,100 square foot house. This $1,575 fee is equal to 

0.00315% on the price of a $500,000 house. The County’s in-lieu fee schedule is based on a 

nexus study that calculates a “fair share” fee amount.  

Here they use, as an example, a 2100 sq. ft. house and the first year fee and ignore the full impact 

of the fully phased program. What if we had a public employee defined benefit pension in lieu 

fee to help all the poor people who don’t have a pension at all? They would, naturally, yowl and 

come unglued. Of course the retirees can move to Texas or Nevada and escape. 

Please see the chart on the next page: 
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**IHU = Inclusionary Housing Unit. This column shows the County’s cost to build one 

inclusionary (affordable) housing unit. Five times the “Year 5” fee = one IHU.  

Background:  The so-called in lieu “fee” is in actuality a tax on new development. The State 

passed enabling legislation which allows cities and counties to require that developers provide a 

specified number of “affordable” homes within their proposed projects as a condition of 

approval. Often including these homes is physically and marketing-wise impossible. The law 
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allows builders to place a specified amount of funds in an affordable housing account “in lieu” of 

actually building the homes. San Luis Obispo County adopted the program just as the recession 

hit, and in recognition of the severely depressed housing market and limited commercial 

development, the County determined to phase the tax in over 5 years. Each year the Board has 

had to consider if it would raise the tax from the year-1 level to the year-2 level and has 

demurred because new construction of housing has remained weak.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

bail out the politicians’ failed public policy. 

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

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

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

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

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

applied to each market house (per unit fee). 

Item 28 - Board of Supervisor Raises.  The Human Resources Director recommends two 

successive annual salary increases for the Board. The primary reason given for the raises is a 

County policy that requires that the County adopt wages at levels comparable to similar 

jurisdictions for its employees. Several years ago this policy was extended to cover the 

Supervisors. 

Ordinance 2.48.095 states that wages will be reviewed against data collected in a manner 

similar to the manner used to determine prevailing wage for recognized employee organizations. 

In 2010, the County expanded the market comparator organizations to include a broader 

spectrum of agencies than had been previously utilized. This new market has been used by the 

County in negotiations with all employee organizations and replaced a previous contractual 

formulaic approach to establishing wages. This previous formulaic approach was also included 

in the Board of Supervisors’ compensation ordinance and was eliminated in the current 

ordinance that was approved on December 16, 2014. The ordinance also incorporates other 

economic factors important in the consideration of establishing wages including the County’s 

financial stability. 
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The concept of citing market comparisons for elected Supervisors as justification for the raises is 

disingenuous. These are elected official volunteers who spend hundreds of thousands of dollars 

competing to get elected. It’s not as if they are going to run away to San Bernardino or LA 

County because the pay is higher. There is no market for the position of County Supervisor. If 

they raise the salary to $250,000, would a better class of candidates suddenly appear? The 

position has virtually no competency requirements. All one has to be is an 18-year old resident 

citizen and registered voter of the district. It’s not as if they have to get in the 90th percentile on 

the Graduate Record Examination in Political Science, be a graduate of one of the top business 

or law schools, or have ever supervised even one employee. 

County supervisor is pretty much a full time job because, unlike Council-Manager Plan cities 

and strong mayor cities, under California law, county boards of supervisors are a combined 

legislature/executive. Supervisors are hiring and firing department heads, delving into 

administrative matters, often giving direction to staffers (bypassing their administrator), and 

often micro-managing a variety of issues. Additionally, they serve on other boards, such as the 

Air Pollution Control District, Council of Governments, Waste Management Authority, and 

other agencies. Each week they each receive a huge agenda package notebook from their 

respective county and one or more from the other agencies. This situation generally requires that 

they spend their weekends studying the materials.  

On the other hand, not providing sufficient compensation may mean that the average person who 

must work for a living is excluded from considering running. Often only retirees with a pension, 

those who are independently wealthy, or those who own a successful business can run.  

  

 

Item 29 - Closed Session – Meeting with Legal Counsel.  Cases include:  Retirement of Diablo 

Canyon Power Plant A: 16-08-006; (5) Phillips 66 Company v. County of San Luis Obispo, et 
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al.; (6) Karen Velie v. Adam Hill, County of San Luis Obispo, et al. Should be a nice warm 

fuzzy time. 

Item 30 - Submittal of the proposed settlement agreement pursuant to the joint proposal 

regarding closure of the Diablo Canyon Power Plant.  As reported in the media, the County, 

the six cities, and the San Luis Coastal Unified School District have negotiated a Settlement 

Agreement with PG&E wherein they agree to support the Joint Proposal (by PG&E, its unions, 

and several environmental organizations) for the closure of the Diablo Power Plant by 2025. 

Their agreement requires approval by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). If the 

CPUC fails to approve the provisions the County, City, and School District may abandon the 

agreement. 

6.5. The Parties agree that, if the Commission fails to adopt this Settlement in its entirety and 

without modification, the Parties shall convene a settlement conference within fifteen (15) days 

thereof to discuss whether they can resolve the issues raised by the Commission’s actions. If the 

Parties cannot mutually agree to resolve the issues raised by the Commission’s actions, the 

Settlement shall be rescinded and the Parties shall be released from their obligation to support 

the Settlement. Thereafter, the Parties may pursue any action they deem appropriate, but agree 

to cooperate in establishing a procedural schedule.  

The various financial benefits of the Settlement are to be funded from rate increases to PG&E’s 

customers statewide. Rate payer advocacy groups may not be so keen on paying $147 million to 

cushion the impact on anti-nuclear trust fund babies in the City of SLO. Poor people in West 

Oakland may wonder why they should be punished for the public policy failure of the SLO 

County Board of Supervisors, the SLO City Council, and others who never lifted a finger to 

encourage and support PG&E’s relicensing application. 

There are other very large costs of acquiring the new renewable energy sources promised in the 

Joint Proposal, which will cost billions in rate increases. 

Also and significantly the County and the cities admit that the plant may close before 2025. 

The payments will continue as scheduled for the full 9 year period even in the event one or both 

DCPP Units closes early. The Parties accept the risk that DCPP may close before the scheduled 

dates in 2024 and 2025 and will not request any additional financial compensation in such an 

event. 

COLAB has been pointing this out for months. 

The staff recommendation is interesting in that it states: 

It is recommended that your Board receive an update regarding a proposed settlement 

agreement related to the Diablo Canyon Power Plant joint proposal.  
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This is not approval. Perhaps they have to vote in closed session and/or wait to see if all the city 

councils approve it as well. The Board letter summarizes key provisions of the proposed 

Settlement as follows: 

Proposed Settlement Agreement 

As the lead agency, the County in coordination with the SLCUSD and the Coalition of Local 

Cities (Arroyo Grande, Atascadero, Morro Bay, Paso Robles, Pismo Beach, and San Luis 

Obispo) has been conducting settlement negotiations with PG&E over the last several months. 

The County used the eight issues noted above as the basis for negotiations. The proposed 

settlement agreement is structured in three parts (components). The Essential Services 

Mitigation Fund has been agreed to by PG&E, SLCUSD, and the County. The Economic 

Development Fund has been agreed to by PG&E, the Coalition of Cities, and the County. The 

Emergency Planning and Future Use of Land agreement has been agreed to by PG&E and the 

County as the school district and cities do not have jurisdiction in these matters. The County is 

party to all three components. The terms sheets for the agreement are included in Attachment 1. 

A summary is as follows: 

Component 1: 

Essential Services Mitigation Fund- Currently, approximately 80 governmental entities receive 

unitary tax, which is used to fund general operations. Of these eighty, seventy-one of the entities’ 

unitary tax funding will be negatively impacted by the closure of Diablo Canyon. The intent of 

this mitigation is to partially offset the loss of local revenue and the associated service level 

impacts that would occur over the next nine years (between now and plant closure). It is 

important to note that these funds will not result in a net gain to the entities receiving them. As 

noted above, the funds are intended to partially offset the loss unitary revenue that will occur as 

a result of the closure. 

The total amount of the fund is $75 million. The funds will be distributed to the County in nine 

equal, annual installments of $8,333,333 through 2025. The County will redistribute the funds to 

the 71 entities, based upon a revision of the 2015/16 unitary factors, to the governmental entities 

whose unitary tax funding is negatively impacted by the closure of Diablo Canyon within two 

weeks of receiving the payment from PG&E. Currently, the SLCUSD and the County General 

Fund are the two largest recipients of the existing unitary taxes per the allocations set by the 

Board of Equalization. Based on the distribution methodology for the mitigation funds, the 

SLCUSD will receive $4,090,810 annually for nine years and the County General Fund will 

receive $3,106,644. 

Per the agreement, $2 million of SLCUSD’s share of each of the first five installment payments 

will be deposited into the account of SLCUSD’s designated educational foundation. 

Component 2:  
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Economic Development Fund- $10 million will be allocated to a fund for implementation of 

regional economic development and job creation. The funds are to be spent solely for the 

purposes of economic development and impact mitigation purposes. Of the total amount, $400K 

will be dedicated for regional economic strategy efforts. Of the remaining amount, $5.76 million 

will be allocated to the Coalition of Cities and $3.84 million to the County. Of the County’s 

amount, $192,000 will be allocated to the City of Grover Beach. Reference Attachment 1 for the 

allocation details. The County and each of the cities will prepare annual reports that enumerate 

and describe the expenditures from the Economic Development Fund and assess the results and 

effectiveness of the economic development measures or programs resulting from such 

expenditures. The reports will be provided to PG&E, the CPUC, and the public. 

Following the issuance of the Monning Report (per SB 968), the Commission will institute a new 

proceeding to evaluate the results of the Monning Report, take comment, and consider further 

action. Additionally, PG&E, the County, and the Coalition of Cities agree to work together to 

advocate jointly for additional funding or other assistance from the State of California and 

federal government agencies, and their respective legislative bodies, to support the economic 

transition of the local community to an era without Diablo Canyon in operation. 

Component 3: 

Emergency Preparedness and Response (Emergency Management) - The specific costs and 

detailed plans for emergency management through the decommissioning period will be 

definitively proposed in the site-specific decommissioning estimate to be submitted to the CPUC. 

The purpose of this settlement agreement is to outline the intent of what will be submitted as part 

of the site-specific decommissioning estimate. 

For the duration of the operation of the plant, current emergency management and activities and 

funding will continue pursuant to existing law. Once operations of the plant cease, the general 

intent is that the maintenance of the public warning sirens and funding for offsite community and 

local emergency planning functions (approximately $2.5 million forecast in 2017) will continue 

until all spent fuel is in dry cask storage and the two nuclear reactors are fully decommissioned 

(following the surrender of the 10 CFR Part 50 license). 

The funding for other emergency preparedness equipment, training, emergency planning 

functions, and PG&E’s emergency response personnel will be informed by the reduced risks that 

remain and will be more definitively proposed in the site-specific decommissioning estimate. 

The process for development of the site-specific decommissioning estimate will include formation 

of a decommissioning advisory panel, which will include representation from the County of San 

Luis Obispo, industry experts, state and local government representatives, and affected 

stakeholders. 

Future Use of the Land 
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Issues surrounding the disposition of the land related to Diablo Canyon, including future land 

uses will be addressed in the Diablo Canyon site-specific decommissioning plan to be submitted 

by PG&E. It is anticipated this submittal will occur within the next three years. 

As stated in the October 4, 2016 letter sent by PG&E to the County, which is included in 

Attachment 1, PG&E agrees to complete a site-specific decommissioning plan for the facility 

before making any decisions on the disposition of the Diablo Canyon lands. As part of this 

process, PG&E will convene a community advisory group that will give stakeholders an 

opportunity to help shape the future use of PG&E’s land plans prior to finalizing the site-specific 

plan. In the meantime, PG&E and its affiliate companies that hold a property interest in the 

Diablo Canyon lands will not make any commitments on land disposition or post-retirement land 

use, including the Wild Cherry Canyon parcels, until the stakeholder process is completed and 

PG&E’s recommendations have been considered by the Commission as part of the Diablo 

Canyon site-specific decommissioning plan. 

Timing 

It is anticipated that the CPUC will make a final determination on the joint proposal by Fall 

2017. 

Full details (the term sheet) can be accessed at the website: 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6775/UHJvcG9zZWQgU2V0dGxlbWVud

CBBZ3JlZW1lbnQgYmV0d2VlbiB0aGUgQ291bnR5IGFuZCBQRy5FLnBkZg==/12/n/70795.d

oc  

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, December 8, 2016 (Scheduled)  

This is a light agenda containing no major policy matters.  

 

San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments (SLOCOG) Meeting of Wednesday, 

December 7, 2016, 8:30 AM (Scheduled) 

In General:  The meeting is packed with technical policy matters relating to allocations of 

funding, status of projects, current financials, the 2017-18 Work Program, results of various 

studies, and fairly full Executive Director’s Report. 

Item V-1: Executive Director’s Report.  

1. Status of Measure J Tax in SLO County and Transportation Tax Measures in Other 

Counties:  The report contains a discussion of the Countywide Transportation tax results and a 

comparison with other counties. The data presented in the report, was as of November 15, 2016. 

The measure was losing as of November 15
th

. As of the count of Tuesday, November 29, 2016 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6775/UHJvcG9zZWQgU2V0dGxlbWVudCBBZ3JlZW1lbnQgYmV0d2VlbiB0aGUgQ291bnR5IGFuZCBQRy5FLnBkZg==/12/n/70795.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6775/UHJvcG9zZWQgU2V0dGxlbWVudCBBZ3JlZW1lbnQgYmV0d2VlbiB0aGUgQ291bnR5IGFuZCBQRy5FLnBkZg==/12/n/70795.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6775/UHJvcG9zZWQgU2V0dGxlbWVudCBBZ3JlZW1lbnQgYmV0d2VlbiB0aGUgQ291bnR5IGFuZCBQRy5FLnBkZg==/12/n/70795.doc
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the results in SLO County updated per the chart below show the yes votes closing but still losing. 

There were still 3,153 ballots left to count. Even if 75% of the remaining ballots (3153) are all 

YES on M J, then the total “yes” percentage would be 66.40% (66.67 is required for approval). 

Updated tally as of November 29
th

: 

  

 

County Clerk’s office reports show that the proponents of Measure J raised over $300,000. On 

top of this, the SLOCOG spent hundreds of thousands on consultants, one sided meetings, and 

full color mailers. Worse yet, the County Elections Office distributed 165,000 copies of a 

“Supplemental Voter Information Package,” which was in reality a blatant promotional piece in 

support of  the Measure J tax. Could it be that, all in, over $1 million has been spent on a 

Measure which appears to have failed? 

Tally as of preparation of the SLOCOG report (November 15, 2016): 

  

 
December Election Results for CA counties with 2016 Transportation Sales Tax Measures (as of 

11/15/2016): 

Thirteen Transportation Sales Tax Measures were on the ballot requiring 2/3rd voter approval 

1. Six (6) approved by voters, plus a multi-county BART bond: 

o 71.30%: Stanislaus, ½ cent/25 years, new Self-Help Co (3rd time on a ballot). 

o 70.96%: Santa Clara, additional ½ cent/30 years. 

o 70.07%: Multiple Self-Help Counties approved $3.5 billion of bonds for BART. 
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o 69.82%: Los Angeles, additional ½ cent forever. 

o 69.10%: Merced, ½ cent/30 years, new Self-Help Co (4th time on a ballot). 

o 67.36%: Monterey, 3/8 cent/30 years, new Self-Help Co (5th time on a ballot) 

o 67.12%: Santa Cruz, ½ cent/30 years, new Self Help Co, (2nd time on a ballot). 

2. Twenty-Four (24) Self Help Counties consisting of 88% of all Californians (previously 

84%) COLAB NOTE: The factoid presented here seems to be an attempt by staff to point out 

that, on the basis of population, counties and voters who rejected a transportation tax are 

aberrant.   

3. Seven (7) rejected by voters:  

o 65.73%: San Luis Obispo, ½ cent/9 years, (1st time on a ballot). 

o 64.77%: Sacramento, additional ½ cent/30 years. 

o 63.71%: Placer, ½ cent/30 years, (1st time on a ballot). 

o 62.54%: Contra Costa, additional ½ cent/30 years. 

o 56.91%: Ventura, ½ cent/30 years (2nd time on a ballot). 

o 56.82%: San Diego, additional ½ cent/40 years. 

o 47.61%: Humboldt, ½ cent/20 years, (1st time on a ballot).  

The insatiable demand by our public officials for new taxes and fees demonstrates their failure of 

leadership and inability to balance budgets within reasonable resources while at the same time 

thwarting economic growth, which if permitted to occur, would supply growing revenues 

naturally. 

Fair Political Practices Commission (FPPC) Investigation of SLOCOG and County.  The 

FPPC is investigating the unfair use of public resources to campaign for Measure J. It will be 

interesting to see what staff and elected SLOCOG Board members have to say about the case. 

The Directors report indicates that the investigation is in progress. It also indicates that SLOCOG 

is in the process of gathering records that have been requested. 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS  

 

No Board of Supervisors Meeting Scheduled on Tuesday, November 29, 2016.  
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No Board Meeting.  There was no meeting, as Tuesday, November 29, 2016 was a fifth 

Tuesday of the month as well as the first day of the California State Association of Counties 

(CSAC) annual meeting.  

Item 1 - California State Association of Counties Annual Meeting – Palm Springs.  Some 

Board members and staffers attended the meeting, which included presentations by motivational 

speakers and workshops on various current county issues, including water, marijuana, 

transportation funding (or lack thereof), and the housing shortage. There were also presentations 

on successful programs and awards for both programs and individuals. Much of the focus is on 

State mandates and funding.  

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. 

CALIFORNIA’S NEEDLESS HOUSING CRISIS 
BY RICHARD A. EPSTEIN 

Everyone agrees the most attractive areas in California suffer from a housing crisis that calls for 

drastic action. The difficult question is deciding what should be done. Many of the challenges are 

embodied in the small California town of Mountain View, population 80,000, which should be 

basking in sunshine as the home of Google. But instead the town is mired in discord and 

controversy over a set of well-entrenched anti-growth policies concerning housing. The tight 

supply of housing has raised the price of the median home to about $1.4 million. Rents, too, have 

skyrocketed, resulting in the displacement of many long-term tenants—teachers, nurses, and tech 

employees—who have to endure long daily commutes to work or find jobs elsewhere. Mountain 

View is now the proud home to numerous mobile home parks, occupied by individuals who 

crave access to the city—and who reportedly drive Teslas and Mercedes’s, no less—but who 

lack the means to purchase or rent ordinary housing. 

The situation in Mountain View has provoked two distinct responses. The first of these was the 

approval on November 8 of Measure V, a rent control statute that turns Mountain View’s rental 

market into a regulated public utility, complete with its own five-member board. The ordinance 

exempts all units built after February 1, 1995. But for the covered units, it rolls back rents to 

their October 2015 levels, and then limits rent increases going forward to between 2 and 5 

percent, with allowances for higher increases if justified by extraordinary costs. The tenant 

groups that support the statute seek, without explicit acknowledgement, to secure a massive 

wealth shift in their favor, without discouraging future development. In so doing, they ignore the 

costs to other potential residents who put a higher value on those units, which will lead to a 

http://www.hoover.org/profiles/richard-epstein
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/14/business/mountain-view-california-confronts-housing-crisis.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/14/business/mountain-view-california-confronts-housing-crisis.html
https://mvtenantscoalition.org/
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/14/business/mountain-view-california-confronts-housing-crisis.html
http://www.mv-voice.com/news/2016/11/08/measure-v-measure-ekes-out-narrow-win
https://mvtenantscoalition.org/
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misallocation of available units whose number is kept artificially low by a wide range of entry 

constraints. The administrative costs of running this system for their exclusive benefit will, 

moreover, be borne by everyone inside the city. It is also likely that the threat of a new rent 

control law will weigh heavily on the market for exempt units, and will retard the ability to build 

new units as well. 

That last possibility is the subject of an intense struggle between Mountain View’s pro- and anti-

growth factions. Generally, pro-growth forces have made gains in California leading to a new 

YIMBY (Yes, in my Back Yard) movement.  And new pro-growth members of the Mountain 

View City Council have spurred proposals to add about 10,000 new units—roughly 50 percent of 

the current total housing stock—to provide homes for Google employees. The politics around 

this proposal are intense, because new housing projects bring new tenants whose children will 

need to be educated in local schools, funded in part by local property tax dollars, some of which 

might come from existing tenants. Yet the construction of new office buildings and other 

facilities, which avoids this educational burden, will only aggravate the mismatch between jobs 

and homes in the area, further intensifying the housing shortage. 

So the questions are: What caused this housing crisis, and what can be done to dig California 

communities like Mountain View out of their giant housing holes? 

On the first question, it should be noted that similar issues occur from time to time outside of 

California, but usually with far less severity. The explanation for the situation lies in the heavy 

hand of government regulation on the operation of housing markets through tools like zoning and 

rent control laws, endless permitting requirements, and a host of other restrictions that go far 

beyond what is needed to control the health and safety risks associated with real estate 

development. Of course, real estate markets need some form of external regulation. But the 

particular form makes all the difference. 

On this score, the traditional small-government approach could still work today. The first system 

of social control is the law of nuisance that prevents landowners from engaging in activities that 

are offensive to their neighbors, like the emission of filth, noises, and odors. These restrictions 

are efficient because they imitate standard restrictions always included in all forms of planned-

unit developments, whether they be apartment complexes or gated communities. The initial 

owner of the property knows that his gain from selling or leasing is far greater if all owners are 

subject to these restrictions than if none are. The owner therefore “internalizes the externalities,” 

to use a term of art, by picking the optimal set of rules to regulate these risks. There is no conflict 

between his welfare and that of his buyers. The law of nuisance backstops these rules by 

protecting outsiders from the combined activities of the new project. 

Every standard voluntary development goes far beyond the prevention of nuisances by imposing 

a set of covenants and restrictions that address such matters as setbacks, height restrictions, 

aesthetics, common areas, taxation, governance, and many other details. These tend to differ 

across developments based on the income, tastes, and preferences of the unit owners. But the 

same logic drives them to efficient outcomes. Any benefit given to one tenant is a restriction on 

the others. The optimal set of rules continues to maximize the difference between total benefits 

and total costs, and the entire arrangement “runs with” the land so as to preserve the basic 

governance structure as individual units are bought and sold. 

http://marginalrevolution.com/marginalrevolution/2016/11/yimby-party.html
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What is striking about the system of public restraints in California is that they go far beyond the 

various covenants and conditions that developers devise for their own projects. And they do so in 

ways that benefit local residents by imposing crushing costs on new arrivals. At this point, the 

self-balancing mechanism that constrains the behavior of developers is removed, now that local 

homeowners and voters are given a free hand in how they regulate, because they never have to 

compensate current landowners or future buyers and tenants for the losses these restrictions 

impose. Local citizens are prepared to consume a lot of goodies at zero price, which is all that an 

emaciated takings law now requires of them. At this point, they only cast their ballots for 

particular restrictions that benefit themselves, no matter what the cost to future members of their 

community. “Welcome stranger” and “not in my backyard” become the order of the day, so each 

small community adopts rules that keeps out any new activity that sitting tenants think will lower 

the value of their own units. Let them build elsewhere is the modern equivalent to Marie 

Antoinette’s “let them eat cake.” 

The correct way to deal with this problem is to impose a serious compensation requirement on 

the communities that implement these regulations so that the prices they impose on others are 

now borne by themselves. This elaborate system of takings law should not, of course, require 

that communities compensate landowners that engage in noxious activities. But by the same 

token, it requires a strong sense of discipline to make sure that feigned “nuisances” do not justify 

the full range of large-lot and height restrictions, setbacks, and the like that local communities 

routinely impose on new arrivals. All too often, the result is an endless back and forth in which 

developers challenge one set of restrictions, only to find that they have to go back to square one 

when the plan is rejected by the local planning board. Under current law, the aggrieved 

landowner cannot oppose these restrictions in court until internal administrative procedures are 

exhausted, which gives local governments the incentive to string out the process until developers 

die from financial exhaustion. The endless cycles of application and denial are ample warning to 

potential developers who become reluctant to buy land, develop plans, and go through endless 

hearing cycles before obtaining—often from multiple independent bodies—their precious 

permits. The potential residents that they represent are typically unheard in these proceedings. In 

similar fashion, the rent control laws generate an enormous wealth transfer to sitting tenants, 

which, over time, leads to a stagnation in real estate markets, as people hold on to their units 

knowing they cannot afford the higher prices available to them in the limited unregulated market. 

This two-tier system creates massive inequities, which then inspires local governments to try to 

supply affordable housing to newcomers in ways that are routinely self-destructive. California is 

a national leader in this institutional folly, because its Supreme Court routinely upholds rules that 

act as strong barriers to entry. Thus in San Remo v. San Francisco (2002), it upheld a law that 

required a developer—who wanted to convert prime downtown property into a hotel—to supply 

substitute housing to sitting tenants, even after their leases had expired, or contribute to an “in 

lieu” fund that could be used to create new public housing. This senseless tax on conversion 

prevents the movement of property to higher value uses and thus shrinks the tax base. If a city 

wants to supply affordable housing programs, it can do so through general appropriations that 

make taxpayers take the hit for the generosity. 

The situation got even worse in California Building Industry Association v. City of San Jose 

(2015), where a unanimous California Supreme Court held that all builders of new housing had 

to supply a fraction of affordable housing units at their own expense, even if their proposed plans 

https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/473/172/case.html
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/526/687/#opinion-pdf
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_case?case=15765616128088815591&q=41+P.3d+87&hl=en&as_sdt=6,33
http://www.leagle.com/decision/In%20CACO%2020150615048/CALIFORNIA%20BUILDING%20INDUSTRY%20ASSN.%20v.%20CITY%20OF%20SAN%20JOSE
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displace no sitting tenants. The net effect of this convoluted price control system is to retard new 

development. Again, putting these costs on the taxpayers is the only way to break the logjam. 

We can be confident that the number of affordable units demanded will shrink because the 

expenditures will now be on-budget. But, at the same, time the total supply of housing should 

expand by increasing new entry, which will drive down overall price and rental levels. 

At this point, it becomes clear why any Mountain View growth plan will be mired in controversy 

for years to come. The City Council has full discretion over what kinds of restrictions it can put 

on new units, and its combined weight will delay the housing relief, increase its costs, and reduce 

its benefits. What is needed is a systematic way out of the impasse. The first component of this 

program is to remove any and all permit restrictions on housing that are not related to public 

health and safety, narrowly defined as under traditional nuisance law. On this model, virtually 

every development will pass muster, and the key task of the planning commission is to make 

sure that vehicular access and off-street parking are properly supplied. Otherwise, the regulation 

stops. 

More importantly, Mountain View and other towns have vacant areas and these should be 

regulated by a simple rule that lets the developer make all decisions inside that area on issues 

involving density, design, and governance. At this point, the older logic of land use restrictions 

can go into place. Supply will increase, and prices will go down. Where current citizens want to 

impose further restrictions, they can do so if they are prepared to pay for them. 

The way out is therefore available. But how is that transition to be secured in the face of 

implacable local opposition? Local governments have no incentive to reform themselves. The 

California Supreme Court is so convinced of the wisdom of local governments that it will not 

impose any meaningful restrictions on their operations. The state is thus locked in by bad laws 

and bad institutions. Ironically, one of the only possible solutions to this blue state problem will 

come from a potentially remade conservative Supreme Court, which will likely enforce federal 

constitutional guarantees on takings and due process against California and its local 

governments. 

That process will take time, and it will require the U.S. Supreme Court to recognize that it, too, 

has to mend its ways. But the populist wave that brought Donald Trump to power may yet 

protect California from its ingrained regulatory system. The incredible mess in the California 

housing markets is not a product of bad luck. It is the consequence of horrible laws whose 

destructive impact is all too evident in the daily hardship and senseless political battles now 

raging across the state. 

 Richard A. Epstein, the Peter and Kirsten Bedford Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, is 

the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of Law, New York University Law School, and a senior lecturer 

at the University of Chicago. This article first appeared in the Stanford University Hoover 

Institution Defining Ideas website. 
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 FIGHT OR FLEE? THE QUANDARY FACED BY 

CALIFORNIA’S RICH — AND ITS 

CONSERVATIVES 

BY RICHARD RIDER 

My good friend in San Diego, Richard Rider, presents the quandary many of us are in.  We hate 

the State of California government, policies’ and Statism.  High taxes, strangling regulations, bad 

schools, worse roads—government killing off jobs via water policy.  This is a State that does not 

work.  The voters seemed to have already started down the road of drugs and fried brains.  The 

entire Clinton raw voter margin comes from the former Golden State. 

Let me use this analogy.  Californians are like the frog being put into a pot that will be 

boiling.  When first entering, the water is a bit warm, but survivable.  The question is will we be 

able to jump out when it starts boiling, to save ourselves?  California is a boiling pot—it will kill 

and eat everything left in.  Will you jump out before it is too late? 

Fight or flee?   

An interesting mental exercise is to consider 

how much rich people care about taxes. Truth is, 

different people assign different degrees of 

importance to various aspects of the problem.  In 

short, it’s complicated. 

While not “rich” in the conventional sense, I 

have more money than I know what to do 

with.  That’s a reflection NOT so much of our 

wealth as our (my wife and my) lack of spending interests.  We live a comfortable upper middle 

class existence, but without any of the trappings of luxury. The bottom line is that we can afford 

to pay high taxes, if other factors are sufficient to keep us from avoiding such taxes.  But the 

“other factors” are subject to constant review and evaluation.  Besides, our income is not so high 

that we are excessively hammered by the progressive state income tax — unless we have a big 

capital gains year. 

Right now we plan to give roughly half of our estate to our kids and grandkids, and half to 

charity. Indeed, we’ve already established a charitable 

remainder trust and funded it with highly appreciated 

assets (gaining significant legal tax avoidance advantages 

in the process).  Several charities will ultimately benefit 

from our largess. 

Here’s the way I look at it:  Any tax or spending savings 

today translates into more money for our offspring and 

http://www.capoliticalreview.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/Laffer1-e1310620676281.jpg
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://previews.123rf.com/images/flippo/flippo1402/flippo140200085/26281007-Welcome-to-Nevada-state-border-sign-Stock-Photo.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.123rf.com/photo_26281007_welcome-to-nevada-state-border-sign.html&docid=W4uSu5ojelooSM&tbnid=-MU56o-473Wg4M:&vet=1&w=1300&h=863&bih=622&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwjG5O-V2M7QAhVphlQKHcmrAo4QMwhpKEEwQQ&iact=mrc&uact=8
http://riderrants.blogspot.com/2016/11/fight-or-flee-quandary-faced-by.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+RichardRiderRants+%28Richard+Rider+Rants%29
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our charities.  Conversely, the more we needlessly spend or pay in taxes, the less our 

beneficiaries will ultimately receive. Fun story:  One son was bugging me to buy a new car.  He 

wanted me to zip around town in a stylish, powerful rapidly depreciating vehicle — paying 

expensive insurance annually for the privilege. 

I explained to him that he’d be paying for much of the car, as ultimately such an unnecessary 

expenditure would reduce his inheritance.  Upon reflection, he decided that my 13 year old 

clunker Altima was just fine after all. 

Needless to say, I’m in a quandary about the CA taxes.  If it were just up to me, I’d probably 

leave the state — and keep writing about California’s stately decline from afar. But our sons and 

our grandkids live here, and that’s really important to us.  Moreover, my wife — a much more 

agreeable and gregarious person than yours truly — has a terrific life here in San Diego. She has 

many good friends, activities and charities that hold her interest. 

So for now it’s not a close call.  We’ll stay.  But I say again — for now.  Most of us Californians 

should have an exit strategy in the back of our minds.  And not just because of the Golden State’s 

nasty taxes.  Liberty is in decline on the Left Coast.   

This quotes above first appeared in the November 25, 2016 California Political Review in an 

article by Steven Frank. Richard Rider is the Chairman of San Diego Tax Fighters. Steven Frank 

is the publisher of California Political Review. 

 $899,000          Genoa, Nevada House For Sale 
 4 Bed | 4.5 Bath 5,890 Sq. Ft.       Front  - lower left        Back yard – below. 

 Site/stick Built |Residential      Taxes $ 6,790.   30 minutes to Lake Tahoe or Reno Airport 

   



26 
 

   

Or 

1727/ 1729 Morro St, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401   

$1,250,000  7 beds 4 baths 3,288 sq. ft. . and in Tax Luis Obispo.  

  

 

  

 

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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