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GRAND JURY: MINOR USE PERMIT NOT SO MINOR 

BUT ITS RECOMMENDATIONS WOULD MAKE IT 

EVEN WORSE 
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SLOCOG MEETING OF JULY 13, 2016                           

TO PLACE ½ CENT TAX INCEASE ON BALLOT  

 

PLANNING COMMISSION                                                 

ON THURSDAY JULY 14, 2016                                                               

“WORKFORCE HOUSING” ORD. IN PLAY 

 

LAST WEEK  

 

 NO BOS MEETING – SUMMER RECESS                   
(OTHER AGENCIES DORMANT AS WELL) 

   
                            

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                   
(SEE PAGE 13) 

“WORKFORCE HOUSING” IS AN 

INSULTING TERM 

      By Miriam Axel-Lute  

AMERICA IN FREE FALL                                                                           

By Victor Davis Hanson 

http://www.rooflines.org/members/98/
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://2.bp.blogspot.com/-tpU-N8snK-8/UGvD2GvaCeI/AAAAAAAAB3E/MvJkseflBNA/s1600/Pack+animals+in+the+wild+dangerous+endangered+animal+facts+about+spotted+hyena+group+in+water+KHolekamp+beautiful+dangerous+amazing+animal+pictures.jpg&imgrefurl=http://animalssafairs.blogspot.com/2012/10/dangerous-hyenas-limping-uphill-to-take.html&docid=1dUXLmqlan3DIM&tbnid=Kk2DnVRIjLtwIM:&w=500&h=279&bih=622&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwj9m6aDqN3NAhUGz2MKHeCOC284ZBAzCEsoSDBI&iact=mrc&uact=8
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THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, July 12, 2016 (Scheduled) 

Item 1 - Civil Grand Jury Report: Minor Use Permit Non so Minor - Jury Says Term is an 

Oxymoron.  Given the Jury’s title, “Minor Use Permits - An Oxymoron,” we were hopeful that 

the Jury would expose the problems in the costly and capricious process. Instead the Jury 

actually recommends that the Board of Supervisors add a number of costly and delaying 

processes to the already convoluted system. Worse yet, the Jury recommends that the Board 

undertake a complete rewrite of the County’s Plan of Development, which would cost $3-5 

million and would take a decade to complete. 

Properly, the County staff recommends that the Jury’s recommendations be rejected. 

San Luis Obispo Grand Jury Background:  Readers may wonder how a group of citizen 

volunteers could study the situation and then come to such mistaken conclusions. It appears that 

left leaning members dominate the Jury, and there seems to be an unspoken process by which 

leftists volunteer each year in an effort to populate Grand Juries in an effort to preserve the 

overall leftist enviro-socialist policies and control of the County. Such a group would be likely to 

recommend even more expansive and costly regulation. Applications are due around April 15
th

 

of each year for the Grand Jury, which is empaneled on the following July 1
st
. 

The Grand Jury website can be accessed at the link: 

http://slocourts.net/grand_jury  

The application forms are available at the link below for the next Grand Jury, which will begin 

service for the FY 17-18 fiscal year beginning in July 2017. 

http://slocourts.net/grand_juryhttp://slocourts.net/grand_juryhttp://slocourts.net/downloads/grand

_jury/forms/GJAPPLICATION_2016-2017.pdf  

Item 3 - Request to approve the advance payment of the County's FY 2016-17 Employer 

Retirement and Employer Paid Portion of Employee Normal Retirement Contributions to 

the San Luis Obispo County Pension Trust.  This is a prudent item in which the County pays 

its full pension obligation for the ensuing fiscal year. By receiving the money upfront, the 

Pension Trust receives the full benefit of a year of investment returns. The County benefits by 

receiving a 3.20% interest credit from the Trust, which saves the County $1.5 million. The 

Pension Trust expects to make 7.125% return on its investments on average over the long run (30 

years). 

http://slocourts.net/grand_jury
http://slocourts.net/grand_juryhttp:/slocourts.net/grand_juryhttp:/slocourts.net/downloads/grand_jury/forms/GJAPPLICATION_2016-2017.pdf
http://slocourts.net/grand_juryhttp:/slocourts.net/grand_juryhttp:/slocourts.net/downloads/grand_jury/forms/GJAPPLICATION_2016-2017.pdf
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One question is that since the Pension Trust adopted new actuarial assumptions and a lower 

investment return rate, do the payments listed here cover the new higher costs that result? Or will 

there have to be a supplemental payment later on, and if so, how much is that payment? The 

write-up states in part: 

The plan actuary has calculated the amounts due from the County based on current payroll 

information which was obtained from the Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax Collector. For the 

coming year, the County appropriation due in advance is $34,993,085 and the Employer-Paid 

portion of Employee Normal Contributions is $11,375,530 for a total of $46,368,615. The 

payment will be made on July 12, 2016 and will cover the period July 1, 2016 to June 30, 2017.  

Item 13 - Request to authorize the Director of Public Works to submit a letter of support 

for the proposed Cuyama Basin Water District to the Santa Barbara Local Agency 

Formation Commission.  A group of overliers has petitioned the Santa Barbara County LAFCO 

to form a California Water District to help manage the basin. The new district would either 

become or be a representative on the Groundwater Sustainability Agency, which will manage the 

basin in response to the State’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA). 

The proposed district would cover portions of the Cuyama basin in SLO, Santa Barbara, and 

Kern Counties. SLO County’s share of the formation costs will be $140,000. It is not clear if the 

district proponents are paying for any of the costs. 

Note, this simple and straightforward action does not involve a complex and convoluted structure 

and process such as that which took place when elected officials at various levels injected 

themselves into the Paso Basin issue. 

Item 30 - One-half Cent Sales Tax Increase for Transportation.  This item constitutes the 

Board of Supervisors official vote, as a body, for or against placing the tax on the November 

2016 ballot. Members have already signaled their intention during various preliminary votes at 

SLOCOG and prior BOS meetings. Thus far Supervisors Gibson, Hill and Mecham have 

supported the tax increase, while Supervisors Arnold and Compton have opposed it. Please see 

the SLOCOG item below for more details. 

Here again, it would appear at this point in time, that Supervisor Mecham has the key vote. 

The Board letter states in part: 

The Local Control category includes a proposed fund distribution formula based on a $150,000 

minimum allocation per agency with the remainder distributed by a jurisdictions population. 

Under this proposal, the County would receive about 41% of the revenues provided from this 

category. 

If the plan is adopted, the County would receive approximately $50 million over the nine-year 

term of the measure for the Local Control program and could expect an additional $10-20 
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million for implementation of regional trails under the Bikes & Pedestrian Safety and 

Connectivity program 

Significant projects included in the Transportation Investment Plan include: 

 million towards countywide road maintenance 

 

 

o Bob Jones Bikeway 

o Atascadero-Templeton Connection 

o Morro Bay to Cayucos Bikeway 

 

o Route 227 south of the San Luis Obispo County Regional Airport 

o Route 101 through Pismo Beach 

The County, as a government entity, has about a $185 million road maintenance deficit and a 

declining pavement quality. COLAB recommended to both the Board of Supervisors and 

SLOCOG that, in addition to maintenance of effort requirement, the tax ordinance should require 

that the seven cities and the County appropriate an increasing amount of their true general fund 

revue to capital infrastructure. This recommendation has been summarily ignored.   

There is a growing coalition of groups that will oppose passage of the new tax, which requires a 

2/3rds vote of those voting. At this point its passage by the voters is doubtful. The election 

process will cost SLOCOG (ultimately you the tax and fee payer) $300,000. 

The Board will have a subsequent vote on July 19, 2016 to actually legally place the question on 

the November ballot. If SLOCOG votes, during its July 13 meeting, to request that the Board 

place the matter on the ballot, the Board must do so as a ministerial duty. Polling suggested that 

the version proposed might come close, but that assumed no organized opposition. 

Item 33 - Request to authorize the processing of amendments to the Land Use Ordinance 

(Title 22 of the County Code) to create an Inland Vacation Rental Ordinance for the 

Adelaida area of the county.  The question posed here is whether the Board would authorize 

staff to develop a separate short-term vacation rental ordinance for the Adelaida area in 

contradistinction to the entire inland area of the county. The current short-term vacation rental 

ordinance is limited to the coastal sections. There have been complaints (not tabulated so far) 

about events (weddings, parties, and so forth) creating noise and traffic in Adelaida.  
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Meanwhile the County staff has been working on a general short-term vacation rental office for 

the entire inland area of the County. No tabulated data about complaints or documented code 

violations have been presented in any of the public Board or Planning Commission items. 

Perhaps the Board of Supervisors would direct staff to: 

1. Provide tabulated (date, general location, and issue) complaint and code enforcement                            

data (related to noise, light, disturbance) for Adelaida prior to giving any direction. 

2. Provide the same data for the inland area of the County subject to the proposed general 

ordinance. 

The data should cover the first 6 months of 2016 and the prior 4 years. 

It seems unconscionable that the Board would direct the preparation of a new regulatory law 

without hard statistics on this problem which they are purporting to attempt to solve. Your doctor 

doesn’t determine a diagnosis and give you medication without conducting a physical 

examination and often laboratory or other tests. If he or she did, it would be called malpractice. 

On the other hand, the Board adopted the Paso Basin moratorium on the basis of a general map 

of water levels and anecdotal testimony. No doubt they are dealing with some of the fallout on 

that and subsequent decisions in the pending litigation section of their executive sessions. 

 

Special Board of Supervisors Meeting of Friday, July 15, 2016 - 9:00 AM (Scheduled) 

Item 1- NATIVE TREE INTERIM ZONING/URGENCY ORDINANCE 

Hearing to consider an interim zoning/urgency ordinance prohibiting the clear-cutting of 

oak woodlands and limiting 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.  

Item 2 - AGRICULTURAL POND AND RESERVOIR INTERIM ZONING / URGENCY 

ORDINANCE 

Hearing to consider an interim zoning/urgency ordinance prohibiting new agricultural 

ponds and reservoirs in the inland area (does not include the coastal zone) of the 

unincorporated portions of San Luis Obispo County, except for projects complying with 

certain permitting procedures and development restrictions; exempt from CEQA.  

The detailed board letters and ordinance language were not available as of COLAB’s production 

deadline for this Weekly Update. We will provide a Supplement to the Weekly Update after 

the information is posted and we can assess the impacts. 
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At this point folks, as mad as they are, should be careful what they ask for. 

 

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

13, 2016 (Scheduled)  

Item A-1: Hearing to Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-01 - San Luis Obispo County Self-Help 

Local Transportation Investment Plan Ordinance and Request Call for Election.  This is the 

final vote by the SLOCOG Board to approve the ½ cent sales tax ordinance and request that the 

Board of Supervisors place the matter on the November ballot. Approval will require a two-

thirds vote (of the voters voting) to approve the question. As we reported last month the question 

was submitted to each of the city councils in the County. All seven voted to have SLOCOG 

request the County Board of Supervisors to place the question on the November election ballot. 

Once SLOCOG approves the measure, the decision is ministerial and the Board of Supervisors 

has no choice. Supervisors Arnold and Compton are opposed to the tax. As noted above, the 

Board will formally consider its substantive position on the tax during its regular July 12, 2016 

meeting. Its vote to place the question on the ballot will take place during its July 19, 2016 

meeting. 

The SLOCOG board letter states in part: 

In June, the SLOCOG Board reviewed, incorporated necessary changes, and introduced the 

Ordinance. Following the SLOCOG Board meeting, SLOCOG staff along with city staff 

presented the Measure Materials, as introduced, to each city council to obtain the minimum 

required approvals (a majority of the cities  representing a majority of the incorporation 

population). The following city councils approved the investment plan and requested placement 

of the measure on the November, 2016 ballot by the Board of Supervisors.  

 

Jun. 7: Pismo Beach City Council ……………. Approved 4-0 

Jun. 14: Morro Bay City Council …………..… Approved 5-0 

Jun. 20: Grover Beach City Council ………… Approved 4-0 

Jun. 21: San Luis Obispo City Council ……… Approved 4-1 

Jun. 21: Paso Robles City Council ………….. Approved 4-1 

Jun. 28: Atascadero City Council ……………. Approved 3-2 

Jun. 28: Arroyo Grande City Council ………...Approved 4-1 

Remember, capital investment in infrastructure once helped make California a great State. But 

most general revenues are now consumed in annual budgets for salaries, pensions, health 
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insurance, and related current consumption. Until a balance is restored, approving new taxes and 

debt simply subsidizes and encourages the current policy paradigm.  

  

The red arrow points to 1969, when the State of California started phasing in collective 

bargaining for government employees, including State, city, county, special districts, teachers, 

and university employees. The policy has resulted in debt, decay, lousy schools, and some of the 

highest taxes, fees, and exactions in the United States. The politicians want you to solve the 

problem with more taxes, more fees, and more exactions. Meanwhile, legions of the new 

bureaucratic aristocratic class harass you at every step and continue to grow year by year.  

The full SLOCOG Board item can be accessed at the link: 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/pejk0vs65ckqoxs/AACo1z1Lad4TtXz_gOUKkrhta/July%202016/

A-1%20Self-Help%20County%20Efforts%20Final%20Measure%20Materials.pdf?dl=0    

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, July 14, 2016 (Scheduled) 

 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/pejk0vs65ckqoxs/AACo1z1Lad4TtXz_gOUKkrhta/July%202016/A-1%20Self-Help%20County%20Efforts%20Final%20Measure%20Materials.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/pejk0vs65ckqoxs/AACo1z1Lad4TtXz_gOUKkrhta/July%202016/A-1%20Self-Help%20County%20Efforts%20Final%20Measure%20Materials.pdf?dl=0
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Item 5 - Rescheduled Hearing to Incorporate a Workforce Housing Ordinance Section into 

the Overall Inland Land Use Ordinance (Chapter 22). The project is proposed within the 

inland portion of the County (El-Pomar Estrella, Las Pilitas, Nacimiento, and Salinas Sub-

Areas of the North County Planning Area, the San Luis Bay Inland Sub Area North and 

San Luis Obispo Sub Area North of the San Luis Obispo Planning Area, and the San Luis 

Bay Inland Sub Area South, San Luis Obispo Sub Area South, and South County Sub 

Area. of the South County Inland Planning Area).  This matter was first scheduled for the 

May 26 Planning Commission Meeting but was continued for whatever reason to July 14
th

. 

There is no new material. The Planning Commission will consider amendments to the Inland 

Zoning Ordinance which would add a permitted land use category called workforce housing 

subdivisions. The idea is to encourage development of  housing affordable to “working 

professionals within the County, such as teachers, firefighters, and other public employees, as 

well as much of the working private sector” by permitting flexibility including smaller lots, 

mixed uses (commercial and residential in the same project), design flexibility, and partial 

relaxation of some affordable housing requirements.  

The amendments apply to the planning sub-areas highlighted in yellow in the title above within 

the inland zoning ordinance portion of the County. The coastal zoning portion is, of course,  

excluded since it is primarily restricted to the wealthy. God forbid that any “workforce housing” 

would be inserted next to high end ocean view properties.  Moreover, changes in coastal sections 

of the amendment would have to be approved by the infamously oppressive Coastal 

Commission, a process that could take years.  Deviously and oppressively, the Coastal 

Commission uses applications of localities as an opportunity to blackmail them into adding 

numerous unwieldy and costly restrictions onto local ordinances. 

The workforce housing provision is designed as a tool and is not mandatory. The tool will likely 

be restricted to areas inside Urban Reserve and Village Reserve lines, essentially San Miguel, 

Templeton, Shandon, Santa Margarita, and Nipomo Village, as these are the only places where  

denser projects are allowed. The tool may be used in the Residential Single-Family, Residential 

Multi-Family, Office Professional, and Commercial Retail zones. On the broader strategic level, 

the ordinance is in line with the County’s overarching so-called “smart growth” stack-and-pack 

plan. 

Whether the proposal will result in any significant new “professional level housing” is unclear 

since it does not actually create more land overall for homes. As the write-up states: 

Development Potential and Density 

Under the proposed ordinance, development will occur where it is already anticipated under the 

current land use categories. Projects would be required to develop a project consistent with the 

density of the applicable land use category, thus no change residential density would occur with 

the proposed ordinance amendment. For example, in communities where the Residential Single-
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Family land use category allows 7 units per acre (approximately 1 parcel per 6,000 square feet), 

approval of a workforce housing subdivision does not allow an exceedance of this density. The 

same number of units must be adhered to within the project boundaries. All Community Planning 

Area Standards will still control over these provisions. Further, all workforce housing 

subdivisions will be required to meet the local design plans and the Workforce Housing Design 

Guidelines.  

The Planning Commission should request the staff to prepare an estimate of how many more 

dwelling units will provided by the adoption of the ordinance than would have been produced 

under current circumstances. In other words, will the proposed policy actually have any 

significant effect or is it just symbolic? 

Affordability  

The affordability standard is stated as: 

• Housing affordability restrictions to first sale in the workforce housing range of 120 – 160% of 

median income, with further reductions for San Miguel and Oceano; 

• First sale of residences must be owner-occupied; 

• 25% reduction of the required number of inclusionary housing units; COLAB Note: Including 

any Housing in Lieu Fee requirement seems particularly offensive and counterproductive in the 

context of a program which is already designed expand affordability. The 25% “discount” is 

ridiculous. The application of housing in lieu fees to this tool should be dropped entirely. 

• Ability to count secondary residences towards meeting half of the inclusionary housing unit 

requirement.  

Significantly, the plan does not provide permanently affordable housing to the target group. Only 

the initial sale is income restricted. Thus a home’s value can float up with the market and the 2nd 

sale and those thereafter will in all likelihood be unaffordable to the target group. Permanent 

affordable provisions are generally very difficult and expensive to enforce. This is probably why 

the staff is not recommending them. In the bigger picture this whole issue is illustrative of the 

problems of government attempts to interfere with market forces, especially over the long haul.  

This gets us to the real issue. Although this program may provide some limited benefit (but not 

quantified, as we note above), it may well be embraced by home builders and developers as 

“something is better than nothing.”  

The real problem is that the County’s scheme of land use does not provide sufficient land for 

large scale garden apartment development. We would never suggest high-rise or dense mega 

apartment developments, which are typical of metropolitan cities. If the Board of Supervisors is 

serious about “workforce housing,” it needs to rezone and pre-design sufficient land to provide 
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for attractive, contextually appropriate garden apartment developments in the 200-300 unit 

range. If the public rejects such an effort, as the zoning process takes place, then the Board can 

stop worrying about economic development, workforce housing, and affordable housing. If any 

is developed, it will be in the cities. The unincorporated county will cater to an increasingly 

affluent population of older successful people for whom home prices are irrelevant. After all, 

Napa, San Mateo, and Placer (east of the Sierra divide) make no pretenses in this regard but 

actually allow garden apartments. Our children and grandchildren (unless very successful at a 

young age) will live and work in Bakersfield, Austin, Boise, Tucson, and Provo. How sad. 

  

    Saratoga Downs, Napa 

   

    

Talcott Village, Farmington Ct.                 High Ridge Apartments, Mountain View (San Mateo)  

Item 6 - Continued Hearing for Bone Conditional Use Permit.  This item has been heard 3 

times previously and has experienced considerable neighborhood opposition as well as support. 

The application involves the expansion of an olive oil processing operation to include olives not 

grown on the property, an expanded tasting room, and an olive related restaurant. Neighbors are 

concerned about traffic, noise, dust, and the restaurant. No temporary events are proposed. 

During the last hearing in May some of the Commissioners expressed a desire to approve the 

project but with stronger conditions. 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://photos1.zillowstatic.com/p_h/IS1f0hpmdl2knf1000000000.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.zillow.com/b/1-Talcott-Ridge-Rd-Farmington-CT/41.739995,-72.796949_ll/&docid=xKp4J9RA-WiQpM&tbnid=DO4EvCLNIW8K8M:&w=550&h=413&itg=1&bih=622&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwjOxJazmunMAhUKHGMKHZlEBDAQMwhjKDcwNw&iact=mrc&uact=8
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiOvYuqnenMAhVL72MKHdV9CowQjRwIBw&url=http://www.housingpartners.com/community-portfolio/property/mountain-view-senior-apts&bvm=bv.122448493,d.cGc&psig=AFQjCNF48WAc7dUro_LbfVWl1wum6KPYJA&ust=1463853352840680
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The fur will no doubt fly on this one. 

Background:  The project has attracted both considerable opposition and support. So many 

public commenters showed up that the last hearing had to be continued to March 24 and then 

continued to May.
    

 

One underlying issue (which is playing out in several areas of the County) is whether agricultural 

processing (in this case processing olives) should be allowed in rural areas where there are 

residences. Many people are willing to support the processing of crops which are actually grown 

on the site. The opposition is stronger against processing grapes, olives, nuts, or whatever that 

are trucked in from other farms. The same is true for sales and tasting facilities. People are more 

willing to support these if they are restricted to products grown on the site. The strongest 

opposition comes from those people who oppose what they term “nonagricultural” functions, 

such as weddings and other events which they see as unrelated to agriculture.  

 

Many agriculturalists point out that direct sales are critical aspects of their marketing, sales, and 

survival. Tasting rooms, direct sales rooms, and the ability to offer events that broaden the 

audience are regarded as essential for survival. Opponents point out that many areas are zoned 

for residential and that allowing commercial activities is detrimental and violates the purpose of 

zoning itself. 

 

This debate is growing in San Luis Obispo County and has become a huge contentious issue in 

Santa Barbara County. It is often characterized as the ranchette vigilantes versus the real farmers 

and ranchers. The project here is but one example. 

 

Traffic on country roads is also a major concern, particularly where alcohol is involved. The fact 

that there are so many great specialty crops grown on the central coast adds to the pressure. No 

one goes wheat tasting in Kansas, potato tasting in 

Idaho, or grapefruit tasting in the Rio Grande Valley, 

although they do have bourbon tasting in Kentucky. 

Should the voters legalize the recreational use of 

marijuana in November, a whole new universe of 

controversy may open up. You can compare Adelaida 

Super Grade with Salinas Keenness. 

 

County policy makers and staff should develop some 

real data about the issue: 

 

1. Is there a problem(s)? 

 

2. How many incidents, complaints, and other 

occurrences of some type are we getting? 

 

3. Where do these occur? 

 

4. When do they occur? (Time of day, seasonal, day of the week or what?) 
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5. Who or what is causing the problem? 

 

6. Who is affected? 

 

7 What are the possible solutions? 

  

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 
No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, July 5, 2016 (Not Scheduled) 

 
There was no meeting as there was a scheduled 2-week summer recess. Other agencies were 

dormant as well. 

 

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. 

 

“WORKFORCE HOUSING” IS AN 

INSULTING TERM 

By Miriam Axel-Lute  

 

http://www.rooflines.org/members/98/
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So folks, we need to have a chat about this 

whole "workforce housing" thing. It's a 

problem. 

Or rather, the way it is often being used 

these days is a problem, which is as 

shorthand for housing for people who aren't 

really low-income, but are still having 

trouble affording housing in a hot market. 

Moderate or middle income, depending 

where you are. ULI defines it as housing for 

people making 60 to 120 percent of area 

median income, but I have heard it most 

often coming up with respect to projects in 

the upper end of that range (or that range in 

an area with a very high AMI). 

It is meant to be for teachers, cops, nurses. It 

is being specifically contrasted to "standard" 

affordable housing. 

For example, see this definition from a 

Business Miami article:  

Workforce housing policies focus on providing attractive and affordable homes 

for middle-income service workers, such as police officers, teachers and nurses, 

in close proximity to their jobs. It is primarily a concern in regions like South 

Florida with high housing costs. HUD does not distinguish between affordable 

and workforce housing. But many housing authorities define workforce housing 

as homes aimed at households earning from 60 percent to 120 percent of the 

area’s median income (AMI). In contrast, the term affordable housing is 

generally used for households whose income is less than 60 percent of AMI. 

I hope the problem with this is obvious: 

The low-wage workforce is still the 

workforce!! 

The vast majority of people making less 

than 60 percent of AMI (and even a 

significant portion of those much poorer) are 

working, and they are working at essential 

jobs that make our economies function, from 

home health aide, to school bus driver, to 

day care worker, to farmworker to cashier. 

Not only are these frequently not living 

wage jobs, they are often jobs with less 

opportunity for advancement to living wages 

(and thus those who have them are likely to 

need housing assistance for longer than 

people who are likely to get raises and 

promotions in a few years). These jobs also 

tend to have inconsistent hours, crappy 

benefits, and poor working conditions. 

But they are unmistakably and unarguably 

work. Not wanting to accord those jobs 

dignity and respect as a society is part of 

what allows them to continue to offer such 

horrible conditions. 

To imply that somehow anyone who is low 

income is not in the workforce is horribly 

insulting--and insulting to the very 

population that has always been community 

development's core constituency. 

Now, I'm not saying we shouldn't try to 

address the issue that folks at a moderate- to 

middle-income range and/or in these 

important and politically appealing 

professions are struggling with housing 

affordability and a jobs-housing mismatch. 

Though it is a challenge in terms of limited 

resource allocation, it's a reasonable concern 

not to want a popular community to only 

house the very wealthy and maybe some 

lower income folks in more deeply 

subsidized housing, but to want it to have a 

full economic mix, and not force a segment 

of its employees into far-flung commutes. 

http://www.housingfinance.com/affordable-housing/-workforce--developers-do-without-the-programs.aspx
http://uli.org/research/centers-initiatives/terwilliger-center-for-housing/
http://bus.miami.edu/magazine/fall2012/features/workforce_housing.html
http://www.mdrc.org/publication/employment-experiences-public-housing-residents
http://www.ccrjustice.org/working-and-poor-usa
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/04/28/business/economy/recovery-has-created-far-more-low-wage-jobs-than-better-paid-ones.html?_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/04/28/business/economy/recovery-has-created-far-more-low-wage-jobs-than-better-paid-ones.html?_r=0
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I also get it, kind of, as to why the term is 

tempting. After years of fighting the 

stereotypes neighbors have of affordable 

housing--that it's going to bring down 

property values and be full of people who 

bring crime for example (all of which have 

been repeatedly disproven)--it's easy to see 

why a term that tries by its very name to 

circumvent those reactions for once and 

push positive buttons in the brains of those 

who need convincing is appealing. 

Often these developments are explicitly 

marketed to, or even limited to, particular 

professions, like teachers or emergency 

personnel, so there is a bit of an association 

with specific professions that suggests the 

idea. 

But that's an awfully hollow victory if what 

we are doing by it is REINFORCING those 

stereotypes by comparison for the rest of the 

affordable housing world, who are, it needs 

to be said, trying to house people with much 

greater needs and fewer options. 

If "workforce housing" means the limited 

slice of affordable housing it is currently 

used it to mean, does it not imply that other 

affordable housing is non-workforce 

housing? Can't you picture the politicians 

and neighborhood association leaders you've 

nominally won over going on to say, "Well, 

I'm ok with some workforce housing, but 

not that other stuff. We don't need layabouts 

in our town." 

How could anyone in good conscience do 

that to the rest of our colleagues? 

We have enough trouble with the stigma on 

the term "affordable housing," which of 

course replaced "low-income housing" to try 

to avoid the negative images that term had 

started to carry. But those terms are loaded 

because of the associations put on them by 

opponents, not because of any inherent 

problem with the terms. 

Workforce housing, as it's currently being 

used, has an inherent problem. 

It could be redeemed if we just decided as a 

field that actually, it just is the new 

replacement for "affordable housing," and it 

refers to ALL housing that is built to be 

affordable to someone who can't afford 

market rate housing. That could have a bit of 

a ring to it, even. 

Or if we took it back to the original intent of 

the term, which meant housing near 

particular job centers affordable to the 

people who have those jobs, whatever they 

are. (Caveat there, of course, is that 

wherever there are concentrations of 

moderate- and middle-income jobs there are 

also concentrations of low-wage and 

poverty-wage jobs supporting them, so true 

workforce housing for that area would need 

to be for a range of incomes.) 

But neither of those is how I hear it used 

these days. And if "workforce housing" can't 

be brought around to one of those 

meanings, it needs to be retired. 

Photo by Flickr user David Tan CC-BY 

Miriam Axel-Lute is editor of Shelterforce and associate director of the National 

Housing Institute. This article was reproduced in Shelter Forces Roofline edition of 

July 5. 2016. 
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AMERICA IN FREE FALL 
By Victor Davis Hanson 

 

Image credit: Barbara Kelley 

Before the Battle of Chaeronea (338 BC), 

where Philip II of Macedon prevailed over a 

common Greek alliance, the city-states had 

been weakened by years of social and 

economic turmoil. To read the classical 

speeches in the Athenian assembly is to 

learn of the democracy’s constant struggles 

with declining revenues, insolvency, and 

expanding entitlements. Rome between the 

First Triumvirate (59 BC) and the ascension 

of Caesar Augustus’s autocracy (27 BC) was 

mostly defined by gang violence, chaos, and 

civil war, the common theme being a loss of 

trust in republican values. Russia was in a 

revolutionary spiral for nearly twenty years 

between 1905 and the final victory of the 

Bolsheviks in 1922, ending up with a cure 

worse than the disease. And Europe between 

1930 and 1939 saw most of its democracies 

erode as fascists and communists gained 

power—eventually leading to the greater 

disaster of the outbreak of World War II. 

The United States has seen periods of near 

fatal internal chaos—in the late 1850s 

leading up to the carnage of the Civil War, 

during the decade of the Great Depression 

between 1929 and 1939, and in the chaotic 

1960s. Something similar is starting to 

plague America today on a variety of 

political, economic, social, and cultural 

fronts. 

The contenders for president reflect the loss 

of confidence of the times. Bernie Sanders is 

an avowed socialist. Yet scan the record of 

big government redistributionism here and 

abroad—from Chicago and Detroit to the 

insolvent Mediterranean nations of the 

European Union and failed states like 

Venezuela—and there is no encouraging 

model of socialist success. Hillary Clinton 

will win the Democratic nomination—if she 

is not the first nominee in American history 

to be indicted, on possible charges of 

violating federal intelligence laws, and 

perhaps perjury and obstruction of justice. 

Donald Trump has neither political 

experience nor a detailed agenda, but has 

charged ahead on the basis of his vague 

promise to “make America great again”—a 

Jacksonian version of Obama’s equally 

vacuous 2008 promise of “hope and 

change.” 

President Obama, in response to attacks on 

his record by Trump—and by Bill Clinton, 

who has spoken of “the awful legacy of the 

last eight years”—is entering the campaign 

to brag about the current economy. 

http://www.hoover.org/profiles/victor-davis-hanson
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But to do so, President Obama must ignore a 

number of liabilities that are soon coming 

due. Under his tenure, he did not address the 

unsustainable actuarial realities of Social 

Security and Medicare. The federal debt 

doubled in a manner never seen prior and 

can be now serviced only through de facto 

zero-interest rates, which in turn ossify 

economic growth. Due to tax hikes, new 

financial and business regulations, and the 

socialization of the health care system, per 

annum GDP growth under the President’s 

tenure will go down in history as the worst 

since the Great Depression. He ignored the 

Clinton-Gingrich compromise formula of a 

quarter-century ago of balancing budgets by 

cutting defense, capping spending, and 

raising taxes. Instead, Obama slashed 

defense spending and hiked a number of 

taxes, but ignored entitlements, ensuring 

$500 billion annual deficits—deemed 

successful because they were less than his 

first-term normal of $1 trillion annual 

shortfalls. The President points to the 5 

percent unemployment as proof of his 

success, but that figure reflects Obama-era 

methodologies of not counting all those who 

have given up looking for jobs. In May 

2016, a record 94,708,000 Americans were 

no longer in the labor force—the highest 

percentage of non-working Americans since 

the Great Depression. 

Abroad, it is hard to identify a single region 

or U.S. national interest where things are not 

worse than prior to 2009. In the Middle East, 

few believe that the Iran deal will prevent 

the theocracy from obtaining the bomb; 

indeed, Iran has never been more active in 

creating chaos and threatening war. 

American intervention in Libya, American 

withdrawal from Iraq, and American neglect 

of Syria helped to ensure a general Middle 

East implosion. Reset with Russia 

empowered Vladimir Putin’s ongoing 

agenda of reabsorbing former Soviet 

republics. China is building artificial island 

bases in the Spratly Islands of the South 

China Sea to recalibrate the balance of 

power in Asia—on the understanding that 

American failure to challenge this 

bellicosity has translated into de facto 

acceptance of it. And due to financial 

disasters, unchecked immigration, and 

populist revolts against Brussels, the 

European Union in its present form seems 

unsustainable. The only mystery is whether 

its unwinding will come with a slow 

whimper or abrupt bang. 

In President Obama’s interview with The 

Atlantic and his chief foreign policy advisor 

Ben Rhodes’s disclosures to the New York 

Times, it is evident that the administration 

holds a general contempt for the American-

led postwar order—and the Washington 

bipartisan and trans-Atlantic establishment 

(“the Blob”) central to its stability. By any 

fair measure, President Obama believes that 

the U.S. does not, and perhaps never has, 

possessed the moral stature or the 

wherewithal to lead the Western world, 

which should be more equitably left to 

regional powers such as China, Iran, Russia, 

and Middle Eastern autocracies to adjudicate 

the affairs in their own environs. 

The result has been near anarchy, not just in 

the natural rise of anti-American rivals, but 

in the fright of former allies and neutrals 

who are being forced to make the necessary 

realist adjustments with old enemies—or in 

the case of many Westernized allies, to 

perhaps privately reconsider the once taboo 

idea of acquiring nuclear weapons for the 

sake of deterrence. 

But perhaps the three most telling symptoms 

of the current chaos are race relations, 

immigration, and the status of our 

universities and colleges—three 

interconnected issues that often inspire riots, 

demonstrations, and suppressions of free 

speech. 
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President Obama has largely ignored the old 

ideal of the melting pot and in its place 

preferred a salad-bowl multiculturalism of 

competing ethnicities, tribes, and races, 

whose activism wins concessions from local, 

state and federal governments. Casual 

comments and references by Obama—like 

“bring a gun” to a knife fight, the “bitter 

clingers” of Pennsylvania, and “typical 

white person”—stoked racial tensions. So 

did Attorney General Eric Holder’s crude 

referrals to “my people” and a “nation of 

cowards.” 

The Ferguson and the Baltimore riots, the 

Black Lives Matter movement, and the 

systematic carnage in Chicago all embody 

paradoxes: facts are sometimes less 

important than allegations; the police are the 

culprits of urban violence both for responses 

that are too aggressive and too passive; and 

in a static economy, inner city youth can’t 

find jobs because they have criminal records 

and lack the skills that would make them 

employable. 

Apparently, the Obama administration never 

considered that a multiracial America united 

by one culture was an historical exception. 

Everywhere else, multiculturalism and 

tribalism without assimilation, integration, 

and intermarriage have proved to be an 

abject and usually violent catastrophe: most 

recently, in the former Soviet Union, the 

Balkans, Rwanda, and the Middle East. 

Europe’s attempt to emulate a multiracial 

United States is ending in utter failure with 

unchecked immigration, multicultural 

incoherence, and rising Islamism.   

The recent California riots at Trump rallies, 

along with the widely reported crimes 

committed by illegal aliens in sanctuary 

cities, reveal the wages of unchecked 

immigration that is increasingly neither 

diverse and meritocratic nor legal and 

measured—the traditional requisites that 

promote rapid and full integration. Over one 

in four Californians was not born in the 

U.S.—a statistic that becomes worrisome 

when coupled with the state’s policy of 

sanctuary cities and new educational 

curricula that emphasize grievance and 

separatism rather than assimilation and 

unity. When rioting youths in San Diego, 

Fresno, and San Jose burn or deface 

American flags, as they have been doing in 

recent weeks, and wave Mexican flags 

instead, then we are witnessing a tragic 

farce, the consequences of decades of 

ethnic-chauvinism, multiculturalism, and 

cluelessness of the norms and realities 

outside of America. 

American immigration policy is not so much 

“broken” as increasingly neo-Confederate 

and illogical. Three-hundred state and 

municipal jurisdictions have declared 

themselves, in good 1850s fashion, immune 

from federal law as sanctuary cities, while 

over 1 million illegal aliens have at some 

point been arrested, and make up nearly 30 

percent of the federal inmate population. In 

Orwellian terms, illegal immigration largely 

from Latin America and Mexico, is called 

“diversity,” nullification of federal laws is 

known as “sanctuary cities,” and foreign 

nationals residing illegally are referred to as 

“undocumented migrants.” Ultimately the 

central paradox of immigration is the strange 

nexus of anger and grievance against the 

United States by immigration advocates—

and the overriding desire nonetheless to 

enter and reside in such a purportedly 

unattractive place. 

The universities in some sense are the 

embryos of social unrest. The 1960s free 

speech and free love movements, with their 

rampant drug use, advocacy of unchecked 

and raucous expression, and resistance to 

authority have strangely given way to 

today’s speech codes, safe spaces, micro-

aggressions, and trigger warnings. 

Yesterday’s “anything goes” hippie student 
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is today’s Victorian prude who cannot quite 

square the circle of relaxed sexuality and 

drugs with the demands that the university 

act in loco parentis for perpetual 

adolescents. 

This election year so far has emblemized the 

perfect storm of unrest and confusion—and 

an even more worrisome response to it. In 

the past, when 51 percent of societies no 

longer believed in or wished to defend their 

collective values and traditions, there were 

no longer reasons for them to continue. And 

so they did not—a warning we should heed. 

  

This article first appeared in the Hoover Institution of Stanford University’s Defining Ideas’s 

posting of June 16, 2016. Victor Davis Hanson is an American military historian, columnist, 

former classics professor, and scholar of ancient warfare. He has been a commentator on 

modern warfare and contemporary politics for National Review, The Washington Times and 

other media outlets. He was a professor emeritus of classics at California State University, 

Fresno, and is currently the Martin and Illie Anderson Senior Fellow at Stanford University's 

Hoover Institution. He has been a visiting professor at Hillsdale College since 2004.
[1]
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is perhaps best known for his 2001 book Carnage and Culture: Landmark Battles in the Rise of 

Western Power. Dr. Hansen has appeared at several COLAB events in recent years. 
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