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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF NOVEMBER 22-28, 2015  

NORTH ATLANTIC-1620  

  
WE, THE UNINTENDED BENEFICIARIES, GIVE THANKS  

 

BOS HANDS OUT LUCRATIVE HOME 

IMPROVEMENT LOAN FRANCHISES                                                       
(VENTURE CAPITAL FIRMS ARE MAKING MILLIONS OFF 

CALIFORNIA’S CLIMATE CHANGE FETISH) 

 

COUNTYWIDE ORDINANCE RESTRICTING 

LANDSCAPING SET FOR ADOPTION                    
(THIS IS A REGULATORY COLONOSCOPY) 

 

HILL ECHOS ARNOLD & COMPTON: CALLS 

FOR A REAL COUNTY HOUSING POLICY                                                                      
(IT WOULD BE BASED ON STACK-AND-PACK BUT HE ADMITS THAT 

THE CURRENT REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT ISN’T WORKING)  
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Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, November 17, 2015 (Completed) 

Item 11 - Request to enter into three individual agreements with Property Assessed Clean 

Energy (PACE) administrators to allow properties within unincorporated County to 

participate in PACE programs, and to amend an existing Joint Powers Agreement.  The 

Board approved the franchise contracts 5/0, giving to 3 firms the unincorporated County as an 

exclusive PACE territory. Supervisors Mecham and Compton had a few questions but 

nevertheless voted to support the program. The questions listed below in the background section 

were summarily dismissed. The general rationale was that “lots of other cities and counties are 

doing it so why shouldn’t we?” The boardroom was populated by slick suited sales reps from the 

PACE firms who were advocating for the County issued franchises to allow them to start doing 

business. They promised that they would be open and honest and would counsel potential 

customers about the risks and downsides.  

The loans are funded by investors who syndicate bonds. This is a huge government fomented 

business. Investment bankers, bond salesmen, financial advisors, and bond lawyers are having a 

field day. For example HERO and Ygrene are two of the three firms selected by the Board for 

franchise awards. It turns out that HERO is some sort of subsidiary of an organization called 

Renovate America. In turn, Renovate America is financed by a Boston venture capital firm (a 

group of partners) called Rockport Capital. It appears that the partners are a bunch of Harvard 

guys who live in New England.  As one recent article pointed out
1
: 

Renovate America Issues $240M in 

PACE Bonds  

Renovate America completed its third securitization of property-assessed clean 

energy (PACE) bonds with $240 million available for clean energy and water efficiency projects. 

The first two rounds from Renovate America’s Home Energy Renovation Opportunity (HERO) 

program funded more than $600 million in residential projects in California.  

PACE programs allow investments in water- and energy-efficiency retrofits and distributed 

renewable generation to be paid back through property taxes, which lowers the risk for both 

lenders and owners and can potentially open up a far larger swath of the energy-efficiency 

market.  

With the recent imposition of a mandatory 25 percent cut in urban water use in California, the 

latest round of financing is an incredible opportunity for water efficiency projects. PACE can 

cover such upgrades as drip irrigation, water capture systems, high-efficiency faucets, 

showerheads and toilets, and some drought-tolerant landscaping. 

                                                           
1
 The article originally appeared on May 5, 2015 in Greentech Media Newsletter and was written by Katherine 

Tweed. 

http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/nearly-1b-available-for-pace-projects-in-2014
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/nearly-1b-available-for-pace-projects-in-2014
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PACE financing for homes expanded rapidly in 2014, with residential loans eclipsing 

commercial projects in California. 

Another area of expansion is in the types of residential buildings that are allowed to take 

advantage of PACE. Ygrene Energy Fund, another PACE leader, announced on Wednesday that 

it completed 25 multifamily PACE projects, with more to come. 

Earlier this year, California Governor Jerry Brown established a multifamily PACE pilot in 

partnership with the MacArthur Foundation and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development. Stacey Lawson, CEO of Ygrene Energy Fund, said now that HUD has given its 

backing to PACE loans for multifamily properties, it should open up the opportunity in the low-

income multifamily housing market. In particular, it should help with mortgage lenders giving 

their consent to projects with PACE financing. There are more than 3 million multifamily 

housing units in California alone. 

In some ways, government-owned low-income housing may be easier to tackle than 

commercially owned properties. Lawson noted that there are often complicated ownership 

factors in commercial multifamily housing, which make it more difficult to execute loans. The 

buildings Ygrene has worked with so far were market-rate rental buildings. 

The Ygrene multifamily projects, which mostly ranged from about $200,000 to $500,000, were 

for common areas or assets such as boilers that serve the entire building. Future PACE 

investments in the multifamily space will likely continue to go to building-wide capital 

improvements, rather than upgrades inside individual units, said Lawson. 

In many cases, renters pay their own electricity bills, but it is the building owners that would pay 

back the PACE loan, a split incentive that has dogged energy-efficiency upgrades in leased 

properties. One area where the split incentive could be solved using PACE loans is for water 

projects. With the new water restrictions in California, Lawson said that 

PACE financing can be used for individual water meters for buildings that 

currently do not have submeters, so tenants can be held responsible for 

their specific water use.  

While California could be leveraging more PACE dollars for water 

efficiency in 2015, Florida continues to mostly make investments around 

efficiency and roof and window upgrades for wind hardening against 

hurricanes. In Oregon, state lawmakers recently approved a bill that will 

allow cities and counties to leverage PACE for seismic upgrades. But 

despite the different flavors of applications for PACE financing that are 

emerging across the country, no single state has come close to rivaling 

California’s robust residential PACE market .                                      Rockport’s Boston office 

Wait until the bubble bursts on this scheme. It will dwarf the savings and loan scandals.   

Perspective:  Remember, this is all ultimately being done in the name of reducing greenhouse 

gases to forestall global warming. Never waste a crisis. Plus, make a fortune selling something 

that most folks don’t need in a Mediterranean climate. And it’s endorsed by each of the 5 San 

Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors. It’s good to see them supporting business - especially on 

Martha’s Vineyard. 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CAcQjRxqFQoTCJ-av5nimskCFQbEYwod6goKlw&url=http://www.colliers.com/en-us/boston/properties/p-usa1000065/premier-financial-district-location&psig=AFQjCNEjF0ppxLW1lyTHAmiadyVa0S3-QQ&ust=1447963375048355
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/plug-and-play-residential-pace-financing-grows-in-california
http://www.greentechmedia.com/articles/read/plug-and-play-residential-pace-financing-grows-in-california
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/01/29/fact-sheet-administration-and-california-partner-drive-renewable-energy-
http://www.oregonlive.com/portland/index.ssf/2015/04/multnomah_county_to_begin_prog.html
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If you are thinking this is too good to pass up, you will need at least $500,000, the minimum 

investment accepted by Rockport. 

  

You can bet there is no PACE loan on this place. 

No stack and pack here. Pretty nice for a place                                                                               

you only use 3 months of the year. 

Background:  This is a scheme whereby property owners (both residential and commercial) can 

install better windows, insulation, heating and cooling equipment, solar panels, and now even 

synthetic lawns. Financing is provided by what are termed PACE “administrators” or legally 

termed “market place members.” These are private sector firms and government joint powers 

authorities that raise capital through large bond financings and then make the loans, which are 

secured by your property. These firms also select and manage panels of local contractors who 

perform the work. In effect and by selecting three firms, the Board of Supervisors is granting 

what could be very lucrative franchises. The program was originated in 2007 by the City of 

Berkeley, which has since abandoned it.  

In its contracts with these companies, the County states its public purpose in blatantly 

paternalistic phraseology:  

  

Concerns include: 

 The loans are recorded against the property as a tax lien.  

 The tax lien is in the first position, meaning that if a homeowner goes into default, 

the “administrator” gets paid before any other creditors, including the lenders that 

hold the mortgage. 

 That first position is so important that the Federal Housing Finance Agency 

prohibits Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac from purchasing mortgages or notes with 

At least you can be comforted 

knowing that the profits derived 

from the SLO County loans of the 

venture capital bankers will go to a 

spectacular cause. The house to the 

left is an example of a 

Massachusetts summer “cottage” of 

the vintage favored by Boston 

venture capital firm partners. It’s 

so enviro - they only water the 

lawns next to the house. Croquet 

anyone? 

magnates. 

http://www.mvlandmarks.com/listing/29115/22-lelands-path-edgartown-ma/
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PACE liens. Weeks ago, an FHFA statement pointed out the risk this first-lien status 

poses to taxpayers, real estate agents, banks and homeowners about the 

marketability of a house. 

 Unlike taxes due to a municipal agency, which cannot initiate a tax sale until 
taxes have not been paid for five years, the bondholders of the PACE loans 
are able to initiate foreclosure proceedings after missing one payment, and 
no provisions are available for making a repayment plan.  

 Realtors have pointed out that there are complications when properties turn over 

related to the loans. Many closings are falling out over these loans. 

 The Board of Supervisors is actually encouraging people to take on more debt by 

granting the franchises and thereby endorsing the program. Staff even said that the 

program would be coordinated with other County energy programs. For example: 

you must upgrade your systems to get the permit for the new bedroom and we have 

just the program (PACE) to help you pay for it. 

Bernie Madoff would blush. 

Item 16 - Hearing to consider a request by the County of San Luis Obispo for amendments 

to Title 29 – Affordable Housing Fund, to consider resolutions adopting an annual 

adjustment of the residential in-lieu fee and commercial housing impact fee schedules, and 

approve the Annual Report and Action Plan for Year 2016 pursuant to Title 29.  The Board 

voted 3/2 (Hill and Gibson dissenting) to leave the “fee” at its current level.  

Lack of County Housing Policy:  Essentially Hill seemed to have reached the conclusion that 

COLAB has been pointing out for 5 years: The County does not have a serious housing policy. 

In a departure from the usual superficial discussion of this matter, Supervisor Hill opened up the 

broader issue of County housing policy in general.
2
  He pointed out that there is a complex 

regulatory problem in California but that he didn’t expect the State leadership to do anything 

about it. Later in the conversation he suggested that the County should make the problem a focus 

of its annual legislative program and should build allies in the California State Association of 

Counties (CSAC) to work for reform. Clearly Hill, Mecham, Arnold, and Compton all 

understand that the in-lieu program is token and can’t really impact the underlying problems 

which make housing in coastal California so expensive.  During the proceeding, Hill called for 

action, refreshingly saying, “No more committees.” He correctly pointed out that private sector 

companies will not be able to stay here, because their workers cannot afford the county’s 

expensive homes. Moreover, there is a lack of rental housing. He further posited a different 

hypothetical overall strategy of accepting the current situation and promoting a county populated 

by wealthy retirees and vacationers. Note that he does not support such a strategy (it is elitist, he 

said) but fairly listed it as a policy alternative. 

                                                           
2
 Note that Arnold, for several years and joined by Compton this year, has been calling for an 

analysis of locations where homes can be built, as a way to open up a housing policy discussion, 

and that she has been ignored until this meeting, when Hill raised the same issue in general. 
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Staff Direction:  Staff was given direction to return to the Board with ideas for a more 

aggressive housing policy. Interestingly, the County CEO, Dan Buckshi warned the Board not to 

expect too much. He said that all the ideas have been examined at one time or another in the past 

and that assigning staff to prepare an analysis and recommendation is a waste of time. We 

understand that from Buckshi's position, and given the massive restrictions inherent in the 

County’s land use and water polices, such an effort could in fact be wasteful. The Planning 

Director said that his Department would prepare maps showing where housing could be 

developed but that the limitations of traffic, water, infrastructure, steep slopes, etc., would result 

in discovering few if any areas suitable for housing. 

These officials are correct in the context of the paradigm of the existing architecture of land use 

and regulation (which are conscious products of County accumulative policy). For the effort to 

have meaning, they need to step outside of these self-imposed resourced constraints and posit a 

new future wherein those limitations are mastered and eliminated.  

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 

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.  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday November 24, 2015 (Scheduled) 

Item 2 - Submittal of the FY 2015-16 First Quarter Financial Status Report and request to 

approve a Position Allocation List adjustment as detailed in Section 3 of the report and 

various financial actions as detailed in Section 4.  This item contains the First Quarter 

Financial Report. There do not appear to be any negative developments at this point. 
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2016-17 Annual Budget Development Policies:  This is an annual check-in during which the 

County CEO has an opportunity to recommend budget policy changes. Similarly it provides an 

opportunity for the Board as a whole to establish new policies or direct a new emphasis. 

The CEO recommends no changes for next year.  

Key Strategic Issues which could be examined and direction given include: 

a. Revenue strategy to address large deferred maintenance deficit. 

b. Revenue strategy to address large unfunded new infrastructure deficit. 

c. Land use and economic development strategies related to items a and b above. 

D. Upcoming Pension Bond refinancing cliff.   

e. Contingency plan for Diablo plant phase-out or immediate shut down (like San Onofre). 

f. Housing crisis. (See item 16 of last week’s agenda above). 

g. Planning for real water management and financing facility expansion (and concomitant 

financing) as opposed to and in addition to the current conservation emphasis. 

 

Item 19 - Hearing to consider an ordinance amending Title 19 (Building and Construction 

Ordinance) to adopt by reference Sections 490-495, Chapter 2.7, Division 2, Title 23 in the 

California Code of Regulations the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance as 

mandated by the State of California Department of Water Resources per Gubernatorial 

Executive Order B-29-15.  New restrictions on water use on landscaping and restrictions on the 

amount of landscaping are be adopted into the Building Code. These are broadened and more 

complex application requirements. The regulations are being imposed by Executive Order of the 

Governor. The staff write-up is limited and unclear: 

Applicability 

As a result of MWELO adoption, smaller projects will be subject to more strict landscaping 

requirements. The County’s existing landscaping regulations have minimal water efficiency 

requirements for most small, owner provided landscaping, such as a single family dwelling with 

less than 2,500 square feet of landscaping. The MWELO applies to all new projects with an 

aggregate landscape area of 500 square feet or greater that require a building permit. It also 

applies to rehabilitated landscape projects with an aggregate landscape area of 2,500 square 

feet or greater that require a building permit. Project applicants with new landscapes less than 

2,500 square feet can choose a prescriptive compliance option contained in Appendix D of the 

MWELO. This method offers a simplified option; however, these requirements are still more 
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stringent than the County’s existing requirements for landscapes of this size. The County will 

provide a detailed application packet, checklist, and a list of Frequently Asked Questions to 

applicants and interested individuals. The following table indicates when the MWELO is 

applicable.  

  

a. How does this differ from the existing regulation? Back on November 10, when the matter was 

introduced, we requested that the staff provide some kind of matrix beyond the one shown above 

in order that people could study it. That has not happened.   

b. Of course some Board members and the staff will argue that this is a State mandate and there 

is nothing to be done. That doesn’t tell us what the Board actually thinks substantively about the 

new, more onerous provisions. Of course, given the staff report and lack of comparison, they 

(like the public) will have no idea. 

c. Did the County’s lobbyist or anyone else spot this? Was the County notified for purposes of 

comment during the State’s normal administrative review rule making process? If so, was it 

ignored? Or did folks say, “This is great! Another way for us to regulate the heck out of every 

one and not even get the blame!”? 

d. Since this version is more complicated and has more technical requirements, will the fees be 

raised or the time billing for review be increased? Have they thought about any examples?  

See the actual text at the link below and tell us what you think.   

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/5319/QXR0YWNobWVudCAyX01vZGVs

IFdhdGVyIEVmZmljaWVudCBMYW5kc2NhcGUgT3JkaWFuYW5jZS5wZGY=/12/n/52442.d

oc  

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/5319/QXR0YWNobWVudCAyX01vZGVsIFdhdGVyIEVmZmljaWVudCBMYW5kc2NhcGUgT3JkaWFuYW5jZS5wZGY=/12/n/52442.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/5319/QXR0YWNobWVudCAyX01vZGVsIFdhdGVyIEVmZmljaWVudCBMYW5kc2NhcGUgT3JkaWFuYW5jZS5wZGY=/12/n/52442.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/5319/QXR0YWNobWVudCAyX01vZGVsIFdhdGVyIEVmZmljaWVudCBMYW5kc2NhcGUgT3JkaWFuYW5jZS5wZGY=/12/n/52442.doc
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Item 22 - Annual Fee Increases for 2016.  There will be a hearing and a vote on raising certain 

fees. The County reports that it has almost 2,000 fees for various services and for processing 

regulatory matters. Many are for direct services to the public for parks use, golf, medical 

services, childcare, purchasing publications, and so forth. COLAB is concerned with those that 

impact business and agriculture (particularly annual operating permit and license fees). COLAB 

is also concerned about the fees related to land use and building matters.  

The general policy of the County is that fees should cover the costs of the “special things” which 

the public wants, so that the costs of providing them do not subtract revenues away from services 

which are provided to everyone, such as Fire, Sheriff, Jail, Probation, District Attorney, road 

maintenance, etc. The specific rule within the County’s Budget development policy states: 

21. Cost Recovery through Fees: Utilize fees to recover costs where reasonable and after all cost 

saving options have been explored. Exceptions will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. County 

Check some sample language out 

to the left. This thing contains 24 

pages of this stuff .You can get a 

colonoscopy easier and with less 

direction. 
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departments will review fees annually to ensure that they meet statutory requirements, fall within 

the range of fees being charged by comparator counties and achieve cost recovery. 

This theory is fine as applied to discretionary activities such golf, launching a boat, or getting a 

flu shot. The problem is that applying it across the Board to business regulation and land use and 

building permitting can undermine the operational viability of existing business, the expansion of 

existing business, or creation of a new business. Obviously the time /money factor in processing 

many permits is a companion issue of great importance. Relatedly, some permits are so 

technically difficult to process that in addition to the actual permit fees, applicants must engage 

and pay a variety of experts in order to prepare and process their applications. Accordingly, the 

entire cost package is of great concern. 

Another issue is what determines the actual price of the particular annual license or permit? 

Similarly, the price of a particular type of land use permit is of great concern. Do these prices 

bear any real relationship to the cost of the time the staff spends analyzing a particular 

application? The County says, yes and it says that it does studies to verify the cost of each permit 

type. 

a. Are these studies available to the public? 

There is constant upward pressure on the costs because California local governments have 

bought into the theory and practice that employee salary and benefit cost must inexorably rise.  

Furthermore, they have bought into the theory and practice that virtually all public safety (Fire, 

Sheriff) activities must be provided by career benefited civil service unionized employees. The 

same situation is true for most of the civilian regulatory departments, such as Planning, Public 

Works, Public Health, and Agricultural Commissioner. These rank and file employees are some 

of the best compensated in society. Thus the pressure to raise fees is endless and self inflicted. 

We have listed some of the relevant proposed fee increases in Addendum I at the end of this 

update beginning on page 13. 

Some sample questions pulled from the addendum: 

1. Why is the fee for a permit extension (time) doubling from $584 to $1,167? How many hours 

of analysis are required at what price here? 

2. Why does the Health Department charge $1,001 to review a plan for a residential swimming 

pool?   

3. Why does the Health Department charge $537 for a pre-application meeting? Even a lawyer 

will give a potential client a meeting to discuss a particular service or case without charging a 

fee. 
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4. Why does a minor condition compliance site visit cost $937? If it’s minor, how long could it 

take?  

5. Why does Cal Fire need $850 to review a parcel map? Public Health is going to charge                      

$1,201 to review the same parcel. 

6. Why does a minor use permit that is exempt from CEQA cost $4,137? The $4,137 doesn’t 

sound so minor. You can get a lot of oral surgery for less. Is the $937 in Item 4 tacked on if there 

is a minor condition on the minor use permit? 

There are hundreds of other permit types and inspection types that could be subject to the same 

questions.  

Do Board members ever review a sampling of the fee studies to test the system? 

The Board should set up a managed competition project between these departments and the 

private sector. Conduct an RFP for these services and see what unit prices are submitted. 

Simultaneously allow the departments to propose prices and see who comes out best. If civil 

engineering firm x or plumbing firm y would propose a better price and certify to standards, the 

community might be better off. Not only price but also time to review and inspect would also be 

an important selection criteria. In the end some of the better County staffers might quit and form 

firms to submit competitive bids.  

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Thursday, November 19, 2015 

(Completed) 

Item A-1: IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS - PASO ROBLES BASIN WATER DISTRICT 

FORMATION.  Once the Board of Supervisors set elections related to the formation of the 

proposed district, LAFCO is required to craft an “impartial analysis” of 500 words or less.  Other 

than the fact that this wording, which certainly is not an analysis, is required by law, it is not 

clear for what the purpose the “analysis” will be used. The actual text can be accessed at the link: 

http://www.slolafco.com/Staff_Reports/2015_November_Item_A-

1_PRBWD_Impartial%20Analysis.pdf   

There did not seem to be any policy decisions implicit in this item. 

San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (APCD) Meeting of Wednesday, November 

18, 2015. (Completed) 

Unnumbered Item - Closed Session.  

a. Personnel Matter (Pursuant to Government Code section 54957) - Air Pollution Control 

Officer (APO) Performance Evaluation and Employment Contract.  The APO’s relentless 

and myopic pushing of the dunes dust regulation, even though a substantial number of APCD 

http://www.slolafco.com/Staff_Reports/2015_November_Item_A-1_PRBWD_Impartial%20Analysis.pdf
http://www.slolafco.com/Staff_Reports/2015_November_Item_A-1_PRBWD_Impartial%20Analysis.pdf
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Board members favor a more collaborative path, has raised questions about his ability to 

effectively manage the agency. The matter was considered in Executive Session and the results 

were not reported. If the Board determined to renew the APO’s employment contract it will 

likely appear on the next APCD Board meeting agenda.  If a new contract does not appear, it 

may signal a decision for the APO to leave. If the contract is extended, it would signal that some 

combination of Board members wish the APO to continue. It may be that the public will never 

find out what happened because the contract is evergreen. That is, it automatically renews unless 

the Board votes to not renew it. 

YOUR CHOICE - IT’S ABOUT WHO YOU ELECT 

 

      

             FRENCH CIVILIZATION                           SYRIAN CIVILIZATION  

 

AMERICAN CIVILIZATION 

 

 

 

 

Addendum I - Sample Fee Increases 

http://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.mouv.fr/sites/default/files/2013/07/15/84488/paris_pic.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.mouv.fr/diffusion-gloire-a-la-france&h=280&w=450&tbnid=pnLysZDFw4IGhM:&docid=z9_QPB0dOsA5PM&ei=HLRIVtegEpPMjwPMyYHgDw&tbm=isch&ved=0CFMQMygsMCxqFQoTCNeek_LtkskCFRPmYwodzGQA_A
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi_94jP6J3JAhUJRogKHSFWCPIQjRwIBw&url=http://www.cbc.ca/news/trending/how-to-help-syrian-refugees-1.3215006&psig=AFQjCNETvap5NqwIGBkG6qLs6beakzNoPQ&ust=1448068186590015
http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=589&tbm=isch&tbnid=dVyjVcRTxiLVeM:&imgrefurl=http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Golden_Gate_Bridge,_SF.jpg&docid=yw2ck_IyXJH4PM&imgurl=http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/f/f1/Golden_Gate_Bridge,_SF.jpg&w=6217&h=1852&ei=MCOMUorMIc2H2AX52IDABg&zoom=1&iact=rc&page=3&tbnh=114&tbnw=348&start=25&ndsp=15&ved=1t:429,r:33,s:0&tx=244&ty=82
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