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   THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 
ALL MEETINGS ARE AT 9:00 AM UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, February 6, 2024 (Scheduled)  

 

Item 1 - Introduction of a request by the County of San Luis Obispo (LRP2022-00004) to 

amend Title 8 of the County Code (the Health and Sanitation Ordinance) and Title 19 of 

the County Code (the Building and Construction Ordinance) to update the plumbing 

fixture requirements for the water offset programs within the Los Osos Groundwater 

Basin Plan Area. Exempt from CEQA. Hearing date set for February 27, 2024.   

 

EARLY WARNING:  This item sets a hearing for February 27, where the Board will consider 

ordinance amendments requiring a variety of water saving devices in Los Osos. These would be 

required for any renovations or new construction. Showerheads, low flow toilets, sink aerators, 

and clothes washers will all have new restrictions. The installations will be subject to verification 

inspections by County personnel. There is controversy building in regard to the ordinance.  

 

 
 

Fee Increases in General - Items 24 and 25 Below: 

 

Item 24 below pertains to Planning and Development fees. The issue was deferred from the 

overall fee adoption hearing in December. Supervisor Ortiz-Legg had questions regarding some 

of the administrative overhead fees. Item 25 pertains to fees for permitting various types of 

cannabis projects.  



5 

 

 

 Background: County fee increases - the self-fulfilling prophecy  

 
A second dose of the annual County’s annual fee increase ritual will be driven during Tuesday’s 

Board of Supervisors meeting. The County negotiates higher salaries and then pleads the need to 

raise the fees to cover some or all of the cost. Meanwhile, your one lot subdivision takes 2 years 

and $50,000 in fees as well as your own applicant costs for engineers, architects, environmental 

experts, and a Native American monitor.  

 

The underlying theory is that users of government services that do not befit the public at large 

should pay for them so as not to consume tax supported services, which benefit everyone. 

Accordingly, citizens should pay fees for services such a public golf courses, beach parking, 

airport operations, document filing, hunting and fishing licenses, gun licenses, and hundreds 

more.  

 

On the other hand, services such as policing, fire protection and suppression, public prosecution 

and defense of criminals, jail, snow plowing, some health services, social services, and public 

education are regarded as beneficial to the entire society and are largely covered by taxes. 

 

There is a gray area in between, where services such as flu shots, local parks, libraries, etc., are 

often funded by both taxes and fees. These often are set on a graduated basis to subsidize the 

poor. 

 

Public transit was once entirely supported by charges but has now become mostly subsidized by 

general taxes and the rip off of gas taxes. Roads are funded by a combination of general taxes, 

user charges, excise taxes, and tolls. 

 

The underlying problematic historical trend is the evolution of local government regulation from 

tax supported to fee and excise tax supported over the past 70 years. Originally, governments 

viewed land development, agricultural expansion, and commerce as beneficial. But as so-called 

safety, zoning, and aesthetic regulations expanded massively, academics and public 

administrators preached the gospel that “users” should pay the costs of being regulated, that is 

permitted.  

 

This theory has been exponentially expanded under the regime of environmentalism in recent 

decades through the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), CO2 reduction mandates, 

and bias against the conversion of land to suburban development. That bias has resulted in the 

stack-and-pack scheme, which in turn has generated thousands of banal box-like 3 and 4 story 

apartment and condo buildings next to highways and railroads throughout the state. 

 

The housing crisis, permanent homelessness, and the decline of the family are all major 

destructive bi-products.  

 

The underlying problems include: 

 

 There are too many regulations.  

 

 The regulations are horribly complicated and subjective. 
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 The cost of administering the regulations is too high, due to featherbedded processes 

and government unions controlling the government bodies that determine the 

efficiency, velocity, and cost of the regulations.  

 

 Bias against development by college educated bureaucrats who have been 

brainwashed by the leftist industrial complex at university planning schools. 

 

 NIMBY elites. 

 

 Powerful elitist environmental groups who contribute to political campaigns on the 

one hand and sue over development decisions on the other.  

The key operative departments include the Ag Commissioner, Planning and Development, 

Public Works, Fire, and the Environmental Health Division of the Public Health Department. 

The County Counsel’s office is an underlying controller, secretly advising the others in the name 

of liability prevention. 

 

Once again, the Board should stop the dance and require the subject departments to demonstrate 

in public the process and cost for key components, such as a minor use permit, building permit, 

or well permit. These should be done in flow chart format, with the time and price of each step 

documented. 

 

Since most plans are produced and stamped by licensed architects and engineers, backed up by 

other subject specific experts, how does the County, using liberal arts planners, public 

administrators, and environmentalists, actually have the expertise to judge a project? It does this 

by setting up its own subjective regulatory scheme under which the applicant can be treated 

arbitrarily and must play regulatory roulette while the game board is constantly manipulated. 

 

Why not try a fair game? A project that is in the proper zone will automatically be approved 

within no later than 90 days, unless the County can document actual violation of public health 

and safety. 

 

The funding trap: Taxes, Fees, Exactions, and the Hidden Tax for Applicant Processing 

Experts. 

 

As noted above, the permitting process has become far too complex and onerous. Over the 

decades this has led to cities and counties having to employ an ever increasing number and 

variety of professional experts to interpret and manage the process.  Environmental groups and 

affluent NIMBY elites have added complexity and costs through state mandates such as CEQA, 

the Coastal Act, carbon reduction mandates, affordable housing mandates, and removal of vast 

tracts of land from eligibility to be developed for ever.  

 

Exactions (called fees but really a tax on development) are justified as being necessary to fund 

infrastructure development related to the new development.   

 

By the  early 1970’s it became apparent that basic taxes would not be available to cover 

permitting costs and exactions, as the introduction of public employee collective bargaining 
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began to exponentially eat up local government general revenue sources such as the property tax, 

sales tax, and hotel tax.  Tax-and-spenders often attempt to attribute this major structural change 

to Proposition 13; however, as the chart below demonstrates, the damage had been done well 

before Proposition 13 and its follow-on legislation, AB8 took effect. Funding that had once gone 

to infrastructure now went to employee salaries and benefits. The chart demonstrates the history 

of capital expenditures in budgets for all California governments. 

 

 
 

The red arrow points to the year when government unions began to bargain for wages, benefits, 

and conditions of work. Proposition 13 passed in 1978 and was implemented in 1980.  

 

Sample permitting fees for a typical ADU or a Single family Home on the next Page below: 
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Other permitting fees 

 

   

Don’t forget public facilities fees: 
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Or Road Fees 

 

  

 

Or other exaction fees. 
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Item 24 - Hearing to consider an ordinance implementing Planning and Building Fees in 

the County Fee Schedule “B” for Fiscal Year 2024-25.  The proposed permitting fees are 

detailed bellow. When the Board considered fee increases back in November, Planning and 

Development fees were deferred to a future meeting due to various questions about redundancy. 

These included the Initial Study Fee, the 30% Fee for Contract Management, and the Technology 

Fee. These are actually fees on fees, in that they are assessed on top of the actual fees charged for 

permit processing. They cover “overhead” costs. Remember that overhead fees for utilities, 

building maintenance, support from other departments, and so forth are already charged through 

the “annual cost allocation plan.” Planning is charged about $2.9 million in overhead by this 

internal transfer. The staff report defends the three fees and recommends that the Board adopt 

them as well as the rest of the P&B proposed fees. The overall impact is a 21% increase for 2023 

to 2024. 

 

The staff has returned with arguments for maintaining the overhead fees, including the 

Technology Fee, Contract Management Fee, and Initial Study Fee. Excerpts are listed below: 

 

Initial Study Deposit FY 2022-23 was the first fiscal year that the Department’s new Fee 

Structure was in place. The key change was the separation of Environmental Review fees from 

Land Use Permit fees. Since this new Fee Structure was in place, staff have been able to use 

actual data to reevaluate several fees for the proposed FY 2024-25 fee schedule. As a result of 

this effort, staff updated several time and motion studies to reflect more accurately how 

applications are currently processed. One of these updates resulted in an increase to the deposit 

for Environmental Initial Studies (indicated as “Environmental - Initial Study Fee (deposit).  

 

30% Administrative Fee for Contract Management  - In the Planning Division, outside 

consultants are primarily used for the following: • When the Department lacks the in-house 

expertise Examples of this include Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs), expanded Initial 

Studies, and peer reviews of technical studies (archaeology, biology, geology), and legal lot 

verification for certificates of compliance. • To balance workload Due to staff vacancies and the 

experience level of our planners, we will rely on consultant services to write staff reports, 

including findings and conditions, prepare environmental documents (e.g., initial studies), and 

present at hearings. As far as case types, this includes general plans amendments, minor use 

permits, conditional use permits, initial studies, and subdivisions. The Department has the 
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expertise to process this work but, given staff vacancies and experience level, it would result in 

substantially longer processing times.  

 

This one is apparently separate and on top of the one above. 

 

The Administrative Fee covers department staff time (of various classifications) associated with 

the following:  

 

• Procurement of Professional Service Contracts, including but not limited to obtaining cost 

estimates from consultants. 

 • Preparing and reviewing contracts for services with internal and external staff, including 

Counsel.  

• Coordinating the final execution of contracts and amendments to appropriate parties.  

• Coordinating and preparing the staff reports for contracts that need Board approval. This 

includes staff time to review the Board item and for staff to add this item to the Board’s agenda. 

• Managing and tracking contract limits on Purchase Orders which includes the creation of new 

purchase orders and changing existing purchase orders based on changes in project scope and 

contract amendments.  

• Creating and reconciling the Environmental Trust Accounts which includes working with 

applicants to request additional funds, where applicable. 

 

 • County-Wide Overhead costs which include services provided by County Counsel and the 

ACTTCPA and other services provided by the County. 

COLAB Note: Is this one  due to the County Cost Plan $1.9  million charged to Planning.  

 

 • Department Overhead to cover the indirect costs that aren’t directly billed to the applicant, 

which includes the Records Management team’s time for the planning and coordination of all of 

our Department’s Hearing  Bodies, including the Planning Commission and other Management 

staff time that is not directly billed to the applicant, as well as the carrying cost of consultant 

invoices.  

 

Technology Fee - The Department’s Fee Schedule also includes a Technology Surcharge to 

support the cost of staff to manage EnerGov/PermitSLO, the County’s permit tracking software 

system, and to pay for technology upgrades and replacement. The technology fee will be 

assessed at 8.6% (up from 7.6% from the prior fiscal year) of the total permit fee. The increase is 

primarily due to increases in Salaries and Employee Benefits and Consumer Price Index (CPI) 

increases. EnerGov is the system used to process land use and building permits, as well as being 

the system of record for land use and building permits. Through EnerGov, the Department can 

offer online options for submitting permit applications, applicants can monitor the progress of 

permits and the public can access records in real time and submit suspected code violations. As 

the ability to issue and track permits is a requirement of land use and construction agencies, it is 

critical that the Department has a technology solution that is accurate, reliable and supports the 

public’s interest in self-service, online submittal, electronic review, and corrections, as well as 

provides access to publicly available records.  

 

And you thought automation should make things faster, better, and lest costly. 
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Item 25 - Hearing to consider an ordinance amending Auditor-Controller-Treasurer-Tax 

Collector (ACTTC), Planning and Building, and Sheriff-Coroner Cannabis Fees in the 

County Fee Schedule "B" for Fiscal Year 2024-25.  The Hearing is likely to be contentious as 

the cannabis growers and applicants have become more and more frustrated with the costs and 

lengthy timelines. What has been the impact on the black market? Remember, the main reason 

cited by cannabis activists statewide was that legalization would eliminate the black market and 

thereby reduce pressure on the criminal justice system and free up space in jails. 
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Auditor Controller 

  
 

Planning and Building 

 
 

 
  

 

Sheriff’s Office 
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Financial Impact 

 

  
The tax revenue is not listed here. Does the tax revenue even cover the 1 million general fund 

subsidy? 

 

 

SLO County Council of Governments (SLOCOG) Meeting of Wednesday February 7, 2024 

(Scheduled)  
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Item F5 - Draft 2024SLOCOG State & Federal Legislative Platform &Central Coast 

Coalition (CCC) Legislative Platform.  This contains the usual litany of efforts to obtain more 

Federal and State funding. There is no mention of seeking a ½ cent sales tax for transportation to 

enhance the County’s competitiveness. 

 

There are references to some of the climatist sacred cows, such as CO2 reduction and sea level 

rise.  

 

Planning Commission of Thursday, February 8, 2024 (Scheduled)  

 

Item 4 - Determination of conformity with the County General Plan for the acquisition of a 

17.36-acre parcel (APN 073-075 019) from the Cayucos Sanitary District for a future park, 

coastal access, and open space uses as identified in the County General Plan’s Park and 

Recreation Element. The parcel sits between the community of Cayucos and the City of 

Morro Bay. The County Estero Area Plan, which is consistent with the County’s Local 

Coastal Program and General Plan, identifies this area as the Estero Marine Terminal with 

policies promoting the use of the property for recreational activities such as parks and 

bicycle trails.  What a waste. What a great site for a beautiful 5 star hotel, which would generate 

millions of new dollars in sales taxes, property taxes, and hotel taxes each year. These in turn 

could be used to moderate the relentless pressure for fee increases. Open space is a sacred cow. 

The coast line in this section is already full of access points and this land is actually across the 

street  (Hwy 1). A hotel with a bar, several restaurants, and a deal on pool use and beach club  

membership for local residents would actually increase access more than a vacant weed lot 

hammered by the northwest wind. 
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This could never be permitted today. 

Coral Casino, Santa Barbara/Montecito  

Make life beautiful, not ideological.  

 

California Coastal Commission meetings of Wednesday, February 7, 2024, Thursday, 

February 8, 2024, and Friday February 9, 2025 (Scheduled)  

 

There are no controversial matters pertaining to SLO County on the Agenda.  Southern 

California Gas is seeking a permit to repair a pipe at Old Creek, which was damaged in last 

year’s winter storms. The staff recommends approval. The item will be considered during the 

Friday meeting. 
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LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS                                                                                     

 

 

No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, January 30 , 2024 (Not Scheduled)  

 

 

In a serendipitous coincidence, the other agencies were also off this week. Many will return 

to action next week.  

 

 

EMERGENT ISSUES 
 

 

Item 1 - Judge finds SLO County Clerk Recorder overcharged for recount 

January 30, 2024 

 

SLO County Clerk Recorder Elaina Cano 

By KAREN VELIE 

A judge ruled Tuesday that the San Luis Obispo County Clerk-Recorder’s Office overcharged a 

citizen for a recount of the 2022 county supervisor race between incumbent Bruce Gibson and 

Dr. Bruce Jones. 

 

After Gibson defeated Jones by a mere 13 votes in the November election, Darcia Stebbens 

requested the recount. Stebbens then terminated the recount after less than a fourth of the 

district’s precincts had been counted, noting issues with transparency and costs. 

Before the recount was halted, Clerk-Recorder Elaina Cano agreed to count one ballot that her 

staff had failed to properly tally. The contested ballot, however, did not end up being tallied in 

the recount. 

After Stebbens had paid the county $48,898 in estimated charges, Cano sent her a bill for an 

additional $4,448. Stebbens refused to pay the charges, alleging Cano had failed to provide 

itemized bills and documents requested with the recount. Cano then filed a small claims court 

suit against Stebbens, which Cano won. 

Stebbens appealed, and the case moved to Superior Court Judge Rita Federman. Even though 

Stebbens pointed out multiple issues in which she asserted Cano overcharged her, for example a 

charge for a court filing that did not occur, the judge said she lacked the jurisdiction to consider 

Stebbens’ claim for reimbursement of additional false charges. 

https://calcoastnews.com/2022/12/slo-county-supervisor-gibson-wins-by-13-votes/
https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Clerk-Recorder.aspx
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Judge Federman determined Cano charged $5,088 for overtime hours for herself and two other 

staff members, even though her office never paid those costs. The court determined Cano 

overcharged for the recount and that Stebbens does not owe the county any additional money. 

This article first appeared in the January 31, 2024 edition of Cal Coast News. 

  

Item 2 - Biden takes a destructive California idea national – by Will Swaim 
a Destructive California Idea National 
The state’s laboratory of policy chaos has produced another misbegotten 

experiment for progressives to replicate elsewhere. 

Gavin Newsom doesn’t need to run for president in order to shape national policy. The Biden 

administration has made clear it’ll follow California off a cliff, taking Newsom’s campaign 

against independent contractors national with a March 2024 Department of Labor rule change. 

“Misclassifying employees as independent contractors is a serious issue that deprives workers of 

basic rights and protections,” acting federal labor secretary Julie Su declared in her department’s 

January 9 announcement. “This rule will help protect workers, especially those facing the 

greatest risk of exploitation, by making sure they are classified properly and that they receive the 

wages they’ve earned.” 

That’s pretty much what Su had said in 2019. Back then, she was Governor Newsom’s secretary 

of labor. In signing Assembly Bill 5 (A.B. 5), her boss said he was ending the scourge of 

“employee misclassification” — the practice, Newsom said, by which rapacious companies hire 

as freelancers men and women who should be called “employees” and who should therefore 

benefit from the entire Domesday Book of California and federal employment regulations. 

The Biden administration appears undeterred by the lessons of recent history. The California law 

unleashed chaos in the state’s politics and courts. Politicians delegated to union leaders the 

power to hand out exemptions to politically favored groups. Lawyers, doctors, psychologists, 

dentists, podiatrists — almost anybody with an advanced degree was exempt. When newspapers 

editorialized against the new law — noting that they rely on freelance photographers, reporters, 

editors, designers, and delivery people — they, too, were excluded from the new regulations. 

Suddenly free from the dead hand of state regulators, the newspapers turned as one and 

editorialized in favor of the new law. A federal judge said the process was shot through with 

“corruption,” “backroom dealing,” “pure spite,” and “naked favoritism.” 

But more important, A.B. 5 crushed tens of thousands of California business owners — those 

who operate as independent contractors as well as those who employ or otherwise rely on them. 

Now Biden and Su plan to bring the crazy to every American state. 

“The chilling effect alone will put many independent contractors out of work,” predicts Karen 

Anderson, a writer, editor, photographer, and creator of the Facebook group Freelancers Against 

https://www.labor.ca.gov/2019/12/16/california-labor-and-workforce-development-agency-launches-status-law-website/
https://www.courthousenews.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/olson-vs-california-ninth-circuit-opinion.pdf
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AB5. She points out that the new federal rule is a “a mind-boggling 339 pages,” so complex that 

even freelancers exempted from California’s byzantine A.B. 5 will find themselves jettisoned by 

employers who don’t want the compliance hassles associated with the sprawling federal rule. 

“As usual with government overreach, it’s the little guy who gets hurt, like the one-person 

business or the mom and pop who are not allowed to contract with a fellow independent 

professional, or who get audited by the Employment Development Department or the Division of 

Labor Standards Enforcement for alleged misclassification violations that result in astronomical 

fines and penalties,” says Anderson. 

When he signed A.B. 5, Newsom said the new law would stop companies from “wrongly 

classifying” workers as “independent contractors rather than employees,” a “misclassification” 

that “erodes basic worker protections like the minimum wage, paid sick days and health 

insurance benefits.” But then he roared when he probably ought to have said nothing: “Assembly 

Bill 5 is an important step, . . . a next step is [sic] creating pathways for more workers to form a 

union, collectively bargain to earn more, and have a stronger voice at work — all while 

preserving flexibility and innovation.” 

Originally aimed at the Silicon Valley gig economy — at independent drivers that provide the 

backbone for such businesses as Uber, Lyft, and DoorDash — A.B. 5 was always about 

enhancing union power. Its author, Lorena Gonzalez, was a San Diego–area Teamsters official 

when she entered the state assembly in 2013. Upon Newsom’s signing of her bill, she was 

delighted by the prospect of thousands of gig drivers herded into corporate employment where 

they would be more easily targeted for unionization. She declared that California, “one of the 

strongest economies in the world, . . . is now setting the global standard for worker protections 

for other states and countries to follow.” 

What happened next? Uber, Lyft, and DoorDash spent $200 million on a successful 2020 state 

ballot initiative to exempt themselves from the law. When the smoke cleared, the only businesses 

laboring under the burden of A.B. 5 were those too small to fight back. 

Anderson says it’s a certainty that the new federal regulation will do for all Americans what 

Newsom’s law did for Californians. She points to her list of 600 California business 

types thrown into chaos by A.B. 5. It’s a heartbreaking catalogue of men and women — 

including speech pathologists, teachers of English as a second language, SAT proctors, 

translators, writers, and actors — whose own government destroyed their piece of the American 

dream. 

Lili Von Shtupp (please let this be her real name and not merely a movie reference) told 

Anderson, “I am a 54-year-old disabled female burlesque dancer, emcee, magician, and 

producer. With eight minutes work as a dancer onstage, it’s impossible to characterize me as an 

employee. I work for some companies once a year.” Speaking directly to the state’s union-

backed politicians, Von Shtupp said, “AB 5 has devastated my coming back to work after being 

diagnosed with a degenerative illness. I can’t be hired at a 40-hour-a-week job as I cannot have 

the flexibility to deal with my illness or receive an hourly pay rate to survive part time. I also 

https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/AB-5-Signing-Statement-2019.pdf
https://rolls.bublup.com/Anderson/AB5-Personal-Stories
https://rolls.bublup.com/Anderson/AB5-Personal-Stories
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lWBdVMtkFOA
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can’t drive. I am the textbook small-business entrepreneur. AB 5 has effectively made it 

impossible for me to work and support myself with dignity.” 

“I ran L.A.’s No. 1 weekly burlesque show for twelve years. Now I sit home writing my elected 

representatives begging for the right to work, ” Von Shtupp added. 

A.B. 5 author Lorena Gonzalez has since left the state assembly to become president of the 

Teamsters-affiliated California Labor Federation. From that lofty promontory, she crowed that 

Su’s rule change will dispatch regulators to “prevent [California businesses] from shopping 

around to a different state with laxer rules.” 

One of those former Californians is trucker Tom Odom. 

Odom was born and raised in California, where he grew his trucking business. But Newsom 

drove a stake through Odom’s business by signing A.B. 5, prohibiting him from working in the 

state. When I caught up with him to discuss the big news out of the U.S. Department of Labor, 

he was laboring — picking up cargo in Deming, N.M., a remote crossroads town famous for the 

Silver Spike, the commemorative hardware driven into the spot where the Southern Pacific 

railroad met the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe in the New Mexico Territory in 1881. 

Odom left California last year, joining more than a million Californians abandoning the state in a 

mass migration so historic that it has become known as the “California exodus.” He moved his 

business to Tennessee, but he and Mrs. Odom think they’ll ultimately settle in Texas. They’re 

hampered for the moment because they’ve struggled to sell their place in the Central Valley town 

of Madera. 

The pending federal rule change would have him cornered again. 

* * * 

There’s still hope that the federal rule change will die an ignominious death. Kevin Kiley, a 

California Republican who opposed A.B. 5 while in the state assembly, has raised the alarm 

since he joined Congress in 2023. Though a freshman, he’s already chairman of the House 

Workforce Protections Subcommittee, and in that capacity has endlessly blasted both the 

proposed change in labor law and Julie Su, the force behind the new rule. 

Kiley knows Su too well. “The highest position at DOL continues to be held by an official who 

does not have enough support to be confirmed to lead the agency on a permanent basis,” Kiley 

and House Education and the Workforce Committee chairwoman Virginia Foxx (R., 

N.C.) wrote just before Su’s formal announcement of the rule change. 

https://rolls.bublup.com/Anderson/AB5-Personal-Stories
https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/biden-gig-worker-rule-18598587.php
https://www.nationalreview.com/2022/12/california-destroys-its-independent-truckers/
https://www.nationalreview.com/2023/03/bidens-labor-nominee-embodies-the-spirit-of-california-and-thats-the-problem/
https://edworkforce.house.gov/news/documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=409924
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“Many of the objections to Ms. Su’s nomination come from her . . . allowing fraudsters to steal 

$32 billion in unemployment insurance from California taxpayers,” the lawmakers noted. “Ms. 

Su was also the chief enforcer of AB 5, a California law that mirrors current federal anti-worker 

proposals like H.R. 20, the [PRO Act], and DOL’s proposed independent contractor rule. AB 5 

denied workers the freedom to earn a living as they choose, costing thousands of workers their 

jobs.” 

Kiley says he’ll block — or at least slow — the implementation of the rule with a Congressional 

Review Act (CRA) resolution in the House; Bill Cassidy (R., La.) announced he’ll do the same 

in the Senate. A CRA resolution would require volumes of paperwork from the agency and a 

congressional hearing before the rule can take effect. Even if it passes both chambers, however, 

it’s a near certainty that Biden would veto the resolution. 

Representing freelancers all over the U.S., the Sacramento-based Pacific Legal Foundation is 

suing to block enforcement. “The Biden administration has upended the straightforward 

[employment] rule and replaced it with an interpretation so vague and uncertain that only the 

DOL itself can tell if an independent contracting relationship exists. It has made this change with 

a wholly inadequate justification, leaving millions of contractors twisting in the wind.” 

In a separate lawsuit, the Financial Services Institute, the Associated Builders and Contractors, 

the Associated Builders and Contractors of Southeast Texas, and the Coalition for Workforce 

Innovation say the new rule would be so complex as to make it close to impossible to classify 

any business as an independent contractor. 

There’s even rearguard action inside the California assembly. There, in the place where the 

madness broke out, first-term assemblywoman Kate Sanchez (R.) announced this week that she’s 

introducing a bill to repeal A.B. 5. 

* * * 

His trucking business effectively banned in California, Tom Odom takes some comfort from the 

news that the resistance is gathering strength. Complying with A.B. 5 cost him “thousands of 

dollars”; the proposed federal regulation will likely cost him thousands more — if he can figure 

out its implications. 

But Odom worries for the rising generation. “It’s not about me anymore,” he says. “I’ve got one 

or two years left, maybe just two or three” before retirement. He could “avoid a lot of 

headaches” by hitting the eject button now and retiring. But he supports legal cases and indulges 

calls from the occasional reporter “for the younger guys who want to do what I did.” 

What he did would be remarkable in most other parts of the world. Odom was raised in East Los 

Angeles, then as now a tough neighborhood. “We were so poor that I recall my parents were 

occasionally on welfare,” he says. He dropped out of high school at 16, joined the military at 18, 

https://pacificlegal.org/case/dol-independent-contractor-rule-flsa/
https://thediwire.com/fsi-battles-back-against-dol-independent-contractor-rule/
https://contracosta.news/2024/01/23/sanchez-to-introduce-bill-to-repeal-ab-5/
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and after a short hitch “bounced around from minimum-wage job to minimum-wage job.” “I had 

no education, so what was I going to do? Get a big corporate job?” When his in-laws asked him 

to join their family trucking business, he did so “driving team” — industry parlance for driving 

long distances with a partner. While his father-in-law slept, Odom drove their rig hundreds of 

miles; while Odom slept, his father-in-law took the wheel and drove hundreds more. “We never 

stopped,” he says, under conditions that might strike some of us as remarkably close to hell. 

But Odom loved it. He tried a brief stint as a full-time employee at a firm that required him to 

join the Teamsters Union. The experience persuaded him that he’d never work as an employee 

again. In 1996, he put down $10,000 he had saved to purchase two trucks and begin his own 

independent trucking firm. He loved the flexibility, including the power to accept or reject offers 

to move cargo for any shipper. He plugged into an organization that provided discounts on 

insurance, tires, and fuel and offered free trailers, safety oversight, and accounting. 

“Here I was, an uneducated kid from East Los Angeles, and now I own my business and I’m 

making $100,000 per year after expenses,” Odom says. “There’s no way that kid is going to 

make that kind of money in any other business.” 

Talking to me from the cab of his truck in Deming, he runs through a list of recent outrages — 

the limitless power of government represented by Chevron deference, the related struggles 

of Northeast fishermen forced to carry onboard federal regulators, and other innovative 

government encroachments on daily life. These, and his own experience with A.B. 5, have 

turned the lifelong trucker into something of a public-policy expert and critic of government 

regulation — another unintended but utterly predictable consequence of California’s laboratory 

of policy chaos. 

This article originally appeared in NationalReview.com. 

Will Swaim is president of the California Policy Center and co-host with David Bahnsen of 

National Review’s “Radio Free California” podcast.  

WANT MORE? Get stories like this delivered straight to your inbox. 

 Item 3 - The 2 reasons California's YIMBY reforms are failing 

  
Why Is California's Building Boom Limited to ADUs? 

California YIMBY, one of the OG YIMBY groups that advocate for zoning reform in California, 

has released a new report heralding the building boom kicked off by an accessory dwelling unit 

(ADU) reform. 

Since the California Legislature got serious about eliminating local restrictions on granny flats, 

in-law suites, and the like in 2016, ADU production has increased by 15,000 percent. In 2022, 

they made up a quarter of California's housing production, according to the report. 

It's truly a YIMBY success story. The sad fact is that it might be California's only major YIMBY 

success story. 

https://www.nationalreview.com/2024/01/when-law-runs-out-the-government-runs-out/
https://www.nationalreview.com/news/supreme-court-agrees-to-hear-case-that-could-spell-the-end-of-judicial-deference-to-federal-agencies/
https://www.nationalreview.com/2024/01/biden-takes-a-destructive-california-idea-national/
https://cayimby.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/CAY-ADU_Report-2024-v4.pdf
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Since 2016, the California Legislature has passed dozens of bills that remove regulatory barriers 

to housing production. And since 2016, overall housing production has increased only modestly, 

according to permitting data from the state Department of Housing and Community 

Development (HCD). When ADUs are subtracted from the mix, permitting activity has more or 

less flatlined. 

The state is permitting about as much housing today as it was in the 1990s, and much less than it 

was in the 1980s or early 2000s, according to U.S. Census Bureau numbers. (It is at least 

producing more than the recession-ravaged early 2010s.) 

Meanwhile, indicators of the state's housing shortage—including the ratio of rents and home 

prices to incomes, the percentage of cost-burdened households, measures of housing 

underproduction, and homelessness rates—are all flashing red. 

So, what's going on? Why haven't other YIMBY housing laws kicked off a boom in new 

duplexes and transit-adjacent apartments as they have with ADUs? 

I'd boil it down to two basic problems. Firstly, many YIMBY reforms have focused on handing 

down better bureaucratic mandates to local governments who have no interest in reforming their 

own housing laws. Secondly, the Legislature lards down what could be productive housing laws 

with endless interest group carveouts and handouts. 

State Orders, Local Controls 

On paper, California does have an elaborate, decades-old system requiring local governments to 

plan for more housing called Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). 

The state hands down housing production goals to localities. Localities then produce plans called 

housing elements to meet those goals. Housing elements identify sites where new housing will 

be allowed, and outline the regulatory "constraints" on new construction localities will eliminate. 

For a long time, RHNA was kind of a joke. A major focus of YIMBY reforms has been on 

improving the once-useless system. 

New laws try to make state production goals reflect actual market demand, and ensure housing 

elements more realistically plan for growth. State bureaucrats more closely vet local housing 

elements. New state enforcement units are putting pressure on local governments to follow 

through with removing regulatory constraints. 

The hope is that a souped-up RHNA will make all of California's local governments more 

accommodating of new housing. 

RHNA's approach is premised on the idea that localities won't do this on their own. The problem 

is even a souped-up RHNA still leaves them in the driver's seat. 

The state might review and certify housing elements, but localities are still the ones responsible 

for writing them, implementing them, and then approving individual housing projects. That 

leaves plenty of wiggle room for localities to loosen constraints on housing construction on paper 

while maintaining them in practice. 

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-community-development/housing-open-data-tools/housing-element-implementation-and-apr-dashboard
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-community-development/housing-open-data-tools/statewide-housing-plan-dashboard
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CABPPRIV#0
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2023-06-30/californian-counties-are-most-expensive-for-renters-in-u-s-report-says
https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/blog/home-price-income-ratio-reaches-record-high-0
https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/blog/home-price-income-ratio-reaches-record-high-0
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-community-development/housing-open-data-tools/statewide-housing-plan-dashboard
https://upforgrowth.org/apply-the-vision/2023-housing-underproduction/
https://upforgrowth.org/apply-the-vision/2023-housing-underproduction/
https://www.axios.com/2024/01/04/homelessness-states-map-2023
https://www.ecologylawquarterly.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/47.4_Elmendorf_Internet.pdf
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The state can theoretically strip localities out of "substantial compliance" with state housing law 

of state grants, force them to allow "builder's remedy"  projects, or even petition a court to 

rewrite their housing element. 

For all the excitement about "builder's remedy" projects, none have actually been approved. 

Local governments have proven pretty adept at blocking them or forcing the developer to settle 

for a smaller project. 

Outside the few communities purposefully thumbing their nose at the state, there's also a  lot of 

legal uncertainty about when jurisdictions are actually out of "substantial compliance" with state 

housing law and thus subject to state remedies. 

San Francisco was arguably still substantially compliant with state housing law last year when it 

was dragging its feet on passing reforms the state was telling the city it needed to adopt in order 

to meet its RHNA goals. 

If the remedies for floating RHNA don't clearly apply to San Francisco—the subject of a 

scathing state audit finding the city takes over three years to approve housing projects—that 

suggests even a reformed RHNA is kind of toothless. 

Pork Barrels Full of Poison Pills 

Even when the California Legislature does try to pass direct reforms forcing local governments 

to allow certain types of housing projects, interest group wrangling in the Legislature often 

ensures these bills don't produce many new units. 

New housing is a valuable thing. The groups that are in a position to say no to it aren't keen on 

giving away their veto for free. As a result, state bills allowing builders to route around local 

zoning standards or skip environmental review end up getting loaded down with all sorts of 

carve-outs and poison pills. 

To appease unions, state-streamlined projects have to pay union wages. To appease 

environmentalists, they have to be built to the highest green design standards. To appease tenant 

advocates, they can't replace existing rental housing. To appease affordability advocates, they 

need to include money-losing affordable units. To appease NIMBYs, these projects can only go 

in certain areas and exceed local density caps by only so much. 

At a certain point, all these special interest handouts end up eating up the value of whatever 

regulatory relief state law offers. When higher construction and financing costs are already 

putting serious headwinds on construction, these handouts are proving particularly fatal to new 

development. 

What is to be done? 

According to the California YIMBY report, ADU reform was a success because it set clear, 

permissive statewide standards that were binding on local governments and easy for builders to 

comply with. 

The state should do that with all types of housing. Instead of relying on the "rickety and 

complicated conveyor belt" that is RHNA to hand down planning targets that local governments 

https://reason.com/2022/09/09/this-renegade-california-developer-wants-to-build-a-2300-unit-megaproject-in-a-nimby-stronghold/
https://reason.com/2023/12/05/san-franciscos-can-kicking-on-zoning-reform-could-see-it-lose-all-zoning-powers/
https://reason.com/2023/10/26/damning-new-audit-finds-san-francisco-takes-3-years-to-approve-new-housing/
https://reason.com/2023/10/26/damning-new-audit-finds-san-francisco-takes-3-years-to-approve-new-housing/
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Development-Math-2023.pdf
https://www.ecologylawquarterly.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/47.4_Elmendorf_Internet.pdf
https://www.ecologylawquarterly.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/47.4_Elmendorf_Internet.pdf
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then try to skirt at the risk of potentially severe but legally uncertain penalties, the state could just 

tell local governments they have to approve certain types of housing. 

And when the state does pass laws telling local governments to approve certain types of housing, 

those laws should come without a bunch of cost-increasing labor, affordability, and 

environmental provisions. Better yet, the state could directly permit housing projects without the 

need to trouble NIMBY local governments at all. 

These are of course useless prescriptions in the same way that it's kind of useless to say the way 

to lose weight is to diet and exercise. It's no secret what the state's problems are or what effective 

solutions would be. 

Many YIMBY reforms keep underperforming because passing clean, effective reforms is 

politically impractical. 

The California YIMBY report stresses that even with ADUs, housing reform is a process. It took 

over 30 years of marginal tweaks and fixes to get the state's ADU laws working right. The same 

will likely be true for other YIMBY zoning reforms. 

The trouble is that California doesn't have 30 years to get housing policy right. Its problems are 

too immediate and too severe. 

I'm not sure what could be done to speed up the process of reform. 

Perhaps YIMBY lawmakers should gamble on politically riskier, but more impactful bills. Fewer 

will pass, but the ones that do will have a greater impact. 

California also has a ballot initiative process that can allegedly be used to route around a special 

interest-captured legislature. YIMBYs haven't really used it but they should. Offer up a ballot 

initiative legalizing 10-unit market-rate apartments on all residential land with no setbacks, 

parking requirements, impact fees, or prevailing wage mandates and see if voters go for it. 

Maybe that won't work, but the current pace of reform isn't working either. 

 Christian Britschgi is a reporter at Reason who covers property rights, housing policy, 

transportation policy, and regulation. His writing has appeared in The American 

Conservative, The College Fix, The Lens, Watchdog.org, The Orange County Register, the Daily 

News, the New York Post, Jacobite, and The Wall Street Journal. His reporting has been cited 

by The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Atlantic, and the U.S Congress' Joint 

Economic Committee.  This article first appeared in the January 30, Reason.    
 

 

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 

https://www.theamericanconservative.com/tac_author/christian-britschgi/
https://www.theamericanconservative.com/tac_author/christian-britschgi/
https://www.thecollegefix.com/author/christian-britschgi/
https://www.ocregister.com/author/christian-britschgi/
https://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/plastic-straw-ban-won-environment-article-1.4004430
https://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/plastic-straw-ban-won-environment-article-1.4004430
https://nypost.com/2021/04/15/is-nypd-robot-dog-true-blue-or-just-a-cop-out/
https://jacobitemag.com/author/cbritschgi/
https://www.wsj.com/articles/notable-quotable-cup-fee-11548720435
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/19/business/plastic-straws-ban-fact-check-nyt.html
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-nation/wp/2018/01/30/a-calif-bill-would-jail-people-for-handing-out-straws-it-may-be-based-on-a-childs-research/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-nation/wp/2018/01/30/a-calif-bill-would-jail-people-for-handing-out-straws-it-may-be-based-on-a-childs-research/
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2021/03/signature-environmental-law-hurts-housing/618264/
https://www.jec.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/republicans/2021/9/new-report-it-s-time-to-build-here-s-an-alternative-to-government-driven-infrastructure-investments
https://www.jec.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/republicans/2021/9/new-report-it-s-time-to-build-here-s-an-alternative-to-government-driven-infrastructure-investments
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SHOCKING! TOTALITARIAN POLICIES FROM 

CALIFORNIA LAWMAKERS THIS WEEK 

CALIFORNIA’S GOING FULL COMMIE                                                             
BY KATY GRIMES 

 

Last week the Globe reported on the left’s admiration of Vladimir Lenin on the 100 year 

anniversary of his death. Tony Rennell wrote in the UK Daily Mail in his article, “Why does the 

gullible Left still lionize Lenin as a benign intellectual and the acceptable face of Communism 

when he ruthlessly murdered his opponents in their thousands, starved two million Russians to 

death and wrote the playbook for Stalin?” 

While that level of barbarism is not taking place in America, every day active card-carrying 

members of the left who hold public office propose and pass policies to not only limit the 

people’s freedoms and choices, but impose policies that are harmful – and then they tell you it’s 

for your own good. 

The march to Marxism is in play. 

Here are just a few proposals from this week: 

Limiting indoor temperatures 
The Globe reported that the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors approved an 

ordinance this week that would set up a maximum indoor temperature for rental units during hot 

months of the year. You read that right – Los Angeles lawmakers want all renters limited on how 

cool they can keep their homes. 

But it’s only to help people “not experience discomfort.” 

“According to Supervisors Hilda Solis and Lindsey Horvath, the ordinance would help residents 

to not experience discomfort because of high temperatures, and, most critically, to not be in 

medical danger for days when the temperature goes into the 90s and above.” 

Solis and Horvath also falsely claim because of climate change, the number days with a 

temperature above 94 degrees in L.A. is going to go up in the next few decades from an average 

of 7 days to an average of 21 days a year. 

It wasn’t that long ago the people were told they should not have air conditioning at all – because 

of climate change – and using AC will only further pollute the air. That was so stupid that they 

pivoted and now propose limiting the temperatures in every rental property in L.A. County, 

despite that the ramifications would likely require significant capital expenditures in older 

buildings, and will have a financial impact on owners and residents. 

It’s these kind of inane meddling regulations that cause the cost of residential rental properties to 

go up, showing you that they don’t really care about the plight of low income people and 

affordable housing. 

Auto speed limiters  
Notice how these proposals “limit” what you can do? 

https://californiaglobe.com/fr/the-left-celebrates-lenin-one-of-historys-great-monsters/
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/article-12987775/Why-does-gullible-Left-lionise-Lenin-benign-intellectual-acceptable-face-Communism-ruthlessly-murdered-opponents-thousands-starved-two-million-Russians-death-wrote-playbook-Stalin.html
https://californiaglobe.com/fr/la-county-board-of-supervisors-proposes-maximum-indoor-temperatures-for-apartments-during-warm-months/
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/4342d969-5ab1-453c-8a8a-b47efefcf6f7/01232024.pdf
https://assets-us-01.kc-usercontent.com/0234f496-d2b7-00b6-17a4-b43e949b70a2/4342d969-5ab1-453c-8a8a-b47efefcf6f7/01232024.pdf
https://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/187879.pdf
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Senator Scott D. Wiener. (Photo: Kevin Sanders for California Globe) 

A bill authored by Senator Scott Wiener (D-San Francisco) to require all cars in California to 

have speed limit restricters installed to only ten miles per hour above the speed limit was 

introduced in the Senate this week, the Globe reported. 

Senate Bill 961 would specifically require certain vehicles, commencing with the 2027 model 

year, to be equipped with an intelligent speed limiter that would limit the speed of the vehicle to 

10 miles per hour over the speed limit. 

Wiener says his SB 961 also requires side guards on trucks. His sister bill SB 960, requires 

California to make state-owned streets safer for pedestrians, cyclists and bus riders. That means 

fewer lanes for cars, less street parking, and more invasive, dangerous bike lanes on major 

thoroughfares. 

“CA, like the U.S., is in the midst of a spike in road deaths. Deaths are up 19% nationally & 22% 

in CA in past few years,” Wiener wrote on X/Twitter. “4,400 people die on CA roads each year. 

If the U.S. had similar safety policies to other wealthy nations, 25k fewer people would die on 

our roads each year.” 

By the way – 750 people die every day in California – that’s 273,750 Californians dying every 

year, from all sorts of medical issues, accidents, murders, or just naturally. 

Sen. Wiener’s justification tells the real story: “This speed limiting technology already exists. 

The European Union is moving in this direction & the National Transportation Safety Board has 

recommended adopting the requirement nationally.” 

This totalitarian globalist is now carrying water for the EU. That should freeze your insides. 

California’s reality: We need Big Oil 
“We have created a regulatory environment in California where it is nearly impossible to dig, 

drill, develop, mine, log, graze grow, or manufacture anything,” Ed Ring says at the Globe this 

week. 

“Despite being a sunny, solar friendly state, with ample areas blessed with high wind, California 

still derives 50 percent of its total energy from crude oil. Another 34 percent comes from natural 

gas. This fossil fuel total for California energy, 84 percent, actually exceeds the world average 

for 2022, which – including coal – came in at 82 percent.” 

As Ring reveals, “half the fuel Californians rely on to power their civilization comes from crude 

oil. And yet California’s state Legislature has declared war on oil, along with natural gas. And 

here, it gets even more interesting.” 

Californians import 93 percent of their natural gas, and 76 percent of their crude oil. 
Not only is California dependent on crude oil and natural gas to power the state, we should be 

drilling for it in oil/gas rich California. 

https://californiaglobe.com/fr/bill-to-require-california-cars-have-speed-limiters-introduced-in-senate/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SB961
https://twitter.com/Scott_Wiener/status/1750206425815769518
https://californiaglobe.com/fl/ringside-half-of-californias-energy-comes-from-crude-oil/
https://www.nrel.gov/gis/assets/images/wtk-100-north-america-50-nm-01.jpg
https://www.energyinst.org/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/1055542/EI_Stat_Review_PDF_single_3.pdf
https://www.energyinst.org/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/1055542/EI_Stat_Review_PDF_single_3.pdf
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“Since half of California’s energy comes from oil, it’s easy to quantify the impact if problems 

arise with the supply from any of these nations. More to the point, why aren’t we drilling here in 

California? Won’t our drilling practices be more environmentally responsible? And won’t it 

benefit the environment to not have dozens of oil tankers perpetually belching bunker 

fuel exhaust off the coast of Long Beach, and that only after they’ve belched their way across the 

Pacific Ocean?” 

What will happen to California when the left succeeds in banning oil and natural gas? “What 

California’s policymakers have not come to terms with is we are importing nearly everything 

relating to energy production in California. Not just crude oil and natural gas, but wind 

turbines and blades, photovoltaic panels, and batteries. How is this considered sustainable?” 

Ring asks. 

Here is how it happened and is continuing: 

In June 2020 the California Air Resources Board (CARB) approved regulations to require 

automakers to sell more electric commercial trucks, with the ultimate goal of all new trucks sold 

in rather state to be zero-emission by 2045. 

Under the new “advanced clean trucks” rule, the number of new zero emission electric trucks 

would increase each year beginning in 2024. By 2035, the zero emission rule has a target of 40% 

of tractor trailers, 55% of pickup trucks, and 75% of delivery vans. All government-owned 

trucks would also need to be electric by 2035. 

Every car company in California will have to have an electric or hydrogen-powered option by 

2024, with CARB currently aiming for net-zero emissions in California by 2050. 

As California Globe has reported for several years, and has been covering since 2011: 

 In 2011, California passed the Renewables Portfolio Standard setting the mandate at 33 

percent renewable energy by 2020. 

 When it became clear that California was nearly there, in 2015, the Legislature moved the bar 

again and passed SB 350 the “Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015.” SB 

350 by Sen. President pro Tem Kevin de Leon (D-Los Angeles), requires the state to procure 

50 percent of electricity from renewable energy and double energy efficiency savings by 

2030. 

 In 2018, Gov. Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill 100, setting a 100 percent clean electricity goal 

for the state, and issued an executive order establishing a new target to achieve carbon 

neutrality – both by 2045. 

Power outages and rolling blackouts are coming more frequently as California has taken nuclear 

power plants offline, and hydroelectric dams offline, while increasing renewables mandates for 

wind and solar. 

Michael Shellengerger has been warning, “California’s bet on renewables, & its shunning of 

natural gas & nuclear, is directly responsible for the state’s blackouts and high electricity prices.” 

And lastly, Assemblyman Issac Bryan (D-XX) introduced “a Green Amendment to the 

California Constitution that will affirm the right to clean air, water, and a healthy environment 

for every Californian.” 

Stop The Energy Shutdown 
A referendum has qualified for the 2024 ballot called “Stop The Energy Shutdown,” sponsored 

by California oil producers and energy workers. 

The “Stop The Energy Shutdown” referendum was initiated in response to Senate Bill 1137, 

introduced by Sacramento politicians, and rushed just five days before the end of the 2022 

https://livebunkers.com/bunker-fuel-pollution
https://livebunkers.com/bunker-fuel-pollution
https://energydigital.com/top10/top-10-wind-turbine-manufacturers
https://energydigital.com/top10/top-10-wind-turbine-manufacturers
https://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2021/06/why-the-us-doesnt-really-make-solar-panels-anymore-industrial-policy/619213/
https://cleantechnica.com/2023/11/24/the-5-countries-producing-the-most-ev-batteries/
https://californiaglobe.com/articles/auto-emission-regulators-pass-sweeping-regulations-for-more-electric-trucks-vans/
https://californiaglobe.com/fl/california-cant-power-the-state-but-is-forging-ahead-with-electric-truck-mandate/
https://californiaglobe.com/articles/californias-electric-grid-is-near-collapse/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB350
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB350
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB350
https://www.solar.com/learn/california-governor-signs-sb100-for-100-percent-renewable-power-by-2045/
https://twitter.com/ShellenbergerMD/status/1295827745813827584?ref_src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwterm%5E1295827745813827584%7Ctwgr%5Ebe06112653461abaadd703a1fa47076dfd2ac393%7Ctwcon%5Es1_&ref_url=https%3A%2F%2Fcaliforniaglobe.com%2Farticles%2Fcalifornias-electric-grid-is-near-collapse%2F
https://californiaglobe.com/fr/the-stop-the-energy-shutdown-referendum/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB1137
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legislative session. SB 1137 aimed to terminate domestic oil production, impacting 

approximately 15,500 oil wells and endangering the livelihoods of 55,000 Californians. 

The rushed passage of SB 1137 did not include an assessment of its potential impacts on gas 

prices, local community revenues, the financial well-being of oil industry workers, or the 

environmental consequences of increased oil tanker traffic from the Middle East. There was no 

allowance for expert testimonies from impacted parties, engineers, or health experts who could 

have provided insights into California’s oil industry operations. 

Lawmakers and the governor cheat when their agenda is threatened. They suspend their own 

“clean air” regulations when they want a new arena or development built. They jam really bad 

bills through the legislative process, bypassing public input and committee consultant analysis, 

making a mockery of the process. But they hold you to these regulations. 

This must be stopped. 

“From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs” 
California is rich in natural resources which once powered the state: natural gas deposits in the 

Monterey Shale formation; geothermal energy, abundant rivers and waterways such as the San 

Joaquin River Delta and hydroelectric dams; the Pacific coastline; 85 million acres of wildlands 

with 17 million of those used as commercial timberland; mines and mineral resources, vast 

farming and agricultural lands, and hunting and fishing. 

Southern California Edison, Pacific Gas & Electric and San Diego Gas & Electric filed a 

proposal in April 2023 to install a fixed-rate electric bill system for those under the three largest 

power companies in the state, the Globe reported. The real plan is to create income-based utility 

billing rather than utility bills based on electricity and gas consumption. The utility companies 

are now proposing income-based utility billing so that higher-income earners pay for more than 

they use, subsidizing the rates for lower income customers. 

“From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs,” Karl Marx wrote in his 

Communist Manifesto. In a nutshell, Marx said productive, hard-working and successful people 

must sacrifice to less productive, and unproductive people. 

 

Katy Grimes, the Editor in Chief of the California Globe, is a long-time Investigative Journalist 

covering the California State Capitol, and the co-author of California's War Against Donald 

Trump: W  This article first appeared in the California Globe of January 26, 2024. 

 

https://californiaglobe.com/articles/income-based-electric-rate-system-proposed-by-california-energy-companies/
https://amzn.to/2XkkNB5
https://amzn.to/2XkkNB5
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TAPPING THE BRAKES ON ELECTRIC VEHICLES                                                     
TESLA WILL FIX ITS COLD-WEATHER WOES, BUT AN ALL-EV 

FUTURE IS STILL DEAD ON ARRIVAL                                                                   
BY MARK MILLS 

It’s been a rough few months for electric vehicle fans. During the January cold snap, social 

media sites were filled with sarcasm and pictures of Teslas stranded by freezing temperatures. 

Lots of “dead robots out there,” one wag put it. 

In mid-January, the rental car company Hertz, previously an eager early adopter of fleet 

electrification, announced a big sell-off of EVs that it had only recently purchased, mainly 

because they proved far more expensive to maintain than advertised. The same week, Ford 

slashed EV production, having earlier pulled back on planned battery factories. Both Ford and 

GM now face higher labor costs, having negotiated epic United Auto Workers pay hikes that 

now include previously excluded battery factories. Adding to the woes, unsold EVs are piling up 

on dealer lots, spurring aggressive discounting. The big sales benefit buyers but deepen the 

already-massive losses of manufacturers. 

Finally, in the fusillade of bad news, as Fortune reports, “no one wants to buy used EVs,” 

leaving EV used-car values in free fall. That’s a problem for auto companies because their 

finance arms have been left holding the bag on fictitious residual values for leased vehicles. 

According to one industry executive, the situation “has the potential to destroy billions” of 

dollars in value for auto firms. 

And now leasing has soared to over half of all EV sales, as it’s the only way to capture the 

federal $7,500 tax credit for most EVs. How so? By law, that credit is supposedly available only 

when purchasing vehicles built with materials sourced primarily in the U.S. This domestic-

sourcing feature is what it took, reportedly, to get West Virginia senator Joe Machin on board to 

pass the all-partisan Inflation Reduction Act, because, as he surely knew, nearly all battery 

materials are currently foreign-made and will remain so for ages. However, the final legislation 

had a surreptitious exception allowing the credit for leased vehicles built with foreign materials. 

Evidently, the pen is mightier than the miner. 

All this bad EV news, advocates claim, is merely a symptom of a nascent industry’s growing 

pains. There’s some truth to that, especially for the kinds of engineering issues amenable to rapid 

resolution. Reliability and supply chains will improve with experience and redesigns. You can 

bet Elon Musk has tasked his impressive engineers to improve Tesla’s cold-weather resilience to 

avoid future embarrassment. And America just might, one fine day, allow domestic mining to 

expand and to build new refineries for the minerals needed for batteries—and for everything 

else. 
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Meantime, EV boosters note, “people keep buying them.” Again, true. Last year saw record EV 

sales, even if outside of China it’s still a Tesla story; over half of all EVs sold in the U.S. were 

Teslas. Even though the trumpeted high growth-rates are an arithmetical outcome of growth from 

small beginnings—something one always sees in the early days of a new product—there’s no 

doubt that tens of millions more consumers will happily buy an EV. 

What is in doubt—in fact, what won’t happen—is realizing the aspiration of an accelerating 

transition to an EV-dominated future. Separating aspiration from reality wouldn’t matter if this 

were just a debate between advocates and skeptics making private bets. This debate matters 

because hundreds of billions of dollars in public spending will be deployed via the misnamed 

Inflation Reduction Act to push EVs into markets—and because a proposed rule from the EPA, 

with comparable legislation in more than a dozen states, will make it impossible to buy a new car 

unless it’s an EV within the decade. The unprecedented magnitude of government intervention 

gives EV enthusiasts confidence that it will all “spur consumer demand.” 

But government diktats and largesse can’t change reality. The putative EV revolution will stall 

out for three main reasons, and not because of “dead robots” or the other road bumps in recent 

news. What will happen is that we’ll run out of money, we’ll run out of copper, and car drivers 

will run out of patience in putting up with inconveniences. But before unbundling these truths 

about the practical limits of EV dominance, we have to deal with some of the myths that anchor 

all EV enthusiasms. 

It’s received wisdom in many social media corners that “Big Oil,” worried that EVs will 

radically cut oil use, is somehow funding anti-EV “misinformation.” As World Economic Forum 

sages have declared, “rapid growth of electric vehicles (EVs) will potentially disrupt the 

traditional oil market.” Credit the Wall Street Journal’s Dan Neil for noting that “some of my 

fellow travelers suspect there must be a conspiracy to trash-talk electrification in the media, 

funded by Big Oil. I take a contrary view: It didn’t take a conspiracy to make EVs look bad.” 

Rarely have truer words been written about EVs. 

EV enthusiasts at BloombergNEF claim that “EV adoption cut demand for oil by 1.8 million 

barrels in 2023.” At the same time, the International Energy Agency (IEA) reports that global 

gasoline consumption in 2023 blew past the pre-lockdown 2019 peak, even with roughly 30 

million EVs on the world’s roads, up from near zero a decade ago. 
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Discerning analysts will note that, globally, EVs still account for barely 2 percent of all 

vehicles—thus, the admonition to wait. Consider, then, the case of Norway, where EVs now 

account for close to 25 percent of all cars. Even there, overall on-road oil consumption has 

remained flat instead of collapsing. Even assuming an impossibly high goal of replacing half of 

the world’s cars with EVs, simple arithmetic shows that doing so would eliminate only a skosh 

more than 10 percent of global oil demand. That’s not nothing, but it’s hardly the end of oil. The 

most that one can say is that EVs will moderate the growth in oil use. 

But the myth that anchors the entire edifice of subsidies, mandates, and policies to force-feed 

EVs on everyone is that they will radically cut CO2 emissions. Again, from the IEA: “Electric 

vehicles are the key technology to decarbonize road transport.” The BloombergNEF team touted 

that, according to its calculations, EVs in 2023 avoided “122 megatons of carbon-dioxide 

emissions.” 

Facts and context matter. The world in 2023 saw, according to NOAA, a new peak in global 

CO2 emissions. The claimed 122 megatons cut by EVs sounds big, but it amounts to only 0.03 

percent of global emissions. For context, oil-burning war-machines in Ukraine are adding at least 

that much CO2 to the atmosphere yearly. Moreover, the 122-megaton figure is a calculation, not 

a measurement. No one really knows how much, or how little, EVs reduce global CO2 

emissions. 

The problem is that you can’t measure an EV’s CO2 emissions. That’s totally unlike 

conventional cars, where emissions are directly measurable by the quantity of gasoline used. 

Further, gasoline emissions are the same wherever or whenever a car is driven, or fueled, or even 

built. EVs obviously don’t burn gasoline, and thus those emissions are, equally obviously, 

avoided. But there are emissions associated with EVs, and, according to the technical literature, 

everything about those numbers is highly variable, requiring estimates, guesses, and assumptions 

about when an EV is driven, when and where it’s recharged, and especially where the materials 

came from to build it in the first place. 

In the real world, as opposed to the realm of PowerPoint presentations, that emissions accounting 

is hard to nail down because it entails information not just about consumer behaviors and grid 

operations but also about activities in the labyrinthine global supply chains. Much about that data 

is proprietary or opaque, and much of it originates with Chinese industries. 
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The CO2 emissions arising from building an EV before it gets driven revolve around a simple 

fact: a typical EV battery weighs about 1,000 pounds. That half-ton battery is made from a wide 

range of minerals, including copper, nickel, aluminum, graphite, and lithium. Accessing those 

minerals requires digging up and processing some 250 tons of earth per vehicle. All that mining, 

processing, and refining uses hydrocarbons and emits CO2. The critical fact found in the 

technical literature is that those upstream emissions vary by 300 percent or more, depending on 

where and when materials are mined and processed. At the higher end of known ranges, 

upstream battery emissions can wipe out emissions avoided by not driving a gasoline car. 

Every claim made about EVs reducing emissions, whether from automakers or governments, is a 

rough estimate at best—and sometimes an outright guess based on averages and assumptions. In 

every study, one finds that authors have cherry-picked a value, typically a low one. As for the 

future, all the variables relevant to mining and processing battery minerals point to upstream 

emissions rising. 

Advocates respond that, whatever the emissions benefits, it will soon all be free because EVs 

will be easier and cheaper to buy and use. EVs, they assert, are simpler vehicles, and thus 

inherently cheaper to build than their gas-fueled counterparts. But EVs aren’t simpler; they’re 

just differently complex. The booster’s narrative claims that the transition to EVs is the 

equivalent of going from horse-and-buggy to the car, and thus an “inevitable shift,” in the words 

of Energy Secretary Jennifer Granholm. The better analogy is that an EV is the equivalent of 

changing a horse’s food. 

Yes, conventional cars have complex thermo-mechanical systems. Engines and automatic 

transmissions contain hundreds of components, mated with a simple fuel tank and pump. EVs, 

inversely, have a simple electric motor, but the battery pack is a complex electrochemical system 

made from hundreds or thousands of parts, including sensors, safety systems, cooling or heating 

systems, and a boatload of power electronics. 

One shouldn’t be surprised that the data show that building EVs entails no less labor; it just shifts 

it to different components and places. Tesla, the world’s biggest non-Chinese EV maker, 

employs about 90 people per 1,000 cars produced per year. About 80 people are employed per 

1,000 conventional cars produced. Neither figure includes the upstream labor for the materials 

supplied to the factories. 

A conventional car’s weight is 85 percent steel and iron, wherein that upstream supply chain 

employs less than one person per 1,000 vehicles produced. Most of an EV’s weight lies in more 

exotic minerals, especially aluminum and copper. That upstream supply chain employs roughly 

30 people per 1,000 EVs. Nearly all that labor is offshore. 
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The underlying materials requirement is the single constraint that will cause the EV stall-out 

before other factors kick in. All the world’s mines, both currently operating and planned, can 

supply only a small fraction of the 700 percent to 4,000 percent increase in various minerals that 

will be needed to meet the wildly ambitious EV goals. The IEA estimates that we’ll need 

hundreds of new mega-mines to feed factories across the “transition” landscape, and that it takes 

10 to 16 years to find, plan, and open a new mine. 

It bears noting that buying basic materials accounts for more than half the cost of building an EV 

battery. That means the future price of EVs will be dominated by the future costs of those basic 

materials, which, in turn, depends on guesses about the future of foreign mining and minerals 

industries. Consider just copper, the pillar of electrification. EVs use 300 percent to 400 percent 

more copper than conventional cars. Industry data show that the world will need twice as much 

copper as it will be producing well before aspirational EV goals are reached. Unsurprisingly, one 

major mining CEO observed that the coming chasm between demand and supply could trigger a 

ten-fold copper price hike. That alone would add about $15,000 to the cost of building an EV. 

This is not a question of whether planet Earth has enough copper or other minerals; nature has 

abundance in all domains. The issue is one of industrial infrastructures. We have no evidence 

that the necessary decades-long mega-investments to expand mining have begun anywhere—

certainly not in the U.S. Thus far, EV boosters have waved away the minerals challenges with 

facile rhetoric about recycling and, in a sure sign of technological naiveté, invoking the promise 

of seabed mining. 

And we haven’t talked about the other engineering-economic problems with accelerating the EV 

revolution, such as building enough chargers, expanding the electric grid, and hoping consumers 

will tolerate radical increases in inconveniences. 

The inconvenience of EVs boils down to the reality of very long refueling times, not range. So-

called fast charging isn’t fast; it takes 30 to 60 minutes, compared with five minutes to fill a gas 

tank. Most consumers will chafe at such long waits. And each supercharger costs about three 

times as much as a gasoline pump. The oft-touted $7 billion that the Biden administration is 

spending on fast chargers won’t come close to meeting the need; the government’s own national 

labs show that we’ll need more like $100 billion in superchargers if EVs reach just 10 percent of 

all cars. 

At-home, overnight charging, using lower-cost slow chargers, currently accounts for 90 percent 

of all EV users, nearly all of whom have two or three cars and a garage. But only one-third of 

U.S. households have a garage. Of course, enthusiasts assert that charging points can be added at 

parking lots and roadsides. All of it will require staggering neighborhood-grid upgrades that have 

neither been funded nor included in the Inflation Reduction Act’s lollapalooza of spending. 
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And that doesn’t count eye-wateringly expensive grid upgrades needed for on-road 

superchargers. To be clear, this is not about energy, but about the hardware needed to deliver the 

energy, especially grid-scale transformers. Today, a roadside fuel station puts an electric power 

load (again, not energy) on the grid equal to just one 7-Eleven store. A typical EV fueling station 

will have the power demand of a stadium. Highways need tens of thousands of fuel stations. 

Making on-road refueling as convenient, simple, and cheap as the gasoline network isn’t possible 

with current technology. 

EV boosters typically greet all these obstacles and limits with the assertion that technological 

progress will solve them. For some of these items, there’s some truth to that assertion. But for 

EVs to become ubiquitous, we’ll need quantum-leap innovations, and history shows that 

mandates, taxes, and subsidies aren’t how we get that kind of progress. All they do, instead, is 

lock in yesterday’s technologies and waste money.   

None of this is to deny that there will be millions more EVs purchased, whether the government 

interferes or not. EVs offer interesting, useful, and even fun features for many consumers, just as 

do sports cars and myriad other vehicle models. But the rate of EV adoption will slow long 

before there’s a battery-dominated future because, again, we’ll run out of money, copper, and 

political tolerance for enriching other nations—especially China, where 50 percent to 90 percent 

of the critical materials are now produced and will be for years yet, no matter how lawmakers 

rewrite the sourcing regulations. And if proposed EPA rules for an EV-dominated future do 

become law, count on millions of very unhappy consumers, otherwise known as voters. 

Mark P. Mills is a contributing editor of City Journal, a distinguished senior fellow at the Texas 

Public Policy Foundation, a strategic partner in the energy fund Montrose Lane, author of The 

Cloud Revolution: How the Convergence of New Technologies Will Unleash the Next Economic 

Boom and a Roaring 2020s, and host of The Last Optimist podcast. This article first appeared in 

the City Journal of January 29, 20224. 

 

 

 

ANNOUNCEMENTS   

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


40 

 

Slay the Death Tax 
HJTA needs about 1.2 million signatures by February 5th to qualify 

the Repeal the Death Tax Act for next November’s ballot 
 

By Katy Grimes, January 16, 2024  

 

Last week when Gov. Gavin Newsom was sharing his proposed 2024-2025 budget, he insisted 

that he was opposed to a proposed wealth tax. And sure enough, Assembly Bill 259 by 

Assemblyman Alex Lee (D-Palo Alto), which will impose an annual “worldwide net worth” tax 

of 1 percent on net worth above $50 million, rising to 1.5 percent on net worth over $1.0 billion, 

was killed in committee that afternoon. 

However, the governor has been mum about another type of wealth tax – California’s sneaky 

Death Tax, which adds a new tax on property inherited by a family member, which was already 

was taxed over the years of ownership. 

In 2020, Proposition 19 resurrected the Death Tax on families whose property is left to loved 

ones when they die, putting their homes, property and businesses at significant risk. While the 

initiative was cleverly disguised as a benefit for the elderly and disabled communities, 

Proposition 19 caused far more harm than good. 

In May, Senator Kelly Seyarto (R-Murrieta) introduced Senate Constitutional Amendment 4, to 

restore taxpayers’ property rights by reversing the state’s “death tax” written into in Proposition 

19. Deviously titled “the Property Tax Transfers, Exemptions, and Revenue for Wildfire 

Agencies and Counties Amendment,” 

SCA 4 would have reversed one of the largest property tax increases in state history, a little-

noticed provision of Proposition 19 that revoked the ability of families and parents to pass 

property to their children without any change to the property tax bill, according to the Howard 

Jarvis Taxpayers Association. 

However, Democrats killed Seyarto’s SCA 4 in a legislative committee. 

I remember when the Death Tax was first slayed. 

“It was 1986 when the parent-child exclusion from reassessment was first added to the state 

constitution,” Susan Shelly recently wrote. “A growing number of Californians were angry to 

discover that state law treated death and inheritance as a “change of ownership” under Prop. 13, 

triggering reassessment to current market value just as if it was a sale. The legislature proposed a 

constitutional amendment that would allow parent-child transfers of a home and a limited 

amount of other property, such as a small business or a rental property, without reassessment.” 

“The parent-child transfer protection passed by a unanimous vote in both houses of the 

legislature, and then was approved by 75% of voters statewide.” 

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association elaborates on how Proposition 19 hurts taxpayers: 

Proposition 19, had two main elements. The first was expanded “portability” of base-year 

property taxes. Homeowners who are 55 years of age or older, who are victims of a wildfire, or 

who are disabled may now move to a replacement home anywhere in the state, of any value, and 

take the base-year property tax assessment of the old home with them to a new home up to three 

times. 

https://californiaglobe.com/author/katy-grimes/
https://legiscan.com/CA/text/AB259/id/2653091
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_19,_Property_Tax_Transfers,_Exemptions,_and_Revenue_for_Wildfire_Agencies_and_Counties_Amendment_(2020)
https://californiaglobe.com/fr/sen-seyarto-announces-constitutional-amendment-to-repeal-californias-death-tax/
https://sr32.senate.ca.gov/bill/sca-4-protecting-taxpayers-rights
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_19,_Property_Tax_Transfers,_Exemptions,_and_Revenue_for_Wildfire_Agencies_and_Counties_Amendment_(2020)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_19,_Property_Tax_Transfers,_Exemptions,_and_Revenue_for_Wildfire_Agencies_and_Counties_Amendment_(2020)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_19,_Property_Tax_Transfers,_Exemptions,_and_Revenue_for_Wildfire_Agencies_and_Counties_Amendment_(2020)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_19,_Property_Tax_Transfers,_Exemptions,_and_Revenue_for_Wildfire_Agencies_and_Counties_Amendment_(2020)
https://www.hjta.org/news-events/taxing-times-online-fall-2021/battle-to-halt-prop-19-tax-hike/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billHistoryClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SCA4
https://reinstate58.hjta.org/2023/12/03/help/
https://reinstate58.hjta.org/how-did-proposition-19-hurt-taxpayers/
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Now to the other part of Proposition 19. Previously under the state constitution, property 

transfers between parents and children, and sometimes grandparents and grandchildren, were 

excluded from reassessment. These family members could transfer a home of any value and up 

to $1 million of assessed value of other property, such as a small business property, a vacation 

cabin, or a rental property, without any increase in the property tax bill. This taxpayer protection 

was added to the state constitution in 1986 by Proposition 58 (parents and children) and in 1996 

by Proposition 193 (grandparents and grandchildren) with overwhelming public support. 

Proposition 58 was approved by more than 75% of California voters, and Proposition 193 was 

approved by nearly the same margin. Now, these taxpayer protections are gone. 

Proposition 19 has replaced 58 and 193 with a very narrow exclusion for family transfers of 

property. Only a principal residence that the inheriting child occupies as his or her permanent 

primary residence is eligible for an exclusion from reassessment. Unless the new owner can 

move in within one year, the property is reassessed to market value. Business properties and 

rental properties lose the protection entirely. 

So, what can be done? 

Susan Shelly continues, “the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, where I am on staff as VP of 

Communications, is collecting signatures to put an initiative on the ballot that would repeal the 

tax increase that was hidden in Prop. 19, without touching the other provisions in it. The official 

petition is available at RepealTheDeathTax.com and can be downloaded and printed on one sheet 

of ordinary letter-size paper. This enables instant distribution of the petition throughout the state. 

Theoretically, a million people could download the petition at the same time, fill it out and sign 

it, and have one other registered voter in the household also sign it.” 

It’s easy. Click on RepealTheDeathTax.com and/or 

Click here to DOWNLOAD the official petition RIGHT NOW 
RepealTheDeathTax.com has more details HERE: 

Read the Initiative here. 

Please note: You must print and sign the petition with paper and ink. It’s not electronic. 

Follow the easy instructions. And please note: 

DEADLINE EXTENDED! Return signed petitions to HJTA postmarked by FEBRUARY 5 
Download the official, legal petition to put the REPEAL THE DEATH TAX initiative on the 

November 2024 ballot. 

Complete instructions are included in the pdf file. 

Get your petition in the mail ASAP – before February 5th. 

 

Katy Grimes 

Katy Grimes, the Editor in Chief of the California Globe, is a long-time Investigative Journalist covering the 

California State Capitol, and the co-author of California's War Against Donald Trump: Who Wins? Who 

Loses? 

https://reinstate58.hjta.org/2023/12/03/help/
http://repealthedeathtax.com/
http://repealthedeathtax.com/
https://reinstate58.hjta.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Official-Repeal-the-Death-Tax-Petition-plus-Instructions-and-Top-Funders-Sheet-January2024-deadline-February5.pdf
http://repealthedeathtax.com/
https://reinstate58.hjta.org/media-kit/
https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/initiatives/pdfs/23-0005%20%28Death%20Tax%29.pdf
https://californiaglobe.com/author/katy-grimes/
https://amzn.to/2XkkNB5
https://amzn.to/2XkkNB5
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ANDY CALDWELL SHOW NOW LOCAL                      

IN SLO COUTY                                                                            
Now you can listen to THE ANDY CALDWELL SHOW  

in Santa Barbara, Santa Maria & San Luis Obispo Counties! 
 

We are pleased to announce that The Andy Caldwell Show is now 
broadcasting out of San Luis Obispo County on FM 98.5 in addition to AM 

 

1290/96.9 Santa Barbara and AM 1240/99.5 Santa Maria  
The show now covers the broadcast area from Ventura to Templeton -  

THE only show of its kind on the Central Coast covering local, state, 
national and international issues!  3:00-5:00 PM WEEKDAYS 
You can also listen to The Andy Caldwell Show LIVE on the Tune In Radio 
App and previously aired shows at:  3:00-5:00 PM WEEKDAYS  
 

 COUNTY UPDATES OCCUR MONDAYS AT 4:30 PM 
MIKE BROWN IS THE REGULAR MONDAY GUEST AT 4:30! 

 

 

http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001wv6B06qB7-ZnuXLgl1J0yIlTxOCY2PpdIElhtHAOK7v28eOOR5ibwpsPhlADImlvI-uFwWHWoo5J8L6SjyU7BKPzq1QzctWsfSGTQKNxMu5qz7mNq5BrtredjlioxdwcH-uYII8Mf7zi4zM9Tn5eVYOqxcvLzO9NDU2HsXhVms-ujpBr7ePDPQ==&c=4iCWmBKlTqfjKqciNrC0lh0RDf6r1VX_zO0UzoGMmrmOersLVBf-tQ==&ch=vn-4cYs7ynIPFDXBZWt6iLor7Y6BYqppfzW_y4OhA2qsbDufB_ayGg==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001wv6B06qB7-ZnuXLgl1J0yIlTxOCY2PpdIElhtHAOK7v28eOOR5ibwpsPhlADImlvI-uFwWHWoo5J8L6SjyU7BKPzq1QzctWsfSGTQKNxMu5qz7mNq5BrtredjlioxdwcH-uYII8Mf7zi4zM9Tn5eVYOqxcvLzO9NDU2HsXhVms-ujpBr7ePDPQ==&c=4iCWmBKlTqfjKqciNrC0lh0RDf6r1VX_zO0UzoGMmrmOersLVBf-tQ==&ch=vn-4cYs7ynIPFDXBZWt6iLor7Y6BYqppfzW_y4OhA2qsbDufB_ayGg==
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SUPPORT COLAB 

  

 

                

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

MIKE BROWN ADVOCATES  

BEFORE THE BOS 
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VICTOR DAVIS HANSON ADDRESSES A COLAB FORUM 

 

  
 

DAN WALTERS EXPLAINS SACTO MACHINATIONS AT A COLAB FORUM 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://i.ytimg.com/vi/HfU-cXA7I8E/maxresdefault.jpg&imgrefurl=https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HfU-cXA7I8E&docid=HSEK4W0x1Civ2M&tbnid=NICVGZqZ5lbcVM:&vet=10ahUKEwikrJ-euL7VAhVrjVQKHaCPD_sQMwg5KBMwEw..i&w=1280&h=720&bih=643&biw=1366&q=colab san luis obispo&ved=0ahUKEwikrJ-euL7VAhVrjVQKHaCPD_sQMwg5KBMwEw&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://i.ytimg.com/vi/T17uSFpWkcw/mqdefault.jpg&imgrefurl=https://calcoastnews.com/2016/07/slo-county-supervisors-put-sales-tax-ballot/&docid=OUqi0WLMze01uM&tbnid=ql40TXlQtctTiM:&vet=1&w=320&h=180&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwif6I7UuL7VAhVkqFQKHUqaAcc4ZBAzCDsoNTA1&iact=c&ictx=1
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AUTHOR & NATIONALLY SYNDICATED COMMENTATOR/RADIO HOST BEN 

SHAPIRO  

APPEARED AT A COLAB ANNUAL DINNER 

 

   
 

NATIONAL RADIO AND TV COMMENTATOR HIGH HEWITT AT COLAB DINNER 

 

   
MIKE BROWN RALLIED THE FORCES OUTDOORS DURING COVID LOCKDOWN 

 

    

 

JOIN OR CONTRIBUTE TO COLAB ON THE NEXT PAGE 

Join COLAB or contribute by control clicking at: COLAB San 

Luis Obispo County (colabslo.org) or use the form below: 

https://www.colabslo.org/membership.asp
https://www.colabslo.org/membership.asp
http://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://cloudfront.mediamatters.org/static/images/item/benshapiro-fox2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://mediamatters.org/blog/2013/06/27/breitbartcoms-shapiro-imagines-churches-will-no/194656&h=596&w=924&tbnid=EJgjcBHeHP0_yM:&zoom=1&docid=jg6l7tHrajWRPM&ei=i2WHVJLMFdHtoASbxYDIBw&tbm=isch&ved=0CFIQMygVMBU&iact=rc&uact=3&dur=498&page=2&start=10&ndsp=21
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwiVqOPwpNTdAhWPCDQIHaC7AVYQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=https://www.washingtonpost.com/people/hugh-hewitt/&psig=AOvVaw2KgvCuZhnzSimJIDCbQjwj&ust=1537900749442226
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