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ne of the fundamental dogmas of “smart growth” 
doctrine is that single family free standing houses on 
large lots and estates and ranchettes should be 

banned. The traditional “smart growth” argument was to 
concentrate development in existing cities and unincorporated 
urban places because it is more “efficient to provide municipal 
services.”  This efficiency argument has now been enormously 
supplemented by the theory that future population growth 
must be channeled into urban areas to reduce greenhouse gases 
generated by people who travel among decentralized places in 
private cars and trucks, who water lawns, and who may use 
extended utility lines.  The massive rewrite of zoning 
ordinances and other land use control tools is the most visible 
manifestation of the application of this attempt at colossal 
social engineering of American life.  

The problem for the land use social engineers is that most 
Americans overwhelmingly prefer raising their families and 
even retiring in a house with a  yard, room for a garden, 
freedom to let pets in and out, room to store their  “stuff”, and 
privacy. Ironically, some of the most powerful instigators of 
the “smart growth” movement have determined to live the 
American dream in large freestanding single family homes, as 
depicted below:                          

Former Vice President Al Gore’s     
House.       Former President Clinton’s 
       house.  Note the 5 large  
       SUVs and sedans in the  
       driveway . 
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The fact of the matter is that even those public officials 
most responsible for pushing the “smart growth” doctrine 
chose to live in large rural or suburban houses. Reducing 
greenhouse gases and living in dense walkable villages 
close to shopping, employment, and school is for the rest 
of the chumps.  

 

The Hypocrites of Smart Growth  
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Are You Ready for the Country? 

place in the country has long been the "American 
Dream." For some, the dream may be for an acre or 
two - just enough room for a garden, or a horse, or 

maybe both. For others, the dream may be for land that 
extends as far as the eye can see. And to what end? For 
privacy, peace and quiet, a little bit of elbow room, clean air, 
billions of stars in the night-time sky, a chance to try one's 
hand at growing grapes or lavender or olives trees, to have 
room for dogs, horses, maybe even cattle or goats, or perhaps 
alpacas or ostriches or some other exotic breed. Whatever the 
vision may be, you can bet on one thing: there's romance 
involved, something stirred from deep within the recesses of a 
collective unconscious that knew and tamed the wild west in 
an earlier century, one that retains the pioneering spirit, and 
continues to treasure the expansive riches of the great outdoors 
and intimate involvement with Mother Earth and with nature. 
 
On the other hand, the vision for a place in the country may 
simply be one that offers relief from 5:00 o'clock gridlock 
traffic and tawny smog-filled skies, the never-ending auditory 
rumble punctuated by siren blasts and honking horns, and the 
lurking specter of crime, gangs, graffiti and other urban 
phenomena. 
 
Some people acquire a place in the country as a second home, 
or a place for retirement. But, beginning in the early 1990s, a 
remarkable number of urban Americans throughout the U.S. 
began relocating their primary homes to small towns and rural 
communities - a trend that continues to this day. This trend 
coincided with the emergence of the internet age and the 
“virtual office.”  Professionals discovered that they were no 
longer bound to the urban business setting and the daily 
commute to a specified work place. They discovered that they 
could do their work from almost anywhere. The greater 
flexibility in terms of where a professional business person 
could live made the advantages of living in small town 
communities available to numerous young professionals and 
their families.  
 

The quality of life offered in some of the most desirable and 
highly sought after small town communities has many 
advantages which, when considered together, are all about 
"lifestyle." Today's rural lifestyle profile is dramatically 
different than it was in the mid twentieth century. In the 
1950's, the rural lifestyle profile was one of isolation and lack 
of sophistication, overshadowed by a lower economic standard 
and fewer amenities and services. But today, that stereotype 
has changed dramatically; in fact, it has shifted 180 degrees!  
Thanks to technology and "global connectivity" small town 
communities are no longer isolated.  And while cost of living 
may be less in certain rural areas, the wealth per capital in 

some of the most desirable small town communities is actually 
higher than in urban areas. Many desirable small town 
communities are home to sophisticated well-educated people, 
many of whom are attuned to cutting edge health trends, 
environmentally conscious practices, and "spiritual" values 
that focus on self actualization. 
 
Regardless whether the dream of country living is about riding 
a horse across open space, rounding up cattle, undertaking an 
agricultural or gardening venture, or simply allowing the 
beauty and peace and quiet to inspire artistic expression, rural 
lifestyle comes out of some values that are shared in common. 
These include the value of having fresh air and clean water, 
having a direct relationship with the land itself and with 
nature, taking pleasure in the changing seasons and the natural 
rhythms, being good stewards of the land, and doing whatever 
is possible to minimize pollution and negative environmental 
impacts.  
    
Rural lifestyle also places value on a more relaxed pace with 
less stress, more time with family and friends, more laughter 
and play, more fun. Urban life can be all about going 
somewhere and getting somewhere. The place where one 
wants to be can often be somewhere out there in the future. 
Rural lifestyle is about being able to say with all sincerity, "I 
am exactly where I want to be, right now!" 
 
Rural lifestyle is a mosaic of so many little things: familiar 
faces in the post office and at the grocery store, wide open 
spaces variously fenced and cross fenced, sunsets that kiss the 
world with an orange glow, distant sounds of a rooster 
crowing, a horse whinnying, a hoot owl at night, conversations 
centered on the weather or on what the locals are up to, 
concerns about water tables and brush clearing and mountain 
lions, worn boots, barbecues, bales of hay, and fresh 
everything  -- fresh eggs, fresh produce, fresh air, a fresh new 
morning. 
 
Something happens to humans when they simply sit on the 
earth, or on the back of a horse. Something from deep 
inside connects and there is an experience of wholeness. 
There's something extraordinary about the golden sun 
reflecting in a crystal clear blue sky, its light unfettered by 
smog and pollution. There's something happy about crisp 
pungent air that fully oxygenates the lungs. There's 
something about the smell of rain when it washes across a 
large expanse of land.  
 
 

Continued on page 3 . . .  
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Continued . . . Are You Ready For the Country? 

There's something about the silent sound of the natural world - 
utter stillness at mid-day; then a red tailed hawk crying out, 
piercing the sky, echoing, reverberating, and silence again. 
Then, the night brings its chorus of frogs and crickets, and 
stars that seem to sing. There's a special kind of quiet in the 
country that injects peace right down into the cells, filling 
them up, leaving one with a sense of being complete and 
whole and right with the world and with life. It is the 
experience of being in sync, in rhythm, connected, plugged in 
to something that's huge, and glorious, and multi-faceted – 
fully nurturing yet completely unbridled and untamed all at the 
same time. A depth of caring stirs; one that says life is 
beautiful and precious and good, that this planet is worthy of 
being preserved and protected and treated with care and 
respect. 
 
Some years ago a man moved from greater Los Angeles to the 
Santa Ynez Valley where we publish Ranch & Country 
Magazine. He set up a thriving business that provides 
transportation for horses and quickly became well known 
throughout the community. When we see him, we ask how 

he’s getting along and he always gives the same answer, "Just 
another day in paradise!" His answer pretty much sums up 
what rural lifestyle is all about. This guy made the move; he 
was, in every sense of the word, ready for the country! 
 
Provided by Ranch & Country Magazine Editorial Staff 
Linda Boston, editor 
 
Ranch & Country Magazine, published since 1995, features 
ranches, land, vineyards, farms, and homes on acreage for sale 
in the California Central Coast and beyond, with distribution 
throughout California and the west.  Phone:  800-549-8800  
 
www.RanchAndCountryMag.com 
ads@RanchAndCountry.com 
 

 



COLAB San Luis Obispo County  4 Volume 2, Issue 3, March 2012 

 

t the time of the first Earth Day, a celebration 
which clearly has lost its Age of Aquarius luster, 
the agricultural community was held in high 
regard.  Farmers worked with the land, provided 

food for the table and were viewed as individualists holding 
out against big business.  For decades, this stalwart alliance 
existed, but over the ensuing decades these two camps 
became strange bedfellows, each side barely tolerating the 
other.  To paraphrase a classic Woody Allen line: “the lion 
did indeed layeth down with the lamb – but the lamb didn’t 
get much sleep.”  Now, that antipathy has become a full 
scale battle, as today’s environmental community sees 
agriculture in a very different light than its predecessors. 
Unfortunately for agriculture in general, the environmental 
community has engaged with the public and policy makers 
so that they have a very receptive audience who, for the 
most part, do not look at the science and/or policy; instead, 
they have developed what amounts to a knee jerk reaction.  
They hear a 10 second blurb on the TV about “methyl-ethyl-
death” and immediately begin to fear exposure. Never mind 
the facts; chemicals are bad and if they are found in food, 
even worse.   
 
Certainly no one in agriculture has indicated that, as an 
industry, they should get a free pass.  It is clear that there are 
some environmental issues that carry significant risk to the 
public and that must be dealt with, and agriculture has taken 
an incredible amount of action in the last 30 years in that 
regard.  But we also know all too well that some of the 
environmental issues that have surfaced fall into a category 
where zeal overlooks reality, practicality, and the necessity 
of having a robust agricultural community that can produce 
an abundance of food.  The core issue is that agricultural 
environmental practices are being evaluated as if they were 
just part of another business, or worse, just another 
smokestack industry or chemical company.  But those 
models do not fit the agricultural industry.   
 
More than any other business in this country, let alone in 
California, growing crops and getting them to the market is a 
very risk-intensive business.  Profit margins are often thin.  
To a great extent, agriculture is an industry tied to a market 
that is very fickle, not just sometimes, but all the time.  
Weather fluctuations, pestilence etc. are issues that other 
industries just do not have to deal with.  Despite this, the 
industry has managed, so far, to remain a strong part of 
California’s economy.  However, as we look at industry 
challenges (like the Ag Waiver which requires all farms and 

ranches to become waste water treatment plants), the 
possibility of maintaining a strong agricultural base in 
California is becoming increasingly difficult by multiples.    
 
The reality that stares us in the face, which most consumers 
don’t see or, in some cases, don’t wish to accept, is that as 
agriculture is pushed to greater and greater regulatory 
requirements, it will move elsewhere.  Most of the 
movement takes our agriculture somewhere other than this 
country, where the care of those crops and the environmental 
impact created by many framing practices should make an 
environmentalist ill.  A perfect storm is created where 
increased regulation places increased economic hardship on 
our farming and ranching communities, only to cause the 
earth to be despoiled elsewhere, and to raise questions about 
food safety.  It’s an unusual form of NIMBYism.  If you 
care about the environment and food safety, you should care 
about it wherever damage is done.  But that syllogism seems 
to ring hollow with environmental groups, who say “well we 
wish other countries would do better, but we can’t make it 
happen there, just here.”   That just doesn’t seem right.   
 
What about jobs?  Why do we want to send jobs offshore 
when the work done here not only helps the local and 
national economy, but also pays employees a better wage 
then they could hope for in another country?  Also, workers 
in this country are covered by a variety of labor laws that 
make their hard work far more acceptable than their 
counterparts abroad.   That doesn’t seem right either.  
 
What should the agriculture community do about this?  How 
about this:  

 
1. Agriculture should attempt to put the proverbial lid on 

internal positioning of row cropper vs. cattleman vs. 
greenhouse growers etc.  The industry actually has 
common ground, and that commonality needs to be 
exploited to secure a future for agriculture.   

2. Agriculture needs to position itself as a gladiator in the 
regulatory arena and in the courts.  Agriculture needs to 
speak up on its own behalf – loud and strong with no 
mincing of words or looking for the softball approach.  
Regulators need to know, in no uncertain terms, of the 
impact that their policies have on agriculture, and  

Continued on page 5 . . .  

Agriculture: the New Environmental Demon 
A Historical Change in Perspective and Challenge for the Future 

By Steven L. Hoch
Morris Polich & Purdy LLP
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Continued . . . 
 

Agriculture: the New Environmental Demon 
A Historical Change in Perspective and Challenge for the Future 

almost more importantly, they need to know that the in-
dustry will escalate that fight to other agencies, the legis-
lature and the courts if necessary.  This is one of the rea-
sons the environmental movement has gained such mo-
mentum.  They fight, and fight some more, and so have 
developed in regulators, legislators etc. an innate fear of 
going against them.  For agriculture “Go along and get 
along” has its place, but as history shows, knowing that 
an industry will never “force” the issue effectively gives 
government power it should not have.   

 
3. Develop information to analyze real environmental 

risks, not theoretical risks that all too often guide regula-
tory policy.  Cost-effective ways to make these determi-
nations must be used, and the dollars spent must be 
looked at, not as a cost, but as an investment in the fu-
ture.     

 

4. Make sure each “fix” to any problem is fiscally and tem-
porally sound.  If a fix is required, an economic matrix, 
which permits the reasonable weighing of the costs of 
the cure and the timing for implementation against the 
problem, is also required.  If the risk is low, the cost to 
cure the problem should not be high.  This simple ra-
tional equation often gets lost. 

  
Simply put, it’s not likely that we will revisit the days when 
the environmental movement and agriculture were sitting 
around the campfire singing “Kumbaya”.  However, without 
requiring some political, legal and judicial balance, the fight 
can easily be lost.  It’s not too late.   
 
 

 
 

 

GREENHOUSE GAS THRESHOLDS 
ANOTHER GOVERNMENT PROTECTION RACKET 

ack in 2011, the San Luis Obispo County Air Pol-
lution Control District (APCD) Board raised the 
fees it charges businesses and farmers by 5.2% for 
permits and inspections. It justified the increase on 

the basis that the money was needed to cover its employees’ 
increased salary and pension costs. Apparently the agency 
had enough funding (not withstanding its pleas for more 
revenue) to develop a whole new regulatory scheme that will 
serve no other purpose but to suppress economic recovery. 
 
The same regulatory muggers who are promulgating the 
dunes dust ATV riding ban in Oceano and who levy fees on 
wineries based upon the amount of gases generated by fer-
mentation (and we thought the aroma was part of the allure) 
voted 6 to 5 to adopt so called “greenhouse gas threshold” 
requirements for new construction. This means more trouble 
and cost for anyone who has the fortitude to attempt to build 
a housing development, apartment house, hotel, commercial 
office building, or a manufacturing facility anywhere in San 
Luis Obispo County (cities and unincorporated area).  Pro-
posers of these and other types of development will now be 
forced to calculate the amount of greenhouse gases 
(principally, but not limited to carbon dioxide – CO2) likely 
to be generated during the construction phase of the project 
and, more significantly, the amounts to be generated each 
year over the life of the project. Those buildings and groups 

of homes exceeding the thresholds will be required to reen-
gineer their plans to reduce the amount of CO2 estimated to 
be generated. But, will any of this make a difference? 
 
Shockingly, none of this is needed because the greenhouse 
gas emissions generated on the Central Coast are meaning-
less in the context of emissions generated throughout our 
State and Nation, let alone the rest of the world.  The fact is  
the requirements being proposed will have no meaningful 
impact on the CO2 that exists today or that might exist in the 
future. Check the math: 
 
- It is estimated by the State of California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) that by the year 2020 greenhouse gas emis-
sions in California from all sources will total over 500 mil-
lion metric tons per year. On a geographic basis, over half of 
this amount is generated in the San Francisco Bay area and 
the Los Angeles metropolitan area. 
 
- Of this amount, 343 million metric tons will come from 
land use related activities such as transportation, electric 
power generation, commercial and residential facilities, agri-
culture and farming, and recycling and waste.  
 
 

Continued on page 6 . . .  
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- The San Luis Obispo County APCD estimates that, of the 
343 million metric tons per year, San Luis Obispo County 
will generate 2.6 million metric tons in 2020. (Up from an 
estimated 2.3 million metric tons in 2008) 
 
- The APCD’s greenhouse gas threshold standards for new 
construction are calculated to remove 13,788 metric tons per 
year by 2020. This number contains a huge assumption: that 
there will be enough new construction in the county to 
actually generate any new greenhouse gases.  
 
- Most egregiously, the 13,788 metric tons that APCD 
claims will be reduced amounts to only .01% of the 
estimated total 2.6 million metric tons estimated to be 
generated in San Luis Obispo County in 2020. This is so 
small that it is statistically insignificant. 
 
New construction (if any) will generate very little because 
the new building technologies and energy requirements that 
already exist have already reduced it significantly. Worse 
and horribly dishonestly, because the APCD staff knows 
this, they have imputed the non-construction related impacts 
of new development into their calculations.  Accordingly, 
they are counting the other things the inhabitants of the new 
homes and commercial buildings will use as contributors to 
their numbers. These include your car, lawnmower, boat, 
water usage, and electrical usage. This is extremely unfair.  
 
Why are commercial builders and homebuilders being 
singled out to be taxed on the CO2 generated by daily living? 
The changes, which are in effect coerced, could include a 
smaller project, costly “green energy” features (solar, water 
recovery systems, charging stations for electric vehicles 
etc.), and subsidizing of mass transit.  Obviously, some 
projects could be rendered infeasible and thus abandoned.   
 
The requirements stack the deck against freestanding 
suburban houses, ranchettes, estates, and agricultural 
processing on farms and ranches, and would force density 
into existing communities and neighborhoods. The APCD 
staff suggests that developments that charge more for auto 
related features, such a garages and parking spaces and/or 
which are within walking distance of retail centers and 
government services such as schools, will have an easier 
time complying. 
 
Of course, many of the required infrastructure supports, such 
as sidewalks, bikeways, parks, transit centers, parking 
garages, and so forth, generate CO2 as a by-product of the 
concrete, steel, asphalt, and plastic in the materials used in 
their manufacture.  Once in operation they also generate CO2 

as they are illuminated, watered, and maintained. Similarly, 
dense urban development requires more intense municipal 
operational supports, including buses, taxi cabs, more 
frequent street cleaning, heavier policing, graffiti removal, 
more street lights, more frequent refuse collection, 
expensive specialty fire equipment such as aerial tower 
trucks, more homeless services, and intensive public health 
and social services. The manufacture, operation, and 
maintenance of the equipment involved are all CO2 
generating activities.   Developers can also be forced to pay 
in lieu mitigation fees as an alternative to installing some of 
these onsite features.  The County and cities will then use 
these funds to construct bikeways, fund mass transit, and 
provide other “green amenities” elsewhere.  Will the original 
developers then be penalized for the CO2 impacts of these 
additional projects constructed by government using their 
mitigation fees? 
 
For the APCD social engineers, the new American dream is 
a 3rd floor condo overlooking Albertsons and several fast 
food restaurants. The garbage truck and the street sweeper 
grinding through the alley at 4AM combined with the 
ambulance sirens add to the ambiance.  The APCD elected 
officials who support the desired land use consequences of 
the greenhouse gas thresholds have missed or chosen to 
ignore these realities.  
 
This is yet another government protection racket designed  
to extract fees and mitigation payments from private 
individuals and business concerns.  It accomplishes nothing 
real, wastes taxpayer money, and, most appallingly, will 
suppress valuable projects and the related construction and 
permanent jobs. 
 
Note: The San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control 
District (APCD) is a State mandated local agency composed 
of the five County Supervisors and a city council member 
from each of the seven incorporated cities in the County.  
 

 

Continued . . . GREENHOUSE GAS THRESHOLDS ANOTHER GOVERNMENT PROTECTION RACKET 

This article was prepared 
by Mike Brown, Govern-
mental Affairs Director of 
the Coalition of Labor, 
Agriculture and Business 
of San Luis Obispo 
County. Brown has 42 
years of state and local 
government experience. 



COLAB San Luis Obispo County  7 Volume 2, Issue 3, March 2012 

 



COLAB San Luis Obispo County  8 Volume 2, Issue 3, March 2012 

 

P.O. Box 13601 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 

DONATE!  

We need and appreciate your support!  

Help COLAB protect your property rights!  

COLAB’s mission is to promote the common business interests of its members by providing in-
formation and education on issues which have or may have an impact on its membership.  

To achieve its mission, COLAB will engage in political activities which promote those common business inter-
ests and, in doing so, foster a positive image for agriculture, business, and labor in the community. COLAB 
represents is members before the SLO County Board of Supervisors and any other local or national governing 
body. If necessary, we will take legal or administrative action for the mutual benefit of the members. 

COLAB is a 501 ©(6) non-profit organization. However, by law your donation  is not tax deductible.  

 

 

You may donate by  
sending a check to this address:  
PO Box 13601, San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 


