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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF APRIL 15-21, 2012 

INSIDE THIS UPDATE 

VACATION RENTAL ORDINANCE IS BACK FOR ADOPTION 

FOXES IN THE BOARD ROOM 

GROWTH LIMITS EXTENDED FOR CAMBRIA AND NIPOMO 

“UPGRADED” AGENDA SYSTEM ADDS COMPLICATIONS                           

 

Board of Supervisors of Tuesday April 10, 2012 (Completed)  

Administration Building Fire Alarm System. The $558,000 project was approved on 

consent without comment or discussion. 

Background: Apparently there are many defects in the building (of which the alarm system 

is only one). In 2009, the County filed a lawsuit against the contractor who built the 

building. The Board letter does not indicate the status of the suit but does indicate that the 

funding for the new alarm system will have come out of a new general fund allotment from 

the capital fund.  This means that the taxpayers are paying twice for an alarm system in a 

relatively new building. 

According to the Board letter, the system is prone to false alarms. Since 2005, there have 

been 13 false alarms. County management is worried that the staff is becoming complacent 

and will not respond to a real alarm. This is an average of less than one false alarm per year. 

Why not just use them as fire drills and save the half-million dollars?  

Board Room Foxes.  The Board conducted a 35-minute “presentation session.”  Supervisor 

Hill stole the show as he nuzzled up to the safety dispatcher mascot “Ready Fox .”   
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                                                Foxes in the Board Chambers                     

  

Background: One of the rituals of government bodies is to pass resolutions and 

proclamations honoring various organizations such a non-profits, professional associations, 

service groups, and themselves.  

Redevelopment Agency Dissolution Oversight Boards.  The Board Supervisors made its 

appointments to the oversight boards that will monitor the dissolution of the city 

redevelopment agencies. The Board is appointing themselves, a citizen representative, and a 

county staffer to each of the five oversight boards. 

Background:  In 2011 Governor Brown, the education lobby, and others were successful in 

obtaining legislation to abolish city and county redevelopment agencies. San Luis Obispo 

County did not have a redevelopment project, but the cities of Atascadero, Paso Robles, 

Pismo Beach, Arroyo Grande, and Grover Beach were all operating redevelopment projects.  

Menacing and Aggressive Animals.  The final version of the ordinance was adopted. It had 

been sent back to staff for rework because it was vague. Many people have expressed 

bewilderment because there did not seem to be a great deal of evidence that there is a 

general problem. In the final version, landlords could be fined for the aggressive behavior of 

their tenants’ pets. Supervisor Mecham voted against the ordinance.  Some of the definitions 

raise questions: 

 Aggressive Animal - Any animal whose behavior indicates it is prone to unprovoked attacks 

against a person or animal. 

Comment: What is “prone”? 

Menacing Animal - Any animal which, through its behavior, demonstrates an intention to 

inflict harm or otherwise places a person in reasonable fear for his or her safety, or the 

safety of animals kept by him or her. 

Comment: Do animals have “intention”? 

A subsection has been added which allows for the citation of landlords of tenants who allow 

an aggressive animal to continue its behavior unabated and inadequately confined, 

provided that they are given 14 days prior written notification of the existence of a 

violation.  

Comment: Will the County allow landlords to evict aggressive animal violators with 

less than 30 days’ notice and other legal procedures? 

Comment: Could this principle be spread to other issues and incidents? For example if 

a tenant stores and sells marijuana, should the landlord be cited?  
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A subsection has been added which requires the owner or keeper of an aggressive or 

menacing animal to immediately confine it to a secure enclosure or location upon 

notification of conditions which violate the proposed ordinance.  

Comment: What if Rex the German Shepard eats Fluffy the cat? On the other hand 

what if Fluffy the cat eats a Giant Kangaroo Rat (an endangered species)? More nanny 

state fun. 

“Upgraded Paperless” Agenda Management System.  The County has been working on 

“upgrading” its agenda management system.  This is the software program that controls 

Board letters, ordinances, reports, and a variety of subsidiary documents that comprise the 

typical Board agenda.  The old system was pretty straightforward from the standpoint of the 

public, which could view the final products online.  The software that provides this service 

is called Granicus.  Granicus, used by hundreds of jurisdictions, has always been a little 

jerky and in some cases refuses to allow an end user citizen to copy and paste a portion of a 

critical document.  The good feature in the old system was that the end user called up a copy 

of the agenda, which displayed an actual facsimile of the printed agenda.  The Board letter 

and subsidiary documents for each item were accessed by clicking on a hot link displayed 

below each item.  Now, after expending in excess of $60,000 for a software upgrade (and 

who knows how much staff time and money), the County has released the new system to the 

public.  It is very layered and requires extra steps and manipulation in order to perform the 

same tasks that the old system provided. 

The ostensible increased functionality is reportedly the ability to conduct historic subject 

searches of matters which have been considered on the agenda.  It will take time for this 

feature to become useful because the County is not loading the system with the historic 

material.  Thus, it will take time for enough material to accumulate to make such searches 

useful and available.   

It seems strange that the County failed to convene any public focus groups to participate in 

the selection of desired features, system functionality, and citizen needs.  The County has 

made a great fuss about how it involves the public in all sorts of other stakeholder and focus 

groups.  Now, after considerable time and expense, the lay public is confronted with a 

system that seems to have less functionality than its predecessor.  The system is scheduled 

to be implemented for all the other County bodies (Planning Commission, APCD, Parks 

Commission, etc.) in the future.   

For now, citizen access to governmental business has been made more complicated and time 

consuming.  A number of public speakers have commented on this situation.  The staff 

pointed out a link on the system for the public to send messages to the County Clerk and to 

report problems and seek assistance.  However, when the link is clicked, it does not 

function, but instead reports “error message 403.”   

COLAB has made several suggestions:   

 The Board of Supervisors, County management, and staff should be required to use 

the public version (outside the firewall) for their access to the system.  

 The Board should not be provided with paper copies of the agenda. 



4 

 

 The County staff should conduct some classes for citizen end users and the media.  

 Governments should be very careful when selecting and installing software.  

 The citizen/customers should be included on the front end.  After all, neither the 

government nor its automated systems exist for their own internal functionality.  

They only exist to serve the public.  What would happen if this failure occurred 

within a private sector firm in relation to its customer service interfaces? 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday April 17, 2012(Scheduled)  

The only item of real policy consequence on this agenda is the Vacation Rental Ordinance.  

Vacation Rental Ordinance. The ordinance is back in front of the Board for adoption. It 

had been returned to the staff for refinement and clarification. One major change is that Los 

Osos has been removed. Some Los Osians stated at a prior hearing that they would prefer 

that their community be excluded from the ordinance. This would mean that persons 

desiring to use their property as a vacation rental would have to apply for a conditional use 

permit. This would add cost and friction, even beyond what is contained in the proposed 

ordinance, and allow any neighbors in opposition to file time-consuming and expensive 

appeals. The Ordinance, as drafted, will now only apply in Cambria, Cayucos, and Avila 

Beach.   

Economic Impact: The staff states that the economic impact of the ordinance “may” be 

positive in comparison with the existing ordinance: “The proposed ordinance may result in 

some economic benefit to the businesses located in Cayucos and Avila Beach. The 

Ordinance, as proposed, would make vacation rental easier to get and less expensive in the 

community of Avila Beach by allowing for Zoning Clearance approval in place of a Minor 

Use Permit. It may also allow for a few more vacation rentals on the oceanfront in Cayucos, 

which is a desirable area for vacationers. The change in the distance standard for the multi-

family category in Cayucos would result in more properties qualifying for vacation rentals 

in these areas. The amendment may also impact the Uniquely San Luis Obispo cluster 

identified in the San Luis Obispo County Clusters of Opportunity Economic Strategy 

(November 2010) by providing opportunities for increased tourism.” 

Comment: If more is good, why have distance and frequency requirements at all? In 

other words, does it make any difference, on some summer week, if every single house 

in Cayucos, Cambria, and Avilla beach happen to be rented out. Is there a danger in 

having too high of a concentration of people from Fresno in town?  The staff write-up 

pretty much admits that the County has no idea how many vacation rentals exist in 

actuality (given those that never registered and those that are not paying transient 

occupancy tax) cannot be tracked. There are also a number of owners who have a 

license but who don’t rent their properties. 

The ordinance defines a vacation rental as follows: 

“A Residential Vacation Rental is the use of an existing residence, or a new residential 

structure that has been constructed in conformance with all standards applicable to 

residential development, as a rental for transient use. This definition does not include the 

single tenancy rental of the entire residence for periods of thirty consecutive  days or longer. 
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Rental of a residence shall not exceed four individual tenancies per calendar month as 

defined in Subsection d.” 

Comment: What is the public health and safety rationale for limiting the number of 

stays per month? Does the moving in and out cause some issue of concern to the 

County?  

The proposed ordinance then goes on to specify where it applies and sets different standards 

for the different communities. This is because different community groups had different 

ideas about how the rules should be constructed.  For example:  

 “The use of residential property as a vacation rental within the Cambria, Cayucos, and 

Avila Beach urban reserve lines shall comply with the following standards:  

 (1) Cambria. Within all residential land use categories, no residential vacation rental shall 

be located within: (1) 200 linear feet of a parcel and on the same side of the street as the 

vacation rental; (2) 200 linear feet of the parcel on the opposite side of the street from the 

vacation rental; and (3) 150 foot radius around the vacation rental. These same distances 

apply to other types of visitor-serving accommodation (i.e. Bed and Breakfast or Homestay) 

Distances shall be measured from the closest property line of the existing residential 

vacation rental unit, and/or other visitor serving accommodation, to the closest property 

line of the property containing the proposed residential vacation rental unit. This location 

standard can be modified through Minor Use Permit approval when a Development Plan is 

not otherwise required. 

(2) Cayucos. 

(i) Within the Residential Single Family and Residential Suburban land use categories, no 

residential vacation rental shall be located within: (1) 100 linear feet of a parcel  and on the 

same side of the street as the vacation rental; (2) 100 linear feet of the parcel on the 

opposite side of the street from the vacation rental; and (3) 50 foot  radius around the 

vacation rental. These same distances apply to other types of visitor serving accommodation 

(i.e. Bed and Breakfast or Homestay) Distances shall be measured from the closest property 

line of the property containing the residential vacation rental unit and/or other visitor 

serving accommodation, to the closest property line of the proposed residential vacation 

rental unit. 

(ii) Within the Residential Multi-Family land use category, no parcel shall be approved for 

a residential vacation rental if it is within 50 feet of another parcel with a  residential 

vacation rental and/or other visitor serving accommodation. Distances shall be measured 

from the closest property line of the property containing the vacation rental and/or other 

visitor serving accommodation to the closest property line of the proposed residential 

vacation rental unit. In the case of condominium units, the property line shall be the wall of 

the individual unit. (iii) The location standards established in Subsections c. (2) (I) and (ii) 

can be modified through Minor Use Permit approval when a Development Plan is not 

otherwise required. 

(3) Avila Beach. In all Residential and Recreation land use categories, no parcel shall be 

approved for a residential vacation rental if it is within 50 feet of another parcel with 
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residential vacation rental and/or other visitor serving accommodation. Distances shall be 

measured from the closest property line of the property containing the vacation rental 

and/or other visitor serving accommodation to the closest property line of the proposed 

residential vacation rental unit. In the case of condominium units, the property line shall be 

the wall of the individual unit. This location standard may be modified through a Minor Use 

Permit approval when a Development Plan is not otherwise required.” 

Comment: Why does it make any difference how far the vacation rentals are from each 

other? Is there some operative public health and safety interest or is this just an 

arbitrary way to reduce the number of potential rentals?  

One of the more troubling requirements limits the number of rentals permitted to one per 

consecutive seven-day period: 

“d. Vacation rental tenancy. Rental of a residence shall not exceed one individual tenancy 

within seven consecutive calendar days. Rental of a residence shall not exceed four 

individual tenancies per calendar month the first day of each tenancy determines the month 

assigned to that tenancy. No additional occupancy (with the exception of the property owner 

and private non-paying guests) shall occur within that seven-day period. A residential 

vacation rental shall only be used for the purposes of occupancy as a vacation rental or as 

a full time occupied unit. No other use (i.e.: home occupation, temporary event, homestay) 

shall be allowed on the site.” 

Comment: Again, what legal public health and safety interests are being protected 

here?   

“e. Number of occupants allowed. The maximum number of occupants allowed in an 

individual residential vacation rental shall not exceed the number of occupants that can be 

accommodated consistent with the on-site parking requirement set forth in subsection i 

hereof, and shall not exceed two persons per bedroom plus two additional persons. The 

Zoning Clearance shall specify the maximum number of occupants allowed in each 

individual vacation rental.” 

“f. Appearance, visibility and location. The residential vacation rental shall not change the 

residential character of the outside appearance of the building, either by the use of colors, 

materials, lighting, or by the construction of accessory structures or garages visible from 

off-site and not of the same architectural character as the residence; or by the emission of 

noise, glare, flashing lights, vibrations or odors not commonly experienced in residential 

areas.” 

g. Signs. Availability of the rental unit to the public shall not be advertised on site.  

h. Traffic. Vehicles used and traffic generated by the residential vacation rental shall not 

exceed the type of vehicles or traffic volume normally generated by a home occupied by a 

full time resident in a residential neighborhood. For purposes of this section, normal 

residential traffic volume means up to 10 trips per day. 

i. On-site parking required. All parking associated with a Residential Vacation Rental shall 

be entirely on-site, in the garage, driveway or otherwise out of the roadway, in accordance 
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with subsection e., above. Tenants of Residential Vacation Rentals shall not use on-street 

parking at any time. 

j. Noise. All residential vacation rentals shall comply with the standards of Section 

23.06.040 et seq. (Noise Standards). No residential vacation rental is to involve on-site use 

of equipment requiring more than standard household electrical current at 110 or 220 volts 

or that produces noise, dust, odor or vibration detrimental to occupants of adjoining 

dwellings. In addition, property owners and/or property managers shall insure that the 

occupants of the residential vacation rental do not create loud or unreasonable noise that 

disturbs others and is not in keeping with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Loud and unreasonable noise shall be evaluated through field observations by a County 

Sheriff, County Code Enforcement or other official personnel, based upon a threshold of 

noise disturbance related to the residential vacation rental use that is audible  from a 

distance of 50 feet from the property lines of the rental property.  

k. Local contact person. All residential vacation rentals shall designate a local property 

manager. The local property manager shall be available 24 hours a day to respond to 

tenant and neighborhood questions or concerns. Where a property owner lives within the 

same urban or village area as the residential vacation rental, the property owner may 

designate themselves as the local contact person. 

All the requirements enumerated in this section shall continue to apply.  

(1) The name, address and telephone number(s) of the local contact person shall be 

submitted to the Department of Planning and Building, the local Sheriff Substation, the 

main county Sheriff’s Office, the local fire agency and supplied to the property owners 

within a 300 foot radius. The name, address and telephone number(s) of the local contact 

person shall be permanently posted in the rental unit in a prominent location(s). Any change 

in the local contact person’s address or telephone number shall be promptly furnished to 

the agencies and neighboring property owners as specified in this subsection. 

(2) If the local contact person is unavailable or fails to respond, the complaining party may  

contact the Sheriff’s Office. The Sheriff will attempt to reach the local contact person.  

(1) A notice shall be submitted to the Department of Planning and Building, the local Sheriff 

Substation; the main county Sheriff’s Office, the local fire agency and supplied to the  

Property owners within a 200 foot radius of the proposed residential vacation rental site.  

Distances shall be measured as a radius from the exterior property lines of the property 

containing the residential vacation rental unit. This notice shall state the property owner’s  

Intention to establish a residential vacation rental and shall include the name, address and  

phone number of the local contact person and the standards for noise, parking and 

maximum number of occupants. A copy of the notice, a form certifying that the notice has  

Been sent and a list of the property owners notified shall be supplied to the Planning and  

Building Department at the time of application for the Zoning Clearance, Business License  

and Transient Occupancy Tax Certificate for the residential vacation rental.  

(2) The name, address and telephone number(s) of the local contact person shall be  

permanently posted in the rental unit in a prominent location(s). Any change in the local  
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contact person’s address or telephone number shall be promptly furnished to the agencies  

and neighboring property owners as specified in this subsection. In addition, the standards 

for parking, maximum occupancy and noise shall be posted inside the residential vacation 

rental unit and shall be incorporated as an addendum to the vacation rental contracts.  

Comment: We suspect that many owners will ignore the requirement to avoid all the 

restrictions and the intrusive filing and notification procedures. In turn this will mean 

that the County will not receive transient occupancy tax from the property owners who 

are operating illegally. 

Possible Continuation: It should be noted that a property owner group has hired an outside 

consultant to look at the economic impacts of vacation rentals and the ordinance. The 

County staff does not seem to have been able to analyze these matters. It is possible the 

Board will be asked to continue this matter until that study is completed and presented.  

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday April 12, 2012 (Completed)  

Growth Management Ordinance Restrictions for FY 2012-13 in the Nipomo Mesa Area 

and Cambria. The Planning Commission recommended the updated (continued) restrictions 

for FY 2012-13. Essentially no new development is permitted in Cambria because of the 

ongoing water shortage. In the case of Cambria, the restriction extends to 2015.  In the case 

of Nipomo, growth (the number of new units) is restricted to 1.8% of the prior year’s level. 

The Board letter did not report the actual expected numbers. The Board of Supervisors 

hearing will be May 22, 2012. 

Several Cambria residents complained to the Commission that a minor wording change 

included in the policy created a “backdoor” for possible relaxation of the restriction. The 

Commission deliberated for almost an hour and decided it couldn’t decide and sent it on to 

the Board of Supervisors. There was some faint political speculation by a staffer that a 

future Board of Supervisors might consider changes. Whether this was meant to scare 

people was not clear. 

 


