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              COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

                                                 WEEK OF JULY 1-7, 2012 

      INSIDE THIS UPDATE 

 

                       PENSION BOARD ADOPTS NO RATE INCREASE     

UNIONS HAPPY - BOARD HAPPY - BUT LIABILITY INCREASING    

               DUNES DUST IS NATURAL: SEE ENCLOSED PICTURE   

             NO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING ON JULY 3, 2012 

  UNDER SMART GROWTH SHOULDN’T TRASH PLANTS GO    

                                INSIDE CITIES?  

  SAVE JULY 11, 2012: EDUCATIONAL FORUM FOR THE COMMUNITY      
SEE DETAILS AND THE FLYER AT THE BACK OF THIS UPDATE 

                                                   

No Board of Supervisors Meeting for Tuesday July 3, 2012 is scheduled 

The Board did not meet on Tuesday, June 26, 2012 and will not meet on Tuesday, July 3, 

2012. Its next meeting will be on Tuesday July 10, 2012. 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, June 28, 2012 (Completed) 

Cold Canyon Landfill Extension.  The Commission conducted its second hearing on 

expansion and extension of the life of the Cold Canyon Landfill.  The first was held during 

its June 14, 2012 meeting. During the June 28, 2012, hearing there were several hours of 

public comment consisting of neighbors who opposed the project and would like to see a 

new landfill established elsewhere. The Commission then questioned staff, the applicant, 

and consultants for five hours. It then continued the matter to Thursday, July 12, 2012 with 

Thursday, August 9 in reserve. 

Interestingly, during part of the discussion, the staff (of the San Luis Obispo Waste 

Management Authority – the folks who brought you the plastic bag ban) revealed what is 

likely to be a major reason for extending the life of the landfill. They plan ultimately to 

construct an anaerobic digester plant on the site, which would process the organic materials 

in the waste stream. This would prolong the lifespan of the facility because less refuse 

would be buried. The plant would reduce the production of leachate and greenhouse gases.   

These plants are industrial scale facilities, and even notwithstanding the environmental 

benefits, are likely to provoke further neighborhood concern. At another point in the 

discussion 3rd District Commissioner Christianson remarked that the area west of the 

landfill is so attractive because of the large rock outcroppings. The juxtaposition of landfill, 
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future industrial plant, the Price Canyon oil field (where a number of new wells are being 

drilled), vineyards, and multi-million dollar estate homes make for some interesting 

balancing. You would think (given the smart growth doctrine of both the County and the 

City of San Luis Obispo) that the anaerobic trash digestion plant would better fit within an 

industrial area of the City (next to the Tribune on South Higuera?). This would provide 

shorter runs for the garbage trucks  (less CO2 generation) and would help preserve the visual 

resources and other features that are “so valued.” No doubt the Tribune would support this 

proper environmental planning.  

                                               Anaerobic Digester Plant 

                                     

Background:  On June 14, 2012, the Commission conducted a lengthy hearing on the 

extension of the life and expansion of the Cold Canyon Landfill. The proposal includes 

increasing the amount of tonnage that can be disposed per day from 1620 to 2050.  

 Neighbors were very concerned and pointed out that the permit under which the landfill 

operates today contains a clause that would appear to condition prior approval on the 

guarantee that the landfill would be closed at the end of the existing permitting period.  The 

Deputy County Counsel assigned to the case and Planning and Building staff disagreed with 

this view and stated that any applicant could propose anything and that the County is 

obligated to review the application on its current merits. Area residents were also concerned 

about traffic, noise, lighting, and odor.  A number of speakers representing area merchants, 

people who supported the Recycling Center located at the landfill, and others who are 

simply interested in refuse (trashocrats) spoke in support of the new permit.       

No matter what determination is made by the Commission, this item is likely to be appealed 

to the Board of Supervisors and perhaps Superior Court.  

Planning Commission meeting of July 5, 2012 (Cancelled) 

The scheduled meeting has been cancelled. The next scheduled meeting is on Thursday, July 

12, 2012. 

San Luis Obispo County Pension Trust Meeting of Monday, June 25, 2012 (Completed) 

The Board of the Pension Trust met and determined not to raise the rates charged to the 

County even though the unfunded accumulated actuarial liability of the system (UAAL) 

increases from $282 million in 2011 to $321 million in 2012. Remember , the long term 

http://www.google.com/imgres?um=1&hl=en&sa=N&biw=1366&bih=576&tbm=isch&tbnid=gkyN-mCCFwN5NM:&imgrefurl=http://projen.posterous.com/?tag=anaerobicdigestion&docid=VjT-2ey1xraD7M&imgurl=http://www.projen.co.uk/blog/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/egg-shaped-digesters.jpg&w=540&h=348&ei=8ODsT_ybBqTC2wXAttXaCg&zoom=1&iact=hc&vpx=813&vpy=8&dur=1432&hovh=180&hovw=280&tx=79&ty=121&sig=103386525680508527511&page=3&tbnh=124&tbnw=190&start=34&ndsp=26&ved=1t:429,r:17,s:34,i:243


3 

 

projection shows the UAAL growing to $606 million by 2020 and peaking at $729.3 million 

by 2029, assuming an average rate of return of 7.75% over the years. One problem is the 

Trust’s consulting actuaries recommended (and the Trust Board adopted) that the 

assumption rate be lowered 50 basis points to 7.25%.  COLAB was puzzled why the rates 

are not forced higher because of this new lower performance assumption. One member of 

the Trust Board as well as Assistant County administrator Dan Buckshi also questioned this 

incongruity. The actuary explained that the salaries, on which the UAAL and the rates are 

partially computed, turned out to be lower than had been projected in the past. She added 

that the normal cost (the part of the pension liability which is fully funded) went down 

slightly. These two factors combined, resulted in a “soft landing” as the interest assumption 

rate was lowered.  

The full 2012 Actuarial Valuation Document was not available before, during or after the 

meeting. This is strange because it is supposed to be an independent assessment and 

recommendation by the consulting actuary. Instead, the Trust Board was provided with a 

power point summarizing the issues and numbers. The actuary actually asked the Board if it 

was okay to prepare the final valuation based on their understanding of the verbal report and 

the power point. What if it weren’t okay? Would she change her numbers and professional 

recommendation? COLAB is looking forward to seeing the full document, which is 

expected to be completed by August. 

Background: The Actuarial Valuation is the key analysis of whether the system is 

sufficiently funded to honor those commitments that have been made by the County. The 

actuaries make recommendations to the Pension Trust Board with respect to interest rate 

assumptions (what the system expects to earn from its investments over the long haul) and 

whether the County is paying sufficiently into the system to meet its current and future 

obligations. The latter calculation is important because it impacts the County Budget.  The 

unfunded accrued actuarial liability (UAAL) is a key number: the higher it is, the more the 

County has to pay.   

Another important number is called the interest assumption rate. This is the long-term rate 

(30-40 years) that the system expects to earn on average, primarily from investments in the 

stock market. This number is critical because the higher the predicted interest, the lower the 

UAAL and, conversely, the lower the interest assumption rate, the higher the UAAL and 

therefore the higher the County’s necessary contribution from the budget.  

 

No APCD Meeting  

It appears that the Air Pollution Control District is meeting every other month and that it 

will rely on its Executive Committee to push things along with the staff in the non-meeting 

monthly intervals.   

Remember, APCD is the agency that has made such a big deal over supposed generation of 

dunes dust by all-terrain vehicles (ATV’s). The picture below was taken about 1PM on 

Monday, June 25, 2012. A brisk northeast wind was blowing straight down the coast.  The 



4 

 

picture below shows the large amount of dust (in the background) being generated by the 

natural force of the wind. This is why there are sand dunes in the first place.  

.                                          

The sand dunes were formed and the dust blew long before ATV’s were invented.  

Other APCD issues being processed include the recently adopted greenhouse gas thresholds 

and a strategic financial plan (pending adoption) containing a cafeteria of taxes, fee 

increases, and new fees calculated to make up a structural deficit that is projected to grow 

from $250,000 in 2013 to $650,000 in 2016. 

 

No Regular San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments (SLOCOG) Meeting on July 11, 

2012   

Its members will meet as the San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority (SLORTA). There will be 

no general SLOCOG items on the agenda, such as the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The 

next regular meeting of SLOCOG is scheduled for Wednesday, August 1, 2012.  

State Water Board  

Agricultural Water Discharge Order Appeal: As expected and planned, a number of San Luis 

Obispo County and Santa Barbara County agricultural organizations have filed an appeal with the 

State Water Board to stop the implementation (the stay) of the Central Coast Regional Water 

Quality Control Board’s (CCRWQCB) March adoption of the intrusive, destructive and costly order 

that would require farmers and ranchers to treat water percolating back into the ground from their 

fields (or running off) to what amounts to drinking water standards. The State Water Board has 

issued a notice listing deadlines for responses to that appeal. The Monterey Coastkeeper, Santa 

Barbara ChannelKeeper, and San Luis Obispo Coastkeeper have all filed in order to attack 

agriculture and assert that the order is too weak. The official notice of deadlines for  filing responses 

to the appeal is quoted below. It provides a faint view of the tedious, complex, and costly attack on 

agriculture here on the central coast. 

TO ALL PARTIES AND INTERESTED PERSONS: 

PETITIONS OF (a) MONTEREY COASTKEEPER, SANTA BARBARA 

CHANNELKEEPER, SAN LUIS OBISPO COASTKEEPER; (b) CALIFORNIA FARM 

BUREAU FEDERATION, MONTEREY COUNTY FARM BUREAU, SAN BENITO 
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COUNTY FARM BUREAU, SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY FARM BUREAU, SAN 

MATEO COUNTY FARM BUREAU, SANTA BARBARA COUNTY FARM BUREAU, 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY FARM BUREAU, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY FARM BUREAU; 

(c) OCEAN MIST FARMS AND RC FARMS; (d) GROWERSHIPPER ASSOCIATION 

OF CENTRAL CALIFORNIA, GROWER-SHIPPER ASSOCIATION OF SANTA 

BARBARA AND SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTIES, AND WESTERN GROWERS; AND 

(e) JENSEN FAMILY FARMS, INC. AND WILLIAM ELLIOTT (CONDITIONAL 

WAIVER OF WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS ORDER NO. R3-2012-0011 FOR 

DISCHARGES FROM IRRIGATED LANDS, MONITORING AND REPORTING 

PROGRAM ORDER NOS. R3-2012- 0011-01, R3-2012-0011-02, AND R3-2012-0011-03, 

AND RESOLUTION NO. R3 -2012-0012), CENTRAL COAST WATER BOARD: 

OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND TO REQUESTS FOR STAY SWRCB/OCC FILES A-

2209(a) (e)  

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) has received requests from 

the petitioners in SWRCB/OCC Files A-2209(b)-(e) above to stay some or all provisions of 

the listed orders issued by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(Central Coast Water Board) on March 15, 2012. 

The State Water Board is hereby notifying all parties and interested persons that the 

requests for stay are being considered and providing an opportunity for parties and 

interested persons to submit preliminary written responses to the requests for stay by 12:00 

noon on Friday, July 13, 2012. The State Water Board may schedule a hearing on these stay 

requests, and in the event a hearing is scheduled, the Board may request additional 

responses at that time. 

A stay may be granted only if petitioners allege facts and produce proof of (1) substantial 

harm to the petitioner or to the public interest if a stay is not granted, (2)  a lack for 

substantial harm to other interested persons and to the public interest if a stay is granted, 

and (3) substantial questions of fact or law regarding the orders. Any responses must be 

limited to those issues. 

Petitioners' submissions in support of the requests for stay may be found at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/public notices/petitions/water quality/petitions.shtml.  

The parties to these proceedings are the petitioners listed above and the Central Coast 

Water Board. Parties may submit legal and policy argument and supporting evidence 

responding to 

CHARLES R. HOPPIN, CHAIRMAN I THOMAS HOWARD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 I Mailing Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento, CA 

95812-0100 I www.waterboards.ca.gov 

ALL PARTIES AND INTERESTED PERSONS 2 - June 26, 2012 the requests for stay. Those 

petitioners that submitted the requests for stay are not expected to submit additional 

supporting evidence at this time, nor are they expected to respond to one another's stay 

requests. Non-party interested persons are limited to the submission of nonevidentiary 

policy statements. An interested person may request that the State Water Board designate 

http://www.waterboards.ca.qov/public%20notices/petitions/water%20quality/petitions.shtml
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the person as a party as provided in California Code of Regulations, title 23, section 2053, 

subdivision (b)(2). That subdivision requires a person to submit a statement explaining the 

basis of the party designation request and why the existing parties do not adequately 

represent the person's interests. Any requests to be designated as a party must be received 

by 12:00 noon on Friday, July 6, 2012. 

Please note that this letter does not constitute a 30-day letter issued pursuant to California 

Code of Regulations, title 23, section 2050.5, subdivision (a). The State Water Board is not 

seeking responses to the petitions at this point and is not requesting the administrative 

record. 

The State Water Board may do so at a future date. The State Water Board is requesting only 

responses relevant to the resolution of the stay requests. Responses beyond the scope of the 

stay requests will not be considered. 

All submissions should be directed to the attention of: 

Jeannette L. Bashaw, Legal Analyst 

Office of Chief Counsel 

State Water Resources Control Board 

1001 I Street, 22nd Floor [95814] 

P.O. Box 100 

Sacramento, CA 95812-0100 

E-mail: ibashawwaterboards.ca.gov 

Telephone: (916) 341-5155 

If you have any questions, you may contact Emel Wadhwani, Staff Counsel, by phone at 

(916) 322-3622, or by email at ewadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Imagine the costs already incurred over the past four years by agriculture and its 

representative organizations in trying to show the CCRWQCB how to craft a reasonable and 

fair order. There have been lawyers, hydrologists, geologists, biologists, agronomists, 

chemical experts, etc. Imagine the thousands of pages of documentation and scientific 

backup that has been submitted.  Now, whole new rounds of costs begin as agriculture seeks 

to utilize the administrative remedy process to obtain relief. If this process is not successful, 

there will be legal costs, more experts, and appeals.  

You would think that an electorate with high unemployment, falling home values, 

underwater mortgages, diminishing (and ever more expensive) public services, and some of 

the highest taxes and fees in the country would rise up and fight back.  

 

mailto:ewadhwani@waterboards.ca.gov
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                             SAVE WEDNESDAY JULY 11, 2012 

EDUCATIONAL FORUM: COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 

         HOW TO COUNTER THE ENVIRO- SOCIALISTS 

                     LEARN HOW TO MOVE PUBLIC ISSUES AND BE HEARD 

                       LEARN HOW TO UTILIZE AGENCY PUBLIC MEETINGS 

LEARN HOW TO USE SOCIAL MEDIA (FACEBOOK, TWITTER, ETC.) TO       

ADVANCE THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

 

  SEE THE FLYER ON THE NEXT PAGE FOR LOCATION, RESERVATIONS AND         

                                                         LUNCH 
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