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              COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

                                                 WEEK OF JULY15-21, 2012 

    INSIDE THIS UPDATE 

   

                                                      ALERT                                                           

 ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF SMART GROWTH REPORT                                          

   ON JULY 17, 2012 AGENDA – VERY DANGEROUS 

           LOS OSOS SEWER BUDGET OBFUSCATION CHALLENGED                             

                       BY SUPERVISOR MECHAM 

  COUNTY REPORT CONFIRMS DECLINE IN RESIDENTIAL PERMITS 

              COUNTY PROPOSES BANNING SMOKING IN PARKS                                            

            AND OTHER OUTDOOR AREAS                                                                                       

WHAT FURTHER NANNY STATE “INNOVATIONS” ARE NEXT? 

  ALERT: APCD BUDGET, PROPOSED TAXES, FEES, ASSESSMENTS     

        WEDNESDAY JULY 25, 2012, 9AM   

      

 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday July 10, 2012 (Completed)    

There were no large policy items on this agenda (land use, budget, etc.).  

Los Osos Sewer Collection System Areas B and C Bid Award.  Supervisor Mecham 

correctly questioned the staff logic. Staff asserted that even though the bid for areas B and C 

of the collection system was millions over the engineer’s estimate, the overall budget was 

under target because of savings on other bids. The problem is that the only other large 

project construction contract issued so far (Areas A and D of the collection system) was 

almost exactly on the engineer’s estimate. Where is the prior offsetting savings? Supervisor 

Mecham attempted several times to get clarification. The Public Works staff answers were 

obfuscatory and circular. Supervisor Gibson jumped in, and condescendingly and angrily 

defended the staff answer. Supervisor Mecham properly and prudently voted against 

awarding the contract. 
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 When questioned, the Public Works staff members, including the Director, the Project 

Manager, and others, were palpably angry, with ashen faces and glaring looks. This could be 

a sign that all is not well. 

Hopefully, the new Board majority will make it standard practice to grill staff hard and 

often, and not to accept non-answers. It’s been a pretty cozy atmosphere in the Boardroom. 

Background: Another large contract for the sewer system was on the agenda for award.  It 

contained a $32.4 million contract for areas B and C of the collection system (the pipes 

under the streets and pump stations).  Readers may recall that a $28 million contract was 

awarded in June for other areas of the collection system. In this case, the low bid exceeded 

the engineer’s estimate of $22 million by an additional $10.4 million. The staff report 

indicated that the large overage is not a problem, because other parts of the project have 

come in under estimates, offsetting this large excedence.  

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of July 17, 2012 (Scheduled) 

Ban on Smoking in County Owned/Operated Outdoor Public Places.  In yet another 

advancement of nanny state social engineering, the Board will consider banning smoking 

outdoors in parks, grounds surrounding county buildings, and other properties. The 

proposed ordinance prohibits smoking of tobacco or any other weed or plant. Failure to 

cease smoking when requested will constitute an infraction that may be penalized by a fine. 

The staff report states: 

Intent of Ordinance Amendment 

While not smoking in enclosed spaces has become the social norm, the most recent focus of 

anti-smoking campaigns has been to ban smoking in outdoor areas. Breathing toxic 

materials is unhealthy, and there is no safe level of exposure to tobacco smoke. The intent of 

the ordinance being presented for review by the Board of Supervisors is to ban smoking on 

many County properties. This includes buildings or structures owned, leased, concessioned 

or otherwise operated indirectly or directly by the County of San Luis Obispo, and all land 

appurtenant to those buildings or structures, including, but not limited to, parking lots, 

walkways, landscapes and patios. This includes portions of County Park lands and facilities 

where people are in close proximity. 

This is a wide reaching effort that would place San Luis Obispo County at the forefront of 

tobacco control efforts. Many public agencies have smoking ordinance for public grounds 

and state law prohibits smoking within 25 feet of playgrounds and within 20 feet of 

entrances to public buildings. Some public agencies have banned smoking in all or portions 

of their parks. 

Proposed Amended Ordinance 

The proposed changes to ordinance will prohibit smoking in all properties that surround 

County facilities including landscapes, hardscapes, walkways and parking lots around 

County Facilities. It would also prohibit smoking in County mini parks, neighborhood 
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parks, community parks and special areas. In County regional parks, smoking will be 

prohibited within 30 feet of any building, playground, tot lot or group picnic area.  

Where’s the beef? This latest attempt in the war against tobacco may not seem so bad.  

After all, tobacco is harmful to lungs and hearts, and has little to offer in its favor.  

However, the creeping laws of regulation over our lives don’t seem to stop at a point of 

reasonableness. Over the years, regulation of smoking has led from an era where public 

places had multiple ashtrays and the lingering odor of stale tobacco, to one in which the 

smoker has become a 2
nd

 class citizen who must search out a sanctioned smoking area. Is 

there really a problem, except the problem of a law-making body that is so intoxicated by its 

power over the lives of its constituents that it just can’t stop?  What will be next?  The 

regulation of beef consumption until there are no more beef-serving restaurants, no beef-

selling markets or butcher shops, and no cattle ranches in all the County? 

Decline in Residential Permits Continues.  The County assesses public facilities fees on 

new development in the unincorporated area to help fund capital project costs generated by 

new development. The staff report states in part:  

On August 20, 1991, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 2519 establishing 

Title 18 of the County Code, Public Facilities Fees. The Board determined that “the fees are 

needed to finance public facilities and to assure that new development projects pay their 

fair share for these facilities” (Section 18.01.010.) Resolution No. 91-536, adopted by the 

Board of Supervisors on October 15, 1991, approved the “San Luis Obispo County Public 

Facilities Financing Plan” (the Facilities Plan) and implemented the collection of public 

facilities fees. The Facilities Plan was revised and updated in 2006. The program 

established fees that are levied on new development throughout the unincorporated areas of 

the county to provide facilities for fire protection, general government, parks, Sheriff’s 

patrol and libraries (added to the program in 1996). For fiscal year 2010-2011 a total of 

$1,140,550 in public facilities fees were collected. In the previous fiscal year, 2009-2010, a 

total of $1,194,560 was collected.    

                                

                                             

http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&biw=1311&bih=553&tbm=isch&tbnid=aKPBnxtZTAf_YM:&imgrefurl=http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/tax/howtofind.htm?PageMode=Print&docid=76OZfHpYcCt9rM&imgurl=http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/TTC/images/NewBuilding.jpg.jpg&w=270&h=169&ei=k2n_T9e6FMLI2gWzkdm5BA&zoom=1&iact=hc&vpx=470&vpy=244&dur=3170&hovh=135&hovw=216&tx=108&ty=79&sig=103386525680508527511&page=1&tbnh=128&tbnw=204&start=0&ndsp=12&ved=1t:429,r:2,s:0,i:82
http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&biw=1311&bih=553&tbm=isch&tbnid=7hYy6SbqbISXkM:&imgrefurl=http://www.calfireslo.org/station21.html&docid=WPVXNs_DshhzGM&imgurl=http://www.calfireslo.org/images/stations/Station21.jpg&w=874&h=580&ei=Emr_T-7KLqns2gXQ_pS1BA&zoom=1&iact=hc&vpx=101&vpy=211&dur=47&hovh=183&hovw=276&tx=135&ty=115&sig=103386525680508527511&page=1&tbnh=152&tbnw=201&start=0&ndsp=10&ved=1t:429,r:0,s:0,i:76
http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&biw=1311&bih=553&tbm=isch&tbnid=3bkp7x74hBRvuM:&imgrefurl=http://winwithjim.org/creston-fire-station/&docid=Gtgel7AFi0c-DM&imgurl=http://winwithjim.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/01/New-Creston-Fire-Station.jpg&w=320&h=240&ei=I2v_T5-YIeWg2gXOr72QBA&zoom=1&iact=hc&vpx=239&vpy=135&dur=1478&hovh=192&hovw=256&tx=113&ty=103&sig=103386525680508527511&page=1&tbnh=107&tbnw=147&start=0&ndsp=21&ved=1t:429,r:1,s:0,i:76
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The staff recommends against raising the fees because inflation is low, and more 

significantly, there is so little building activity. The tables below confirm the facts. It is 

fortuitous that this report is on the same agenda as the report on the economic impacts of 

reducing development in rural areas (See the item below). It underscores how ludicrous it is 

for the County to be generating reasons to reduce residential “growth” in rural areas. 

 

                                                           TABLE A                                                                   

Tabulation of Construction Permits Issued in FY2010-12 for Which Fees Were Paid  

 

 

 

The decline in total residential building permits in recent years is demonstrated in the 

County Chart below: 
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                                                           Table B 

 

                                Comparison - Residential Permits by year 

                                                      FY 2005-06   861 

                                                      FY 2006-07   528 

                                                      FY 2007-08   374 

                                                      FY 2008-09   231 

                                                      FY 2009-10   248 

                                                      FY 2010-11   217 

  

ALERT: The Evaluation of the Economic Effects of Potential Policies to Reduce 

Residential Growth in Rural Areas of San Luis Obispo County Study is ready and will 

be presented to the Board of Supervisors at or after 1:30 PM during the July 17th meeting.   

We have reported on the development of this study in COLAB WEEKLY UPDATES in the 

past. We reported on the funding, selection and background of the consultant, staff and 

consultant “workshops,” and our trepidation over the potential outcome and future uses of 

the Study.  Over the years this Study will become one of the most referenced documents 

related to County policy. It is well worth going to the Planning Department website and 

reading the full document:    

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Smart+Growth/econgrowth.pdf  

It is a big file and may take some time to open.  It can also be accessed directly on the top 

page of the County’s Planning and Building Department website. 

The agenda staff report summarizes the findings: 

Economic Effects 

The potential growth caps evaluated in this study would shift a portion of new rural 

development to urban and village areas. This shift is intended to result in benefits such as 

preservation of natural and agricultural areas, greater agricultural output, lower 

automobile emissions, protection of groundwater resources, and reduced costs to provide 

services such as fire protection in rural areas. These could be described in terms of the 

economic value they provide (e.g., the economic value of greater agricultural production, 

the avoided cost and charges of new water systems). However, this study did not try to 

quantify these benefits in economic terms. 

The potential growth caps would also have some negative consequences. The study 

estimates that the modest growth cap will lead to a lost value of residential construction in 

the county as a whole, over a 30-year period, in the range of $300 to $400 million (an 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Smart+Growth/econgrowth.pdf
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annual average of about $10 to $13 million) due to the construction of fewer new housing 

units in rural areas of the county. This would result in a decrease of about 2 percent in 

residential construction output in the county, and is about 0.05 percent of the county’s 

annual economic output. The study estimates the total effects on economic output in the 

county to be about double the direct loss in construction value. Thus, as a rough estimate, 

an annual loss of $10 million in residential construction value means about a $20 million 

annual loss to county output, about one-tenth of 1% of the county’s $20 billion dollar 

annual economy. 

The relatively small impact on the regional economy in the aggregate does not mean that 

there are not some relatively big impacts on certain businesses or individuals. The groups 

most directly affected would be those that make their living by producing and selling 

housing: developers, builders, and realtors. If the effects are concentrated in some areas, it 

could make business difficult for some builders; some might close. The analysis in this 

report is not detailed enough to make further predictions.  

COLAB COMMENT: 

 The actual consultant report projects that about 1600 future rural homes would 

be eliminated over a 30-year period under the sample scenario. It speculates 

that 700 of these would be built in urban areas because the potential owners 

would be forced to these areas by the County policy and implementing laws and 

regulations. Some would decide to build in areas outside of San Luis Obispo 

County and would be lost. This is significant.  

 The consultant has significantly underestimated the economic impact. Over 30 

years (assuming no growth in the value of each new house each year) and 

assuming a conservative $600,000 cost for a new country house, the elimination 

of 1600 houses would eliminate nearly $ 960,000,000 in aggregate assessed value 

at year 30. The consultant has focused on construction value (which we think is 

low-balled) but ignores the fact that the land values are exponentially higher 

with estate houses and ranchettes on the property rather than, for example, a 

cow pasture or vacant weed lot. Assuming a modest 2% growth in value per 

year, compounding each year, the aggregate foregone assessed value would be 

$1,256,329,000. Thus, very conservatively, the taxing jurisdictions would be 

foregoing $12,256,000 per year by 2043. They would have foregone an aggregate 

of tens of millions in property tax during initial 30-year period. 

 The consultant has not considered the lost value to farmers, ranchers, and other 

rural property when a whole class of property is barred from development that 

may now be permitted. It lowers the value and makes financing more difficult.  

 The Consultant has not adequately considered the impacts on other economic 

activity (multipliers) engendered by high-end ranchette and estate properties. 

These households typically have large discretionary incomes and buy furniture, 

cars, and other items that impact the broader economic system. In case no one 

noticed, Montecito, Hope Ranch, the Santa Ynez Valley, and similar large lot 

semi-rural and rural areas generate large amounts of property tax, use few 

services, and often send their children to private schools. The County has the 

policy backwards. It should be promoting large expensive rural development. 
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Last time we checked, the homeless sleepers were not being generated from the 

San Luis Obispo Country Club neighborhood or Vineyard Avenue.  

The Executive Summary of the Report is quoted in full below because this is such an 

important document. The critically and directly affected groups include farmers, ranchers, 

homebuilders, realtors, construction contractors, architects, and engineering firms. 

Derivative impacts will be felt by bankers, trucking firms, agricultural suppliers, appliance 

sellers, the hospitality industry, and furniture dealers. 

Members of these groups and their representative associations should not allow this report 

to be accepted, but instead should study it and appear on July 17, 2012 to challenge its 

potential to embolden and sustain the “smart growth agenda.”                                                          

                                                       

  SUMMARY 

This report explains the economic effects of policies to reduce residential growth in rural 

areas of San Luis Obispo County. The County amended its General Plan in 2009 to include 

“strategic growth principles.” 

Among those principles are ones to address problems with water supply, air quality, loss of 

agricultural land, and cost of County services. To implement the principles, the Plan 

suggests (among other things) redirecting residential development in rural areas of the 

county to unincorporated communities that have adequate resources and amenities to 

support new growth. The County engaged ECONorthwest (a consulting firm in economics, 

finance, and planning) to address several questions about the likely effects of potential 

policies that would reduce residential growth in rural areas by limiting the annual number 

of building permits: 

1. By how much are such policies likely to reduce residential development in rural areas? 

2. What will happen to the residential growth that would otherwise have been likely to occur 

in rural areas of the County—where is it likely to go? 

3. What are the economic impacts of that change in the amount and pattern of development? 

To answer these questions, ECONorthwest undertook an analysis to describe: 

• A framework and methods for the evaluation: What factors are important causes of 

housing development? How will they change over time? How can they be estimated, 

forecasted, and used to estimate changes in housing starts? How do housing starts affect the 

local economy? (Chapter 2 and Appendices A and B). 

• A forecast of housing development without the potential policy  changes (baseline forecast) 

and with the changes. The difference is the reduction in housing starts attributable to the 

potential policies. 

• The extent to which the households unable to acquire housing in the rural areas because 

of the new limitations would make shifts to housing in cities or other parts of the County. 
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• The potential economic effects of the estimated reductions in  housing starts. 

  NOTE:  The consultant defines Rural areas: as areas outside of the County’s urban and 

village reserve lines. 

                                 THE POTENTIAL POLICY CHANGES 

The County’s existing Growth Management Ordinance (GMO) limits  annual residential 

development in unincorporated San Luis Obispo County to growth of 2.3% of the existing 

number of housing units in the unincorporated county. Since its inception in 1990, the 

number of allocations for building permits has reached the annual cap only twice.  However, 

the number of building permits (final inspection) by the County has only come close to, but 

short of, the cap in one year (roughly, 1,100 housing units). In most years, the number of 

building permits has been well under the cap. Since 1990, housing starts in the 

unincorporated county have averaged a little over 600 per year, and in rural areas, about 

250 year. Rural housing starts have been about 40% of all housing starts in the 

unincorporated County. 

The two potential policy scenarios provided by staff would amend the Growth Management 

Ordinance for rural areas as follows: 

• Scenario 1: A cap of 128 dwelling units permitted annually in rural  areas of the county 

• Scenario 2: A cap of 89 dwelling units permitted annually in rural  areas of the county 

The County would apply these caps to parcels not in the Agriculture land use category and 

small parcels (less than 20 acres) in the Agriculture. 

Housing development without new policy: the baseline forecast Analysis by SLOCOG, the 

County, and its consultants in 2012 provides population and housing forecasts for 2040, not 

only for the county as a whole, but disaggregated by cities and the unincorporated area 

(which is further disaggregated into 13 planning areas). Those forecasts are the best  and 

official guesses population and housing growth in San Luis Obispo County in the absence of 

new public policy (like the growth caps). The forecast for 2010–2040 for the unincorporated 

areas of the county:  

• Total new dwelling units: 13,565 units 

• Average annual new dwelling units: 450 units/year  

• Average new rural dwelling units: 170 units/year3 

2 AECOM. (2011). San Luis Obispo County 2040 Population, Housing & Employment 

Forecast. 

3 The County disaggregated the 13,565 new units into rural, urban, and village areas;  then 

divided the rural portion of growth (5,030 units) by 30 years = 168 (about 170) units.  

Housing development with new policy 
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The analysis in this report estimated changes in rural housing development between 2010 

and 2040 for the two policy scenarios in two steps. Since both of the scenarios would cap 

annual growth below [the] both the historical and the average rate of housing development 

in rural areas, a preliminary estimate is straightforward: housing development will be 

reduced by the difference between average forecasted growth (170 units per year) and the 

policy growth cap (128 or 89 units per year). 

The second step was to adjust those estimates for the effects of business  cycles. The extent to 

which the caps affect housing starts depends on where the cap is set relative to the annual 

requests for those permits, and those requests will vary year to year because of changes in 

market demand for new housing units (i.e., because of business cycles). The caps will 

reduce development in high-growth years below the long-run annual average: the effect is 

that housing units developed will be less than the growth cap times 30 years. This study 

simulated those effects using assumptions about expected future growth in different parts of 

the county (AECOM forecasts and County allocations), average annual growth in rural 

areas (40% of 450 units per year), annual deviation from the average (high about twice the  

average; low about half the average), and length of business cycles (24 quarters). 

The estimated reductions in housing units in rural areas will be partially offset, countywide, 

by increases in development in other parts of the county. This study simulated those shifts 

for different values of displaced rural housing. 

The main conclusions (for the cap of 128 units per year) are that over 30 years the number 

of dwelling units would be reduced (“most likely” case) by (1) 1,600 units in rural areas, 

and (2) 700 units in the County overall (less than the rural reduction, because some of the 

displaced rural demand would be met in other parts of the county). 

Potential economic effects 

What impacts get counted matters greatly to the estimates? Section 5.1 provides important 

information about the proper way to think about these effects, and describes the methods 

used to estimate them. The estimates that follow should be interpreted in that context. The 

estimated annual value of the estimate of housing units that the growth cap would cause to 

not be built in the county is about $10 to $13 million for Scenario 1 (about $16 to $21 

million for Scenario 2). A reduction of $10 million in direct residential construction output 

(because of the construction of fewer new houses in rural areas of the county) results in a  

decrease of about 2% in residential construction output in the county, and is  about 0.05% of 

the county’s annual economic output. 

In summary, we estimate the total effects on economic output in the county (including effects 

on realtors and so called “multiplier effects” on other businesses) to be about double the 

direct loss in construction value. 

Thus, as a rough estimate, an annual loss of $10 million in residential  construction value 

means about a $20 million annual loss to county output, about one-tenth of 1% of the 

county’s $20 billion dollar annual economy. That relatively small impact on the regional 

economy in the aggregate does not mean that there are not some relatively big impacts on 

certain businesses or individuals. If those effects are concentrated in some areas, it  could 
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make business difficult for some builders; some might close. The analysis in this report is 

not detailed enough to make further predictions. 

Another concern that would require a full study is the effect on local  governments, usually 

called “fiscal impacts.” A reduction in building  activity has many effects: on the revenue 

side, permit fees, impact fees, and property taxes will all be less than they would have been; 

on the expenditure side, the costs of the permitting and inspection process (staff  time), 

infrastructure construction, operation of public facilities, and public services all decrease. 

Tricking out the net effects is difficult, but there is theoretical and empirical evidence to 

suggest that (1) a lot of development in a lot of jurisdictions does not pay what it costs local 

governments to permit and service it; (2) residential development is more likely to be 

fiscally negative than employment-related development; and (3) lower-cost and rental units 

are more likely to be fiscally negative than higher-cost and owner-occupied units. But there 

is a lot of variability in these gross generalizations. 

An implication for this study of rural growth caps is that the type of  housing that does and 

does not get built makes a difference. Some very high value houses, that are almost 

certainly fiscally positive for the County (high value and high tax payments, smaller family 

sizes, fewer children, less use of county services) will not be able to be built in the county. 

As with the analysis of the economy, however, the difference in net revenue will be very 

small relative to the total County budget. 

 Consultant Biased In Favor of Smart Growth Doctrine?  Interestingly and for whatever 

reason (and in addition to the calculations about growth reduction), the consultant included 

a discussion of “sustainability.” The discussion includes the graphic below accompanied by 

text stating: Figure A-2 incorporates the idea from the literature on sustainability of triple 

bottom line: good policy must address and optimize across objectives related to the 

Economy (in blue), the Environment (in green), and Equity (in purple). Presumably the 

County’s consultant buys into the whole sustainability doctrine and feels it supports the 

report.      
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The County should have hired a non-doctrinaire real estate economics consultant to conduct 

the study. Remember, the Equity, Environment, Economy Triad are the core of the Enviro-

Socialist program. 

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

Continued Hearing on the Life Extension/Expansion of the Cold Canyon Landfill. This 

was continued from several weeks ago. The Commission proceeded with its ongoing 

section-by-section review of the project EIR and recommended approval conditions and 

then as expected continued the matter until August when final action could occur. 

Transfer Station in Industrial San Luis Obispo? The interesting part of the hearing was 

that some of the neighbors who oppose the project extrapolated COLAB’S prior comments 

about placing the future trash to energy plant (anaerobic digester plant) in the industrial 

zone in San Luis Obispo. Specifically, they reasoned that since 70% or so of the waste 

stream is already comprised of recyclables, why not build a transfer station in industrial San 

Luis Obispo and separate the recyclables there. This version would substantially lower the 

truck traffic, volumes, noise, etc., at the Cold Canyon site and would be a precursor to the 

anaerobic digester plant. Of course this would comport with smart growth doctrine. 

What’s Good for the Goose? Some of the residents have been pointing out that the 

extension and expansion of the landfill will negatively impact their property values. They 

hypothesized that they should therefore receive some mitigation compensation. Of course , 

planning staff and County Counsel immediately pointed out that economic concerns are not 

environmental subjects under CEQA, so this would not be possible.  

On the other hand, the County imposes “mitigation fees” (a tax) on market housing and then 

gives the money to low income housing projects on the theory that the market favors the 

more expensive houses.  It imposes “exaction fees” on most private projects to offset the 

future service and related capital costs experienced by the neighbors.  Hmm? 

One Commissioner suggested that the residents appeal their property tax assessments. 

Maybe everyone in the County should appeal their property tax assessments. 

 APCD Early Alert: Tax/Fee structural deficit issue on APCD agenda for Wednesday    

July 25, 2012. As of this writing, the agenda and budget item had not been posted. This is 

an opportunity to demand that the APCD Board exercise leadership and reduce the budget, 

benefits, and staffing levels. 

 

Board of Supervisors Special Meeting of July 18, 2012 (Scheduled): The Board will 

consider appointment of a County Administrator. Rumor says candidates include Deputy 

CAO Dan Buckshi, Public Works Director Paavo Ogren, Planning Director Jason Giffen, 

and perhaps others.  In so far as we know, there has been no internal review panel, no 

external expert professional panel, and no community panel to preliminarily evaluate the 

candidates prior to review by the Board of Supervisors.  Hopefully for everyone concerned, 

the executive who is appointed will be able to assist the new Board, which takes office in 
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January, with the policy shifts inherent in the new policy balance on that Board.  It will be 

interesting to see the term of the new CAO’s contract and any severance provisions.  

 

 

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING OF THE SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

July 11, 2012 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, pursuant to California Government Code Section 54956, 

that the Chairperson of the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Luis Obispo, State of 

California, has called a special meeting of said Board of Supervisors, to be held beginning 

at the following date, time and place, to consider the following items of business:  

Date and Time of Special Meeting: July 18, 2012 at 9:00 a.m. Place of Special Meeting: 

Board of Supervisors Chambers, 1055 Monterey Street San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 

Business to be considered: See agenda below. 

AGENDA 

FLAG SALUTE 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON CLOSED SESSION 

CLOSED SESSION on the following item: 

I. It is the intention of the Board to meet in Closed Session to consider public employee 

appointment for the position of County Administrator. (Govt. Code § 54957)  

REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION 

ADJOURNMENT 

Dated: July 11, 2012 

____________________________________ 

James R. Patterson 

Chairperson, Board of Supervisors 

County of San Luis Obispo 

State of California  


