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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF FEBRUARY 12 - 19, 2012 

 

INSIDE THIS UPDATE: 

 

SAVE THURSDAY, MARCH 22, 2012, FOR COLAB SLO’S ANNUAL 

DINNER AND AUCTION 

                                                                                            

VACATION RENTAL ORDINANCE SENT BACK TO STAFF                                   

FOR MORE WORK; WILL RETURN APRIL 17, 2012 

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES GRANT APPROVED: MORE MONEY  

 FOR STUDIES AND REGULATIONS 

DOES THE BOARD SUPPORT JERRY BROWN’S TAX INCREASES?        

NO ANSWER 

   BOARD MEETING OF FEBRUARY 14, 2012: A STRATEGIC SHAM? 

MORE NEW PLANS AND RESTRICTIONS 

 

Board Meeting of Tuesday, February 7, 2012 (Completed) 

Vacation Rental Ordinance. The Vacation Rental Ordinance amendments were considered 

by the Board and sent back to the staff for further revision. The item is scheduled for 

consideration again on April 17, 2012. The hearing was extensive with approximately 40 

people speaking. About 10 supported the ordinance without reservation. An additional 20 

opposed the ordinance entirely or had substantive concerns about various portions.  A group 

from Los Osos described a particularly badly managed vacation rental house at which 

repeated noisy and overcrowded tenancies occur. (It is not clear why the County has not 

simply enforced various nuisance codes on this property.) In any case, these individuals 

opposed the ordinance.  Instead, they suggested that all vacation rentals should go through 

the more costly “minor use” permit process. There were some speakers who were 

ambivalent. 

It turns out that the real problem may be illegal unregistered vacation rentals, not those that 

comply with the existing ordinance and pay the transient occupancy tax. The County staff 

seems at a loss about how to track and deal with the illegal vacation rentals. Had the session 
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been more interactive, COLAB could have pointed out that there are a number of 

communities that have good systems for managing this issue. The County need not reinvent 

the wheel. 

Supervisor Bruce Gibson provided the most revealing quote of the day: “Property rights are 

a balance between private rights and community rights.” Amendment IV of the US 

Constitution states in part: “The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, 

papers, and effects shall not be violated…” Supervisor Gibson’s statement underscores the 

vast chasm dividing the activist enviro-socialists from the law, culture, and the last 2500 

years of historical progress of human freedom. 

COLAB complained about the distance requirements, rental frequency ban, requirement to 

involve neighbors, zoning clearances for existing registered rentals, and fee costs for those 

who wish to appeal requirements through a minor use permit. COLAB also pointed out that 

the 349-page staff report provided no statistical information on the numbers, types, and 

locations of complaints by year. The whole effort is based on anecdotal “data.” It is 

therefore not clear if there is an actual problem in the first place.  COLAB recommended that 

the Board take the actions listed below: 

 Reject the Amendments. 

 Request a staff report on the number of “legal” vacation rentals in the County. 

 Request estimates of the number of illegal vacation rentals.  

 Direct staff to detail the number, location, and type of complaints for each year for 

the past 5 years. 

 Direct staff to present an economic impact study on the economic impact of vacation 

rentals to the County and the hospitality industry.  

 Direct staff to analyze the impact of the proposed ordinance amendments. 

 Stop consideration of new regulations and fees during the current economic 

recession. 

Sustainable Communities Grants. The Board authorized the staff to apply for a $315,000 

Sustainable communities Grant to prepare a Los Osos Community Plan Update. “A 

consultant would conduct education and outreach to the community and prepare drafts to 

complete the Community Plan Update. The Update would pay particular attention to 

„protecting resources‟ with emphasis on county Strategic Growth Policies; a sustainable 

building target; SLOCOG Sustainable Community Strategies (see the SLOCOG item 

below); sea level rise and climate change impacts, etc.”  

The grant would also plan for “establishment of a Countywide Land Conservation Bank.”  

COLAB opposed the grant authorization and pointed out that the grant simply provides 

more ammunition for the assault on private property, government control, and establishing 

more fees in the future. The grants are funded with taxpayer debt, which is an extremely bad 

practice (utilizing debt to fund ongoing services). Debt should be used only for capital 

infrastructure (such as roads, water systems, buildings, libraries, etc.) that has a life that is 

intended to outlast the term of the debt payments. 
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Annual Legislative Program.  The Board adopted the County’s Annual Legislative 

Program, which generally supports additional State funding for counties, opposes unfunded 

mandates, and contains proposed technical adjustments to funding formulae. It also lists 

specific needs of the County, such has funding for the Los Osos Sewer Project, 

improvements to Highways 101 and 46, prevention and eradication of invasive mussels, 

greater flexibility in adopting speed limits, and promotion of legislation that “preserves the 

County‟s quality of life, its natural resources, its economic base, and character and 

history.”   

Unreality:  COLAB opposed adoption of the program and pointed out that the State is 

broke. Where does the Board think the State will obtain the money for all of its requests? 

Where will the State obtain the money for the similar requests from the other 57 counties 

and 450 cities? Does the Board think it operates in a vacuum? 

 The Most Important Items Are Missing:  Does the Board of Supervisors support or 

oppose Governor Brown’s proposed income tax hike measure? Does the Board of 

Supervisors support or oppose the Governor’s proposed increase in the general sales tax? 

On the one hand, the Legislative Program is full of proposals for the State to spend more 

money and to send the County more money.  On the other hand, there is not one scintilla of 

logic about how this could work. The State is broke. It has hundreds of billions in pension 

debt. It has over $50 billion in bonded debt. Its annual debt service on a $92.6 billion 

General Fund Budget is approaching $10 billion per year. The County Legislative Program 

suggests that the State “adopt good budget practices.”  

Of course there was no response. 

 

Board Meeting of Tuesday February 14, 2012(Scheduled)  

A Strategic Sham: The February 14, 2012 meeting is constructed as a Strategic 

Workshop on overall direction and policy work of the County Government. It does not 

contain a consent agenda or regular business items. This is an important meeting, as 

the content sets the policy agenda for the year and beyond.  The key items include:  

 The FY 2012-13 Budget Gaps. 

 A Status Report on the County’s Economic Development Initiatives . 

 A Report on the Reorganization of the Planning and Building Department. 

 A Report on the Energy Policy and Program Implementation. 

 A Report on Planning and Building Department Priorities. 

 A Report on the County Master Water Plan  

 

Presentation of the Impending County and State 2012-13 Budget Gaps. The County 

Executive’s report for this item states that, as of the time of preparation of the agenda, the 

CEO did not know how much the budget gap is estimated to be because the Departments are 

still in the process of submitting their budget requests. The report goes on to state that the 

CEO will present the information during the actual hearing. The better practice is to provide 
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all information for a scheduled agenda item at the time it is calendared and to have the 

complete item as well as any presentation slides, etc., contained in the agenda material so 

that both the Board and the public have an opportunity to consider it prior to the meeting.   

Status of the Economic Development Initiatives. The report does not actually contain 

substantive data, such as project progress or performance measurement improvement (in 

terms of permitting velocity and/or cost reduction.) Key components include: 

Business Assistance Team: The County has established a Business Assistance Team (BAT) 

to help applicants receive expeditied service on land use permits. The Team assisted Level 

Studios (a high tech creative marketing firm) receive land use approval for a new 46,000 sq . 

ft. building in a corporate park across the street from the San Luis Obispo Airport. The 

permits were reportedly issued in 36 days from application submittal to final approval. It is 

not mentioned in the report that this application was to combine 3 existing lots into one 

parcel in an area which was specifically designed and approved for commercial office use. 

All the roads are already constructed, the utilities are installed, and all requirements met 

when the area was subdivided in the first place. The real question is: why would it take 36 

days (and expedited processing) to approve a permit to combine 3 lots to be used for a 

commercial office building in a commercial subdivision that was obviously created for such 

a purpose in the first place? It is not mentioned that the approval is conditional on a very 

extensive list of requirements. Remember: this permit is not the building permit. It is a 

permit to use the parcels for their previously approved use. 

Economic Benefit Analysis: Beginning in September, 2012, staff reports on discretionary 

nonresidential land use permits, for projects of 10,000 sq. ft. or more, will contain 

statements about the beneficial economic aspects of the proposed projects. Staff reports for 

permits for housing developments containing 5 or more units will also contain information 

on the beneficial impacts. The Economic Vitality Corporation (EVC) will be available to 

assist business applicants in preparing the reports.  

The report states that County agency requested actions to adopt, amend, or eliminate land 

use policies “should” include business impact information. The “should” should be changed 

to “shall.” 

The EVC, supported by its component economic cluster groups (hospitality industry, high 

tech, health care, etc.) will also be assisting the county to update the Economic Element of 

its General Plan of Development. 

Report on Planning Department Reorganization and Workforce Planning. This is a 

strange little report, which begins with a little philosophy about life after the “Great 

Recession,” then talks about needing to plan for the Department’s aging workforce, 

continues with a recitation of staff reductions that have occurred by attrition from FY 2007 

to FY 2012 (110 FTE to 85 FTE), and winds up with some comparative organization charts 

that show how the 6 functional divisions of the department have been consolidated to 3 as a 

result of the decline in staffing. Interestingly, the item does not indicate if 2 division heads 

(higher level managers) have been eliminated as a result. Tellingly, the number of program 

cost centers (the actual work groups) were reduced only by one, from 16 to 15. How many 

bosses were eliminated?  
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This should be a no brainer: The work of the department in terms of permitting for new 

projects, subdivision review, inspections, etc., has dried up because of the recession and 

perhaps also because of the County’s reputation as an unfriendly and costly place  to 

propose development. 

But the Smart Growth Assault Continues: The report does not mention that the Board has 

maintained the general fund contribution to the Department’s $11 million annual budget at 

$6 million and has continued funding the Smart Growth Plan, the Conservation and Open 

Space Element, the Climate Action Plan, the Land Use and Circulation Element Plan, the 

new restrictive Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Ordinance, the Transfer of Development 

Credits, greenhouse gas regulations, green building ordinances, water restrictions, the 

Vacation Rental Ordinance, the Events Ordinance , etc., etc. 

The report should contain workload statistics by year, such as the number of: 

 Minor Use Permits 

 Conditional Use Permits 

 Subdivision Lot Applied For/Approved 

 Dwelling Units Applied For/Approved 

 Sq. ft. of Commercial Space Applied For/Approved 

 Number of Building Permits (of various types) 

 Zone Changes 

 Environmental Reviews (Negative Declarations; Mitigated Negative Declarations; 

Full Environmental Impact Reports) 

 Average number of days to process each of the above. 

 Average cost in dollars for fees paid by the applicants to process each of the above.  

 Average cost to the applicant for professional services (engineers, traffic consultants, 

facilitators, lawyers, geologists, archeologists, etc., to process each of the above. 

 Average cost to the applicants for mitigation payments imposed by the County and 

others as conditions for approval.  

Once these numbers are understood, County Management and the Board of Supervisors 

would have some basis to make decisions about the structure, size and cost of the 

Department. 

 At this point it’s an airplane without instruments. 

 

Report on Energy Program and Implementation. This report purports to show how the 

County will implement the recently adopted Energy Wise Plan (Climate Action Plan). It is 

light on specifics, except for steps the County has taken internally, especially in Public 

Works and General Services. The large public and property impacting “measures,” such as 

conducting mandatory energy audits; forcing development into dense urban mixed use 

centers; prohibiting estates, ranchettes, boutique vineyards, and olive orchards; prohibiting 

subdivision of rural land; forcing people out of their cars and onto mass transit; 

expropriating private property (mitigations); regulating the amount of CO2e which may be 

generated by any particular development; flowing climate change engendered restrictions 
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into Land Use Plan amendments; and so forth, are vaguely and euphemistically described as 

“measures,” which will be undertaken in three phases. The selection of a particular 

“measure” for implementation will depend on its ranking in a matrix that evaluates its 

feasibility in terms of three criteria:  1. “Benefits” - how much CO2e it will reduce, annual 

community savings – whatever that means, etc.; 2. “Costs” - these include government 

capital costs, community costs - whatever that means, etc.; and 3. “Implementation” - 

contains such concepts as need for new code regulations and revisions and the need for 

public outreach. These criteria are just an incomprehensible muddle. The ranking system 

that relies on them is unintelligible and subjective.  

It is impossible to tell from this disorganized and arcane presentation what exactly is to be 

foisted on the community this year and into the future. In a masterpiece of hyperbole the 

report requests that the Board of Supervisors “…direct staff to return to the Board for 

specific authorizations of the greenhouse gas reduction measures recommended in the 

report.”  

The Board of Supervisors should tell the staff to shelve the whole project and report back 

with proposals for job creating economic development, promoting the housing market, 

regulatory relief, and fee relief.  

Report on Planning and Building Department Priorities. This report updates the non- 

permitting work of the Planning and Building Department.  These are the more serious 

policy initiatives. “Highlights” of the proposed work plan are quoted from the report below:  

Current Top 10 Priorities 

1. Implement permit streamlining measures and incentives for projects in alignment with 

Board priorities and in collaboration with a Streamlining Committee. 

 Status: Complete. Two Process Improvement Committees (PICs) were established. 

Meetings were held with both PICs through April 2011. The results and an accompanying 

implementation plan were completed and presented to the Board of Supervisors in June 

2011. Implementation of all recommendations has been completed, with ongoing monitoring 

and control measures in place. This priority is complete and is recommended for removal 

from the Top 10 list. 

2. Adopt and begin implementation of the EnergyWise (Climate Action) Plan. 

Status: Complete. The Board approved the EnergyWise plan on November 22, 2011. Initial 

implementation priorities will be presented to the Board on February 14, 2012, the same 

date as this report. This priority is complete and is recommended for removal from the Top 

10 list. 

3. Adopt and begin implementation of the Economic Strategic Plan in collaboration with the 

Economic Vitality Corporation. 

Status: Complete. The Economic Vitality Corporation has completed the strategy and it 

became available to the public on November 5, 2010. This priority is complete and is 

recommended for removal from the Top 10 list. On June 7, 2011 the Administrative Office 



7 

 

and the Department presented an update on various economic initiatives that either directly 

or indirectly supports implementation of the Economic Strategic Plan. The Board of 

Supervisors authorized a companion update to the County Economic Element of the General 

Plan on September 6, 2011. 

4. Prepare ordinance amendments to implement a Planned Development Ordinance. 

Status: In Progress. Preparation of the draft ordinance is underway, with working meetings 

between County staff and stakeholders continuing. A draft of the ordinance is scheduled to 

be released spring 2012. 

5. Prepare general plan and ordinance amendments to modify agricultural cluster 

subdivision policies and standards. 

Status: In Progress. Draft amendments are prepared and out for public review. The Draft  

Environmental Impact Report, which was prepared entirely in-house, was released for 

public review on September 2, 2011 and the public comment period closed on October 17, 

2011. A portion of the DEIR was recirculated for public review. This period will close on 

February 2, 2012. Public hearings are scheduled to begin in spring 2012. 

6. Prepare the Public Review Draft of the Land Use and Circulation Element (LUCE) 

update and Environmental Impact Report. 

Status: In Progress. Plan preparation is underway. A public outreach program, including 

stakeholder interviews, started in 2010 and continued in 2011. On March 29, 2011, the 

Board directed staff to undertake a two phased approach to the LUCE. Phase I will consist 

of a consolidation and reorganization of the Land Use Element and Land Use Ordinance to 

streamline it and make it user friendly, along with preparation of countywide viewshed 

standards. A draft version of those items is planned for 2012. Phase II of the update to the 

LUCE will focus on rural policies, programs and standards, and is planned to begin in late 

2012 / early 2013. 

7. Complete the draft Los Osos Habitat Conservation Plan - Begin Fish and Wildlife agency 

review. 

Status: In Progress. Consultation between agencies and County staff is occurring. Phase I 

includes the agency review draft plan is scheduled to be completed by winter 2012. Phase II 

includes public review of the draft plan is scheduled to be completed by winter 2012/2013.  

8. Adopt ordinance amendments regarding Special Events. 

Status: In Progress. On July 28, 2011, the Planning Commission recommended specific 

amendments to the Board of Supervisors relative to special events. The Board considered 

the Planning Commission's recommendation on October 4, 2011 and continued the item off 

calendar to have staff work with the “Uniquely SLO” business cluster. In addition, the 

board directed that staff should begin to work on an amendment dealing with Olive Oil 

Processing. 

9. Update the Shandon Community Plan. 
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Status: In Progress. A Public Hearing Draft Community Plan and a Final EIR have been 

released. 

The Planning Commission held public hearings from March continuing through September 

2011, with a final recommendation occurring in September. Board hearings began in 

November 2011 and were continued off calendar to allow staff time to meet with the 

community members and incorporate additional information in the plan. It is anticipated 

that the plan will be ready for further Board consideration in spring 2012. 

10. Prepare ordinance amendments to implement the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 

Resource Capacity Study (RCS). 

Status: In progress. The public outreach web page is up on the Department‟s website. The 

first edition of the newsletter was mailed to 6,140 addresses in the basin on May 26, 2011. 

The direct mailing was followed by two public meetings in June 2010. Planning, Public 

Works and Public Health staff hosted the two events. Draft ideas for ordinance and plan 

amendments called a “program outline” were sent out to stakeholders and posted on the 

Department‟s web site in August 2011. Staff has worked with the Water Resource Advisory 

Committee (WRAC) to fashion draft ordinances. Draft ordinances, plan amendments and 

associated environmental documents will be completed in winter/spring 2012 with public 

hearings to start later in 2012. 

As noted above, three of the items on the current top 10 priority list have been completed. 

On October 11, 2011, the Board directed that the ordinance amendments to implement the 

Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Resource Capacity Study be placed on the Department‟s 

Top 10 priority list and it was added. Also, the Board directed that the update of the 

Economic Element of the general plan be added at the completion of Economic Strategy and 

directed the Department to place priority on completion of the Planned Development 

Ordinance and the reorganization of the Land Use and Circulation Element. To that end, 

the following three items will be added to the Top 10 list. This includes the Economic  

Element update and two items that will be prepared by consultants using grant funding. 

Using grant funding to complete these items will allow Department staff to focus on the 

remaining items on the Top 10 list. 

New Additions to the Top 10 Priorities 

1. Prepare an update to the Economic Element of the General Plan.  

Status: In progress. The Board of Supervisors authorized an update to the County Economic 

Element of the General Plan on September 6, 2011. A first meeting with a group of business 

clusters was held to review the existing policies in the element. A second meeting is 

scheduled to occur in mid February 2012. After that meeting, a public review draft of the 

Economic Element and environmental review will be completed. As a part of the public 

review, the proposal will be referred to a variety of stakeholder groups for input. The first 

Planning Commission hearing is tentatively scheduled to take place in spring 2012. 

2. Prepare ordinance amendments to revise standards to encourage in-fill development 
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Status: In progress. The Department received a grant to complete amendments that would 

evaluate existing provisions in the Real Property Division Ordinance (Title 21), Land Use 

Ordinance (Title 22) and Coastal Land Use Ordinance (Title 23) which make it difficult to 

develop on in-fill sites in urban areas in compliance with the County‟s strategic growth 

policies. A Request for Proposal process was completed and a consultant chosen. Drafts of 

these amendments should be available by spring of 2013. 

3. Prepare a 'Complete Communities' survey Status: In progress. The Department received 

a grant to complete a community infrastructure needs assessment for the communities of 

San Miguel, Nipomo, Oceano, and Templeton. This survey should be complete by fall 2012.  

These plans and studies will provide even more tools for the County to push its “Smart 

Growth” agenda. 

 

Master Water Plan (MWP) and Related Efforts. According to the Board item, “the main 

purpose of the MWP is to provide a comprehensive description and analysis of county-wide 

water resources and management efforts of these resources under existing conditions and at  

general plan build-out for different agencies within the County, and to identify and evaluate 

water management strategies for identifying forecast supply deficiencies, similar to urban 

water management plans water general plan elements.”  

In other words, the analysis and plan will be used to further restrict development and the 

economy.  Note the words “water resources.” Human activity must be limited to the amount 

of “resources” currently available under today’s technological and societal conditions. Is it  

possible they have not noticed the rather large static body of water on the western side of 

the County? 

    

 

     

 


