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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF JANUARY 16-22, 2012 

 

INSIDE THIS UPDATE: 

 

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

DINNER AND AUCTION 

 BAG BAN APPROVED ON 8 TO 5 VOTE                                                              

SOME IWMA OFFICIALS CONDEMN SPEAKERS WITH LEGAL, 

HEALTH, AND LIBERTY CONCERNS  

SCHOOL TRUANCY COSTS: NEW COUNTY EXPENSE? 

BOARD PROMISES TO IMPLEMENT CLIMATE ACTION PLAN IN 2012  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of January 10, 2012 (Completed) 

There were no significant policy decisions on the January 10, 2012 Board Agenda. Fifth 

District Supervisor Jim Patterson was elected by the other Board members as Chairman for 

calendar year 2012. 

Reprise of 2011. Outgoing Chairman Adam Hill provided a glowing report on the Board’s 

2011 accomplishments.  Credit was taken for approval of the utility scale solar projects, the 

economic development strategy, land use permitting process improvements, achieving 

employee concessions related to salaries and benefits, completion of the Naciemento water 

project, the initiation of construction for the Willow Road interchange, and assisting the 

tourism industry.  There was also self-congratulation for helping to compel PG&E to 

conduct special seismic studies prefatory to proceeding with the Diablo Nuclear Plant 

relicensing application and getting Supervisor Gibson appointed to the related Independent 

Review Panel.  Hill also mentioned the progress on the Los Osos sewer system project. 

Board Focus in 2012.  Supervisor Patterson reviewed what he thought would be the key 

issues of 2012. Some of these include: 

 Fiscal Challenges are not going away. The Board says that the County has 

agreements with the solar plant developers to pay $21 million in sales taxes over the 

three-year construction period on materials used in the projects.  As noted in prior 

updates, we think this is one of the metrics that should be reported regularly. 

 The County operating budget is being balanced largely due to concessions from the 

County workforce. It was not clear if the Board will be asking employees for further 

concessions, especially as the system is already stressed by State budget cuts and 

shifts of State responsibilities to counties, combined with flat local revenues. 
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 Patterson stated that they intend to implement the Energy Wise Plan (Climate Action 

Plan). Of course we were afraid of that. 

 Patterson also stated that they would further the economic development strategy by 

having the Economic Vitality Corporation update the Economic Element of the Plan 

of Development.  It’s not clear how all the planning and meetings  will actually 

result in stimulating expanded and new business on the ground.  

Other expected 2012 initiatives include: 

 Implementing the Paso Robles level III water restrictions. 

 Utilizing revenue from the solar plants to increase Sheriff’s patrol and Fire manning 

in the eastern County. 

 Implementation of the Planned Development Ordinance so that development will be 

restricted to areas where resources are available. 

 Completion of a county-wide master water plan. 

Items not mentioned (but which are being worked on) include the Events Ordinance, the 

Vacation Rental Ordinance, The Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Ordinance rewrite, further 

adjustments to the Transfer of Development Credits (TDC) Ordinance, Strategic Growth 

Principles and Strategies, revision of the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the General 

Plan, and the Green Building Ordinance. 

Board of Supervisors of January 17, 2012 (Scheduled) 

Truancy Prohibition Ordinance.  The Board is being requested to adopt an ordinance 

prohibiting truancy.  For several years a County committee called The Children Services 

Network (CSN) has been studying the problem of truancy.  The CSN has representatives 

from the Probation Department, District Attorney’s Office, County Health Agency, County 

Office of Education, Sheriff, Child Abuse Prevention Council, County Social Services 

Department, Latino Outreach Council, and similar agencies. In 2010 the CSN prepared a 

Strategic Plan of 12 objectives related to “risk prevention, school interventions, community 

interventions” -- whatever they are. (A referenced appendix was not included in the online 

agenda package.)  In any case, one of the objectives is to “reduce the frequency and number 

of youth out of school unsupervised during daytime hours by implementing a countywide 

daytime curfew ordinance.” 

The key section states: 

It shall be unlawful for any minor under the age of 18 years who is subject to compulsory 

education or to compulsory continuation education pursuant to the Education Code Sections 

48200 and 48400, as amended from time to time, to be present in or upon any public street, 

public place or public building, place of amusement or eating place, place of entertainment, 

parking lot, vacant lot, or unsupervised place in the county during the hours of the day 

when the school which the minor would normally attend, is in session, on days when that 

school is in session. This section shall also apply to minors whose enrollment status is that 

of suspension, expulsion, or transfer in progress. 
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Numerous exemptions are provided for such situations as medical appointments, being 

under supervision of parents, lunch (if the minor has an off-campus pass), or the minor is in 

a motor vehicle involved in interstate travel (wonder how they will verify that one?). 

Penalties include fines varying from $100 to $500 and community service. 

Remarkably, the write-up states that there will be no costs to implement the program. This 

seems impossible since police agencies and probation officers will be t racking and arresting 

violators, the DA will have to prosecute them, the Public Defender will defend them, the 

courts will have to calendar the cases, and fine collection and community service will have 

to be enforced.  All of these activities will consume staff and overhead resources.  Since 

there are no ordinate numbers about the number of truants who are out each day, their 

location, etc., the Board and other jurisdictions (the City Police Departments) have no way 

to assess the operational and cost impacts. 

The Board letter states that the dropout rate in San Luis Obispo County is 9.1% (whatever 

that means -- there is no ordinate or comparative data and no explanation if that is by grade 

level, accumulative or what?)  Does it mean that of all students entering high school, 9.7% 

never graduate?  The letter also says the truancy rate in San Luis Obispo County is 33.97%. 

Does this mean that on any given day 33.97% of all students in SLO County are truant?  It 

seems impossible.  Or does it mean that over some period, 33.97% of all students had one 

day of truancy?  Again, there is no ordinate data or longitudinal data nor is there is any 

explanation of the statistics.  

The Board should: 

 Request a clarification of the data. How is the truancy rate calculated? What are the 

actual numbers? 

 Given the number of truants, what is the workload for the impacted agencies likely to 

be? 

 What is the operations plan? If there is enforcement, how will it work? 

 What is the administrative structure that will execute the operations plan? (Is there 

an organization chart?) 

 How much will it cost to execute the plan?  

 Who is the accountable official? 

 What are the goals and measures of success? 

 What is the reporting schedule? 

If there is no actual implementation plan containing the items listed above, does the 

ordinance have any value?   

One general question is what is the role and responsibility of the schools? Have they shifted 

the costs and operational responsibility to the County?  Why do the school districts need the 

power of the Sheriff and the District Attorney to manage attendance?  
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Planning Commission Meeting of January 12, 2012 (Scheduled) 

There were no items of general policy consequence on the January 12, 2012 agenda.  

A hearing on the Excelaron, Huasna Valley Oil Development permit will be considered by 

the Planning Commission on February 23, 2012.  

 

Integrated Waste Management Authority (IWMA) Meeting of January 11, 2012 

(Completed) 

Bag Ban Final Vote.  The IWMA gave final approval to the countywide ordinance (which 

covers both the unincorporated County and the cities) by a vote of 8 to 5.  The vote did not 

change from the November 9 first reading (7 to 5) except that Commissioner Tim Brown of 

the City Arroyo Grande, who had been absent in November, was present and added the 8
th

 

vote.  As a result and beginning in October 2012, it will be illegal for larger stores and high 

volume convenience stores to provide “single use” plastic bags to their customers.   

The hearing included well over 100 attendees and packed the Board of Supervisors meeting 

room to overflowing. Notwithstanding other reports, (COLAB kept a tally sheet) 

approximately 50 people spoke in favor of the ordinance and 30 spoke against the 

ordinance. San Luis Obispo’s enviro elite was out in force , including at least 5 

representatives of the Surf Rider Foundation, the local Sierra Club Chapter Executive 

Director, various executive directors of government subsidized ocean “protection” groups, 

a boy orator, students dressed as plastic bag trees, (sort of like the Stanford sports mascot 

Tree), the San Luis Obispo City Mayor, the usual folks who need to jump in the ocean or a 

bath (bike riding to enclosed public events has its costs), and movement royalty such as 

Christine Mulholland. 

 COLAB recommended: 

1. That each member of the Commission reject the ordinance and instead sign a pledge to 

refrain from passing new regulations, fees, and taxes.  

2. That the matter be placed on the ballot in June so that it could be considered at the same 

time as some of its key supporters are running for office. 

Opponents Condemned: County Supervisor Adam Hill moved the item and Supervisor 

Bruce Gibson seconded. Hill, in typical fashion, displayed his disrespect and venom for 

those who disagree with him and those who spoke against the ordinance, characterizing 

them as “interest groups,” “people fronting for plastics,” “ideological opponents,” 

purveyors “of logical fallacies like sophomoric undergraduates,” etc.  Similarly, Gibson 

chastised the opinion of opponents as “breathless hyperbole.”  San Luis Obispo 

Councilmen John Ashbaugh gave a particularly maudlin rationale for supporting the 

ordinance as being necessary “for our childrens’ future.”  (What, so they can lug their 

Chinese manufactured cloth bags to the welfare line?)  In a backhanded way, he approached 

the truth when he said that the act of approving the ordinance “is significant symbolically  -- 
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it sets up incentives for consensus.”  In other words, it may not have real substance but it’s 

symbolically and politically correct. You had better go along, or else.  

Bullying the Speakers:  The most disturbing aspect of the hearing was that a number of 

the Commissioners and some speakers went out of their way to disparage and condemn 

those public speakers who criticized the ordinance as inimical to liberty and individual 

responsibility, and as contributing to the already massive accumulation of government 

regulations that are undermining the economy and societal initiative. This is a dangerous 

example of leftist bullying, because the real public policy issue is not the bag ban in 

isolation, but that unless government is constrained both in the extent of its functions and in 

its legal powers, constitutional protections are rendered ineffective. The fact that sitting 

elected officials in a legally required open hearing would publicly scorn and seek to 

marginalize those who raise this apprehension confirms that the speakers were absolutely 

right.  Fundamentally, such behavior exposes a serious pathology in the underlying political 

and civic fabric of San Luis Obispo County. Supervisor Gibson terms these concerns 

“breathless hyperbole” and Supervisor Hill labels those who raise them as being guilty of 

“undergraduate logical fallacies” in an effort to camouflage their utilitarian justification of 

yet another unnecessary expansionist regulatory scheme. 

No Referendum:  Relatedly Hill, Gibson, Patterson and some of the other Commissioners 

were also particularly hostile to putting the question on the ballot. There was considerable 

rhetoric about representative government and that they (the Commissioners) are there to 

vote their best judgment. The key phrase is that “they are there”.  

 

Future Events 

APCD Project Development CEQA Greenhouse Gas Emission Thresholds: Public 

Hearing, January 25, 2012. 


