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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF OCTOBER 9 - 15, 2016 

 

ALERT 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION                         

SETS LOCAL PUBLIC HEARINGS ON DIABLO CLOSURE 

PLAN 

October 20, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. at San Luis Obispo 

Botanical Garden in El Chorro Regional Park, Oak Glen Pavilion Room, 

3450 Dairy Creek Road, San Luis Obispo  

SEE PAGE 25 FOR DETAILS 
 

THIS WEEK  
 

 

STRATEGIC SESSION NOT SO STRATEGIC 
(BUT THEY ARE ADOPTING A STANDARD COUNTY SEAL) 

REALLY! 

 
 

LAST WEEK 

                                

BOS RECEIVES REPORT ON WAYS TO 

EXPEDITE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT                   
(WHETHER ANYTHING WILL ACTUALLY HAPPEN IS A QUESTION) 

 

THIS IS IT – THIS 

WEDNESDAY  

BEST PUBLIC 

POLICY EVENT IN 

SLO COUNTY 
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BOS ADOPTS RESOLUTION PROMISING TO 

REDUCE IMPEDIMENTS TO HOUSING FOR THE 

POOR AND MINORITIES                                                    
(ONE PART COULD BE A SET UP FOR FUTURE LAWSUITS) 

 

 

CHORRO REGIONAL PARK, GOLF COURSE, 

AND BOTANIC GARDEN ZIP LINE MUDDLED  

 

PLANNING COMMISSION DENIES PHILLIPS 66 

RAIL SPUR APPLICATION 3/2 

 

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                    
(SEE PAGE 21) 

 

ANALYSIS OF CALIFORNIA'S 17 BALLOT 

PROPOSITIONS 

BY ANDY CALDWELL  

 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

STRATEGIC PLANNING: WHERE’S THE BEEF? 

In General:  This week’s meeting is advertised as a strategic planning meeting. So-called 

strategic planning meetings are held twice per year by the Board of Supervisors. There are no 

consent agenda or regular business items. Contrary to the stated purpose, there is nothing 
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strategic about the substance of the meeting.  In this regard, the actual strategic plan for the 

County (as embedded in its current policies and actions) could by summarized as follows:  

Views world, environment, and society as immutably resource restricted: 

 Promote/Preserve natural environment. 

 Combat global warming/Reduce greenhouse gases. 

 Preserve/Restore habitats. 

 Restrict increases in residential, commercial, agricultural expansions. 

  Enforce de facto ban on new or expanded industrial, nuclear, mining, and oil/gas 

extraction and processing. 

 Regulate and tax citizens into living patterns deemed appropriate by the governing elite. 

 Support large government taxpayer funded subsidies for preferred systems such as solar.  

Strict spatial growth boundaries: 

 Stack and pack. 

 Free standing homes with yards and privacy regarded as “sprawl”. 

 County and other local governments are too broke to provide expanding infrastructure 

and services. 

Changing socio-economic characteristics: 

 Increasingly affluent retiree residents and independently wealthy part time residents. 

 Increasingly expensive housing. 

 Moderate job growth in high tech, hospitality, agriculture. 

 Workforce barracked in Santa Maria, Oceano, Atascadero, and Paso Robles. 

 Economy/markets respond to changing demographics. 

 Hourglass economy scenario.  

 Expanding permanently impoverished underclass incurably dependent on government 

subsidies and control. 

 Expanding dependent population of people damaged by alcohol, narcotics, family 

breakdown, educational failure, and lack of societal and community standards. 

 

Are the trends and policies noted above beneficial for the majority of the population? What 

about for future generations? Real strategic planning questions accepted doctrine, policy, 

and current outcomes. 
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In addition to the accumulated policy picture listed above, the County faces key issues 

which are not included in its “strategic discussion” 

 Economic, financial, and social impacts of the closure of Diablo Nuclear Power 

Plant.( Item 2 , a budget discussion) mentions it but does not link it to any strategic 

or financial action. 

 Need to plan for long term acquisition/production of new water sources for both 

agriculture and municipal users. 

 Unfunded maintenance deficit for roads, county buildings, and parks. 

 Growing unfunded accumulated actuarial liability for its retirement system based on 

projected long term rate of investment return of 7.25%. What if in actuality it is 5%? 

 Potential social, public health, law enforcement, justice system, and societal 

productivity impacts of the legalization of recreational marijuana. 

 Long-term financial viability of CSU system and Cal Poly (the County’s largest 

employer). State funding is down to about 30% of total general fund operating costs. 

 State of California is essentially broke when unfunded pension lability, infrastructure 

maintenance deficit, bonded debt, Medi- Cal costs, unemployment insurance fund, 

and automatic budget increases to K-12 educations are aggregated.  

 

Instead item 3 below is a discussion of proposed updated County Seal and logo. 

And they are not even embarrassed? 

 

  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, October 11, 2016 (Scheduled) 

Item 1 - General Public Comment for matters not on the Agenda.  Note that public comment 

is the first item of the day.  

 

Item 2 - Consideration of a report regarding the County's FY 2017-18 financial forecast. 

This item is pretty much the usual pro forma discussion of revenue and expenditure growth. The 

write-up bottom line states: 

Overall, the County’s budget is structurally balanced and the financial outlook is positive. The 

County continues to grow at an anticipated pace of just over 3%, which is in line with longer-

term projections of 2-4%. Continued compliance with the Board-adopted Budget Goals and 

Policies will be important to assuring the ongoing fiscal health of the County. Throughout the 

difficult years, the Board of Supervisors and County staff at all levels did an outstanding job of 

implementing fiscal reforms that helped to pursue our collective vision of a Safe, Healthy, 

Livable, Prosperous, and Well-Governed Community.  
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As stated here, the CEO recommends that existing policies remain in place. The larger issues of 

potential pension cost increases are acknowledged, but only short term, and are not discussed in 

any depth. There is no discussion of the unfunded road and building maintenance deficits or 

potential policy shifts to deal with these. 

The impending Diablo Power Plant closure and its disastrous financial impacts are 

acknowledged for the first time in any County writing. 

Diablo Canyon Power Plant 

Over the longer term, the closure of Diablo Canyon Power Plant will have significant 

ramifications. The plant produces approximately 18,000 gigawatt-hours of electricity annually 

and accounts for roughly 20% of PG&E’s electricity portfolio and 9% of California’s electricity 

consumption. According to a 2013 study by Cal Poly, Diablo Canyon is one of the largest 

employers in the county and its annual local economic impact is estimated at $1 billion. 

Additionally, the total economic impact of Diablo Canyon is approximately $2 billion per year 

nationally. Per the 2013 study, Diablo Canyon directly employs over 1,500 people and supports 

over 3,358 local jobs, 4,542 statewide, and 10,372 nationwide. PG&E is one of the largest 

taxpayers in the county and pays over $30 million per year in unitary taxes (property taxes for a 

public utility), which is allocated to over 80 governmental agencies or jurisdictions within the 

county. Specific issues being discussed include: 

 

funding 

 

 

 

 

 

and surrounding areas 

It’s interesting to know that some of the issues are being discussed, but what sort of effort is the 

County going to mount to systemically and boldly deal with the problem? Is such an effort going 

command any resources? Will this in turn impact the budget?  Should transition reserves be set 

aside now so that as the property tax declines there is backfill?  Given the impacts on the 

economy, is a much larger and broader economic development and economic transition effort 

required? What resources might be applied? 

Another major initiative which would require resources and have budget impact would be the 

conducting of a joint feasibility study of large scale desalination with Santa Barbara County. 

There are a number of charts accompanying the report that depict trends in assessed valuation, 

property tax, sales tax, hotel tax, etc. These cover 16 years going back to 2003 historically and 

then project 1 year ahead (to FY 2017 -18). There should be 5-year projections for revenues and 

expenditures so that the Board of Supervisors and management could gauge the ability to shift 
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priorities or deal with impending problems such as the Diablo closure, declining State Road 

funds, County pick up of more Obama care costs in future years and so on. 

Item 3 - Request to receive and file a presentation on the updated seal, new logo and new 

color palette for the County of San Luis Obispo.  We’re not sure what standardizing the 

County seal and County logo have to do with strategic planning, but here it is as Item 3 on this 

agenda.  

  

 

Other County seals which ought to be considered: 

    

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

The report does not indicate how much was expended in design fees for the art work or how 

much was expended in staff salaries attending focus groups or whatever to pick the design and 

colors. 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://pics.clipartpng.com/No_Fishing_Prohibition_PNG_Clipart-823.png&imgrefurl=http://clipartpng.com/?823,no-fishing-prohibition-png-clipart&docid=HEJmwSUIV-0JZM&tbnid=COmqdJRW6v7dNM:&w=5000&h=5000&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiCguyfz8TPAhUE-GMKHViVCW0QxiAIAg&iact=c&ictx=1
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.quranrecites.com/images/no-valentine.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.quranrecites.com/valentine-day-and-islam&docid=pnTp5Ue0AlELdM&tbnid=PSZQdduSrLYbdM:&w=604&h=398&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwje4pGKzcTPAhVBRmMKHb8xB-84yAEQMwhhKF8wXw&iact=mrc&uact=8
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=SGrrncDV026xTM&tbnid=0MHOQLX-IKqK1M:&ved=0CAgQjRw&url=http://www.blueheronblast.com/2011/11/sal-zip-is-sleeping-with-fishes.html&ei=21rDUpChB4PdoATMjYGQBA&psig=AFQjCNFcJpKtokx5CNh9Z_FuEbQneHGVyg&ust=1388620891168298
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://media2.fdncms.com/bohemian/imager/no-room-a-lack-of-low-income-housin/u/original/2609600/news.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.bohemian.com/northbay/through-the-cracks/Content?oid=2609599&docid=GAjTLzmTXL-vCM&tbnid=S7m5v33hnJsSfM:&w=800&h=551&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiukJWzzsTPAhUmHGMKHTMbD-AQxiAIAg&iact=c&ictx=1
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://newmessagemedia.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/10/NoOnOilVer7.png&imgrefurl=http://newmessagemedia.com/social-media-organizing/&docid=o5Mv-SCQq78GRM&tbnid=WHQTZH9r8eDEmM:&w=1055&h=1014&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiFnavnzsTPAhVJHGMKHUJkDqIQxiAIAg&iact=c&ictx=1
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.alternet.org/files/images/managed/storyimages_1335390023_shutterstock73442107.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.alternet.org/story/155154/how_a_group_of_japanese_mothers_are_saying_no_to_nuclear_power&docid=I3_kwJE5MkVlwM&tbnid=XhChKM3STU1-pM:&w=500&h=500&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwi03Lzez8TPAhUJ5WMKHRT2D8kQxiAIAg&iact=c&ictx=1
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.sunflower-alliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/crude-by-rail-1.gif&imgrefurl=http://www.sunflower-alliance.org/decisive-battle-at-benicia-city-council-sept-20/&docid=q1fSCV66fVdbsM&tbnid=ptSiLpl4xApYiM:&w=194&h=198&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwi4-b-RwMfPAhUL0mMKHStrB7o4rAIQMwgwKC4wLg&iact=mrc&uact=8
http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=599&tbm=isch&tbnid=_fh8xx8s0hRNBM:&imgrefurl=http://www.twainquotes.com/Skunk.html&docid=iCApzQ7NzGdiRM&imgurl=http://www.twainquotes.com/skunk.gif&w=250&h=243&ei=KHY7Ut6oE4OMrAHOxoDQDw&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:43,s:0,i:227&iact=rc&page=3&tbnh=172&tbnw=177&start=32&ndsp=19&tx=72&ty=100
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To understand if the County needed a new seal, an updated seal, or a new logo, the 

Administrative Office began by facilitating several focus groups made up of County employees. 

While the focus group participants all seemed to respect the seal for its authoritative and 

historical qualities, many said it was too complicated and “busy” to be used as a logo. This, 

perhaps, is why so many departments have created their own, more simplistic logos to visually 

identify themselves. 

After gathering and analyzing input from the focus groups, the Administrative Office set out to 

commission the design of different logo variations, with the understanding that the County would 

still use the seal for specific, official purposes.  

 

Item 4 - Report on Department of Planning and Building Priorities.  This item is actually the 

place where the Board of Supervisors receives a status report on existing long range planning 

department work. It is also the place where the Board determines the work program priorities for 

planning staff for the ensuing year. Long range planning work pertains to updating General Plan 

elements, conducting studies, preparing new and revised zoning ordinances, and examining 

adoption of potential programs. This Board item, in and of itself, contains no substantive 

strategic planning in relation to the trends, issues, conditions, and risks that currently are faced or 

likely to be faced by the County. There is nothing wrong with doing these project selections, but 

they are not strategic planning. 
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9 
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Future Priority List 

Your Board identified a secondary set of priorities to be completed if time permits or to be 

considered for the priority list in the future. These items are: 

ural Cluster Ordinance Review 
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It is not known how many people are available to perform all this work but is seems extensive. 

The Board keeps adding projects mid-year without any regard to budget or the ability for the 

staff to conduct the work and the executives to manage it. Also the Board and management are 

not provided any staffing or cost data for making decisions. In effect the Board is buying certain 

projects – i.e. a San Miguel Plan or a Safety Element Update without knowing the cost.  

 

          COLAB PROCESS IMPROVEMENT TIP:  Adopt a Long Range 

Planning unit project prioritization and budgeting tool per the charts 

below and on the following pages. 

We would recommend that the proposed program be summarized in a 

manner similar to the chart below:

   

Potential near term new projects would be displayed per the chart below on page 12. It’s not 

exactly substantive strategic planning, but it is a kind of strategic project priority setting, work 

load, and budgeting tool. 
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Potential long term new projects would be displayed in the chart as follows: 

  

Each project on the list would have its own 2 pages detailing purpose, time, and cost. For 

example please see the sample on the next page below: 
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Long term total project cost and resources required: 

  

The  electronic templates for these chart formats exist in the public domain (no cost) and all SLO 

County would have to do is plug in its own data.  
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Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, October 13, 2016 (Scheduled)  

 

Item 16 - Adelaida/Willow Creek Short Term Vacation Rental Restrictions and Related 

Temporary Event Restrictions.  The Commission will be considering the staff recommendation 

for the imposition of a short term rental ordinance within the area described in the maps below. 

Neighborhood residents requested that the board of Supervisors prepare the ordinance because 

they felt that short term vacation rentals and associated events are getting out of hand. The Board 

agreed, and the proposed ordinance is being considered by the Planning Commission for 

recommendation and adoption by the Board of Supervisors. 

Area Map 

  

 

Detail Map 
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The staff report summarizes some key provisions of the proposed ordinance. 

– By restricting the location of vacation rentals to properties at least 1,500 feet 

from existing vacation rentals, this standard has the effect of limiting the overall number and 

intensity of residential vacation rentals in the Adelaida/Willow Creek area. This preserves the 

rural residential character of the overall area and protects the County’s permanent housing 

supply from conversion to vacation rentals. 

-iii) – This standard expressly prohibits temporary events at vacation 

rentals (unless required permits are first obtained) and gives existing vacation rentals that are 

holding events 18 months to obtain the required permits. This avoids high intensity commercial 

uses in the rural residential Adelaida/Willow Creek area unless proper permits are obtained to 

address associated impacts. 

-iv) – This standard limits the number of overnight guests 

consistent with available onsite parking but to no more than two persons per bedroom plus two 

additional persons. The purpose of this standard is to require occupancy of a vacation rental to 

be in line with expectations for a single family house. 

 Maximum Number of Guests and Daytime Visitors (b-v) – This standard limits the number of 

guests and daytime visitors to 6 people (in addition to overnight guests), but to more than a total 

of 18. This standard essentially establishes the threshold for when a private party becomes a 

commercial temporary event. 

-vi) – This standard states that 

only one vacation rental shall be established on any single parcel. The purpose of this standard 

is to avoid the use of residential and agricultural parcels as commercial lodging establishments 

with multiple rentals. This standard also protects the County’s supply of affordable housing by 

prohibiting the use of farmworker housing as a vacation rental. 

ance, visibility and location (b-vii) – This standard requires vacation rentals to appear 

the same as a residence. The purpose of this standard is to preserve the residential character of 

the area. 

-viii) – This standard prohibits advertising vacation rentals with onsite signs. The 

purpose of this standard is to preserve the residential character of the area. 

-x) – This standard requires vacation rentals to comply with the noise ordinance and 

establishes a threshold for a noise disturbance of any noise audible from a distance of 50 feet 

from the property lines of the rental property. This threshold was established to allow for an 

evaluation of noise disturbances without a noise meter. 

-xi) – This standard requires vacation rental owners to send 24 hour 

local contact information to all neighbors within a 1,500 foot radius so neighbors can attempt to 

resolve issues directly with the property manager before filing complaints with the County. 

(b-xii) – This standard requires vacation rentals to obtain a TOT 

certificate. This is already a requirement for vacation rentals. 

-xiii) – This standard is intended to protect agriculture by 

requiring rental agreements to include a right to farm disclosure so tenants are made aware that 
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they could be inconvenienced by light, noise, dust, pesticide spray, etc. associated with adjacent 

agricultural operations. 

-xiv) – This standard states that all existing 

vacation rentals will be subject to the ordinance except for the location requirement (as long as 

they obtain Zoning Clearance approval with 120 days).  

Relatedly, there is also a staff assignment underway to develop an overall vacation rental 

ordinance for the rest of the unincorporated area. Also, and separately, short term vacation 

rentals are being blamed for exacerbating the County’s housing shortage and costs, particularly 

as they impact poor people and minorities. 

Item 17 - San Miguel Community Plan Update.  The new plan is ready for Planning 

Commission review and adoption. As far as we can tell it looks pretty much like the map below: 

  

Perhaps it will provide a few work force houses. After all it’s close to Paso. One might also 

reflect that it’s about 2 hours from the lower end of Silicon Valley on a major 4-lane highway 

and transcontinental rail line that is very lightly used. If the Prunedale bi-pass ever really gets 

completed – Hmm… 
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LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS  

  

  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, October 4, 2016 (Completed) 

 

Item 18 - Affordable Housing Policies and Programs: A Report to the Board of 

Supervisors.  The Board listened to the staff presentation, picked some ideas for follow-up off 

the staff priority matrix, argued about some of the potential projects, and received the report. 

Thus it is unclear if anything will happen. Much of this could impact the Planning and Building 

Department workload, which is discussed in more detail in this week’s BOS Agenda Item 4 

above. A board majority consisting of Mecham, Arnold, and Compton made it pretty clear that 

they weren’t interested in amping up the inclusionary housing fees. This made Gibson and Hill 

unhappy, but they know that unless the improvement projects are not formally placed in the 

Planning Department project work program, little is likely to happen. 

COLAB has presented a detailed recommendation in connection with BOS Item 4 above, which 

would enable the board to prioritize the work. 

Background:  This is a 54-page report, which is pretty much a general catalogue of actions and 

policy changes that the Board could consider to stimulate the production of more housing. It was 

prepared with heavy involvement of the Home Builders Association of the Central Coast and the 

Economic Vitality Corporation. The report contains a good deal of demographic data and data 

that is already contained in the Housing Element of the County’s General Plan. 

Most of the potential actions to make it easier to produce more housing have been discussed at 

one time or another in various plans or recommendations in the past. The advantage of this report 

is that they are all synthesized into one place. The staff has consolidated what it considers to be 

the most feasible in the table below. 

The list comes with a matrix that indicates which ones are included in the Housing Element of 

the County General Plan or the Fair Housing Plan (see item 20  below), or are currently being 

implemented. Perhaps the most significant column is the one on the far right, which estimates the 

time necessary to implement; the resource intensity; and the scale in short term, intermediate 

term, and long term.  
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Item 20 - Analysis to Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.  The Board approved the 

Resolution, which promises that the Board will make a “good faith effort” to fulfill the 

recommendations (called action steps) included in the report on a vote of 3/2 (Hill and Gibson 

dissenting). Arnold, Compton, and Mecham combined to remove several objectionable 

provisions. These included a promise to increase the low income housing in lieu tax (a tax on 

market rate units used to generate revenues to support low income housing) and a provision that 

would make the County a legislative advocate to expand the tax to rental projects. Hill and 

Gibson wished the provisions to be included and when they were removed voted no. 
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Background:  The report was required to be prepared in order for the County and the cities to 

continue to be eligible for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME funds 

distributed by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development.  

Who Wrote the Report?  Neither the Board nor the staff would allow discussion of who the 

actual lawyers were from the very activist Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights under the Law 

who had prepared the report. At one point Supervisor Compton directly asked the presenting 

staffer to name them and the law firm. She received a long evasive and distracting non-answer 

and for whatever reason did not press the question. As we wrote last week: 

One of the most striking features of the report is that the names and titles of the authors are not 

disclosed. Instead, the author or authors are listed as The Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights 

under the Law (LCCR). We have no idea what these lawyers names are or what their 

qualifications, biases, or relative tendency to activism may be. It appears that this is a 

Washington DC based not-for-profit with regional affiliates.  

One of the key recommendations which the Board did adopt was a promise to use CDBG or 

other funds (the County and cities in concert) to create a local or regional “fair housing advocacy 

organization.” 

Action Step 1.3: Work with Key Partners to Secure Funding for a New or Expanded Fair 

Housing Organization from Local Foundations and Businesses. 

Action Step 1.4: Provide CDBG Funding to a New or Existing Private Fair Housing 

Organization in Order to Support Its Operations in the County. 

This entity will end up suing landlords, home builders, the cities and County. 

  

Item 21 - Future of El Chorro Regional Park.  The Board voted 5/0 to direct staff to prepare a 

comprehensive plan for the future uses and services of the Park. It voted 3/2 (Hill and Gibson 

dissenting) to direct staff to prepare a sublease and take necessary actions that would allow the 

Botanic Garden to operate a zip line attraction. A problem related to the 2
nd

 vote is that actual 

approval of the zip line lease would require a 4/5’s vote. Under State statute, a 4/5 vote is 

required to lease or sell park property. It is not clear from the discussion if the staff will carry out 

the assignment to prepare a sublease. The County Administrative Officer pointed out that it 

would be a waste of time for the staff to undertake all the work, only to have the Board reject it 

by not obtaining a 4/5 vote. 

There was a large crowd in attendance which included golfers who wish the course to remain 

open in its full 18 hole configuration. The crowd also included members and supporters of the 

Botanic Garden who were supporting the zip line. The County Parks and Recreation Director 

appeared to be stressed.   

Background:  The County-owned golf course is suffering because of the drought. The course 

may be suffering because of the declining popularity of golf generally. The County hired a golf 

consultant to review the situation. The report was simply a list of proposed operational and 

capital improvements. There was no financial analysis, no plan, and no pro-forma or business 

plan. In the end the consultant recommended that the County first complete a Chorro Park master 
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plan that would evaluate all the existing activities and potential activities, and that policy then be 

developed and formally adopted by the Board. 

Separately, the not-for-profit Botanic Garden, which occupies a portion of the Park, is also 

having financial problems. Apparently the County provided the Botanic Garden with funding 

that was supposed to be matched with other private funding to construct certain capital 

improvements. Sufficient private funding has not materialized, and the projects have not been 

started. In an effort to fix its funding situation, the Botanic Garden has asked the County to allow 

it to install a zip line feature. 

 

 Special Planning Commission Meeting of Wednesday, October 5, 2016 (Completed) 

 

Item 3 - Phillips 66 Rail Spur Application.  The Commission voted 3/2 to deny the project 

(Campbell and Harrison dissenting – who supported the project).  Commissioner Meyer gave an 

impassioned speech on his reasons for rejection, which has been widely reported in the media. 

His key point was that City and County elected officials, environmental, organizations, 

neighborhood groups, school boards, and others along the rail routes representing an estimated 

10 million people all demanded that SLO County reject the project. Meyer apparently felt 

obligated by the highly orchestrated and well-funded campaign.  If he is still around next year, 

we will see if the marijuana cartel will be as persuasive. Meyer also waxed philosophical about 

the ultimate need to phase out fossil fuels. He figured he might as well help force the issue along. 

He summed up on the grounds of "Do unto others as you would have them do unto you." 

Presumably he wouldn’t want to live next to a railroad with tank cars or a refinery so he 

wouldn’t vote for the application and subject others to something he believes to be too 

hazardous. Topping stuck to the knitting and cited inconsistencies with various provisions of the 

Safety Element, which would seem to bar a approving any hazardous industrial use. Irving, 

characteristically, had studied the details and found the project to be problematical.  

It has been pretty well accepted that Phillips will appeal to the Board of Supervisors. The 

company has 14 days from the denial decision to file an appeal. After October the Board has 

only 6 regular meetings scheduled until the New Year. It is likely that the appeal will be heard 

next year. Complicating the appeal picture is the fact that if John Peschong is elected to the 1
st
 

District seat, he will have to recuse himself because Phillips has been a client of his consulting 

firm. If Hill is reelected, he and Gibson would most likely vote to deny the appeal. It is not 

known how Compton and Arnold would vote. Nevertheless Compton has a great many people in 

her district who are opposed to the project. It is not known how Carpenter would vote either. At 

best Phillips might get a 2/2 tie. On an appeal a tie fails, so the denial would stand.  Further 

complicating the picture is that if the Board decided to approve the project, it would need 3 votes 

to certify (approve) the EIR.  Given all of these considerations, Phillips would have to decide to 

go against the odds in filing and appeal. If Phillips losses the appeal, it can go to Superior Court. 

It cannot go to Court without a Board of Supervisors action because it must exhaust all its 
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administrative remedies prior to going to court. The Board hearing or hearings on the matter are 

likely to be a huge politically organized statewide rally. In the end, courts are loath to overturn 

local elected bodies unless there are procedural errors or the flagrant ignoring of the facts or law. 

Meanwhile a pipeline is being built from the Freeport McMoran oil field in Price canyon to 

Phillips. The Planning Department status report indicates in part: 

Project: Request by Freeport McMoran Oil & Gas, formerly Plains Exploration & Production 

Company, for a Conditional Use Permit to allow for Phase V development, which would be to 

expand production of an existing oil field and include the following elements: addition of 8 new 

well pads, modification of 33 existing pads and the use of other existing pads to provide for up to 

450 new wells (oil, steam injection, re-injection, replacement); 100 of these new wells would be 

‘replacement’ wells; installation of additional production and steam lines to the new wells; 

expansion of existing electrical power system; and replacement of one existing pipe bridge over 

Pismo Creek. This expansion is expected to increase daily oil production from the currently 

approved 5,000 barrels to 10,000 barrels.  

Will the Planning Commissioners who said oil tank car unit trains are too hazardous and that 

they preferred pipelines, deny this project? 

 

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH 
In fighting the troublesome, local day-to-day assaults on our freedom and property, it is also 

important to keep in mind the larger underlying ideological, political, and economic causes and 

forces. 

 

ANALYSIS OF CALIFORNIA'S 17 BALLOT 

PROPOSITIONS 

BY ANDY CALDWELL  

 

You might think it’s too early to share my opinions on the November election, however, the fact 

of the matter is upwards of half of the voters will be casting their ballots in the next week or so! I 

do want to re-mind the readers that these are my personal recommendations as COLAB does not 

endorse candidates. 
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Analysis Of California's 17 Ballot Propositions, By Andy Caldwell 

(continued) 

 In the meantime, I highly recommend a great reference www.ballotpedia.org. It offers an 

analysis of each ballot measure which is vital in light of the fact that many of these measures are 

difficult to under-stand and in some cases deliberately deceptive. 

Finally, on a side note, I don’t encourage voters to vote early because a lot can change in the last 

few weeks of an election cycle, but be that as it may, here are my personal recommendations on 

this year’s ballot measures. 

Proposition 51 would raise $9 billion in general obligation bonds for schools. This is 

problematic on a number of fronts. First off, these bonds encumber the State General Fund and 

when you add the interest, this measure is going to cost upwards of $18 billion by the time the 

bonds are paid off. It is most unfortunate that voters think bonds are free money. They aren’t. 

They have to be paid off meaning we can’t afford other things, like repairing our roads and free-

ways, or maintaining adequate capacity in our state prisons. Moreover, our state has already 

borrowed hundreds of billions of dollars in the last 15 years by way of State and local bond 

measures in order to build schools with no end in sight.  

The reason the schools keep borrowing all this money in spite of receiving nearly half of all 

property tax revenues is because they can’t afford to pay for their pension obligations. In 

essence, this is a shell game of fooling the voters into ostensibly paying extra for buildings when 

in reality they are subsidizing pensions. I am voting no on Prop. 51. 

Proposition 52 is a bit difficult to understand. However, in a nutshell, this proposition keeps in 

place a hospital fee that secures $3 billion per year in matching money from the feds to help pay 

for care for poor people. The reason this ballot measure is on the ballot has to do with the fact 

that the State Legislature was stealing some of the federal monies for other purposes! Prop. 51 

keeps the program in place while keeping the legislature’s hand out of the cookie jar. I am voting 

yes. 

Proposition 53 prohibits the legislature from issuing or selling bonds without voter approval if 

the bond amount exceeds $2 billion. This proposition does not affect local projects, the 

University of CA, freeway construction or measures to address natural disasters. What it does do 

is keep unaccountable politicians and bureaucrats from spending money voters never authorized 

on boondoggle projects. Vote yes! 

Proposition 54 is the best proposition on the ballot and is long overdue! Quite simply, it 

prohibits the legislature from passing any bill unless and until it has been printed and published 

giving the public 72 hours- notice before being voted on! It also requires the legislature to make 

audiovisual recordings of their proceedings and post them on the internet. Vote yes!  

Proposition 55 is the result of yet another broken promise by California special interests groups 

as it extends a so-called temporary tax another 12 years! This tax has a severe impact on small 

business owners who get taxed on the gross income of their business albeit the measure is 

presented crassly as a class-warfare tax on rich people! The fiscal impact of this measure will 

result in a $100 billion hit to our economy! It extends Prop. 30 which was supposed to be a 

temporary tax hike to see us out of the 2008 recession. Extending it another 12 years is insult to  
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Analysis Of California's 17 Ballot Propositions, By Andy Caldwell 

(continued) 

 injury considering the fact that our government initiated no meaningful reforms to curb pension 

debt and address infrastructure deficits in the mean-time. In other words, the more money you 

send to Sacramento, the more ways they manage to squander the same since they are not being 

forced to tighten their belt or pay down their obligations! Please cut them off of this gravy train 

by voting no on Prop. 55!  

Proposition 56 increases cigarette taxes by $2.00 per pack with equivalent increases on other 

smoking products including electronic cigarettes and vaping products. This measure is actually 

counterproductive to public health because vaping is considered 95% safer than smoking 

cigarettes. Accordingly, the relative affordability of vaping products has encouraged millions of 

Americans to quit smoking! This measure is indicative of an addiction, an addiction to taxes by 

any number of special interest groups that no longer have the health and well-being of the public 

in mind. Vote no.  

Proposition 57 invites you to release another 25,000 felons from State prison before their 

sentence is up. Whereas, the proponents claim this only applies to non-violent felons, the District 

Attorneys of our State say otherwise. This all has to do with a previous ballot measure that 

downgraded serious violent felonies to misdemeanor status. Only in California would we classify 

rapists, human traffickers, and child molesters as non-violent felons! Vote no! 

Proposition 58 effectively repeals Prop. 227 which positively rid our schools of bilingual 

education. Numerous studies and test results that compare the results of English immersion vs 

bilingual education points to the conclusion that our current policies of immersion work best for 

everyone involved! Vote no on Prop. 58.  

Proposition 59 is a feel-good advisory vote that serves to encourage a constitutional amendment 

to overturn a Supreme Court decision affecting campaign contributions. There is no doubt big 

money is used to influence the outcome of elections, however, both republican and democratic 

interests are equally guilty. I say play on! Vote no on Proposition 59. 

Proposition 60 says a lot about California politics, priorities and values as it asks voters to 

require porn stars to wear condoms! This measure is an embarrassment to the initiative process. I 

personally don’t care how people vote on this measure as the people engaged in this industry 

need more help than a condom will provide.  

Proposition 61 is seriously flawed. It attempts to tie the cost of prescription drugs purchased 

with state dollars to the price that the Veteran’s administration pays for the same meds. It is 

opposed by Veteran’s groups, the California Medical Association and the Howard Jarvis 

Taxpayers association because the measure is virtually guaranteed to either backfire on vets, 

patients and taxpayers, if not all three groups! Vote no. 

Proposition 62 and Prop 66 are tied together. Prop. 62 repeals the death penalty, whereas, 

Proposition 66 mends it! Knowing that more people die on California’s death row from old age 

than by execution, we should be changing our laws to facilitate executions instead of eliminating 

the penalty altogether. Vote no on 62 and yes on 66.  
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Analysis Of California's 17 Ballot Propositions, By Andy Caldwell 

(continued) 

 Proposition 63 is a superfluous gun control measure that has already been addressed by 

legislation al-ready signed into law earlier this year. It accomplishes nothing constructive in 

stemming gun violence by gang bangers and terrorists who care not that killing people is already 

against the law. Vote no. 

Proposition 64 legalizes marijuana use while raising taxes on both cultivation and retail sales. 

This measure is dangerous to our society on a number of levels. Whereas, I don’t oppose the use 

of marijuana for authentic medical purposes including treating cancer patients, it is another thing 

altogether to acquiesce to people getting high. How so? First, driving under the influence 

fatalities have skyrocketed in the states which have approved similar measures. Second, there are 

serious long term consequences to mental health from smoking marijuana including the onset of 

schizophrenia in some. Third, when something becomes legal for adults it sends a message to 

children that the activity must be okay. This means more kids, who are particularly vulnerable to 

deleterious consequences due to their stage of development, will be encouraged to experiment. 

Vote No! 

Proposition 65 redirects the state-mandated fees on grocery carry-out bags from the pockets of 

grocers and other retailers to the Wildlife Conservation Board. The $400 million per year 

generated by the bag fees can then be used to address drought conditions in our forests, increase 

clean drinking water supplies, beach cleanup, and other worthwhile endeavors. If voters don’t 

see fit to repeal bag fees altogether (see Prop 67) at least this measure potentially makes better 

use of the money, so I am voting yes.  

Proposition 67 is a vote to either affirm or reject the statute that bans single use plastic bags 

state wide. A now vote will rescind the statute. Plastic bags happen to be recyclable and re-

usable- what’s not to love? The main argument we have heard over the years is that plastic bags 

threaten sea creatures but that is a myth based upon a study having to do with plastic fishing gear 

not plastic bags! Moreover, the fees charged by retailers for paper bags is nothing less than a 

punitive tax on consumers which is costing them billions of dollars. Finally, there are legitimate 

health concerns associated with reusable bags that can’t and shouldn’t be ignored. Vote NO!                

(Note this item was updated on October 6, 2016.)  

Andy Caldwell is the Executive Director of COLAB of Santa Barbara County, host of the 

weekday Andy Caldwell Radio show, and regular guest editorialist of the Santa Barbara News 

Press daily newspaper.  

 PLEASE SEE IMPORTANT ANNOUNCEMENTS 

ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES 

  

http://www.google.com/imgres?start=144&rlz=1T4ADRA_enUS556US556&tbm=isch&tbnid=bNh77TRjKKwK-M:&imgrefurl=http://newsletters.embassyofheaven.com/news9405/news9405.php&docid=tyoBhh9O1_V_FM&imgurl=http://newsletters.embassyofheaven.com/news9405/horse.gif&w=292&h=280&ei=PtDVUrCQPMOy2wW1j4DgDQ&zoom=1&iact=rc&dur=1036&page=8&ndsp=21&ved=0CJ4BEIQcMDM4ZA
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Approval of the Retirement of Diablo 

Canyon Power Plant, Implementation of the Joint Proposal, And Recovery of Associated Costs 

Through Proposed Ratemaking Mechanisms (U39E). 

Application 16-08-006 

(Filed August, 11, 2016) 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING SETTING A PREHEARING 

CONFERENCE AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION HEARINGS 

A prehearing conference will be held on October 6, 2016, in San Francisco at 10:30 a.m. at the 

Commission Courtroom, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102. Two public 

participation hearings will be held on October 20, 2016 in the San Luis Obispo Botanical Garden 

in El Chorro Regional Park, Oak Glen Pavilion Room, and 3450 Dairy Creek Road, San Luis 

Obispo, CA 93405 at 1:30 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) filed this Application on August 11, 2016, including 

a “Joint Proposal” agreed to by other organizations.1 PG&E’s Application requests Commission 

approval of its proposal to retire PG&E’s Diablo Canyon Power Plant, and for rate recovery of 

related costs. PG&E’s Application also includes proposed approaches to replace the power 

generated by the plant with energy efficiency and greenhouse gas-free energy resources, and to 

mitigate the potential impacts of the retirement of the plant on the plant’s workforce and the local 

community. 

Numerous parties have filed protests and responses to the Application raising a variety of issues, 

including greenhouse gas impacts, procurement of replacement energy resources, relationship to 

other Commission proceedings (particularly the Integrated Resource Planning, Energy 

Efficiency, and Renewables Portfolio Standard proceedings), costs and cost allocation, 

scheduling, land use and other impacts on the community, and impacts on community choice 

aggregation providers and customers. 
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Prehearing Conference 

A prehearing conference (PHC) is set for October 6, 2016 at 10:30 a.m. at the Commission 

Courtroom, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102. The purpose of the PHC is to 

discuss the issues, scope and scheduling of the formal proceeding, the relationship of this 

proceeding to other Commission proceedings, and to address any outstanding motions. Parties 

may enter appearances at the PHC. Written PHC statements are not required. Please note that the 

PHC is an organizational hearing for parties who intend to actively participate in the formal 

proceeding, and participation in the formal proceeding requires compliance with the 

Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. 

There will not be an opportunity for public comment at the PHC.  

Public Participation Hearings 

Public Participation Hearings are set for October 20, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. at San Luis 

Obispo Botanical Garden in El Chorro Regional Park, Oak Glen Pavilion Room, 3450 Dairy 

Creek Road, San Luis Obispo, CA 93405. These Public Participation Hearings are an 

opportunity for local residents and organizations to provide their perspective and input to the 

Commission regarding PG&E’s proposal. A court reporter will record the statements of the 

public. Commission President Picker and assigned Administrative Law Judge Peter V. Allen will 

attend the PPHs. The Commission expects to hold additional public participation hearings later 

in the course of this proceeding. 

IT IS RULED that: 

1. A prehearing conference is set for October 6, 2016 at 10:30 a.m. at the Commission 

Courtroom, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

2. Public participation hearings are set for October 20, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. at San 

Luis Obispo Botanical Garden in El Chorro Regional Park, Oak Glen Pavilion Room, 3450 

Dairy Creek Road, San Luis Obispo, CA 93405. 

Dated September 21, 2016, at San Francisco, California.  

 

/s/ PETER V. ALLEN 

Peter V. Allen 

Administrative Law Judge  
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SUPPORT COLAB!                                                                                                                            

PLEASE COMPLETE THE 

MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM                           

ON THE NEXT PAGE 
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