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              COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF APRIL 7-13, 2013  

 

                 APRIL 9
TH

 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS                                         

                MEETING CANCELLED      

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE RETURNS TO PC 

ON THURSDAY APRIL 11
TH

 – MORE SMART GROWTH 

SLOCOG CONTINUES CONSIDERATION OF EASING TAX    

                VOTE RESTRICTIONS 

 SANTA BARBARA COUNTY PROPOSED SPECIAL 

EVENTS ORDINANCE DOA                                                            

(Like SLO County SB Has Tons of Opposition)                                                               

 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, April 2, 2013 (Completed) 

 

There were no large policy items on this agenda. 

 

Item 4 - Request to Approve $2.1 million dollar construction management contract for 

the Women’s Jail Expansion.  The Board unanimously approved the contract.                              

A spokesperson for the contractor briefly outlined the major phases and tasks involved.  

 

Item 8 - Five-Year Mental Health Contract with State.  The Board approved a $65 

million +/- contract with the State for the County to receive Medi-Cal reimbursement for 

some of the mental health services that it provides. Supervisor Mecham had the staff 

provide an explanation of how the system works. 

Item 18 - Local Childcare Planning Council contracts transferred from County 

Education Office to the Community Action Partnership of San Luis Obispo 

(CAPSLO).  The Board unanimously voted to transfer responsibility for staffing and 

administrative services for the Child Care Planning Council from the County Education 

Office to CAPSLO. Costs are rising at the Education Office (a government bureaucracy) 

and it is believed that CAPSLO, as a not-for-profit, would be cheaper. 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, April 9, 2013 (Cancelled) 

 

The meeting has been cancelled. 



2 

 

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday April 11, 2013 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 1 - Planned Development Ordinance.  Per the Commission’s Direction on March 14, 

2013, the staff has made adjustments to the proposed ordinance. There are wording changes 

and text additions scattered throughout the new version. The annotated version can be 

viewed at the link: 

 

http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=3&event_id=120&meta_id=26165
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The Policy Issue:  Since the County has adopted the “smart growth policy,” which seeks to 

reduce development in suburban and rural areas, it must develop tools to facilitate its 

concentration in existing cities and unincorporated towns and villages. Thus the nuances of 

the ordinance, which are important to builders and perhaps to the residents of the receiving 

communities, are not as important as its overall use as an implementation tool of the “smart 

growth” doctrine itself.  Accordingly, we repeat a portion of the broader policy discussion 

provided in the March 10-16 Weekly Update below:  

 

Background: 

 

                                    SOME LARGER POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

 

 

Smart Growth Implementation:  The theory is that the new, more compact development 

concentrated in urban and village areas will require less long-range automobile commuting; 

will encourage walking and biking to schools, recreation and shopping; will encourage the 

use of mass transit, will provide housing “choices;” and will promote economic and social 

equity. The major benefit claimed is that the new pattern of living will cause people to use 

less fossil fuels for commuting, lighting, heating, and cooling, thereby reducing CO2 

emissions and slowing global warming. It is asserted that such development will also use 

less water than traditional freestanding houses on larger lots with yards and private gardens. 

The County staff write-up is explicit that the ordinance is designed to promote “smart 

growth.” 

 

 
 

It is also specific that it is a social engineering document as outlined in the paragraph below. 

When questioned on the record, the staff spokesmen evaded the question and said that its 

purpose is to provide workforce housing. The Commissioners accepted the non-answer and 

did not press the issue. 

http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=3&event_id=120&meta_id=261658
http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=3&event_id=120&meta_id=261658
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We therefore repeat the important questions: 

        

1. What are the “social equity concerns” which are being “balanced?” Can the  

Planning staff and the Planning Commissioners list the concerns? What is being balanced? 

Do these words have any substantive policy meaning or are they gibberish? 

 

2. Do the planners have any studies which present data to indicate that there is a social 

equity problem (in contradistinction to studies which indicate that there are severe income 

differences) within San Luis Obispo County?  

 

3. What are the kinds of social inequity which need to be remedied? 

 

4. Who are the impacted people? 

 

5. Are they in specific geographic locations?  (For example, how many are there, and where 

are they located in the unincorporated county, which is the purview of this ordinance?)  

 

6. Is it the proper role of a County Government to undertake a program of social engineering 

to achieve greater “equity” through land use regulation?  

 

7. Can the staff or the Commission members cite any recent or current published sources, 

literature, or public policy expert analysis suggesting that such land use innovations are 

good tools for promoting “social equity”?  

 

Item 3 - Update of Growth Management Ordinance Provisions for Nipomo and Los 

Osos.  Under an existing Growth Management ordinance, new permits on the Nipomo Mesa 

are limited to 1.8% of the number issued in the prior year. This restriction has existed for 

some time and is not changed by this action. The action allows the restriction to continue for 

the 2013-14 Fiscal Year. The Board letter does not contain data on how many permits have 

been issued on the Nipomo Mesa. The action would also continue the ban on new 

development in Los Osos until 2016, when it is expected that the new sewer system will be 

completed. 

 

 

San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments (SLOCOG) Meeting of Wednesday, 

April 3, 2013 (Completed) 
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Item A-2: Regional Housing Need Plan (RHNP).  The Board ratified some minor changes 

to the housing allocation formula, which was previously presented at both the February and 

March SLOCOG meetings. It was discovered that there was an error calculating the 

employment impact component of the formula with regard to Grover Beach. This in turn 

required a recalculation of the entire chart. The Plan, which is mandated by the State, 

assigns housing zoning quotas to each of the cities and the County.   

 

Jurisdictions are not actually required to build the housing. They are required to provide the 

zoning, not the actual units. The larger policy significance of this issue is that it becomes 

yet another tool (and excuse) to promote higher densities in existing neighborhoods and 

thereby serves as another “smart growth” tool. 

 

   

B-4: The Regional Transportation Plan.  The SLOCOG Board heard a presentation on the 

status of the Regional Transportation Plan, which is a long-range transportation investment 

plan covering the time period from 2005 to 2035. It is broken down into short-term, mid-

term, and long-range segments. The focus of the plan is the acquisition of funding and the 

distribution of that funding for key transportation improvements such as increasing the 

capacity of Highways 101 and 46, road and bridge improvements, transit system expansion 

and operation (bus), non-motorized transportation improvements such as trails and 

bikeways, and highway and local road maintenance (street paving and sealing). It integrates 

Federal, State, and local financing into a comprehensive list of accomplishments (looking 

back) and a forecast of future needs (looking forward). 

The problem is that there are about $4 billion in projected needs for maintenance, repair, 

resurfacing roads, new and widened roads, buses, etc. over the life of the plan. Potential 

revenues at current formulae will only provide about $1.7 billion of the need over the 

foreseeable future.  

A Caltrans representative gave an accompanying presentation on the long-range needs and 

funding picture for the entire state. It was quite dismal. The Chart on the next page 

demonstrates the growing State road deficit. COLAB pointed out that even though 

Californians pay the highest State personal income tax, the highest State gasoline tax, and 

the 4
th

 highest sales taxes, it has one of the most abysmal infrastructure situations in the 

nation. We could have mentioned that the public schools rank 48
th

 out of 50. The problem is 

that most of the tax and fee revenue goes to public employee salaries, benefits, and 

retirement systems. Hardly anything is left for investment in roads, buildings, maintenance, 

etc. All this is part of a statewide effort to motivate voters and legislators to approve more 

new taxes. 

COLAB suggested that instead, the State, cities, counties, and schools be required to spend 

a stipulated percentage of their annual revenues on infrastructure until the deficits are 

reduced. The SLOCOG Board looked dazed at this suggestion.  
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B-6: Highway 1 Chip Seal Surface and Loose Gravel Problem.  A Caltrans representative 

gave a detailed presentation on tests that Caltrans will be undertaking to determine whether 

there is a low-cost method to correct the rough surface (resulting from a 27 mile chip seal 

maintenance job) from north of Cambria to the Monterey County line on Highway 1. The 

chips are too large (3/8ths in.) and have played havoc with bicyclists and car finishes. 

Resurfacing the entire segment would cost an estimated $7 to $8 million dollars. The 

hospitality industry and impacted community chambers of commerce are concerned that 

many tourist generating bicycle events and automobile events will be cancelled or will not 

return in future years. 

A very large group of bicyclists and business representatives spoke on this item during 

public comment.  

 

BECAUSE OF THE LENGTHY COMMENT AND DISCUSSION ON THE ITEM 

ABOVE, OTHER ITEMS ON THE AGENDA WERE CONTINUED TO THE NEXT 

SLOCOG MEETING. THESE INCLUDED THE ITEMS BELOW: 

C-2: SLOCOG Legislative Program.  This is the 3
rd

 successive month in which this item 

has appeared on the agenda. The key status of the key items in contention is: 

1. Taxes:  The staff has dropped the recommendation that the super majority voter threshold 

for sales tax increases and other revenue measures be reduced from 2/3rds to 55%. This is 

good news, and the SLOCOG needs to be monitored to insure that it remains.  

2. CEQA Reform:  A lukewarm compromise states: Concur with Staff Recommendations 

and modify Item D to state: “Closely monitor legislation proposed to reform CEQA and 

reduce redundant steps and requirements while opposing measures that would deprive 

decision-makers of information needed to make wise decisions, or deprive communities of 

just and reasonable mitigation of significant impacts”   

3. A provision to endorse more taxes and fees and been watered down as follows: 

a) Increase State Funding for transportation: revenue from traditional sources and provide 

appropriate new sources of fee based revenue to broaden and increase the revenue base.  

Is replaced by: 

Support new revenues for transportation purposes, while remaining engaged in developing 

specific legislative proposals that would determine allocations between the State, regions, 

counties, cities & transit agencies (CSAC adopted position 2/13) 

4. The SLOCOG, by requesting that dollars generated by the State’s Cap &Trade 

program be earmarked for transportation, tacitly (if not overtly) endorses Cap & 

Trade: 
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c) Allocation of revenue from the sale of Cap & Trade credits derived from fuels to 

transportation projects and programs based on the following statewide principles endorsed 

by a statewide transportation Coalition consisting of the League of California Cities (LCC), 

the California State Association of Counties (CSAC), California All iance for Jobs, 

California Transit Association (CTA), Transportation California and the California  

Association of Councils of Governments (CALCOG): (See attached letter of support from 

Statewide coalition) 

1. Allocate revenue to regions by a pop/road mile formula for transportation purposes. 

2. Dedicate revenue to transit, road maintenance and complete streets.  

3. Invest revenue in integrated transportation and land use strategies  

4. Allocate revenue for development of performance measurement tools.  

5. Provide incentives, assistance and flexibility to local agencies to determine how to 

implement SB 375 and meet GHG reduction goals voluntarily.  

6. Program funding at the regional level under statewide criteria.  

C-3: Pending State Legislation.  The staff has submitted a list of some of the more potent 

bills impacting transportation interests (some have a much wider impact as well) which are 

pending in the Legislature. These include: 

SB 1 - would authorize cities and counties to set up “Community Redevelopment 

Investment Authorities,” which would constitute new quasi-independent governments which 

could issue tax increment backed debt, borrow money from public pension funds, supersede 

local plans, and conduct a number of other operations. All this would be done in the name of 

strategic growth and climate action planning. This bill essentially allows cities and counties 

to create enviro-socialist death star machines (new taxing structures) which could run 

rampant in implementing climate action plans, in reducing local control, in financing and 

building dense developments in existing communities and neighborhoods, and in creating 

new requirements, etc. The staff actually recommends opposing this one in its current form. 

SB 391 - would impose a $75 fee on every real estate instrument, paper, or notice, to be 

paid at recording. The revenue would be used for affordable housing. This is simply a new 

tax. The staff recommends supporting this one. 

AB 1290 - would give the California Transportation Commission additional power to 

enforce smart growth development at the local level through the Regional Transportation 

Plans, increased reporting requirements, requiring urban infill mixed use development at 

higher densities, and requiring developments with “residential units in a compact area with a 

walkable environment.” The staff recommends opposing AB 1290. 

 

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors Meeting of April 2, 2013 (Completed) 
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Special Events Ordinance Tabled.  In a move similar to what took place in San Luis 

Obispo County last year, the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisor tabled 

consideration of a new Special Events Ordinance by a vote of 4-1 (Supervisor Wolf 

dissenting). Almost 50 community leaders, farmers, ranchers, vineyard owners, hospitality 

industry reps, and concerned citizens spoke against the proposed ordinance. COLAB of 

Santa Barbara County was instrumental in educating and leading the opposition. Supervisor 

Peter Adam was persistent in his questioning of staff about the costs and impacts. When the 

audience heard that required “minor” conditional use permits could cost as much as $10,000 

for the County to process (not to mention the applicant having to hire lawyers, land use 

agents, engineers, architects, environmental experts, etc., to help process their applications), 

the audience in the packed Board hearing room gave a loud groan. Some of the Board 

members indicated that they might direct the Planning Department to study an alternative 

ordinance called the Good Neighbor Ordinance (which is favored by citizens and 

agriculture) if it is found that there are sufficient funds to mount a project after the Board 

considers the annual budget in June. 

Citizens in both Counties are becoming increasingly irritated with the whole enviro-socialist 

regulatory and expansionary government imperative. 

                                           

                               


