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              COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF JANUARY 20-26, 2013  

SLO COUNTY IN OIL BUSINESS BIG TIME    

BOARD MEETING OF JAN. 22, 2013 CANCELLED 

 SUPERVISOR HILL UP FOR APCD CHAIRMAN 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 23, 2013, 9AM SHARP, 1055 

MONTEREY ST. SLO. 

 ALERT 
Planning and Building: New Land Use and Circulation Element 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, January 15, 2013 (Cancelled)  

 

The meeting was cancelled.  Reportedly there were insufficient items for consideration.  

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, January 22, 2013 (Cancelled) 

 

 

The meeting is being cancelled because the Board adopted a procedure under which the 

meeting is cancelled if it occurs on a day following a County observed holiday. Monday 

January 21, 2013 is the Martin Luther King Jr. holiday, so the meeting is automatically 

cancelled. 

 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) Meeting of 

Wednesday, January 23, 2013, 9 AM, Board of Supervisors Meeting Room, 1055 

Monterey St. (Scheduled) 

 

NOTE:  THIS ITEM REVEALS THAT SLO COUNTY IS IN THE OIL BUSINESS 

BIG TIME (SEE PAGE 3 BELOW FOR DETAILS). 

 

(Item A-1)  Supervisor Hill Up For APCD Chairman.  For the 2
nd

 time in as many weeks, 

a countywide public body (as well as the public) is confronted with the embarrassing 

dilemma of whether or not to reward Supervisor Adam Hill with a significant leadership 

position. The presumptuous APCD staff report strongly supports his appointment, as quoted 

below: 

 

On January 25, 2012, John Hamon, Councilmember from the City of Paso Robles, was 

elected to Chair the APCD Board and Adam Hill, Supervisor from District 3, was elected as 

Vice Chair. The custom established by past Boards has been to alternate the Chair and Vice 

Chair between members from the Board of Supervisors and members from the cities, with 

the Vice Chair of the prior year, if still on the Board, traditionally being elected as Chair  

for the succeeding year. To help the Board select nominees the following information is 

provided:    (The underlined portion is our emphasis). 

 

The text above is augmented with a chart which illustrates that Hill would be the selection 

under the normal rotation. A second chart is provided which lists the number of years each 

of the APCD Board members has served. The charts are not illustrated here because they are 

stored in a format that breaks them up if copied and pasted. They can be seen on the link 

below:    

 

http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=7&event_id=29&meta_id=258

019    

 

The APCD is a powerful County body governed by a city councilor or mayor from each of 

the 7 cities and the 5 County Supervisors. In addition to generating and enforcing its own 

http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=7&event_id=29&meta_id=258019
http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=7&event_id=29&meta_id=258019
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local ordinances, it enforces State and Federal laws and regulations. This body has been 

very forward about expanding its interference in the community in the name of greenhouse 

gas regulation and “smart growth”, and by enthusiastically embracing the provisions of AB 

32, SB 375 and other intrusive top-down State attacks on the economy and local control. 

This is the agency that adopted the dunes dust regulations in an attempt to ultimately limit 

off-the-road recreational vehicles on the dunes. Hill’s attacks on opponents, including State 

Parks administrative officials, have resulted in the State Attorney General seeking to include 

his attack comments and other records in trial documents related to State claims against 

APCD. 

 

By way of publically disparaging a State official on the dunes matter, Hill said the official 

should work for the Koch Brothers or Exxon Mobil.  Hill denigrates those business 

corporations and by implication their employees, customers, and stockholders. We wonder 

if the County Pension Trust has, now or ever, benefited from holding Exxon, Mobil, or 

Exxon-Mobil (the new combined corporation) oil stock. Would Hill include other oil 

companies in his disparaging remarks? 

 

The County is actually In the Oil Business:  For 2011 (the latest report on file), the 

County Pension Trust lists some large oil stock holdings. In fact of its top 10 stock portfolio 

holdings, 3 are “evil” carbon producing oil and gas companies including: 

 

A:  37,500 shares of Plains All American Pipeline, L.P., … a publicly traded master 

limited partnership (“MLP”) engaged in the transportation, storage, terminalling and 

marketing of crude oil, refined products and liquefied petroleum gas and other natural gas 

related petroleum products (together "NGL").  Through our general partner interest and 

majority equity ownership position in PAA Natural Gas Storage, L.P. (NYSE: PNG), we are 

also engaged in the development and operation of natural gas storage facilities.   

 

B: 31,825 Shares of Kinder Morgan Energy, the largest midstream and the third largest 

energy company (based on combined enterprise value) in North America. We own an interest in 

or operate approximately 75,000 miles of pipelines and 180 terminals. Our pipelines transport 

natural gas, refined petroleum products, crude oil, carbon dioxide (CO2) and more. We also 

store or handle a variety of products and materials at our terminals such as gasoline, jet fuel, 

ethanol, coal, petroleum coke and steel. 

In most of our businesses we operate like a giant toll road and receive a fee for our services, 

generally avoiding commodity price risk. Our customers include major oil companies, energy 

producers and shippers, local distribution companies and businesses across many industries. We 

invest billions of dollars each year to build new energy infrastructure and expand existing assets, 

as well as on integrity management programs to operate our assets safely. 

C:  131, 400 Shares of ONEOK Partners, L.P., … one of the largest publicly traded master 

limited partnerships and is a leader in the gathering, processing, storage and transportation of 

natural gas in the U.S. and owns one of the nation's premier natural gas liquids (NGL) systems, 
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connecting NGL supply in the Mid-Continent and Rocky Mountain regions with key market 

centers. 

Geeez, No Sunpower Solar Farm stock or First Solar stock? 

WHAT A HYPOCRITE:  Hill loves to brag about how great he and the Board of Supervisors 

are on pension and financial matters.  Yet while he promotes “smart growth” in the name of the 

global warming crisis, some of the County’s biggest pension investments are in oil and gas 

companies.  

The representatives of the 7 cities and the 4 other Supervisors should reject Hill and pick 

someone else. 

 

 

ItemC-7) APCD 2013 Legislative Program.  Each year the APCD adopts a legislative 

program to be used to guide State and Federal elected legislative officials with respect to 

opposing or supporting various bills. Here is the proposed 2013 list. Some of the more 

problematical provisions are highlighted in yellow below: 

 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

Proposed 2013 Legislative Platform 

 

The San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District will: 

1. Encourage and support legislation that facilitates achievement and maintenance of State 

and Federal ambient air quality standards. 

2. Encourage and support legislation that retains local control over air quality programs, 

and oppose legislation that would move overall air program responsibility from the local 

level to the state or federal level. 

3. Encourage and support legislation that retains local control over the use of motor vehicle 

registration surcharge fees for implementing California Clean Air Act requirements and 

reducing emissions from motor vehicles. 

4. Encourage and support legislation that provides latitude to air districts in their programs 

to meet air quality goals, does not remove important emission reduction programs from 

consideration by the districts, and does not unduly limit the ability of local boards to 

provide the resources needed to conduct these programs. 

5. Support legislation that encourages cooperation and reduces or eliminates overlap and 

duplication among air districts and other local entities, and/or increases the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the regulatory process. 

6. Support legislation that continues the California motor vehicle emission control program. 

7. Support legislation that retains and/or strengthens requirements for zero, ultra-low and 

low emission vehicles and encourages development of advanced hybrid, electric and fuel 

cell vehicles. 

8. Support legislation that encourages or provides incentives or funding for the use of 

cleaner fuels or alternative transportation. 

9. Support legislation that increases the viability of walking, biking, public transit and other 

transportation alternatives to private vehicle travel.  
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10. Support legislation that assists local businesses in reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 

meet state and federal requirements. 

11. Support legislation that prohibits or reduces the release of cancer causing and other 

toxic emissions in quantities that pose a significant health risk to the public.  

12. Support legislation that maintains or enhances state and/or federal funding for 

mandated air quality programs and/or provides funding for new air quality programs 

adopted at the state or federal level. 

13. Support legislative programs to maintain or increase incentive funding available to 

districts for programs such as Carl Moyer that provide funding to assist businesses, 

agriculture and other entities in achieving voluntary early compliance with state and 

federal emission reduction requirements. 

14. Oppose legislation to eliminate or reduce the effectiveness of air quality programs 

currently in place in State and Federal Law. 

15. Oppose legislation that would divert or eliminate any source of District revenue 

provided or passed through from the State.    

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                 ALERT 
Planning and Building: New Land Use and Circulation Element Deadline to Comment:  

 March 8, 2013.                                                               

 

 

 

The Land Use Element:  Per Board of Supervisors direction, the Planning and Building 

Department (P&B) has been executing a major project to reorganize and rewrite the Land 

Use Element and the Circulation Element of the County General Plan. The two elements are 

consolidated in the new version. The Land Use Element is at the heart of the County’s land 

use control authority because it sets the overall goals, densities, and permitted uses. It 

commands the policy by which future changes in permitted uses, densities, zoning 

ordinances, subdivision regulations, and other regulations will be judged and amended.  

There are other elements such as Agriculture, Economic, Conservation and Open Space 

(COSE), Housing, and others.  The Land Use Element is the overall plan and the other 

elements must logically and substantively conform. 

 

The First Draft:  The large set of documents comprising the Element, which is available on 

the P&B website and at the links contained below in the County Notice (Land Use and 

Circulation Elements (LUCE), are extensive and complex. The P&B department has posted 

them and is asking for a first round of public comment (written) with a deadline of March 8, 

2013. The staff intends to consider the comments and then to prepare a second draft. It is 

not clear from the documents if or when environmental review will take place.  

 

 At some point a successive draft will be submitted to the Planning Commission for 

consideration, alteration, and refinement, after which the Commission would presumably 
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send its amended product forward to the Board of Supervisors for final consideration and 

adoption. The introduction contains graphic depictions of the process and the structural 

logic of the document. 

 

The Impact:  Once adopted, the LUCE will control overall land use policy in the County 

for DECADES TO COME. 

 

Preliminary Assessment: The notice states that the LUCE contains no substantive 

changes to area planning standards, policies, or goals. It is portrayed as a structural 

reorganization and simplification of the Plan documents, not a regulatory change.  The 

problem is the Framework for Planning, which commands the entire Plan,   clearly 

states and locks in the key provisions of the County’s overarching so-called “smart 

growth” policy (“now called strategic growth”).  Similarly the “Introduction” section 

which commands the Area Plans contains strong “smart growth” requirements 

language. 

 

 The County adopted its “smart growth” plan in 2011, and staff and the then Board enviro-

socialitst majority (Gibson, Hill, and Patterson) promised to come back with implementing 

provisions. The LUCE clearly spells out its massive assault on a very wide and deep front to 

lock in and implement the provisions of “smart growth” and its concomitant socialization of 

private property, prevention of traditional rural and suburban living (except for wealthy 

elites who can afford large parcels – generally over 80 acres or more), the consequential 

concentration of future development in dense urban neighborhoods, and the forcing of 

people onto mass transit. 

 

Necessary Actions at This Time: For this reason, citizens and impacted groups should 

examine the Plan now and before it progresses through the adoption process.  There are 

many sections with strike outs and many new paragraphs.  

 

A. Impacted groups (which ultimately will be everyone) should take time to study and 

analyze the documents.  There is obviously some overlap. At this time key groups include 

but are not limited to: 

 

1. Neighborhood defense groups who oppose “stack ‘em and pack ‘em” neighborhood 

densification schemes. 

 

2. Constitutional, liberty, private property, and limited government advocacy groups. 

 

3. Farmers, ranchers, grape growers, vineyard operators, and smaller specialty agriculture 

operators, as well as businesses that support (and derive revenue from) agriculture, such as 

fertilizer, nursery, pest management, farm implements, trucking, irrigation, banking, 

grading, and others. 

 

4. Professional firms involved in land use matters, including engineering and surveying 

firms, legal firms, hydrologists, planners, facilitators, etc. 
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5. Owners of rural and suburban properties. 

 

6. Land developers, homebuilders, construction companies, trade unions (carpenters, 

electricians, plumbers, glaziers, etc.). 

 

7. The hospitality industry, and especially those whose hotels, motels, and restaurants 

benefit from Ag Tourism and Ag related events (weddings, nonprofit benefits, etc.), as well 

as those involved in serving those events, including wedding planners, caterers, musicians, 

van operators, sound system operators, lighting companies, and so forth. 

 

8. Homebuilders. 

 

9. Realtors, title companies, home lenders, management companies and others. 

 

10. County labor unions whose members will be harmed as the proposed measures 

undermine the County economy (thereby limiting key County revenues, such as property, 

sales, and, transient occupancy tax). 

 

These groups and their associations should conduct their own assessments and respond in 

writing to P&B prior to March 13, 2013, with lists of the specific problems, requested 

changes, corrections, and general objections. 

 

Set up a Clearing House:  It would be good if one group or interested party could serve as 

a clearing house so that all the different comments could be collected in one place and 

catalogued for future use and assessment. 

 

B.  Don’t Allow the County to Divide and Conquer: In May of 2013 there should be a 

countywide educational forum on the LUCE, related efforts, and underlying 

motivations.  This event would summarize the status, content, and objections. It would also 

provide an opportunity to develop an ongoing strategy to either reform the LUCE or 

abandon it altogether. This forum could also include training and related information on 

how groups can resist and how to defeat the County’s so-called focus groups (actually, 

manipulative Delphi sessions). 

 

C.  Request your member of the Board of Supervisors to have the Board direct staff to 
present a status report to the Board in open session soon.  This hearing should include 

what the staff has done, what the project has cost so far, what it will cost to complete the 

project, and how the proposed changes will impact groups and especially property owners. 

Why wait for a fait accompli from the Planning Commission? Let’s get the thing aired out in 

public. The hearing should be held at a time certain on a Tuesday afternoon so that affected 

groups can attend. 

 

The County LUCE notice is displayed below: 
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  Land Use and Circulation Elements (LUCE) 

The County Planning and Building Department has prepared a Public Review Draft of a proposed 
reorganization and consolidation of the Land Use and Circulation Elements  (LUCE) of the 
County General Plan. The reorganized and consolidated LUCE will benefit the public and 
the County by:  

 Saving time and costs when plans are updated in the future  

 Enabling updates to area plans for an entire region at one time, making for more effective 
planning for land use and transportation and water resources  

 Consolidating the goals, policies, programs, and information for communities into separate 
plans, making the LUCE easier to use  

This proposal does not involve changes or updates to general plan goals, policies, programs, data, or 
statistics. In addition, there will be no change in the effect of planning area standards.     

This proposal consists of the following major parts: 

 The 11 existing inland planning areas are consolidated and reorganized into four new inland 
planning areas (map) based largely on watershed boundaries.  

 The plans for the four new planning areas are combined into a single  document called The 
Area Plans.  

 Community plans are proposed for urban areas and villages.  

 Standards for development (planning area standards) in the Land Use Ordinance (LUO) are 
reorganized into rural and urban/village standards according to the new planning areas.  

You can access the public review drafts for each of these documents by clicking on the links below:  

Framework for Planning 
(LUCE Part 1)  

The Area Plans 
(LUCE Part II) 

Community/Village Plans 
(LUCE Part III) 

Framework for Planning  Cover and Table of Contents 

I. Introduction 
II. Carrizo Area Plan 

III. North County Area Plan 

IV. San Luis Obispo Area Plan 
V. South County Area Plan 
VI. Appendices 

Avila Beach URL 

California Valley VRL 

Creston VRL 

Heritage Ranch VRL 

Los Ranchos/Edna VRL 

Nipomo URL 

North County Villages 

Oak Shores VRL 

Oceano URL 

San Miguel URL 

Santa Margarita URL 

South County Villages 

Templeton URL 

Planning Area Standards 
(LUO Articles 9 and 10)  

0_COVER  Summary of Changes  

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE+Map.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Plans+in+Process/Framework+for+Planning.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Cover+and+TOC.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Introduction.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Introduction.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Introduction.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/No+Co+Area+Plan.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/SLO+Area+Plan.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/SLO+Area+Plan.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/SLO+Area+Plan.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Appendices.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Avila+URL.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Cal+Valley+VRL.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Creston+VRL.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Heritage+VRL.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Los+Ranchos+VRL.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Nipomo+URL.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/No+Co+Villages.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Oak+Shores.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Oceano.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/San+Miguel.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Santa+Margarita.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/So+Co+Villages.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/Templeton.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/0_COVER.pdf
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Planning Area Standards 
(LUO Articles 9 and 10)  

Article 9 - Planning Area Standards  

1_A_TOC  Article 9 Table of Contents 

1_B_22.90  Chapter 22.90 (Applicability)  

1_C_22.92  Chapter 22.92 (Carrizo Planning Area)  

1_D_22.94  Chapter 22.94 (North County Planning Area)  

1_E_22.96  Chapter 22.96 (SLO Planning Area) 

1_F_22.98  Chapter 22.98 (South County Planning Area)  

Article 10 - Community Planning Standards  

2_A_TOC  Article 10 Table of Contents 

2_B_22.100  Chapter 22.100 (Applicability) 

2_C_22.102  Chapter 22.102 (Carrizo Communities)  

2_D_22.104  Chapter 22.104 (North County Communities)  

2_E_22.106  Chapter 22.106 (SLO Communities) 

2_F_22.108  Chapter 22.108 (South County Communities)  

Other Modifications to Title 22  

3_A_22.06.020  Section 22.06.020 (Applicability)  

3_B_22.10.095  Section 22.10.095 (Highway Corridor Standards)  

3_C_22.10.157  Section 22.10.157 (Transit Oriented Standards)  

Reference Tables  

4_A_References  Reference Updates 

4_B_CrossRef_RevExist  Cross Reference - Revised Sections to Existing  

4_C_CrossRef_ExistRev  Cross Reference - Existing Sections to Revised 

4_D_AddDelete  Planning Area Standard Additions/Deletions  

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/1_A_TOC.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/1_B_22.90.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/1_C_22.92.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/1_D_22.94.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/1_E_22.96.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/1_F_22.98.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/2_A_TOC.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/2_B_22.100.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/2_C_22.102.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/2_D_22.104.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/2_E_22.106.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/2_F_22.108.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/3_A_22.06.020.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/3_B_22.10.095.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/3_C_22.10.157.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/4_A_References.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/4_B_CrossRef_RevExist.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/4_C_CrossRef_ExistRev.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/4_D_AddDelete.pdf
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Planning Area Standards 
(LUO Articles 9 and 10)  

5_A_FigureTable  Figure References  

For more information about the LUCE reorganization, please click on the following links to see the 
proposed LUCE organization chart and to read frequently asked questions (FAQs).  

We welcome your written comments on this proposal by mail or e-mail. Is the reorganized and 
consolidated LUCE easier to use than the existing LUCE? Is it easier to find the information you are 
interested in?  

Please submit your comments by March 8, 2013.  

To submit by mail: 

San Luis Obispo County Planning & Building Department 
Attn: Airlin Singewald or Karen Nall 
976 Osos Street, Room 200 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 

To submit by email: 

Karen Nall: knall@co.slo.ca.us  

Airlin Singewald: asingewald@co.slo.ca.us 

There will be additional opportunities to comment after the next draft of this proposal--the Public Hearing 
Draft--is released and during public hearings to be held by the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors.  

For more information, please contact:  

Karen Nall, 781- 5606, knall@co.slo.ca.us or Airlin Singewald, 781-5198, asingewald@co.slo.ca.us  

 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE_changes/5_A_FigureTable.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE+Org+Chart.pdf
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Draft+Plans/LUCE+FAQS.pdf
mailto:knall@co.slo.ca.us
mailto:asingewald@co.slo.ca.us

