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              COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

                           WEEK OF OCTOBER 21-27, 2012                                                               

 

 

                                              ALERT                                                            

                SAVE TUESDAY NOVEMBER 13, 2012                                                                        

 THE BOARD WILL TAKE UP THE REVISED AG. CLUSTER  

                     SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 

FAKE ECONOMIC PLAN SLATED FOR OCTOBER 23 

ADOPTION 

 

  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of October 16, 2012 (Completed) 

 

Contract Grant to SLO Visitors and Convention Bureau. The Board approved the 

$365,000 annual contribution to the Bureau without comment.  

  

Beacon Award.  The Board authorized the Planning Department to compete for the Beacon 

Award, which is a program of the Institute for Local Government. A staff from Planning 

and Building briefly stated that the competition for the award would provide the County 

with an opportunity to receive recognition for its advanced greenhouse gas reduction 

programs and plans. There was no comment by and no questions from the Board.  

 

Background:   The Beacon Award: Local Leadership toward Solving Climate Change is a 

newly established program of the Institute for Local Government (ILG) recognizing and 

celebrating cities and counties that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and energy use; adopt 

policies and programs to address climate change; and promote sustainability. ILG is the 

non-profit research and education affiliate of the League of California Cities (LCC) and the 

California State Association of Counties (CSAC). 

The Beacon Award program is funded by the California utility ratepayers (our emphasis) 

and administered by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas and Electric 

Company, Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas Company, under the 

auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission. 

Participating cities and counties will be recognized with the Silver, Gold, and Platinum 

Beacon Award for achieving specified measureable reductions. The program will also 

recognize participants for interim accomplishments.  
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Plains Exploration and Production Oil Company (PXP) Appeal of Building Exaction 
“Fees.”  This item was continued until the October 30 meeting.  Staff indicated that it might 

be continued again. The County charges developers of commercial, residential, and 

industrial property so-called mitigation fees, which are then used to fund roads, county 

buildings, fire houses, parks, and so forth. The theory is that the new development causes a 

demand for increased county services, which in turn must be supported by facilities. PXP is 

redeveloping the Price Canyon oil field, and the County has levied the fees. PXP is 

appealing. The item did not mention the dollar amounts at issue. 

 

 

Fiber Optic Strategy Report. The Information Technology Director gave a presentation on 

the status of the deployment of fiber optic cable throughout the County.  The County 

network is primarily used for high-speed data connection between County facilities. There 

are also private sector companies that have large cable lines which run through the County.  

A portion of the discussion involved how the County and private cable companies could 

help each other to connect various facilities while at the same time enhancing the extension 

of the private systems. This would involve sharing the cost of installing conduit.  

 

The more interesting portion of the discussion involved the potential of high capacity fiber 

optic cable to stimulate growth and to attract and retain businesses, which are more and 

more dependent on high speed/high volume data transmission. COLAB pointed out that 

industries such as the movie industry are using digital characters and digital environments in 

major features such as Avatar. Reportedly, Avatar cost more than $300 million to produce. 

Very high volume data transmission is required to send data back and forth from production 

locations to editing and processing locations in Los Angeles. If San Luis Obispo County 

encouraged the private sector and utilized its own network to expand such capacity, it might 

help develop itself as a production annex. There are many high tech and creative support 

firms that cluster around this industry. High volume fiber could provide the required 

connectivity. 

   

Bidened: COLAB further pointed out that, given the beauty of the County, many people in 

the digital movie industry might want to establish an estate house or ranchette here and 

avoid the commute to LA. The juxtaposition of these factors could help grow the economy. 

On the estate house suggestion, Hill and Gibson pulled a Biden and shared a laugh and 

knowing dismissive glances and gestures. 

 

Unfortunately, the direction given to staff was limited to bringing back a list of prioritized 

connection and routing opportunities. No specific direction was given on the economic 

development potential. 

 

__________________________________ 

 

 

County Hunger-Free Project.  The Board received the presentation from the Director of 

the Food Bank on behalf of the coalition of non-profits, county agencies, and advocacy 
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groups (including the Sierra Club). COLAB pointed out that the report contained a number 

of indicia of increasing poverty and that the Board should get serious about economic 

development. Most of the conversation involved verbal handwringing about having hungry 

people in such a rich country. COLAB pointed out that the County should get serious about 

economic development. We also pointed out that the written report by the coalition 

contained some dangerous assumptions about “problems” of industrialization. (See last 

week’s update for details) 

 

__________________________________ 

 

 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of October 23, 2012 (Scheduled)  

 

Economic Element of the General Plan.  The italicized section below is the staff summary 

of the Economic Element:  

 

The updated Economic Element will be heard by the San Luis Obispo County Board of 

Supervisors on October 23, 2012. The Economic Element is an optional element of the San 

Luis Obispo County General Plan. Its primary purpose is to provide guidance for actions by 

the County to foster long term economic vitality throughout San Luis Obispo County. The 

goals of the Economic Element recognize the importance of economic activity  in enabling 

the residents of San Luis Obispo to find employment, grow locally operated businesses and 

pursue the lifestyles that they value. On September 6, 2011, the Board of Supervisors 

directed the Planning and Building Department to update the Economic Element, with the 

intended objective being the preparation of a new Economic Element consisting of goals 

and policies that would complement the countywide economic strategy recently prepared by 

the Economic Vitality Corporation. The San Luis Obispo County Planning Commission 

conducted a hearing on August 23, 2012, to consider the Hearing Draft Economic Element. 

A hearing of the County Board of Supervisors has been set for October 23, 2012, to 

consider adoption of the Economic Element as recommended by the Planning Commission.  

 

The full document may be accessed at the link: 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Housing/rev_econ_element.pdf    

 

The Board will conduct a hearing on whether to adopt an updated version of the Economic 

Element of the General Plan, which is being recommended by the Planning Commission. 

Under State law, cities and counties must adopt land use plans. These contain sections 

called “elements,” such as land use, transportation and circulation, open space, housing, etc. 

One element (which is discretionary) is the Economic Element, which provides overall 

goals and policy guidance for land use matters relating to the siting, attraction, retention, 

and growth of private sector firms and supporting government activities. The goals and 

policies in the Economic Element will be used to justify subordinate policy documents , such 

as zoning ordinances and regulations. They will also be used to help just ify the approval or 

denial of specific projects as they are proposed over time. 

 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Housing/rev_econ_element.pdf
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The proposed document is a vacuous propaganda piece designed to trick the public and the 

business community into believing that the Board of Supervisors supports private sector 

economic development, including industrial, commercial, and agricultural enterprises. In 

fact the staff report almost admits this in the quote below:  

“Retaining the Economic Element as part of the County General Plan demonstrates that 

economic factors are just as important to the County as environmental and social factors, 

which is consistent with the County mission statement.”  

 

Of course, other recently developed polices include the Strategic Growth Plan (“ Smart 

Growth”), the Energy Wise Plan (Climate Action Plan), the Conservation and Open Space 

Plan, Events Ordinance, Vacation Rental Ordinance, and others, all calculated to make it 

much harder to do economic development. Derivative agencies such as the Air Pollution 

Control District and Waste Management Authority (on which all 5 supervisors sit) are 

busily adopting greenhouse gas thresholds, plastic grocery bag bans, and bans on riding all - 

terrain vehicles in the Oceano Dunes. 

 

You would think that they would at least have a map indicating where factories, oil drill ing, 

resorts, big box malls, office parks, etc., could be located. You would think they would have 

some tables showing how much acreage is allocated for these industries (built and un-built). 

 

The Structure of the Economic Element:  The Economic Element (EE) is constructed as a 

series of policies.  The goals are general statements that describe a future containing an 

economy that is growing, provides jobs and is in balance with the environment.  The real 

substance is contained in the so-called policies. The EE defines a policy as follows: 

 

A statement derived from a goal that represents the County’s adopted position and guides 

decision-making toward the goal. 

The text box under each goal and policy provides examples of possible ways to apply the 

policy, not to limit its application to the examples shown. 

 

These definitions are important. It says a Policy represents the County’s adopted position 

and guides decision-making toward the goal. 

 

Examples of Policy Statements:  Policies deal with such issues as property rights, 

agriculture, and business retention and expansion. 

 

Property Rights:  The Plan’s policy to “protect” property rights (see below) reveals that the 

authors do not really understand the concept of Constitutional rights, which belong to the 

people to protect them from the government. Why not make the protection of property rights 

statement the highest value and commanding purpose at the top of this document and all 

other land use plans and ordinances? Why is it subordinated and placed in a list of 

statements which are in the main intermediate level truisms? 

 

 

Policy EE 1.5: 

Recognize and protect property rights by: 
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a. Seeking to maintain a balance between the rights of property owners and efforts to plan 

for the community. 

b. Not taking property without just compensation. 

c. Recognizing and protecting the rights of all property owners, individuals and groups to 

participate in planning and land use decisions. 

 

Protection of private property rights helps encourage private 

Investment, which in turn, contributes to economic vitality.  

 

Actually, item b (Not taking property without just compensation) is pre-empted in Article V 

of the Bill of Rights, guaranteed by of the U.S. Constitution. Taking property without due 

process is also prohibited in Amendment XIV. It is already illegal for the Board of 

Supervisors take property without just compensation. They have taken an oath to obey and 

defend the Constitution. Does this mean that when their regulations and exactions are a de 

facto property taking (because they make it too costly for someone to use their property 

under the stipulated zoning) that they will pay compensation? One of the problems in 

banana republics, socialist states, and totalitarian states (these are not mutually exclusive) is 

that property is not safe, which ultimately results economic ruin, the flight of capital, and 

the ultimate disintegration of such states.  

 

What does it mean to protect property rights by: Recognizing and protecting the rights of all 

property owners, individuals and groups to participate in planning and land use decisions? 

 

What does “participate” mean?  

 

What does it mean to maintain a balance between the rights of property owners and efforts 

to plan for the community? 

 

If the Board truly believes that protection of private property rights “helps” (we think it is 

essential) to encourage private investment, which in turn, contributes to economic vitality, 

does it support reasonable limits on the time and cost of the application process, exactions, 

fees, and other impedimenta of so called “balancing”? Should the full burden be on 

applicants only? Or do all property owners, individuals and groups who wish to participate 

have a responsibility to share in the costs, exactions, fees, etc. engendered by their 

“participation”? Or is the deck already massively stacked against the property owner? The 

costs, delays, excruciating complexity of the regulations and the whole architecture of the 

County’s scheme of land use regulation often deprive people of their ability to use their 

property for the purposes allowed under the zoning. Is this not a taking without just 

compensation?  

 

The Board should take the time to have the Planning Director and County Administrative 

Officer fully and individually explain what each of these very important words and phrases 

mean. 

 

Agriculture:  Policy EE 2.2, the policy on agriculture, states: 
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Consider strategies to enable agriculture to remain economically viable such as continuing 

to allow non-agricultural activities and uses in rural areas where supportive of agricultural 

uses, avoiding land use conflicts and consistent with the General Plan.  

 

Where an agricultural use does not by itself generate adequate income to support the 

landowner, supplemental small business activities that occupy a small portion of the site 

May help preserve a farm or ranch. Existing County plans, policies and ordinances allow 

such supplemental business activities, but limit their type and scale so that they do not  

Diminish their site’s agricultural potential or result in considerable land use conflicts with 

nearby agricultural activities. 

 

If the Board actually supports Policy EE 2.2, how will it deal with the impending Revised 

AG Cluster ordinance on November 13, 2012? That proposed ordinance removes the ability 

of owners in over 990,000 acres of the County from ever having any hope of adding some 

clustered down houses “to enable agriculture to remain economically viable….” Certainly 

the ability to have an agriculture cluster subdivision may often constitute a supplemental 

small business activity that occupies a small portion of the site and may help preserve a 

farm or ranch.”  

 

Business Retention and Expansion: The Plan states that the County should develop 

programs for the retention and expansion of existing businesses. What are some possible 

examples? Are there any now? How many businesses have been retained or expanded as a 

result of these over the past 2 fiscal years? Is there any performance tracking? What specific 

businesses have been retained or expanded as a result of work by the Economic Vitality 

Corporation over the past 2 years? It has received hundreds of thousands of dollars in public 

funds to conduct economic development activities. 

 

Policy EE 4.1: 

Develop programs for the retention and expansion of existing business, and the attraction of 

new businesses that are consistent with community goals and the Clusters of Opportunity 

Economic Strategy. 

 

 

Policy EE 4.2: 

Support efforts to identify job training needs and job opportunities for existing county 

resident’s one strategy available for the County to pursue this policy may be to continue 

supporting the nonprofit Economic Vitality Corporation (EVC) as it implements business 

retention and expansion programs including but not limited to training and loans for small 

business. 

 

How many loans has the EVC made? What are the amounts? How many jobs were saved or 

added over the past 2 fiscal years? How many so far over the past two fiscal years? 

 

As illustrated in Policy EE 4.6 (see the italicized section below), the County says it  is 

“streamlining land use procedures.” A policy of the EE is to do more streamlining. 
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Policy EE 4.6:  

 

Continue working toward improved predictability and competitiveness by simplifying and 

streamlining land use procedures and considering provision of incentives for 

Development to locate where encouraged by general plan policies.  

 

Economic regions such as San Luis Obispo County compete as locations for expansion or 

relocation of businesses that create quality jobs. Regions develop reputations for the degree 

to which they are “business friendly” in terms of predictability and timeliness of land use 

procedures. In this regard, the County’s continuous process improvement efforts can 

enhance predictability of the permitting processes.  

 

 

So how is it going? Where are the performance data for this initiative so far, including:   

 

       Average time from submission to application deemed complete for processing? 

 

       Number of ministerial applications approved within 10 days/total ministerial 

applications. 

 

      Average number of days to process a major CUP from submission to approval. 

 

      Average cost of a ministerial application. 

 

      Average cost of a discretionary application 

 

Where is the published scorekeeping on the streamlining “initiative” cited in the Plan 

section?   

 

The Economic Element fails and should be rejected: 

 

There are many reasons why the so-called Economic Element (EE) of the General Plan falls 

short of being a meaningful policy document: 

 

1. There is no analysis in the EE of the current state of the County’s economy on which to 

base a plan. 

 

 2. There is no strategic scan of demographic, economic, or social trends from which a 

strategy can be developed. 

 

3. There is no spatial analysis (which is strange, since the general plan and its elements 

primarily deal with land planning).  

 

4. There is no data about the state and national economic context of which San Luis Obispo 

County is a subordinate part. 
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5. There is no long-range analysis of the County’s fiscal needs in terms of operating  and 

capital needs. This should be a key part of the analysis and should be linked to the County’s 

economic strategy. What if the policies contained in the economic element are insufficient 

to maintain basic safety services, maintain the roads, and pay off the growing pension debt, 

etc.? How will anyone know on the basis of the current document, which instead of being 

based on analysis is composed of statements pulled out of the air?  

 

6. Since there is no analysis, there are no real substantive goals on which the so-called 

policies can be rationally based. 

 

7. There are no maps, tables, targets or anything else on which policy can be targeted and 

measured.  

 

8. Contrast this with other major plan elements and even ordinances adopted in recent years , 

such as the Conservation and Open Space Element (COSE), Energy Wise Plan (formerly the 

Climate Action Plan), Green House Gas Assessment, Revised Agricultural Cluster 

Subdivision Regulations (pending), community plans, and others. These are all based on 

extensive studies, EIR’s; contain maps and statistical analysis, and detailed time lines and 

implementation items.  

 

9. The accompanying Economic Vitality Corporation (EVC) Economic Strategy Report, 

from January, 2011, essentially states that the County and business community should focus 

efforts on growing economic sectors (called clusters) which are already well established and 

presumably possess competitive advantage. These include agriculture, health care, high tech 

innovation, tourism, education, and so forth. These clusters demonstrated the largest historic 

growth of any industry groups in the previous decade. Again and similar to the EE, the 

report contains no real analysis and no measurable goals. Most of the recommendations 

involve coordinative activities and meetings.  

 

10. Major opportunities such as the oil and gas industry (the Monterey shale formation) are 

never mentioned. Great deference is paid to green energy (remember, the solar plants are 

largely exempt from the property tax and employ about the same number of people as a 

Subway Sandwich shop in the operational mode). No mention is made of how to support the 

extension of nuclear power (the County’s largest taxpayer).  

 

11. Most of the so-called policies are vague and/or are truisms about community 

development in general. 

 

12.  While the EE contains the usual rhetorical handwringing about the lack of affordable 

housing, there is no comprehensive strategy to actually promote housing (the biggest cost 

drivers and impediments to affordable housing are the County’s own land use regulations). 

 

13. Clearly and historically, one of the County’s best economic drivers is the development 

and habitation of estate, ranchette, and other types of high-income housing. In addition to 

the economic benefits derived from their construction, the people who live in these homes 

have larger discretionary incomes and are great consumers of goods and services in the local 
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economy. Conversely, they do not consume extensive government social safety net services, 

do not need parks and recreation services, have grown children and/or often send them to 

private schools, rarely enter the criminal justice system, buy their books or read them on 

Kindles, and generously participate in and support community not-for-profit organizations. 

Instead beating everyone’s brains out to prevent such houses, the County should adopt a 

proactive policy of encouragement.  Ten $3.5 million dollar ranchettes generate $350,000 

per year for a school district and the County. One thousand of them generate $35,000,000 

per year or $350,000,000 over a decade (this assumes no increase in value). What other 

“industry” can you imagine that would have this sort of impact? Why does the County want 

to kill it?  

 

 

                                      __________________________________ 

 

 

Rank Creep In Planning and Building Department.  One of the ways government 

organizations hide the ball is to do reorganizations every few years. Last year the County 

crowed about the reduction in planning staff, which took place over the course of the 

recession.  Of course it has hardly any business because no one is building anything. There 

were no layoffs because they let the staffing level drop down gradually from retirements and 

resignations over the years. Six divisions were consolidated into 4 divisions within the 

overall department. For you folks who had the honor of serving in the military or had family 

who served, this would be like collapsing a company of 5 platoons into 3 platoons. Now 

even though there are lieutenants over the platoons, they want to add some platoon sergeants 

as well. They are trading in some Spec 4’s for the higher ranks.  

  

A better practice would be for the Board to say: how can you do this with fewer staffers? 

What are the actual workload volumes that justify this? Since there is so little development 

and it is intermittent, could you use outside consultants on an on call basis? If we stopped 

developing new plans, revised plans, and new ordinances, could we actually reduce staff and 

supervision? 

 

                                                   _________________________    

 

 

Preview– The October 30
th

 2012 Board Meeting is shaping up as Heavy Duty 

(Scheduled):  

 

The Board Meeting may include the following items: 

 

            Olive Oil Processing 

 

            New Requirements for Farm Stands 

 

            More Amendments to the Transfer of Development Credits Ordinance 
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            Reprise of the Diablo Nuclear Plant Seismic Testing Issue. (Many speakers expected) 

 

            Plains Exploration and Production Company (PXP) Appeal of Exaction Fees.      

                                                  (Could be continued) 

                                                   ____________________ 

  

 

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday October 25, 2012(Scheduled)  

 

 

Coastal Christian School.  The County notice describes the request for an amended permit 

as follows:  Hearing to consider a request by COASTAL CHRISTIAN SCHOOL to modify 

Conditional Use Permit DRC2008-00021 to change the phasing plan for the development of 

a private K-12 school.  This modification would introduce a new temporary interim phase to 

occur prior to development of the permanent campus.  The interim phase would last between 

1 and 10 years and include 18 portable structures (approx. 18,500 square feet total), 45 

parking spaces, and a basketball court, an 80-foot by 130-foot sports field, a lunch patio, 

and a kindergarten play yard.  The temporary campus would serve up to 200 students, with 

up to 20 faculty and staff members.  The project is located on the west side of Oak Park 

Boulevard between James Way and Noyes Road, (at 705 North Oak Park Boulevard).  The 

site is immediately adjacent to the city limits of Pismo Beach and Arroyo Grande.  The site 

is in the San Luis Bay (Inland) Planning Area.  

 

                                    ________________________________ 

 

Inclusionary Housing Ordinance Continued from October 11, 2012.   This issue was 

heard on the 11th and we thought it was being sent forward to the Board. For whatever 

reason, the Commission wishes to work on it further.  A danger is that some members 

(particularly Commissioner Christianson) may wish to make it more severe and accelerate 

the "fee" (tax) requirements. 

 

Background: The bottom line is that over the decades, the process of developing residential 

and commercial property has become so overregulated and expensive that developers cannot 

afford to produce affordable housing and prefer to develop larger, more expensive units. In 

turn, the State Legislature made things worse by enabling cities and counties to require that 

developers include a stipulated number of affordable units in their project or pay an “in lieu 

fee,” which is really a tax on development. The dollars generated from the “in lieu fee” are 

accumulated and then given to non-profit housing developers to help finance their 

affordable projects. This is really a government blackmail program to force homebuilders to 

charge more for their market units to bail out the politicians’ failed public policy.  

       

 


