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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF JULY 17 - 23, 2016 

 

THIS WEEK  
 

 

PROPOSED SHANDON/SAN JUAN WATER 

DISTRICT STILL IN STUDY STAGE AT LAFCO  
(MEETING - THURSDAY JULY 21, 2016 - 9:00 AM) 

 

BOS TO OFFICIALLY SET ½ CENT SALES TAX 

FOR NOVEMBER BALLOT 

 

IS AVILA BEACH THE BALBOA “ISLAND”                 

OF SLO COUNTY?  

 

LAST WEEK  

 

TREE AND AG RESERVOIR MORATORIA 

APPROVED BY BOS                                                        
(GIBSON SNOOKERS BOARD ON RESERVOIR VOTE) 

 

BOS APPROVES SALES TAX HIKE 3/2  
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SLOCOG APPROVES SALES TAX HIKE                            

BY 9/2 VOTE 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION DOING NICE JOB ON 

WORKFORCE HOUSING PROPOSAL 

                        

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                   
(SEE PAGE 14) 

Old Macdonald had a . . . Climate Offender                                                                                     
By Bruce E Dale 

 

The Left’s Climate Change Hysteria                                 
                     By Nicolas Loris 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, July 19, 2016 (Scheduled)  

Item 1 - Thirty-day update on current drought conditions and related management actions 

for the Board’s review of the continuing need for the March 11, 2014 proclamation of local 

emergency pursuant to Government Code section 8630.  The Lopez numbers look fishy. Note 

that in June the lake was at 14,238 acre-feet, 29% capacity. In the July report it goes up to 17,777 

acre-feet but the percentage of capacity goes down to 28%. It didn’t rain so where did the new 

3,539 acre -feet come from? The Diablo desal deal is dead, so what’s next? 

July Drought Report:
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June Drought Report: 

  

Also note that Nacimiento dropped 8,410 acre-feet in one month. Did the City of SLO, 

Templeton CSD, and the Atascadero Water Company actually use 8,410 acre-feet in one month?  

If that rate continues things could dry up fast.  

Item 20 - Submittal of a resolution calling for a special election of the San Luis Obispo 

County Self-Help Local Transportation Investment Plan measure imposing a half-cent 

retail transaction (sales) tax on the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the County 

and to consolidate the special election with the November 8, 2016 statewide general 

election.  We believe the vote on this one is ministerial and now that SLOCOG has legally 

approved the tax ordinance through the required statutory process, the Board is obligated to place 

the matter on the ballot. The $300,000 cost would be paid for with SLOCOG funds, which of 

course were ultimately collected from taxpayers in some form. See the discussion in Last Week’s 

Highlights below for the substantive issues. 

Item 23 - Receive and file a joint staff presentation by Planning and Building and Public 

Works on findings of the transportation evaluation and the 2015 Avila Circulation Study, 

and provide staff with direction on Avila Beach traffic methodology, capacity allocation 

and road improvements.  On warm summer days the Avila Beach Village and Avila Beach 

Drive (the only road in or out), which connects to Highway 101, are overwhelmed with traffic. 

There is insufficient parking for beach goers and the local businesses. Compounding the problem 

is that Avila Beach is one of the few, if not the only, sheltered beach in SLO County not exposed 

to the severe prevailing northwesterly winds. The cove is partially protected by a headland which 

cuts off some of the wind and also protects the area from some of the summer fog. This 

combined with the attractive redevelopment of the village and the establishment of high end 

homes in neighboring developments has resulted in congestion and difficulty for the residents. 

There has been an ongoing dispute about the methodology for measuring traffic volumes and 

level of service. This has to do with the historic assignment of a week in May of each year                       

(which was regarded as typical) as the interval when traffic counts are conducted. Obviously, this 

does not capture the summer situation, which is much more intense. All this is now explicated in 

the new study. Various remedies involving both new development controls (and fees) as well as   

$13.9 million in future capital improvements are included in the report. 

Separately but relatedly, the Board determined in 2015 to direct Planning to update the Avila 

Beach community Plan. This effort will require 3-5 years and millions of dollars. 
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Further complicating the picture is a proposed luxury hotel development on the hill next to the 

village where the former Chevron tank farm had been located.  

Finally and after the study had been completed, PG&E announced the closure of the Diablo 

Nuclear Power Plant which will take place in either 2018 or 2025 depending on whether the 

agreement with the State Lands Commission survives CEQA challenges and the State Public 

Utilities Commission (PUC) agrees to allow the rate payers to pay for the $350 million transition 

program which PG&E set as a key condition of the phase-out deal. Whenever the plant closes, 

there will be fewer PG&E employees, contractors, suppliers, and others commuting to the Plant 

via Avila Beach Drive. 

Of course the stakes for the residents, property owners, and businesses are huge and complicated. 

This one may require some out of the box planning and imaginative thinking.  

1. Before getting too deep into traditional government regulatory based planning and related 

costs, the County may want to come up for air and have an experienced national level real estate 

and planning firm look at the situation and prepare some potential scenarios. The experience of 

such a firm could be of benefit. 

2. Is some sort of remote parking system ultimately possible for visitors? 

3. With Diablo closing sooner or later, is there an opportunity to develop a 2
nd

 access? 

4. Back east, fancy villages in the Hamptons, New England, and other high-end destinations 

charge $4 per year for a seasonal beach use permit to residents and $450 to non-residents. Single 

day use may be $50. This keeps out the traffic, crowding, and preserves the historical quaint 

village “feel.”  In Nevada, Incline Village allows only property owners and their guests to use the 

beaches by permit, photo ID, and a car window sticker. In Santa Barbara County, the Hollister 

Ranch allows no non-property owners through the gate unless physically accompanied by a 

property owner who has obtained a permit in advance to bring in a guest (they limit the number 

to 4 per day). 

5. In the busy summer months, the City of Newport Beach allows only residents with permits to 

drive over the bridge onto Balboa Island. Guests and vacation short-term renters must have a 

permit. 

In SLO County the restrictions would be imposed by general plan and zoning regulations to 

camouflage the politically incorrect tone of exclusivity. Of course, whatever is conjured up will 

have to get through the California Coastal Commission. Unlike the Hollister Ranch, Avila may 

not have enough major movie producers, rock stars, and just plain old billionaires who support 

the Democratic Party to cool the Commission’s normal zeal. 
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No crowds or traffic at Hollister.                      Balboa Island at the cocktail hour. 

The key section of the City of Newport Beach Balboa Island traffic control ordinance: 

12.32.030 Balboa Island Traffic Access Control Points. 

The Chief of Police is authorized and directed to establish and maintain traffic control points at 

each access to Balboa Island. During the spring vacation period, from the second Monday in 

June until the third Sunday in September of each year, and on weekends, special occasions and 

at any other time when the vehicular traffic becomes congested on Balboa Island or at any such 

time when traffic conditions in the City are such that it reasonably appears that vehicular traffic 

will become congested on Balboa Island to the extent that the normal movement of traffic will be 

impaired, there shall be placed one or more traffic control officers at each such traffic control 

point as necessary for the purpose of diverting motor vehicle traffic away from the island. 

During the time vehicular traffic congestion exists on the island or is imminently threatened, all 

motor vehicles shall be stopped at such traffic control points and drivers of motor vehicles other 

than those listed shall not be permitted to drive their motor vehicles onto said island. (1949 Code 

§ 3295 (part) added by Ord. 908, 1960) 

Note: residents and guests are exempted. 

12.32.040 Exceptions to Balboa Island Restrictions. 

The following vehicles are exceptions to the vehicle access restrictions of Section 12.32.030: 

A.    Authorized emergency vehicles. 

B.    Motor vehicles carrying doctors who are responding to bona fide requests of patients on the 

island. 

C.    Commercial vehicles making deliveries on Balboa Island to business or residential premises 

between the hours of six a.m. and six p.m. 

D.    Motor vehicles of residents of the island and of their guests and of owners, customers and 

employees of businesses on the island for which parking spaces are immediately available on the 

island. (1949 Code § 3295 (part) added by Ord. 908, 1960) 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/NewportBeach/html/NewportBeach12/NewportBeach1232.html#12.32.030
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.hollisterranchlistings.com/wp-content/uploads/Dan Johnson/General Photos/SUMMER-SUP.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.hollisterranchlistings.com/who-owns-at-hollister-ranch/&docid=4EHpZ59lQRbWVM&tbnid=JKS4SXyB7zcOWM:&w=5184&h=3456&bih=622&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiIzIeKx_jNAhWHKGMKHSEDAFEQMwhWKC0wLQ&iact=mrc&uact=8
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjZ1YH9y_jNAhVEwmMKHTd0CXoQjRwIBw&url=http://www.gettyimages.com/detail/video/california-balboa-island-newport-beach-traffic-on-balboa-stock-footage/147200788&psig=AFQjCNGRBRQxY-b4hi5p3a0Vrl1567isSQ&ust=1468778360559949
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Does the County actually need to spend millions of dollars of pure precious general fund 

money on a Plan update to figure this out?  

  

Local Agency Formation Commission Meeting of Thursday, July 21, 2016 (Scheduled) 

 

Item C-1 - Study Session: Formation of Shandon/San Juan Water District – SGMA, 

Boundaries, powers, and funding.  A water district is being proposed to manage a portion of 

the Paso Basin. The write-up states in part: 

This is a study session of the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) regarding the 

formation of the proposed Shandon-San Juan Water District. The topics covered include an 

overview of the proposal and circumstances, Boundaries, Powers and Funding options.  

An interesting aspect of the proposal is that as an all-voluntary district, it could not have a 

contiguous boundary. The discussion in this regard states: 

Landowner Boundary. The service area boundary proposed by the applicants would be based 

on only those landowners who sign the petition to form the District. This means that 100% of the 

landowners in the District would be in favor of forming and funding the District. It also would 

result in a “checker-board” pattern of a service area boundary; creating a District boundary 

with areas that is not adjacent to one another.  

The LAFCO Director’s report states:  

Some factors to consider when evaluating the District boundary in this manner include:  

 landowners who are 

willing participants; decreases disagreement and controversy; 

 unusual 

circumstances; 

 

preparation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP); 

 

ty of SGMA compliance for a particular area of the Basin; 

-board of service areas that are not covered by the new District. For SGMA 

compliance these areas would fall to the County, or the State.  
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An important issue arises. The Cortese/Knox/Steinberg Act (the statute enabling and governing 

the LAFCO process) requires that boundaries be efficient and not contain “holes.” Will LAFCO 

be able to legally find that the proposal conforms to its governing law in this regard? 

It does not appear that any document containing the actual structure, financing, and powers of 

the proposed district has been publicized. 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS  

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, July 12, 2016 (Completed) 

Item 30 - One-half Cent Sales Tax Increase for Transportation.  The Board voted 3/2, 

Compton and Arnold dissenting, to approve the tax ordinance and recommend its adoption by 

the San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments (SLOCOG). SLOCOG approved the tax 

package the next day (see the SLOCOG section of this Weekly Update below). 

There is a growing coalition of groups that will oppose passage of the new tax, which requires a 

2/3rds vote of those voting to be approved in the November election. At this point its passage by 

the voters is doubtful. However, there is also a group that has formed and is raising money to run 

a campaign to support approval. The election process will cost SLOCOG (ultimately you, the tax 

and fee payer) $300,000.  

The Board will have a subsequent vote on July 19, 2016 to actually legally place the question on 

the November ballot. Polling suggested that the version proposed might come close to the 67% 

required, but that assumed no organized opposition. 

Board Chair Lynn Compton provided a very comprehensive and clear argument against the tax. 

Please see the video link below: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rVKpcrZF4No  

Item 33 - Request to authorize the processing of amendments to the Land Use Ordinance 

(Title 22 of the County Code) to create an Inland Vacation Rental Ordinance for the 

Adelaida area of the county.  The Board authorized the staff to prepare zoning ordinance and 

General Plan amendments to provide a vacation rental ordinance tailored to the Adelaida area. 

The staff worked closely with proponents and will now process the matter through the Planning 

Commission and then ultimately to the Board of Supervisors for final decision. 

Supervisor Gibson continued to advocate for a countywide vacation rental ordinance (inland 

ordinance section - most of the County). Other areas do not seem to be clamoring for an 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rVKpcrZF4No
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ordinance. Gibson argued for a prophylactic approach. That is adopting an ordinance before 

problems arise. 

Background:  The question posed here is whether the Board would authorize staff to develop a 

separate short-term vacation rental ordinance for the Adelaida area in contradistinction to the 

entire inland area of the county. The current short-term vacation rental ordinance is limited to the 

coastal sections. There have been complaints (not tabulated so far) about events (weddings, 

parties, and so forth) creating noise and traffic in Adelaida.  

Meanwhile the County staff has been working on a general short-term vacation rental office for 

the entire inland area of the County. No tabulated data about complaints or documented code 

violations have been presented in any of the public Board or Planning Commission items. 

 

Special Board of Supervisors Meeting of Friday, July 15, 2016 - 9:00 AM (Completed) 

Item 1- NATIVE TREE INTERIM ZONING/URGENCY ORDINANCE 

Hearing to consider an interim zoning/urgency ordinance prohibiting the clear-cutting of 

oak woodlands and limiting the removal of native trees in the inland area (does not include 

the coastal zone) of the unincorporated portions of San Luis Obispo County, except for 

development or land use activities complying with certain authorization standards and 

procedures; exempt from CEQA.  The Board approved the urgency ordinance/moratorium on 

a vote of 4/1 (Arnold dissenting). The ordinance takes effect immediately. There will be a 

subsequent vote within 45 days to extend it for up to 2 years, while a permanent ordinance is 

crafted and goes through the normal adoption process.  Compton voted for it reluctantly and 

there is question whether or not she will vote approval for the extension. The text of the 

ordinance is not allowed to be changed, but she is seeking some compromises from Gibson in the 

drafting of the permanent ordinance. Of course he could agree in the near term and then welch in 

a year or two when the final product is presented. Moreover, Gibson will only need 3 votes to 

pass a permanent ordinance. The urgency ordinance requires 4.  Compton will have less 

bargaining power on a permanent ordinance depending on the make- up of the future Board.  

There was a fairly large crowd in attendance, of which 40 spoke. Of these, 28 were in favor, 10 

were opposed, and 2 were not clear. Organizations supporting the moratorium included the 

Central Coast Stewardship Society, the California Native Plant Society, SLO County Native 

Plant Society, California Wildlife Federation, and Margarita Proud. Those in opposition                            

included the Las Tablas Resource Conservation District, Farm Bureau, and COLAB. Other 

organizations such as the Paso Wine Alliance, SLO Cattlemen, and SLO/SBC Grower Shippers 

sat this one out.  

The Board was not interested in discussing the fees required for obtaining exemption permits or 

the validity of the findings, which were adopted to justify an imminent threat to public health, 
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safety and welfare. The Board also refused to discuss alternative actions of less severity, as 

required by the State enabling statute. 

Background: The urgency ordinance is fairly straightforward: 

Section 4. Prohibitions. 

A. The act of Clear-cutting Oak Woodland is prohibited. 

B. The removal of Native Trees (not including Saplings or Seedlings) is prohibited.  

Please see last week’s Supplement to the Weekly Update at the link below for substantive 

details. 

http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_Supplement_July_10-16_2016.pdf  

Item 2 - AGRICULTURAL POND AND RESERVOIR INTERIM ZONING / URGENCY 

ORDINANCE Hearing to consider an interim zoning/urgency ordinance prohibiting new 

agricultural ponds and reservoirs in the inland area (does not include the coastal zone) of 

the unincorporated portions of San Luis Obispo County, except for projects complying 

with certain permitting procedures and development restrictions; exempt from CEQA. 

Here the Board approved a modified urgency moratorium ordinance on a unanimous vote. What 

is particularly bizarre and aggravating about this one is that at the beginning of deliberations it 

was clear that there were 3 votes to reject the entire ordinance (Arnold, Compton, and Mecham). 

In fact Mecham led the discussion by stating that the ordinance “was not ready for prime time.” 

 The Snooker:  Gibson then proceeded to snooker the Board members by suggesting that the 

real problem was a lapse in policy coordination and monitoring between the County and the Las 

Tablas Resourced Conservation District (RCD). The RCD had been authorized by a prior 

ordinance adopted some years ago to process certain applications for construction of ag 

reservoirs on behalf of the County. Gibson (after some on the spot research by County Counsel) 

suggested that “all we need to do for an urgency ordinance is to remove the provision for the 

RCD authorization to review applications and return that function to Planning”. The other Board 

members seemed to leap at this. But once they expressed support, Gibson began to build back in 

most of the originally proposed ordinance. “Well, section 4 c – f can stay the same” etc., etc. 

Since all this was done on the fly there were several breaks in the meeting for the lawyers and 

scriveners to make rewrites and paste in various sections.  

In the end there is still a moratorium, there are still tough and expensive permitting requirements 

to get an exemption, and no one (perhaps other than Gibson) knows what really happened. 

Opponents were dumfounded. 

There was a much smaller audience for this item. Twenty people spoke, of which 11 were in 

support, 8 in opposition, and 1 was not clear. Organizations in opposition included the SLO 

http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_Supplement_July_10-16_2016.pdf
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County Farm Bureau, SLO/SBC Grower Shippers, SLO Cattlewomen, Paso Basin Wine 

Alliance, and COLAB. 

Again the full details are available in last week’s Supplement to the COLAB SLO Weekly 

Update at the link below. 

http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_Supplement_July_10-16_2016.pdf  

  

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

13, 2016 (Completed)  

Item A-1: Hearing to Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-01 - San Luis Obispo County Self-Help 

Local Transportation Investment Plan Ordinance and Request Call for Election.  The 

SLOCOG Board voted 9/2/0 (Arnold and Compton dissenting and Hill absent) to place the tax 

on the ballot. The Economic Vitality Commission, SLO Chamber of Commerce, SLO County 

Bike Coalition, and Madonna Inn representatives spoke in support.  COLAB and the Tax Payers 

Association of the Central Coast spoke in opposition. Supervisor Gibson characterized the 

opposition as “rigidly ideological.” SLOCOG’s paid political campaign consultant, Kendal Flint, 

by way of attacking COLAB, invented content, which she said appeared in the COLAB Weekly 

Update (it never was). SLOCOG Board President/SLO City Mayor Jan Marx refused COLAB’s 

point of order request to be allowed 2 minutes to rebut Ms. Flint. 

There is a growing coalition of opponents to the ballot measure. Over the past several years 

SLOCOG has conducted 3 polls to ascertain the likelihood of the measure passing. The first 2 

showed it would fail severely. The 3
rd

 effort, which was characterized as a “poll,” was really a 

promotional campaign in which the consultants and staffers on the public payroll traveled around 

the county (they report meeting with 75 groups) to “educate” people about the desperate state of 

the roads. You would think that the desperate state of the roads is already obvious. In any case, 

the result of this “poll” indicated that the measure might obtain a 63% approval rate if there is no 

opposition.  At this point the Central Coast Tax Payers Association, the San Luis Obispo County 

Republican Party, the San Luis Obispo County Cattlemen’s Association, The San Luis Obispo 

Business and Property Association, and COLAB have all indicated opposition to the tax.  

Government Extortion:  Some non-governmental proponents have been lured into supporting 

the measure on the grounds that the road improvements s are necessary to allow various 

jurisdictions to approve housing, which is in turn the underpinning of the growth of business and 

employment. It is clear that the lack of affordable housing is a major barrier to economic 

development and employment.  This of course is simply a form of government extortion. The 

seven cities and the County proponents have starved our road budgets over the years to the point 

that there is a crisis. The State has diverted most of its revenue into the enriching the salaries and 

benefits of public employees (a form of political patronage) and operating a program of wealth 

http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_Supplement_July_10-16_2016.pdf
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transfer through increased taxation and transfer payments to preferred groups (more patronage). 

Finally, and most hypocritically, the County has concocted a scheme of land use that renders the 

development of apartments and homes affordable to most of the workforce, including many 

professionals, impossible to finance and build.  

More appallingly, these same officials who created the problem tell us that we have to attempt to 

buy our way out of the problem they created by imposing a new tax on ourselves. Worse yet, 

they are smugly arrogant in their righteousness. Therefore defeating the measure is not only 

important substantively, but even more importantly, rejection of the tax will serve to chastise its 

proponents’ inability to address the underlying public policy deficiencies. We know we need an 

infrastructure investment, but that investment should come from within the bounds of current 

revenues. We already have the highest State and local taxes, fees, and exactions in the country.  

The bureaucrats and elected proponents continue to minimize the tax issue as a small one half 

cent, which they dismiss as having little or no impact. Similarly, they insist that much of the tax 

will be paid by tourists who visit the county. What they fail to mention is the sales tax is already 

7.5% in the unincorporated county area and 8% in most of the cities. Thus the new tax will jack 

up rates to 8.0% and 8.5% respectively, depending on where you make a purchase – mostly in 

cities because that is where the stores are. The tourists won’t be paying the 8.5% tax on your new 

$40,000 pickup truck, your $1,200 refrigerator, or $100,000 for building materials for a home. 

The point is that it’s not just ½ cent in isolation. As one public comment speaker pointed out: 

What’s next? How about ½ cent for the homeless or fighting the gangs or veterans programs or 

any other worthy cause? Remember, all this is now under the cloud of the closure of the Diablo 

Power Plant and the loss of about $1 billion in annual economic benefit. 

Background:  This was the final vote by the SLOCOG Board to approve the ½ cent sales tax 

ordinance and request that the Board of Supervisors place the matter on the November ballot. 

Approval will require a two-thirds vote (of the voters voting) to approve the question. As we 

reported last month, the question was submitted to each of the city councils in the County. All 

seven voted to have SLOCOG request the County Board of Supervisors to place the question on 

the November election ballot. Once SLOCOG approves the measure, the decision is ministerial 

and the Board of Supervisors has no choice. Supervisors Arnold and Compton are opposed to the 

tax. As noted above, the Board will formally consider its substantive position on the tax during 

its regular July 12, 2016 meeting. Its action to place the question on the ballot will take place 

during its July 19, 2016 meeting. 

Remember, capital investment in infrastructure once helped make California a great State. But 

most general revenues are now consumed in annual budgets for salaries, pensions, health 

insurance, and related current consumption. Until a balance is restored, approving new taxes and 

debt simply subsidizes and encourages the current policy paradigm.  
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The red arrow points to 1969, when the State of California started phasing in collective 

bargaining for government employees, including State, city, county, special districts, teachers, 

and university employees. The policy has resulted in debt, decay, lousy schools, and some of the 

highest taxes, fees, and exactions in the United States. The politicians want you to solve the 

problem with more taxes, more fees, and more exactions. Meanwhile, the legions of the new 

bureaucratic aristocratic class harass you at every step and continue to grow year by year.  

The full SLOCOG Board item can be accessed at the link: 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/pejk0vs65ckqoxs/AACo1z1Lad4TtXz_gOUKkrhta/July%202016/

A-1%20Self-Help%20County%20Efforts%20Final%20Measure%20Materials.pdf?dl=0    

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, July 14, 2016 (Completed) 

 

Item 5 - Rescheduled Hearing to Incorporate a Workforce Housing Ordinance Section into 

the Overall Inland Land Use Ordinance (Chapter 22). The project is proposed within the 

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/pejk0vs65ckqoxs/AACo1z1Lad4TtXz_gOUKkrhta/July%202016/A-1%20Self-Help%20County%20Efforts%20Final%20Measure%20Materials.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/pejk0vs65ckqoxs/AACo1z1Lad4TtXz_gOUKkrhta/July%202016/A-1%20Self-Help%20County%20Efforts%20Final%20Measure%20Materials.pdf?dl=0
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inland portion of the County (El-Pomar Estrella, Las Pilitas, Nacimiento, and Salinas Sub-

Areas of the North County Planning Area, the San Luis Bay Inland Sub Area North and 

San Luis Obispo Sub Area North of the San Luis Obispo Planning Area, and the San Luis 

Bay Inland Sub Area South, San Luis Obispo Sub Area South, and South County Sub 

Area. of the South County Inland Planning Area).  The Commission clearly understands the 

problems inherent in the draft ordinance and such economic manipulations in general. It 

provided very positive direction to the staff to make various revisions. Commissioner Irving 

raised excellent questions about how the program could be expanded geographically in terms of 

suburban and rural areas. Commissioner Meyer also provided excellent commentary on design, 

practicality, marketability, and other subjects. All were concerned about lack of permanent 

affordability provisions.  

Public speakers including Jeff  Eckles of the Home Builders Association of the Central Coast, 

the Board of Realtors, and Lenny Grant of the RRM Architects and the Economic Vitality 

Corporation Building Design Cluster all provided incisive and helpful commentary. North 

county Libertarian activist Gary Kirkland also provided both an illuminating broad perspective 

and practical suggestions. 

One matter on which everyone agreed is that County fees are a huge barrier to the production of 

housing affordable to the workforce. 

The Commission was time constrained because there were various appeals pending, which have 

been delayed. They sent the staff back to do more work and will next consider the matter on 

Thursday, July 28, 2016.  

Background:  The idea is to encourage development of  housing affordable to “working 

professionals within the County, such as teachers, firefighters, and other public employees, as 

well as much of the working private sector” by permitting flexibility, including smaller lots, 

mixed uses (commercial and residential in the same project), design flexibility, and partial 

relaxation of some affordable housing requirements.  

The amendments apply to the planning sub-areas highlighted in yellow in the title above within 

the inland zoning ordinance portion of the County. 

The workforce housing provision is designed as a tool and is not mandatory. It is cast as a pilot 

project that will be tested between now and 2022. The number of units will be limited to a 

maximum of 100 per planning areas during this test period. The tool will likely be restricted to 

areas inside Urban Reserve and Village Reserve lines, essentially San Miguel, Templeton, 

Shandon, Santa Margarita, and Nipomo Village, as these are the only places where denser 

projects are allowed. The tool may be used in the Residential Single-Family, Residential Multi-

Family, Office Professional, and Commercial Retail zones. As noted above, Commissioner 

Irving is questioning the rationale for this provision. On the broader strategic level, the ordinance 
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is both in line with the County’s overarching so-called “smart growth” stack-and-pack plan and a 

symptom to the failure of the plan. 

Whether the proposal will result in any significant new “professional level housing” is unclear 

since it does not actually create more land overall for homes. As the write-up states: 

Development Potential and Density 

Under the proposed ordinance, development will occur where it is already anticipated under the 

current land use categories. Projects would be required to develop a project consistent with the 

density of the applicable land use category, thus no change residential density would occur with 

the proposed ordinance amendment. For example, in communities where the Residential Single-

Family land use category allows 7 units per acre (approximately 1 parcel per 6,000 square feet), 

approval of a workforce housing subdivision does not allow an exceedance of this density. The 

same number of units must be adhered to within the project boundaries. All Community Planning 

Area Standards will still control over these provisions. Further, all workforce housing 

subdivisions will be required to meet the local design plans and the Workforce Housing Design 

Guidelines.  

 

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. 

 

Old MacDonald Had a . . . Climate Offender 
Worried about carbon from crops, the Environmental Protection Agency wants 

to regulate America’s farms. 

 

By BRUCE E. DALE 

A basic fact about agricultural products such as grains and oilseeds is that the carbon in 

them, called biogenic carbon, came from the atmosphere. Biogenic carbon will return to 

the atmosphere when these products are consumed, such as when human beings eat bread 

and then breathe out the carbon dioxide resulting from the breakdown of bread in the 

body. Biogenic carbon therefore cannot contribute to climate change.  
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Why is the Environmental Protection Agency denying this basic fact of climate science? 

The EPA is counting biogenic-carbon emissions as if they were the same as fossil-carbon 

emissions. They are not the same. Carbon atoms emitted by burning fossil fuels are, in 

effect, on a one-way trip from the ground to the atmosphere, where they will stay for 

hundreds of millions of years. In contrast, carbon atoms taken from the atmosphere to 

make agricultural products are on a round trip from the atmosphere to farms then back to 

the atmosphere. 

The EPA intends to penalize American farmers and those who make modern energy and 

bioproducts such as plastics from agricultural feedstocks by treating biogenic carbon like 

fossil carbon. As part of its approach, the EPA is now attempting to regulate 

“sustainability” in the farm field.  

The agency’s new Clean Power Plan proposes to penalize biogenic carbon emissions 

unless food processors (bakeries, brewers, grain processors) or energy producers (like 

utilities using seed hulls to produce electricity) can prove that they used “sustainably-

derived” agricultural feedstocks. The definition of “sustainably-derived” and the proposed 

penalties go on for many pages in the proposed regulations. They defy easy summary. But 

the proposed regulation on biogenic carbon is simply and clearly an unjustified carbon tax 

on American farmers.  

RELATED ARTICLES 

 The Climate Police Escalate 

 The EPA’s Politics in the Raw 

 The EPA’s Secret Staff 

The EPA is trying to put itself in charge of regulating farms —an outstanding example of 

“mission creep” and bureaucratic overreach. Regulating agriculture is not the EPA’s job—

we already have an Agriculture Department. The EPA’s approach would demand proof of 

exactly which farm produced every pound of corn, wheat, soy or cottonseed used by 

customers of those farms—a practical impossibility in the U.S. agricultural system. 

There is a growing world-wide effort to establish the “bioeconomy,” an economy based on 

use of renewable raw materials to make the products that humans need, and to reduce and 

eventually eliminate dependence on fossil carbon. The aim is essential—the world will 

eventually run out of fossil carbon. Yet sound policy must be informed by sound science. 

The EPA’s treatment of biogenic carbon and fossil carbon as if they were identical is 

wrong at the most basic scientific level. America’s farmers and the consumers of what 

they produce would be collateral damage of the EPA’s misguided plans. 

Mr. Dale, a professor of chemical engineering and materials science at Michigan State 

University, is a fellow of the American Institute of Chemical Engineers and of the 

American Institute of Medical and Biological Engineers. This Article first appeared in the 

Wall Street Journal Commentary of July 11, 2016. 

http://www.wsj.com/articles/the-climate-police-escalate-1461968775
http://www.wsj.com/articles/the-epas-politics-in-the-raw-1452729229
http://www.wsj.com/articles/the-epas-secret-staff-1450483019
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The Left’s Climate Change Hysteria                                 
By Nicolas Loris 

In the latest bout of political theater, 19 congressional Democrats took the stage of the Senate 

floor Tuesday to attack free-market organizations for allegedly spinning a “web of denial” on 

global warming. Casting the right to free speech aside, the senators are spinning a web of climate 

hysteria and economic illiteracy. 

Sen. Tim Kaine, D-Va., said, “We have to be open to different points of view, but when the 

science is settled and people who know better are fighting against it, we should know better.” 

In other words, as far as liberals are concerned, it’s now a self-evident truth that climate change 

is urgent, catastrophic, and man-made, and the only way to stop it involves massive government 

intervention. 

It’s not surprising liberals view the issue as urgent, given they believe such absurdities as that 

man-made global warming is irreversibly cooking our planet, melting the ice caps , creating 

climate refugees in the tens of millions, and will ultimately result in Manhattan being 

underwater. Suddenly, it makes (a little) sense why they want us to de-develop to the Stone Age 

by keeping the world’s natural resources in the ground to stop climate change. 

Let’s move back to the initial belief that climate change is real. The fact of the matter is that no 

overwhelming consensus exists among climatologists on the magnitude of future warming, 

man’s impact on the climate, or on the urgency to reduce carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 

gas emissions. 

In fact, looking at the data from the federal government’s own National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration and the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change provides plenty of reason to slow down on alarmism. 

There are a number of climate phenomena that activists warn are signs of oncoming, catastrophic 

global warming. Among these alleged markers of environmental doom are: increasing 

hurricanes, widespread floods and droughts, and a sea level rise that will harm coastal 

communities. 

 Hurricanes Are Not Becoming More Frequent. The IPCC notes in its most recent 

scientific assessment that there are “no robust trends in annual numbers of tropical 

storms, hurricanes, and major hurricanes counts have been identified over the past 100 

years in the North Atlantic basin,” and that there are “no significant observed trends in 

global tropical cyclone frequency.” Further, “confidence in large-scale changes in the 

intensity of extreme extratropical cyclones [such as ‘Superstorm’ Sandy] since 1900 is 

low.” 

http://fuelfix.com/blog/2016/07/11/19-senate-democrats-call-out-exxon-fossil-fuel-industry-on-climate-change-denial/
http://www.thegatewaypundit.com/2015/12/seven-years-ago-today-al-gore-predicted-north-pole-would-be-ice-free-in-five-years/
http://dailycaller.com/2011/04/16/the-un-disappears-50-million-climate-refugees-then-botches-the-cover-up/
http://www.climatechange2013.org/images/report/WG1AR5_Chapter02_FINAL.pdf
http://www.climatechange2013.org/images/report/WG1AR5_Chapter02_FINAL.pdf


17 
 

 Floods and Droughts. The IPCC noted that it overstated previous conclusions about 

increasing trends and that “the compelling arguments both for and against a significant 

increase in the land area experiencing drought has hampered global assessment.” The 

IPCC found evidence for increases, decreases, and no trend at all in flood activity or 

severity. So whatever your theory on climate change and floods, the IPCC has studies to 

back you up—which suggests that there’s a lot of uncertainty on this topic. 

 Sea Level Rise. Though every year seems to bring on a prediction of imminent sea level 

rise direr than the last, the observed reality does not reflect this. Corresponding to the 

recovery from the Little Ice Age, sea level has risen about eight inches in the past 130 

years. During this period, the rate of this rise has varied on multidecadal time scales, 

making identifying exact reasons behind upswings, such as what has been observed over 

the past few decades, difficult. But whatever the cause, the current rate of sea level rise 

(about 12-13 inches per century) lies far beneath alarmist projections of several feet or 

more by the year 2100. 

President Barack Obama has proposed a “keep it in the ground” environmental agenda, which 

pushes American policy away from cultivating energy from fossil fuels and natural gas. This 

economic ignorance is as alarming as the scientific ignorance. The proposed policy nonsolution 

of avoiding fossil fuels, which Obama’s scientific adviser recently called “unrealistic,” will exact 

significant economic pain on families and businesses. 

Conventional fuels like coal, oil, and natural gas primarily power the American and global 

economy. These natural resources meet 80 percent of the world’s energy needs because they are 

affordable and reliable. They also significantly improved the quality of life and health for 

billions of people all over the world.  Regulating conventional fuels out of existence will raise 

energy prices that hit families again and again because almost everything we buy requires energy 

to make. 

Keeping fuel in the ground keeps the world’s poorest citizens trapped in poverty. It will deprive 

the 17 percent of the world’s population who don’t have access to electricity and 35 percent who 

don’t have clean cooking facilities from achieving a better standard of living. 

The web of denial charade might provide enough hot air to make some subsidized windmills 

spin, but it carries a concerning message that threatens scientific debate and dismisses economic 

realities. 

 Nicolas Loris, an economist, focuses on energy, environmental and regulatory issues as the 

Herbert and Joyce Morgan fellow at The Heritage Foundation. Read his research.  

 

PLEASE SEE IMPORTANT ANNOUNCEMENTS 

ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES. 

http://www.climatechange2013.org/images/report/WG1AR5_Chapter02_FINAL.pdf
http://www.climatechange2013.org/images/report/WG1AR5_Chapter02_FINAL.pdf
http://www.climatechange2013.org/images/report/WG1AR5_Chapter02_FINAL.pdf
http://www.climatechange2013.org/images/report/WG1AR5_Chapter02_FINAL.pdf
http://www.heritage.org/~/media/infographics/2016/bg3119/bg-climate-science-chart-3-825.ashx
http://www.heritage.org/~/media/infographics/2016/bg3119/bg-climate-science-chart-3-825.ashx
http://www.heritage.org/~/media/infographics/2016/bg3119/bg-climate-science-chart-3-825.ashx
https://morningconsult.com/2016/07/11/obama-adviser-keep-ground-movement-unrealistic/
http://www.texaspolicy.com/library/doclib/2014-06-RR03-FossilFuelsTheMoralCase-KathleenWhite-ACEE.pdf
http://www.texaspolicy.com/library/doclib/2014-06-RR03-FossilFuelsTheMoralCase-KathleenWhite-ACEE.pdf
http://www.iea.org/topics/energypoverty/
http://www.heritage.org/about/staff/l/nicolas-loris
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SUPPORT COLAB!                                                                                                                            

PLEASE COMPLETE THE 

MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM                           

ON THE NEXT PAGE 

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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