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THIS WEEK  
 

LAETITIA AG SUBDIVISION APPEAL AT BOS 
 

APCD TO PUSH CLIMATE AGENDA 
 

LAST WEEK 

 

 MARIJUANA FARM MORATORIUM APPROVED 

(ONLY APPLIES TO NEW GROWS)                                                                        

GIBSON INSISTS EXISTING GROWS BE 

GRANDFATHERED IN 

ENDANGERED AND LISTED SPECIES BEING 

POISONED TO PROTECT MARIJUANA PLANTS 

  

  

  

 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION BEGINS FINAL 

PHILLIPS 66 DELIBERATIONS  

AFTER FULL DAY HEARING                      

MATTER CONTINUED TO OCTOBER 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://imgc.allpostersimages.com/images/P-473-488-90/37/3782/CS7IF00Z/posters/philippe-clement-harris-antelope-squirrel-feeding-on-seed-organ-pipe-cactus-national-monument-arizona-usa.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.allposters.com/-sp/Harris-Antelope-Squirrel-Feeding-on-Seed-Organ-Pipe-Cactus-National-Monument-Arizona-USA-Posters_i5262941_.htm&docid=HAowVG8kYJEi6M&tbnid=V03dPYHUZa9vCM:&w=473&h=355&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiOt5LXxaHPAhXFLmMKHaUvBD8QMwhZKBwwHA&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://media1.fdncms.com/eastbayexpress/imager/hate-man/u/magnum/2491956/mg_feature_3321.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/hate-man/Content?oid=2491949&docid=UG_lGXjzR9qLXM&tbnid=ICQ5fy4KxAfyVM:&w=475&h=300&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwjskITE-qDPAhVC12MKHWSZB3Q4yAEQMwg1KDEwMQ&iact=mrc&uact=8
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SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                    
(SEE PAGE 19) 

 

WILL CALIFORNIA EVER THRIVE AGAIN? 

BY VICTOR DAVIS HANSON  

 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

  Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, September 27, 2016 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 19 - Laetitia Agricultural Subdivision Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Denial. 

This item was to have been heard in August, but some of the officials involved were tied up 

fighting the Chimney Fire. The Planning Commission denied the project on a 3/2 vote and the 

property owner has appealed. The staff, which has opposed the project all along, has 

recommended that the Board of Supervisors reject the appeal: 

It is recommended that the Board adopt the resolution denying the appeal and affirming the 

Planning Commission’s denial of the project and take no action on Final EIR ED04-233 because 

CEQA does not apply to projects that are denied. 

 

At the heart of the staff recommendation for denial is the requirement for a secondary access 

through the existing vineyard operation and onto Highway 101. The staff report states in part: 

Central to staff’s recommended denial of the project was the lack of a secondary access for the 

project’s 101 new residential units. The primary access to the project site is via the Los Berros/ 

Thompson Road interchange to Sheehy Road to North Dana Foothill Road to Upper Los Berros 

Road. Secondary access is proposed to be via a connection to the existing Laetitia Vineyard 

Drive, which intersects with Highway 101 at an at-grade crossing. Caltrans representatives have 

identified concerns with the increased safety risk associated with additional vehicles using the 

at-grade driveway intersection with Highway 101, and that they will not accept any additional 

traffic introduced onto the freeway at that intersection. 

The actual resolution and findings for denial can be accessed at the link: 
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http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6472/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gUmVz

b2x1dGlvbiBhbmQgUEMgRGVuaWFsIEZpbmRpbmdzLnBkZg==/12/n/67041.doc   

A July 8 letter from the applicant to Cal Fire suggests that the issue may have been worked out to 

the satisfaction of both Cal Fire and Caltrans. The letter states in part: 

  

Nevertheless, Caltrans writes to the County on July 15, 2016: 

July 15 Caltrans 

  

Thus it is unclear if the two State agencies and potentially the County staff have agreed on a 

solution. Certainly the section of the Board letter highlighted in yellow above does not reflect 

that any such agreement has been reached. 

Here we see the ever-recurring runaround where agencies exercising their powers in 

administrative silos work from the basis of their particular powers rather than an analytical 

problem solving approach. At rock bottom it appears that Cal Trans will not accept a break away 

gate between the subdivision and the existing vineyard access road as an emergency exit. It is not 

known if the County staff simply accepts these State pronouncements as immutable law from on 

high, or it advocates for its citizen customers by coming up with solutions. What if the Board 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6472/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gUmVzb2x1dGlvbiBhbmQgUEMgRGVuaWFsIEZpbmRpbmdzLnBkZg==/12/n/67041.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6472/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gUmVzb2x1dGlvbiBhbmQgUEMgRGVuaWFsIEZpbmRpbmdzLnBkZg==/12/n/67041.doc
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Chair and County CEO got the County Fire Chief, Caltrans District Supervisor, and Planning 

Director in the room and said OK boys and girls, how can we make this work? What if they had 

Senator Monning and Assembly Member Achadjian sitting on the couch rooting them on? 

Water Supply:  Separately from the access issue, there has been a continuing argument about 

the long-term availability of water in a drought. The Planning Commission ordered the applicant 

to conduct well pump studies, which indicated that currently there is sufficient capacity. 

Nonetheless, the Commission, in denying the project, found in part: 

The Planning Commission cannot tentatively or conditionally approve the tentative tract map 

because provisions of the County General Plan, Title 22 and Title 21 are not satisfied as follows: 

A. Due to uncertainty regarding the fractured bedrock water source, particularly during long-

term drought conditions, the proposed map is not consistent with the following policies and 

regulations: 

Agriculture and Open Space Element Policy 11: Agricultural Water Supplies. A. Maintain water 

resources for production agriculture, both in quality and quantity, so as to prevent the loss of 

agriculture due to competition for water with urban and suburban development. 

Title 22 (County Land Use Ordinance) Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Finding 22.22.150g(1): 

“The project will result in the continuation, enhancement, and long term preservation of 

agricultural operations consisting of the production of food and fiber on the subject site and in 

the surrounding area.” 

Title 22 (County Land Use Ordinance) Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Finding 22.22.150g(4): 

The water resources and all necessary services are adequate to serve the proposed development, 

including residential uses as well as existing and proposed agricultural operations on the subject 

site and in the site vicinity. 

The Original Project and the Applicant Proposed Alternative 2 are not consistent with these 

policies as both proposals compete with agricultural operations for limited groundwater 

supplies. While water conservation measures are proposed by the applicant and recommended 

as mitigation measures in the EIR to reduce the anticipated demand for domestic water supply, 

there is insufficient certainty that water will be available to support long-term agricultural 

production on the site. The applicant’s proposal to implement additional measures during 

prolonged drought conditions that would limiting irrigation of agricultural crops supports this 

concern. 

The proposed residential project would be competing with agricultural operation on and off site 

for a limited water supply. Such competition could preclude continuation, enhancement, and 

long-term preservation of both on and off site agricultural operations and may restrict the ability 

of agricultural operations to meet market demands by changing to more water intensive crops. 
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COLAB NOTE:  Wouldn’t the rationale stated above actually be true just about everywhere in 

the county in the big picture?  How could the Board approve any development that might at 

some future date force a decision to reduce agricultural acreage due to a water crisis?  

The Land Will Be Developed into Large Lot Estate Homes if the Project Is Rejected: 

Even if the Board rejects the 

project, there will be a 

number of large lot homes, 

because the land is already 

subdivided per the map to 

the right. The big difference 

is that this version of 

development will be less 

favorable to agriculture, will 

require more roads, and will 

not provide the benefits of 

clustered development. The 

map to the right illustrates 

the current lot distribution. 

The map below on the next 

page shows the proposed 

cluster subdivision, which 

preserves much more Ag land and open space. 

   

Background:  The Planning staff, clearly not empathetic with gaiety, beauty, living among the 

vines, estate houses, or much else, recommends the denial of the project in the strongest terms 

we have seen for any project in the past 5 years except for the Phillips 66 rail spurs. As most 

readers know, the project is located on the Laetitia Winery property to the east of US Highway 

101 in Nipomo. The area is characterized by ranches, farms, and estate houses. Essentially, the 

project proposes carving out about 130 acres of the total 1,910 vineyard property for 102 estate 

houses on 1-acre lots which would be clustered down to maintain most of the property as 

vineyard and open space. 

Project Description:  The write-up prepared for original Planning Commission consideration 

summarizes the project as follows: 

The proposed project consists of the agricultural cluster subdivision of 21 parcels (totaling 

approximately 1,910 acres) into 106 lots, including 102 residential lots of one acre each; four 

build-able open space lots totaling approximately 1,787 acres; and approximately 25 acres of 
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internal residential roads. Approximately 6.6 percent of the 1,910-acre project site would be 

developed by residential lots and internal access roads.  

The project site is located approximately two miles south of the City of Arroyo Grande and two 

miles north of the community of Nipomo, on both the eastern and western sides of Highway 101. 

The project site is located in the Agriculture and Rural Lands land use categories, within the 

South County Inland Planning Area. The proposed residential lots would be located throughout 

the project site on the eastern side of Highway 101; no new development is proposed on the 

western side of the highway. 

Each residential lot would be approximately one acre each, and a building envelope 

approximately 0.5 acre in size would be located within each lot. Approximately 113 acres of 

existing vineyard would be removed to accommodate proposed development and buffer zones. 

Approximately 140 acres of replacement vineyard would be replanted onsite. Development 

proposed within the open space lots includes a homeowner’s association facility, recreation 

center, and community center (ranch headquarters). Within the open space lots, approximately 

660 acres of the project site, including proposed re-plant areas, would remain in agricultural 

production, including vineyards and orchards.    

The photo to the left typifies the type of homes currently 

in the area.  It is likely that the new homes would be 

similar or better. 

 

 

 

Competition:  The County staff says that 102 more 

such homes will wreck the views, generate too 

much CO2, violate stack-and-pack Plan Policies and 

ordinances (“smart growth”), overtax the Sheriff, 

Fire, and road maintenance services, overload 

parks, create dust, make too much noise, cause 64 

Oak trees to be cut down, and otherwise undermine 

the entire future of the County, not to mention 

Western civilization.  If you are a successful 

entrepreneur or executive with a growing SLO 

corporation and aspire to move up to a nice home with acreage, you had better move the 

company to Carson City or Boise because you ain’t getting a house on acreage here. The 5,490 

sq. ft. house to the above right is listed for $950,000 on 1.87 acres in the Carson Valley. The 

http://www.century21.com/listhub/photo/maxxmax/photos.listhub.net/CCRMLSCA/1056280/0?lm=20150623T235223
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taxes are $7,998. What’s our local plan to be competitive?  A 3-year long workforce housing task 

force?    Oh, and the airport with non-stop flights to New York, Chicago, Atlanta, Denver, DFW, 

SFO, LAX, etc., is 30 minutes up the road from the Carson Valley house.  

SLO Tribune Guest Commentary on the Laetitia Ag Cluster Subdivision:  Reproduced 

below is an excellent article about the Laetitia proposal and its relationship to the future of the 

County, as well as some of the economic and social benefits.  

To protect open space in Nipomo, the county should OK plans to build 

homes as part of ag cluster 

By T. Keith Gurnee 

When San Luis Obispo County adopted its agricultural clustering ordinance in 1984, it created 

the most powerful open-space preservation tool in its arsenal. Promoting environmentally 

sensitive planning through incentives rather than brute regulation has proven its worth via the 

permanent preservation of more than 10,000 acres as open space. 

The concept is simple: Allow landowners a bonus to cluster homesites on a limited portion of 

their property in return for permanent preservation of over 90 to 95 percent of the site as open 

space. The total number of parcels allowed cannot exceed the number of homesites that would 

otherwise be allowed on conventional agricultural and rural land parcels. 

Over the years, the county has approved a handful of such projects, including Varian Ranch, 

Edna Ranch and Las Ventanas in the Edna Valley. All have preserved 95 percent of their 

agricultural lands as permanent open space and all are more productive agriculturally than they 

were before clustering. Served by private roads, they demand little in county services while 

providing some of the highest tax revenues per household in the county. Most importantly, they 

have demonstrated how people and agriculture can not only coexist, but also thrive together. 

Now, along comes The Reserve at Laetitia, the latest agricultural clustering proposal in 

northeast Nipomo that promises to offer even more public benefits than its predecessors. Yet 

despite those benefits, the regulators in county planning are threatening to undo them. 

The Laetitia project proposes 101 new homesites tucked into the rolling terrain of the Laetitia 

Vineyard and Winery property, while preserving 1,414 acres of vineyards and grazing land as 

permanent open space. Among its features: 

• A water supply sufficient to serve all project uses without impacting neighboring wells, as 

confirmed by the county’s own independent analysis. 

• A state-of-the-art water conservation program, including increased groundwater recharge, 

pond evaporation controls and a wastewater treatment plant to reuse treated wastewater for 

irrigation to offset project water demand, thereby ensuring the project won’t require more water 

than is used on the property today. 
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• No net loss of vineyard acreage. 

• Improvements to local roads that would operate at the highest level of service after build-out. 

• Use of the Highway 101 access for emergency access only, because of Caltrans’ concerns. 

• Financial contributions for a new fire station in Nipomo and improvements at the Los Berros 

Road interchange. 

Laetitia’s benefit of creating a permanent greenbelt that would separate northeast Nipomo from 

Arroyo Grande would be profound, as would its economic benefits from project start-up to 2028, 

including: 

• Creation of 521 jobs in construction, operations, maintenance and tourism. 

• Countywide impact of $101.9 million in wages, business incomes, wine crop values, tourism 

expenditures and income from wine- and tourism related industries. 

• A $4.45 million increase in annual property tax revenues at build-out, including $2.1 million to 

financially challenged Lucia Mar Unified School District. 

• $5.6 million in county development impact fees. 

• $1.62 million in school impact fees to Lucia Mar. 

In so many ways, Laetitia is indeed a “good news” project. So why is county staff fighting it? 

County planners, who have long preferred regulation over incentives, have been obsessed with 

undoing agricultural clustering since being rebuffed by the Board of Supervisors when they 

rejected staff’s attempt to kill it back in 2012. In the case of Laetitia, county staff claims that 

there are 15 Class I environmental impacts. What they fail to state is that the applicant submitted 

a mitigated plan that addresses those impacts while eliminating all but one of them: air quality. 

If staff prevails and the project is rejected in upcoming hearings, here’s what could happen: 

• The proposed greenbelt separating northeast Nipomo and Arroyo Grande will vanish. 

• The significant economic benefits would also vanish. 

• The smattering of 21 existing parcels would likely develop with two homesites each for a total 

of 42 homes. 

• Each parcel could drill wells and use water without the controls proposed by Laetitia. 

• Traffic would have unlimited use of the Highway 101 access, compounding Caltrans’ concerns 

with that access. 
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• Area road improvements that are sorely needed today won’t happen. 

• Agricultural clustering, the most powerful land preservation tool the county has had over the 

past 30 years, will be effectively lost. 

With these consequences of denial, the potential environmental impacts of rejecting Laetitia far 

exceed the environmental impacts associated with approving it. That the county staff can’t or 

won’t see this is the ultimate irony. Hopefully, the Planning Commission and the Board of 

Supervisors will see through it and do what is right.  

T. Keith Gurnee served on the San Luis Obispo City Council from 1971 to 1977 and was one of 

the original authors (with Vic Montgomery and former county Planning Director Paul 

Crawford) of the county’s agricultural clustering regulations. 

This article first appeared in the August 8, 2015 edition of the San Luis Obispo Tribune 

newspaper.  

 

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

September 28, 2016(Scheduled) 

 

Item B-4: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 2015 State of the 

Climate Report.  The APCD Executive Committee directed the staff to schedule the 

presentation. The agenda item does not contain a summary of the report or a link. The write-up 

states in part: 

The Report is the 26th edition of a peer-reviewed annual series and was developed by the NOAA 

National Centers for Environmental Information in partnership with the American 

Meteorological Society (AMS). The 300-page Report is an annual assessment of the world’s 

climate and provides information on global climate indicators, notable weather events and other 

data collected by environmental monitoring stations and instruments located on land, water, ice 

and in space. Examples of these indicators include greenhouse gas emissions; temperatures 

throughout the atmosphere, ocean, and land; cloud cover; sea level; ocean salinity; sea ice 

extent; and snow cover. 

Readers can access the report at the link:  

https://www.climate.gov/news-features/featured-images/2015-state-climate-global-temperature  

 

The graphic below provides the lead-in. Note that the temperature scale on the chart on the next 

page is in tenths of 1 degree centigrade (hardly a blip). Moreover the time perspective is only 

150 years, which is a meaningless in geologic time and is calculated to deceive the audience. 

 

https://www.climate.gov/news-features/featured-images/2015-state-climate-global-temperature


11 
 

 

 

They won’t show you this chart: 

 

http://jonova.s3.amazonaws.com/graphs/lappi/65_Myr_Climate_Change_Rev.jpg
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Or this one:  

  

 

The propaganda machine rolls. 

 

Item B-5: Central Coast Climate Collaborative.  A new entity called the Central Coast 

Climate Collaborative is being formed. It will encompass Ventura, Santa Barbara, San Luis 

Obispo, Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties. The write-up states in part: 

The Central Coast Climate Collaborative (C4) involves representatives from local and regional 

government, business and agriculture, academia, and diverse community groups who seek to 

share information and best practices, leverage efforts and resources, and identify critical issues 

and needs related to climate mitigation and adaptation. Currently about 35 agencies and 

organizations throughout the region and across each county have been actively participating, 

with more than double that number expressing interest in joining. Many of our member entities 

are already engaged in resilience planning and adaptation efforts at the local level and are 

looking to be a technical resource and to learn from others as they move forward. A survey of 

the current membership has identified Sea Level Rise, Drought & Water Issues and Sustainable 

Energy as three of the top regional issue areas to focus on in the short-term. It is anticipated that 

workgroups of interested C4 stakeholders will coalesce around each of these issues to develop 

regional information resources and strategies that can be used by all affected members.  

No doubt this effort will produce even more ideas for additional regulations, fees, taxes, and the 

addition of staffers to various government agencies. Of course, while current staffers are 

attending the Collaborative meetings, they won’t be doing any work. Your permit application 

will be aging like bad wine turning to vinegar. 

  

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS  

http://jonova.s3.amazonaws.com/graphs/lappi/gisp-last-10000-new.png
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Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, September 20, 2016 (Completed) 

  

Item 7 - Raises approved for General Management, Appointed Department Heads, Elected 

Department Heads, Confidential, and General Management Law Enforcement, for Fiscal 

Years 2016-17 and 2017-18.  The Board approved raises for its management employees who are 

not members of labor unions. Some of these include the County CEO, County Counsel, elected 

and appointed department heads, high ranking professional and technical specialists, clericals 

and technicians who are privy to data which would put them in a conflict-of-interest position if 

they were members of a union, and so forth. The raises will come in the form of 2 successive 3% 

across-the-board increases, one in 2016 and one in 2017. Some of the employees additionally 

will receive adjustments called equity adjustments. These are added to the across-the-board 

increases when the particular position class is deemed to be severely below the prevailing wage, 

compared with a similar position in other jurisdictions. 

All in, the cost for the increase totals $3,807,309 over the next 2 years. Since the first quarter of 

2016-17 ends on September 30
th

, there may have to be some kind of pro-rata retro payment to 

cover that portion. 

The write-up indicates that there are 380 employees (out of a County total of about 2,600) 

subject to this increase. Thus, at $3,807,309, the average increase over the 2 years is $10,019. 

This does not mean that every employee will receive $10,000. Those at the higher ranks will 

receive more and those at the lower ranks, less. 

Between 2007 and 2014 these employees received no annual across-the-board salary range 

increases because of the recession and consequent need for the County to balance its budget 

against declining revenues. It is not known if those who were not at the top of their respective 5- 

step pay ranges received scheduled step increases. In Fiscal Year 2015 these employees received 

a 2.5% increase and in FY 2016 a 2.3% increase. 

The Board letter contains considerable rhetorical handwringing about how the employees’ share 

of their costs for health insurance premiums and pension system contributions have gone up, 

requiring greater deductions from their paychecks. Of course most of the non-government 

employee citizens do not have guaranteed pensions, and those who are fortunate to have health 

insurance are paying huge increases. 

County Raises On Automatic Pilot:  In 1973 the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors 

imposed a particularly pernicious and costly legal requirement on itself and future Boards. This 

is known as the County’s “Prevailing Wage Ordinance.” County Ordinance Code 2.48.180, 

adopted in 1973 and amended in 1984, states: 

In fixing compensation to be paid to persons in the county's employ, the board of supervisors and 

every other authority authorized to fix salaries or wages, shall provide a percentage change in 

compensation at least equal to the percentage change in compensation for the same quality of 

service rendered to persons, governmental agencies, firms or corporations under similar 

employment. 

Why would the County have adopted this in the first place? Why have successive Boards 

maintained it for decades?  
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Prevailing salaries or wages shall be determined by negotiations between the county's employer 

representatives and the recognized employee organization(s). 

In case such prevailing salaries or wages cannot be agreed to by parties, the matter may be 

submitted to a mutually selected arbitrator who shall make advisory recommendations to the 

negotiation parties. 

The Board letter goes on to display the entities used for comparison purposes: 

The agencies used in the survey were selected based on three criteria: 1) local public and private 

employers, 2) surrounding counties, and 3) economically and demographically similar counties. 

The agencies surveyed are listed below.  

  

Here the County has bound itself to some of the highest cost liberal entities in the State, 

including the CSU System (virtually unmanaged),
1
 the City of San Luis Obispo (infamous taxer 

and spender), Santa Barbara County (440,000 population, 4,300 employees - union dominated), 

Sonoma County (Bay Area County famous for lush salaries and benefits), and Ventura County 

(823,000 population and much bigger operation). 

Click on the link below to see salaries and benefits in the CSU System. 

http://transparentcalifornia.com/salaries/2015/california-state-university/   

One class of employee included in the SLO County raise is the Board Legislative Aides. Gibson 

recused himself from the vote and left the dais, presumably because his Aide is also his spouse. 

Did he recuse himself from the executive sessions where the package was actually crafted? 

 

Item 19 - An update on State Legislative activities by Paul Yoder and Karen Lange, 

Shaw/Yoder/Antwih, Inc.  The County’s contract legislative lobbyists summarized the 2016 

State Legislative session, highlighted certain bills that will impact counties if the Governor signs 

them, and discussed some of the pending November ballot measures. Overall it would appear 

that it’s business as usual with the emphasis on expanding government programs (and 

commensurate taxing and spending), centralizing power in Sacramento, and expanding 

regulatory requirements. Neither the Board nor the lobbyists appear to be interested in extending 

the discussion into the more substantive public  

                                                           
1
  At the campus level the universities use a “management” system called the “shared governance model,” where 

nothing is decided without negotiations between the administration (Chancellors in the UC system and Presidents 
in the CSU system); the faculty senates; the labor unions; and student activists. Result: high cost, poor budgeting   
(note UC Berkeley just found a $ 150 million error); and low teaching load. It takes 6 years to get BA, and a ton of 
leftist indoctrination. 

http://transparentcalifornia.com/salaries/2015/california-state-university/
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policy consideration of whether this 

accumulative and accelerating movement is 

ultimately in the public interest. It’s almost 

as if they are watching a movie instead of 

experiencing reality. Did the Board do 

anything to oppose the ag. overtime bill?  

Obviously Hill and Gibson are eagerly 

anticipating full  Venezuelazation of California.                   Venezuela Food Line                                                                         

So, for them, it’s all to the good.         

                                                                                                                                                                                                     

Item 21 - Hearing to consider an interim zoning/urgency ordinance prohibiting the 

cultivation of cannabis (marijuana) with certain exceptions in the unincorporated portions 

of San Luis Obispo County.  The Board voted 4/1 (Hill dissenting) to adopt an urgency 

ordinance (moratorium) on allowing people to start new marijuana farms (called grows) in the 

rural residential zoned areas of the County. The ordinance had been originally proposed by 

supervisor Arnold on the request of the Sherriff, the Code Enforcement Officer, and residents 

because of the explosive expansion of grows in California Valley. Arnold’s proposal would have 

restricted the moratorium to California Valley. Her original proposal, while allowing growers to 

harvest this year’s crop, would have prohibited planting of new grows until the County has 

adopted and implemented a permanent regulatory ordinance pursuant to evolving State enabling 

legislation. For whatever reasons, Gibson did not like the prohibition of new crops on existing 

grows after this season and insisted on grandfathering the existing grows. In the end, the Gibson 

version was adopted.  

A large number of people attended the hearing, of which about 28 spoke. There were 9 in 

support of the ordinance, 18 opposed, and 1 who was not clear. 

Additionally, the Sheriff, the County Code Enforcement Officer, the Assistant District Attorney, 

and a representative of the California Native Plant Society expressed the need for regulation 

now. 

Independently, an officer from the State Department of Fish and Wildlife provided a PowerPoint 

presentation graphically illustrating that some of the growers in California Valley were using 

pesticides illegally and killing endangered species such as Giant Kangaroo Rats, Kit Foxes, and 

Antelope Squirrels. There is concern that up-food chain predators such as hawks, owls, eagles, 

and various carnivores could eat the rodents and then become poisoned.  

 

 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://panampost.com/wp-content/uploads/venezuela-lines-1.png&imgrefurl=https://panampost.com/panam-staff/2016/06/22/venezuela-mass-famine-is-imminent-as-neighbors-washington-stand-by/&docid=9jH1Hvm60qspPM&tbnid=l31_ssgB82PSrM:&w=710&h=351&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiAo6y5_aDPAhVS9GMKHQdRD7sQxiAIAg&iact=c&ictx=1
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 Antelope Squirrel  - POISON HIM?                             TO “MEDICATE” HIM? 

Adam Hill’s Opposition:  Third District Supervisor Adam Hill underscored and amplified his 

disdain for any attempt to restrict the use of marijuana legally. He presented a fairly long 

soliloquy on the subject. This presentation is not completely verbatim and contains a few gaps 

but is representative of the general drift: 

You know I tried to see the true safety issues (and even through the testimony of our law 

enforcement officials). I visited the area by air and on the ground… 

Basically, what I’m trying to say is that I’m trying to overcome a life-long objection to 

criminalization of drugs because all of the policies of criminalization have failed in incredible 

ways. 

That does not mean that I have any desire to advocate the use of drugs. It’s that we have spent 

an inordinate amount of time and money to keep on with varieties of vehicles of the same policy 

which have had costs… 

It has created a whole incarceration industry… it has created terrible legacies, especially with 

regard to race. The demand and supply has not been affected whatsoever – not at all, and so I 

wanted to overcome these larger philosophical reservations about seeing the real problem that 

we have here... and I think part of the problem that we have here (as Supervisor Gibson says) is 

that we are on the cusp of a very large sociological change and it’s hard for a lot of people to 

adjust to it. Because it means we have to adjust our thinking and we have to adjust our practices. 

People naturally just don’t like to do that because it’s change. 

I think it’s more important for us to get the right polices in place especially in light of what may 

happen in November with adult use. It is incumbent upon us to regulate every aspect of this 

industry as best as we can. And not just because we can get some tax revenue out of it but it’s a 

good argument in the sense and it’s going to happen anyhow and it’s not a law enforcement 

issue in the end. It’s a health issue and we would be better off spending on drug and alcohol 

treatment than we are spending it on sending people to jail and who are committing crimes 

again to support certain kinds of drug habits. 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://imgc.allpostersimages.com/images/P-473-488-90/37/3782/CS7IF00Z/posters/philippe-clement-harris-antelope-squirrel-feeding-on-seed-organ-pipe-cactus-national-monument-arizona-usa.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.allposters.com/-sp/Harris-Antelope-Squirrel-Feeding-on-Seed-Organ-Pipe-Cactus-National-Monument-Arizona-USA-Posters_i5262941_.htm&docid=HAowVG8kYJEi6M&tbnid=V03dPYHUZa9vCM:&w=473&h=355&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwiOt5LXxaHPAhXFLmMKHaUvBD8QMwhZKBwwHA&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://media1.fdncms.com/eastbayexpress/imager/hate-man/u/magnum/2491956/mg_feature_3321.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/hate-man/Content?oid=2491949&docid=UG_lGXjzR9qLXM&tbnid=ICQ5fy4KxAfyVM:&w=475&h=300&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwjskITE-qDPAhVC12MKHWSZB3Q4yAEQMwg1KDEwMQ&iact=mrc&uact=8
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But when it comes to this particular area (ordinance?) on a land use basis, I don’t think we have 

reach (justification for the urgency ordinance). 

Based on what our staff has told us… 

I’m not convinced that we have an emergency. I not convinced that issues that occur out there 

are any different from crime issues that occur in other parts of the County as well. 

I think this would send the wrong message to what will become a very large industry in this 

State. It’s not like we don’t spend an inordinate amount of time in this County promoting the 

wine industry, which creates (garbled) all kinds of problems. 

I don’t want to do what we have been doing. I don’t want to plug into policies that have failed. 

Hill went on to state that existing programs of interdiction, prevention, etc., have failed. 

I don’t think it’s our job to defer our powers to law enforcement when there isn’t convincing 

evidence that it’s necessary. It fact it’s probably our job to say, this isn’t working and why are 

we going to keep doing over and over and over again when it doesn’t affect the problem. There 

is a large appetite for these products and a large supply of these products. 

Hill provides a pretty good distillation of what the ideological left promulgates on the drug issue. 

In this case, and once again, the Board members did not engage in any real discussion of the 

problems engendered by marijuana, not to mention what will happen if its recreational use is 

legalized. No one attempted to refute Hill. At some point in November, staff will return with 

some sort of status report about its work on a permanent ordinance. We hope the Board has a full 

and fully informed discussion about the impacts of large-scale use of easily obtainable legalized 

marijuana prior to giving any direction on the content of the permanent ordinance. 

The separate urgency ordinance will come back before the Board within 45 days to see if they 

wish to extend it for up to 2 years (They may extend it for a shorter duration). 

Background:  This item was to have been considered during the Board meeting of August 23, 

2016, but was continued because some staff members who could have important input were 

working on the large Chimney wildfire in the north county. 

The ordinance as originally drafted would prohibit new plantings but would allow existing 

operations to continue for the current harvest. It’s not clear how the County would distinguish 

between permitted medicinal marijuana operations and the illegal grows which have popped up 

in the California Valley and other parts of the county.  

As with any urgency ordinance, this one would be in force for 45 days and then could be 

renewed for up to 2 years. The actual text of the ordinance, as originally proposed, can be 

accessed at the link: 
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http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6436/TWVkaWNhbCBDYW5uYWJp

cy1NYXJpdWFuYSAtIEludGVyaW0gVXJnZW5jeSBPcmRpbmFuY2UucGRm/12/n/6659

5.doc  

Per the prior direction of Supervisors Mecham, Arnold, and Compton (Hill and Gibson voted 

no), the staff presented an urgency ordinance to control the development of new marijuana 

operations (known as “grows”) in various zones of the County. Approval of the actual ordinance 

required a 4/5’s vote. As noted above, this was achieved with modifications.  

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, September 22, 2016 (Completed) 

 

Item 3 - Phillips 66 Request For Continuance on Rail Spur Project Application Withdrawn 

and The Commission Begins Deliberations. The Commission had to deal with a variety of 

issues and ultimately continued the matter after a daylong session, which included lengthy public 

comment. Opponents, who included very organized and rehearsed neighboring residents as well 

as representatives of various environmental organizations, all exhorted the commission to deny 

the application. There were 76 speakers of which 73 demanded denial of the project, 2 were in 

support, and 1 was not clear. Organizations in opposition included the Environmental Defense 

Center, representing itself and a dozen other enviro groups, The Sierra Club, the Center for 

Biological Diversity, Stand Up for the Earth (formerly the radical Earth First), and SLO City 

Mayor Jan Marx. Sadly no Chambers of Commerce, no economic development agencies, no 

agricultural or ranching advocates, no oil industry advocates, no transportation advocates, and no 

elected officials appeared to support the application.  

The threshold issue, as we reported last week, was whether to approve a continuance requested 

by the applicant Phillips 66 to await a ruling from the Federal Surface Transportation Board 

(FSTB) related to Federal government preemption of local zoning related to rail operations. It 

turned out that the FSTB ruled in favor of a local government (the City of Benicia) on September 

20
th

. Accordingly Philips withdrew its request.  

At this point it appears that 2 Commissioners (Harrison - 4
th

 District and Campbell - 5
th

 District) 

might support the project and that 2 Commissioners (Topping - 2
nd

 District and Meyer - 3
rd

 

District will oppose the project. Commissioner Jim Irving of the 1
st
 District stated clearly that he 

did not yet know how he would vote. 

The Commission determined to plow through the findings, conditions, and analysis for both an 

approval and a disapproval (these have been provided by the staff) to determine their final vote. 

It is felt that the dialog , questions, and answers will allow them to make their decision and more 

importantly produce a better product for the Board of Supervisors. It is expected that whatever 

the Planning Commission decides, that  decision will be appealed to the Board of Supervisors. 

The Commission feels that producing a quality recommendation, whether they all agree with the 

outcome, is important.  

General Background:  The Commission has considered the project during multiple meetings, 

including 2/4, 2/5, 2/25, 3/11, 4/15, and 5/16/2016. During the May 16
th

 meeting 3 members 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6436/TWVkaWNhbCBDYW5uYWJpcy1NYXJpdWFuYSAtIEludGVyaW0gVXJnZW5jeSBPcmRpbmFuY2UucGRm/12/n/66595.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6436/TWVkaWNhbCBDYW5uYWJpcy1NYXJpdWFuYSAtIEludGVyaW0gVXJnZW5jeSBPcmRpbmFuY2UucGRm/12/n/66595.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/6436/TWVkaWNhbCBDYW5uYWJpcy1NYXJpdWFuYSAtIEludGVyaW0gVXJnZW5jeSBPcmRpbmFuY2UucGRm/12/n/66595.doc
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indicated that they might be inclined to grant a permit subject to the addition of more conditions 

and further analysis. 

Continuance Background:  It turned out that the Valero Oil Company had a permit application 

very similar to that of Phillips 66 with the City of Benicia (the City). Valero filed a petition for a 

declaratory order with the Federal Surface Transportation Board (FSTB) seeking to invalidate a 

portion of the City’s denial of its project on the grounds that the City does not have regulatory 

jurisdiction over a portion of the Valero project. Valero asserted that the City’s actions were 

preempted under the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act (ICCTA). Phillips has 

written the FTSB supporting Valero’s petition and detailing its own situation. Phillips cited many 

of the proposed conditions as violating the Federal preemption if the SLO Planning Commission 

were to approve its application as modified by those conditions. Had Valero prevailed, SLO 

County would have had to rethink its conditions in the Phillips matter, as well many of the 

reasons for denying Phillips’ request in the event of such a determination. As noted above 

Phillips withdrew its request for a continuance after the FSTB ruled in favor of the City of 

Benicia. 

 

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. 

Will California ever thrive again? 

 

Illustration on the state of California by 

Alexander Hunter/The Washington Times  

By Victor Davis Hanson 

ANALYSIS/OPINION: 

There was more of the same old, same old 

California news recently.                                                                                          

Some 62 percent of state roads have been rated poor or mediocre. There were more predications 

of huge cost overruns and yearly losses on high-speed rail — before the first mile of track has 

been laid. One-third of Bay Area residents were polled as hoping to leave the area soon. 

Such pessimism is daily fare, and for good reason. 

http://www.washingtontimes.com/multimedia/image/7_6_2016_b1-hanson8201jpg/
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The basket of California state taxes — sales, income and gasoline — rates among the highest in 

the United States. Yet California roads and K-12 education rank near the bottom. 

After years of drought, California has not built a single new reservoir. Instead, scarce fresh 

aqueduct water is still being diverted to the sea. Thousands of rural central California homes, in 

Dust Bowl fashion, have been abandoned due to a sinking aquifer and dry wells. 

One in three American welfare recipients resides in California. Almost a quarter of the state 

population lives below or near the poverty line. Yet the state’s gas and electricity prices are 

among the nations highest. 

One in four state residents was not born in the U.S. Current state-funded pension programs are 

not sustainable.  

California depends on a tiny elite class for about half of its income tax revenue. Yet many of 

these wealthy taxpayers are fleeing the 40-million-person state, angry over paying 12 percent of 

their income for lousy public services. 

 

Public health costs have soared as one-third of California residents admitted to state hospitals for 

any causes suffer from diabetes, a sometimes-lethal disease often predicated on poor diet, lack of 

exercise and excessive weight. 

 

Nearly half of all traffic accidents in the Los Angeles area are classified as hit-and-run collisions. 

Grass-roots voter pushbacks are seen as pointless. Progressive state and federal courts have 

overturned a multitude of reform measures of the last 20 years that had passed with ample 

majorities. 

 

In impoverished central California towns such as Mendota, where thousands of acres were idled 

due to water cutoffs, once-busy farmworkers live in shacks. But even in opulent San Francisco, 

the sidewalks full of homeless people do not look much different. 

 

What caused the California paradise to squander its rich natural inheritance? 

  

Excessive state regulations and expanding government, massive illegal immigration from 

impoverished nations, and the rise of unimaginable wealth in the tech industry and coastal 

retirement communities created two antithetical Californias. 

 

One is an elite, out-of-touch caste along the fashionable Pacific Ocean corridor that runs the state 

and has the money to escape the real-life consequences of its own unworkable agendas. 

 

The other is a huge underclass in central, rural and foothill California that cannot flee to the coast 

and suffers the bulk of the fallout from Byzantine state regulations, poor schools and the failure 

to assimilate recent immigrants from some of the poorest areas in the world. 
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The result is Connecticut and Alabama combined in one state. A house in Menlo Park may sell 

for more than $1,000 a square foot. In Madera, three hours away, the cost is about one-tenth of 

that. 

 

In response, state government practices escapism, haggling over transgendered restroom issues 

and the aquatic environment of a 3-inch baitfish rather than dealing with a sinking state. 

What could save California? 

   

Blue-ribbon committees for years have offered bipartisan plans to simplify and reduce the state 

tax code, prune burdensome regulations, reform schools, encourage assimilation and unity of 

culture, and offer incentives to build reasonably priced housing. 

Instead, hypocrisy abounds in the two Californias. 

 

If Facebook billionaire Mark Zuckerberg wants to continue lecturing Californians about their 

xenophobia, he at least should stop turning his estates into sanctuaries with walls and security 

patrols. And if faculty economists at the University of California at Berkeley keep hectoring the 

state about fixing income inequality, they might first acknowledge that the state pays them more 

than $300,000 per year — putting them among the top 2 percent of the university’s salaried 

employees. 

 

Immigrants to a diverse state where there is no ethnic majority should welcome assimilation into 

a culture and a political matrix that is usually the direct opposite of what they fled from. 

More unity and integration would help. So why not encourage liberal Google to move some of 

its operations inland to needy Fresno, or lobby the wealthy Silicon Valley to encourage 

affordable housing in the near-wide-open spaces along the nearby I-280 corridor north to San 

Francisco? 

  

Finally, state bureaucrats should remember that even cool Californians cannot drink Facebook, 

eat Google, drive on Oracle or live in Apple. The distant people who make and grow things still 

matter. 

 

Elites need to go back and restudy the state’s can-do confidence of the 1950s and 1960s to 

rediscover good state government — at least if every day Californians are ever again to have 

affordable gas, electricity and homes, safe roads and competitive schools. 

 

• Victor Davis Hanson is a classicist and historian with the Hoover Institution at Stanford 

University. This article first appeared in the Washington Times of July 6, 2016. 

  

 YOU CAN SEE VICTOR DAVIS HANSON IN 

PERSON THIS WEDNESDAY SEPTEMBER 28, 2016 

           SEE THE FIRST PAGE OF THIS UPDATE FOR 

THE DETAILS 
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 PLEASE SEE IMPORTANT ANNOUNCEMENTS 

ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES 

  

     

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

PLEASE COMPLETE THE 

MEMBERSHIP/DONATION FORM                           

ON THE NEXT PAGE 
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