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              COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 23-29, 2012        

                                                         

WARNING: PASO WATER BASIN OWNERS                                         

ABOUT TO GET SKUNKED 

 
       PROTECT YOUR PROPERTY RIGHTS: ATTEND THE                    

SEPTEMBER 25, 2012 BOARD MEETING AND RESIST 

(TUESDAY 1:30 PM, 1055 MONTEREY ST. SLO) 

 

PLANNING TO RUN CITIZENS’ INDOCTRINATION ACADEMY 

TO “MAKE YOUR PARTICIPATION MORE MEANINGFUL”                    

(OR SUBSERVIENT?)  

 
 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, September 18, 2012 (Completed) 

Final 2012-13 Budget Results (4
th

 Quarter Financial Report). The Board received the 

report, approved some year-end transfers, and recognized a yearend unreserved, unrestricted 

fund balance ($31 million, up from about $20 million last year). 

Fund Balance In Perspective: At first glance, one might think this is great. They have an 

unrestricted reserve of $31 million, which is about 8% of the General Fund operating budget 

of $391 million. (The total operating Budget is $469 million). Remember, however, that $31 

million is just a little over one month’s general operating expenditures. Events such as 

recurrence of a major economic recession, breakdown of the State of California, or some 

other dislocation could result in the quick exhaustion of this reserve.  

Not Found Money: Of the $11 million increase, $7 million is not new savings but comes 

from the payback of a loan to the Los Osos Sewer Project. The proceeds come from a larger 

$22 million loan which the County took out this year to begin the project. That loan will in 

turn be retired from proceeds of long-term loans from the State of California and the Federal 

government, which in turn will be retired by rate increases and assessments on the Los Osos 

property owners. 
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Future Pension Debt Financing Problem Acknowledged (sort of): A discussion was held 

about the importance of not flowing one-time funds into recurring expenditures.  County 

Administrative Officer Grant had recommended that $4 million of the balance be placed in a 

reserve fund to reduce the large debt for pension obligation bonds.  Interestingly, and after 

paying obeisance to this principle, Supervisor Gibson raised the idea of “doing something 

for the long-suffering employees” (a raise, bonus, or whatever, wasn’t specified). 

Supervisor Patterson was quick to chime in with the dopey statement of the day, “We should 

remember that the pension debt is our debt, not the Pension Board debt.” Yes Jim, the 

pension refunding bond debt of several hundred million is the County Government’s direct 

debt, but the Accumulated Actuarial Unfunded Liability (UAAL) of your County pension 

system grows to $620 million in less than a decade (assuming you make 7.25% interest 

every year).  The taxpayer has to pay that, and as the mandatory payments increase each 

year, the County service budget will become more and more stressed. The Five Year Budget 

“Pain Plan” had to become a Seven Year Budget “Pain Plan.” It’s likely to be closer to a 

Forever Pain Plan.” 

Buy the Way: How is the County’s Economic Development strategy doing in mitigating 

these problems? Except for one-time anomalies, the Year End Financial Report made it 

quite clear that the property tax and general sales tax are flat. Leading indicators, such as 

the real estate transfer tax and supplemental property tax, are down – again.  

Oh well, there is the zip line attraction (part of the Uniquely SLO Econ Development 

Cluster impetus?) which is generating some business (if P and B don’t find a way to shut it 

down). You still have to get a permit to water pomegranates with wind power in Santa 

Margarita.   

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, September 25, 2012 (Scheduled) 

Draft Ordinance Restricting Development in the Paso Robles Water Basin:  The Board 

of Supervisors will hold a public hearing to consider the Planning Commission ’s 

recommended draft ordinance on September 25, 2012 at 1:30 PM.  

The proposed ordinance severely restricts the ability of property owners in the Basin to 

develop their properties unless they are in an incorporated City or unincorporated town 

served by a municipal water system. A map of the basin is displayed on page 6 below. The 

Board should consider many objections to the ordinance and either reject it or postpone any 

further consideration until there is some real data that significant development impacting the 

basin is likely to occur. Additionally, the Board should direct staff to prepare a written 

analysis that should include at least the following issues: 

Ordinance Not Needed: By its own admission in the write-up for the September 25 

meeting recommending adoption of the ordinance, the staff indicates that the ordinance will 

have a statistically insignificant impact on the water level (safe yield) in the basin. 

Specifically on page 3 of the Board item, the staff cites its own expert study, which 

projected that such an ordinance would only save 350 acre feet over a 20 year period, or 

17.5 acre feet per year. The report goes on to say that even though this is not a large 

amount, it constitutes the largest method of potential savings to date and is only one of 

“many other small savings” which are apparently planned.  
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The Board letter also notes that there are 1500 developable vacant lots existing in the 

impacted unincorporated area. The staff suggests that more lots are not needed because only 

200 lots have been developed in the impacted area over the period 1990-2010.  The typical 

single-family house in the basin reportedly uses one acre-foot per year.  Thus the 200 

houses are only using 200 acre-feet per year accumulatively today. If the development 

pattern of 200 houses were to recur over the next 20 years, only 10 new houses would be 

added per year. This would mean that ten new acre-feet would be added per year. The Board 

should ask the staff to prepare charts illustrating these numbers to clarify the discussion. 

They can’t have it both ways. If there are so few projected new houses, why is the ordinance 

needed? Similarly, if only 200 houses are projected, why limit the lots to the existing lots 

and thereby limit competition and price, and undermine the ability of a rural owner, ranch, 

vineyard, or farm to have a chance at recapitalization or capital infusion. 

Some other Issues:  

 The County refused to do an EIR on its “Smart Growth Plan” (it said it’s not a 

project that affects anything), but when COLAB sued the County for not doing the 

required EIR, the County’s legal answer has been that it would do EIRs on the 

specific projects that implement the “Smart Growth Plan.” Since this ordinance 

profoundly restricts the ability of owners to subdivide their land, shouldn’t there be 

at least an environmental assessment? 

 How will the impending Revised Agriculture Cluster Subdivision Rules Ordinance 

compound the restriction problems? It is also horribly restrictive and adds all sorts of 

locational prohibitions. It appears that they are just doubling down. The Board 

should request an accumulative analysis of at least the Paso Water prohibitions and 

the proposed Ag. Cluster Subdivision ordinance. 

 There is no real economic analysis. The Board letter talks about how the restrictions 

might or might not relate to the goals the Economic Cluster Policy. A real analysis 

would look at how it impacts property values, bank loans, and financing.  

 Existing lots of record may apply for development permits but there are many 

onerous requirements and exactions. The Board letter contains a last minute 

recommendation by staff which seems to back off the single house restrictions on 

existing lots:  

 Offset requirements for discretionary permits. New development requiring discretionary 

land use permits shall offset the resulting net new water demand as follows, except that 

discretionary permits associated with development of one dwelling unit are not subject to 

this requirement: 

 The intent of these requirements is to exempt ministerial projects, most notably, single 

family and secondary dwellings and mobile homes, from the offset requirements. However, 

under certain conditions, discretionary permits may be required in connection with 

proposals to develop such dwellings, such as in the case of a Minor Use Permit for si te 

disturbance of an acre or more, or a Variance to a setback requirement. In those cases, the  

water offset requirements should not be applied, as the intensity or water use of those 
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projects is not greater, but discretionary permits are required for other  reasons. (Our 

emphasis) 

This one seems to extend some measure of relief from the original, but then takes it way 

with the “However…” sentence.   

 The ordinance allows the Planning director to force to you surrender property rights 

in exchange for a permit. So if you can’t meet the requirements, you may be able to 

“mitigate” (pay blackmail) your way out by putting a forever conservation easement 

on the rest of your property. 

 There is no discussion of recharge water from the Nacimiento Project other than a 

reference that there is no way for Nacimiento water to be used because it is not 

treated. Normal surface water does not need to be treated before it is recharged. The 

project has 6000 acre-feet of unused water per year. The pipe goes right along the 

eastern edge of the Paso Water Basin. 

 The City of Paso Robles, the Atascadero Municipal Water Company, and the 

Templeton Community Services District started using Nacimiento Project Water in 

2011, which will offset their use of groundwater as the communities grow. This will 

leave more water in the basin for other users. It will also add to basin inflow from a 

non-basin source as the Nacimiento water becomes urban wastewater and percolates 

from lawns and gardens. 

A portion of the onerous ordinance is quoted below:   

2. General plan amendments. General Plan amendment applications that  would result in a 

net increase in the amount of water used for non-agricultural purposes shall not be 

approved until a Level of Severity I is certified for the Basin by the Board of Supervisors 

after adoption of a Resource Capacity study.  

 

3. Land divisions. Divisions of land shall not be approved until a Level of  Severity I is 

certified for the Basin by the Board of Supervisors after adoption of a Resource Capacity 

Study. Exceptions to this provision may be approved by the review authority only when the 

proposed land division is: 

a. For a public use or facility (e.g. fire station), or 

b. Required for conservation purposes and found to be consistent with 

The Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan. 

4. Outdoor water use, discretionary permits. New development requiring 

Discretionary land use permits is subject to the following requirements: 

a. Residential uses shall have no more than 25% percent of the area of  

irrigated, ornamental landscaping planted with turf. 

b. All landscaped areas shall be irrigated with automatic irrigation 

systems, including irrigation controllers and moisture sensors.  

c. All landscape plantings shall be low-water using. 

d. Non-irrigated, drought resistant landscaping is encouraged in lieu of irrigated 

landscaping. The portion of a parcel that is not used for structural development, 

landscaping or driveways is encouraged to be left in a native state. 
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e. Rainwater capture or other alternative water systems are encouraged in compliance with 

Titles 8 and 19 of the County Code, as applicable. 

f. In cases where these standards conflict with other provisions of this  

Titles that are more stringent, the more stringent provisions shall apply.  

5. Offset requirements for discretionary permits. New development requiring discretionary 

land use permits shall offset the resulting net new water demand as follows: 

a. Land use permit applications shall include existing water use data, if it  is available, that 

is sufficient to calculate net existing water demand on the proposed project site. The land 

use application shall include descriptions of all proposed uses on the site in a level of detail  

adequate to calculate the proposed project’s net new water demand. In any case, 

determinations of net new water demand, net existing water demand and net increase shall 

be the responsibility of the Planning Director or designee. 

b. The net new water demand shall be offset at a ratio of 2:1 through participation in water 

conservation programs listed in subsection c below. Any net existing water demand shall be 

taken into account in the calculation of required offsets of net new water demand. 

c. Programs to offset water used for non-agricultural purposes may include but are not 

limited to the following, but in any case, shall conserve only water used or potentially used 

for non-agricultural 

purposes: 

(1) Retiring the development potential of lots in the Paso Robles Groundwater basin 

through an agreement with the County or qualified land trust. 

(2) Retrofitting plumbing fixtures in the Paso Robles Groundwater  

Basin. 

(3) Purchasing supplemental water for a water supplier that uses groundwater from the 

main Paso Robles Groundwater Basin. 

(4) Participating in an approved water conservation program in the Paso Robles 

Groundwater Basin that results in water savings. 

(5) Reducing water demand in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin through other means 

approved by the Planning Director. 

(6) Water from the Nacimiento or State Water Projects shall not be used for development in 

the rural area. 

d. Any required offset of net new water demand shall be completed at the time of final 

inspection or issuance of a certificate of occupancy unless an alternative completion time 

(which may be more or less time) is approved by the review authority. In any case, the 

review authority must find the offsets to be verifiable, permanent and enforceable.  

e. Agricultural Processing uses (as defined in the Land Use Ordinance),including outdoor 

and other appurtenant water use, shall be exempt from the preceding offset requirements for 

discretionary permits .Instead, agricultural processing uses shall be subject to project-

specific land use and/or water conservation mitigation measures required by the review 

authority based on environmental review. 

6. Resource Management System Biennial Summary Report. Included with the biennial 

summary report shall be a review of this subsection, including whether amendment or 

repeal of this subsection is warranted based on the certified level of severity (LOS) for the 

Basin changing from a LOS III to a LOS I. Any amendment or repeal of this subsection shall 

be processed consistent with Section 22.70.040. 
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By Way of Perspective: Fugro West, Inc. Basin Recharge Study: Fugro West (an expert 

water consultant) has prepared reports for the County in 2002, 2005, and 2010 about the 

Basin’s inflows and outflows of water. Inflows include rain (percolation), streambed 

percolation, irrigation return water, sewer discharge, and so forth. Outflows include 

agricultural groundwater pumping, municipal pumping, water that natural plants (trees etc.) 

use, etc. The 2010 Report measures likely inflows and contains 15-year projections for the 

sustainability of the basin. In some years the outflows are more than the  inflows and in 

some years the inflows are greater than the outflows. The rainy years provide very large 

inflows. Fugro has modeled the frequency of rainy and dry years based on historical data. 

Fugro's projection table (Table 14) Projected Water Balance for the Paso Robles 

Groundwater Basin from 2010 to 2012   suggests that when all the inflows and outflows are 

averaged over the 15 year projection, inflows will average 122,000 acre feet per year and 

outflows will average 96,625 acre feet. 

 So why is the County declaring a crisis and passing an oppressive ordinance which 

will ostensibly save an aggregate 350 acre-feet over 20 years? (17.5 per year).  

 

Planning Commission of Thursday, September 27, 2012 (Scheduled) 

Annual General Plan Update. The Commission will review a report on the work of the 

Planning and Building Department during FY 2011-12. There is a long list of the projects    

(some completed and some in process) such as the Climate Action Plan, Events Ordinance, 

Paso Robles Groundwater Study, and number of other efforts supportive of “smart growth.” 

It is possible that the Commission may suggest future priorities to the Board. Of course the 

real issue is how can the staffing be cut back, projects stopped, and future projects 

prevented? Of course this issue is not part of the item. The full report can be seen at: 

http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=3&event_id=116&meta_id=25147

3  

For those with slower connections the file may be slow to open. 

The Report also contains some significant workload data. There are several tables on the 

next page that show how little development there is in the County. Moreover, the tables 

demonstrate a significant decline in development and no recovery. This again underscores 

the need for a real economic development policy that provides meaningful tools, actions, 

and incentives to help the situation improve. 

http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=3&event_id=116&meta_id=251473
http://slocounty.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=3&event_id=116&meta_id=251473
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 See More Tables On The Next Page 
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Citizens’ Planning Academy. The Planning Department in cooperation with the American 

Planning Association (APA) is conducting a 5-night “academy.” According to the Planning 

Department web site, the purpose of the Academy is to: 

public involvement, governmental 

organization, and other related issues facing San Luis Obispo County and its seven cities.  
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This is actually part of a national effort by APA to counter the growing number of 

individuals and groups that are opposing “smart growth,” Agenda 21, climate action plans, 

pseudo-sustainability, etc. Needless to say, COLAB was not invited to provide balance. You 

can see more on the link below: 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/citizenacademy.htm  

 

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

September 26, 2012 at 9M, County Building, 1055 Monterey (Scheduled) 

 

Strategic Plan. On May 23, 2012, the APCD Director described 4-year set of alternative 

revenue enhancements to deal with a growing structural deficit. The APCD’s costs have 

grown an average of 8.9% per year since 2003, from $2.4 million to $4.4 million. The 

problem is the emerging structural deficit grows from $273,000 in FY 2013-14 to $655,000 

in FY 2016-17.  There was a fair amount of public comment criticizing the various potential 

fee and tax increases. At the end of the meeting the APCD Board referred the matter to a 

“Strategic Planning Process.” The current agenda item is to consider the process and work 

to date. This will really be a marketing effort to scare people into giving the APCD more 

funding. The May 4-year fiscal plan contained a number of nasty alternatives: 

•Authorize the District to assess Service Charges for CEQA project review ($1000-$4000 

per project). (And they told us that the Greenhouse Gas Thresholds Ordinance would 

exempt most small and medium projects.) 

• Authorize the District to charge a triennial fee of $300 to track sources which are believed 

to be exempt. 

•Increase use of source testing when the Morro Bay Power Plant shuts down ($115/hr.) 

•State law requires larger greenhouse gas emitters to enter a Cap and Trade Program 

which requires that the GHG emissions be annually verified by an independent expert. 

Firms typically hire their own consultants to do this. District staff would take this over at 

$115 per hour. 

•Raise existing permit fees from 2.5% to as much as 15% per year. (Depending on how 

some of the other ideas in this list work out). 

• Adopt a per capita fee of $1.00 on all jurisdictions in the County with a seat on the APCD 

Board. 

•Adopt a 15% administration fee for certain incentive programs.   

Request the SLO County State Legislative delegation to submit a bill to add $3 per vehicle 

per year to be subvened to the APCD. There are 250,000 vehicles in the County.  

Sponsor a Ballot Measure for a Parcel Tax of $10/parcel.  

 

 

 

 

                  

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/citizenacademy.htm
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                SAVE THURSDAY EVENING OCTOBER 18, 2012 

                                     Meet Me Half-way Annual Meeting                
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