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         COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY  

WEEK OF AUGUST 9-15, 2015 

 

THURSDAY, AUGUST 13, 2015                 
PLANNING COMMISSION’S CONTINUED HEARING ON THE 

MORATORIUM, AG OFFSET REQUIREMENTS, AND MORE 
TIME: PROBABLY AT 1:30 PM 

 
 WILLOW ROAD OAK TREE BOONDOGGLE 

 

SUPPORT THE NEW SLO AIRPORT TERMINAL 

 

LAETITIA AG CLUSTER HOMES ARE GREAT 

MODEL FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

 

      SAVE THURSDAY, AUGUST 20, 2015           

LAFCO HEARING ON PASO WATER 

MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY                                                 

(5:30 PM AT THE PASO ROBLES EVENTS CENTER – FAIR GROUNDS) 
 

 

No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, August 4, 2015 (Not Scheduled) 

No meeting was scheduled.  

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 11, 2015 (Scheduled) 
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Item 2 - Drought Update.  The report indicates continuing problems for agriculture. It has 

removed the data about the number of reported dry wells. It would seem that this information in 

a month-by-month cumulative format would be essential for policy makers and for the public to 

judge the various ordinances and to plan amendments that are currently proposed by the County 

Administration. Without disclosing specific addresses, the data should be displayed as dots on a 

general map of the County as well. 

Separately, the County reports the level of the key reservoirs. 

   

 

Item 3 - Consideration of a letter in opposition to Senate Constitutional Amendment (SCA) 

5-Split Roll Property Tax.  This item pertains to proposed legislation that would submit a ballot 

measure to the voters which would gut a portion of Proposition 13 by allowing the assessments 

of commercial and industrial property to rise to full market value. At a previous meeting the 

Central coast Taxpayers Association requested the Board of Supervisors to file a letter and 

resolution opposing the legislation.  Gibson was the one vote against preparing and sending the 

letter. Hill was very reluctant, stating that the matter is not in the Board’s purview, but ended up 

voting for the preparation of the item nonetheless because he knows that supporting the 

undermining of Prop 13 would be very bad for his re-election campaign. Citizens should be alert 

to attempts to derail this item on Tuesday. It is on the consent agenda right at 9:00 AM but is 

likely to get pulled.  

 Background: 

At its heart the bill provides: 

This measure, commencing on the lien date for the 2018-19 fiscal 

year, would require the full cash value of commercial and industrial 

property, as defined, to be the fair market value of that property as 

of the lien date. This measure, for the 2018-19 fiscal year, would 

require only 50% of those properties that have not been reassessed at 

fair market value, as specified, to be assessed at fair market 

value, and by the 2019-20 fiscal year would require all other 

properties that have not been brought to fair market value to be 

assessed at fair market value.  

Warning for Agriculture:  SCA 5 exempts land used for agriculture but then states that 

improvements other than those used for habitation shall be considered commercial and industrial 
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property. This would seem to mean tasting rooms, wine storage, processing facilities, events 

facilities, and so forth. See the citation below: 

 

Improvements other than those intended and used for habitation shall 

be considered commercial and industrial property for purposes of 

this section.    

If you have a wine tasting facility or events building which is now assessed at its year 2000 value 

(when it was constructed), it is worth much more now. Get ready for the big hit in FY 18-19 if 

this passes.  

It is estimated that SCA 5, if it becomes a ballot measure and passes, would initially generate a 

new $6 to $10 billion annually, of which 86% would be allocated to K-14 education. This is 

clearly designed to bribe the California Teachers Association (the teachers union) to elicit its 

support for the ballot measure. 

The letter proposed for Board adoption: 

  

Will Gibson try to sabotage the vote? 
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Item 18 - Willow Road Oak Tree Boondoggle Cost Climbs to Over $1 Million.  The Agenda 

item title states: 

Request to: 1) ratify approval of Contract Change Order Nos. 1-7 to the agreement with John 

Madonna Construction Co., in the amount of $105,535 for the Oak Woodland Habitat 

Mitigation for the Willow Road Extension and Highway 101 Interchange Project; 2) approve 

Contract Change Order No. 8 in the amount of $52,000; 3) approve additional construction 

contingency in the amount of $100,000; and 4) adopt the attached resolution approving the 

Oak Woodland Habitat Mitigation for the Willow Road Extension and Highway 101 

Interchange Project Construction Change Order Policy. District 4.  

Anyone who drives by can see that the site is already thick with Oaks. Why was there a need for 

such a “mitigation in the first place? The entire project was supposed to cost $8.9 million of 

which about $500,000 was allotted to plant 3,400 acorns. In March, 2013 the budget for oaks 

was increased to about $700,000. This number is now proposed to be increased to $1 million. It 

is absolutely outrageous that $1 million (11%) of a road project would be for planting Oak trees. 

The staff report states that about 80% (2,720) will survive. At the new figure of $1,015,000, 

that’s $313.16 per acorn planted and watered. You can buy Oaks that are already growing in 

Santa Margarita at the Las Pilitas Nursery per the table below: 

Santa Margarita, CA  

Size Quantity Price 

 Fifteen Gallon  1   $ 71.99  

Five Gallon  6  $ 23.99  

One Gallon  5  $ 7.99 

   

The oaks aren’t even being planted at the Willow Road 

interchange, but at a separate location as shown on the map 

to the right. Since the Oak project is adjacent to the historic 

Dana Adobe site, why can’t they just run a hose over from 

the Dana Adobe property to water the Oaks?  

Given the drought, why water a bunch of new Oaks for 

years in the first place?. 

The write-up states that there are problems with the well currently utilized to water the new 

Oaks. The new costs are summarized as follows: 
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There are 20 months remaining in this contract for plant establishment. The following Contract 

Change Orders (CCO) will require approval with this Board action: 

  

In addition to the cost listed above, the staff is requesting an extra $100,000 construction 

contingency for the project.   

How much of the $750,000 budgeted in 2013 has been expended to date? 

Half-cent Sales Tax For Roads?  Some Board Members support a ½ cent sales tax increase 

because they say there is no road money. As we reported last week, a SLOCOG poll found that 

such a tax would fail decisively with the voters. They don’t trust that the Board and other elected 

officials would spend the money properly and efficiency. Remember $1,000,000 for oaks at                  

$316 per acorn planted when they come to you. Also remember it next June in the Supervisorial 

primary election.  

Background:  Back in March 2013, we pointed out in the Weekly Update that the contract for 

planting Oak trees as a mitigation for constructing the Willow Road/State Highway 101 

interchange was extravagant: 

 

Willow Road/Highway101 Interchange Oak Tree Work Over Budget.  The County inflicted 

upon itself the replacement of oak trees which had to be removed to build the road extension, 

ramps, drainage, and other features. It turns out that after bids were received, the oak tree 

portion was way under-budgeted and a $250,000 budget transfer has been requested. The write-

up states in part: 
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The Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the project established a mitigation 

requirement for the loss of the oak trees. The mitigation is the development of a 22.8 acre oak 

woodland habitat. The site chosen for the mitigation project is the 100 acre site purchased by 

General Services on Thompson Avenue south of Nipomo. The site is across from the Dana 

Adobe, and is leased to the Dana Adobe Amigos for use as passive and active historical 

recreation parklands in conjunction with the Dana Adobe. 

The construction contract for the work entails planting approximately 3,800 native oak acorns 

which have been collected this past year by volunteers. The contractor will plant, protect, and 

establish irrigation for the oaks and will be required to maintain the site for a seven-year plant 

establishment period. At the end of the seven years, we expect to achieve at least an 80% 

survival rate of the oak trees. The contract will also provide fencing for the mitigation sites to 

prevent livestock encroachment. 

The total project cost is $8.9 million of which the oak tree mitigation is now $750,000, which is 

$250,000 more than they had budgeted. Why can’t the volunteers who collected the trees plant 

them and put in the drip lines to water them? A contractor could put in the barbed wire fence to 

keep the cows out. Seems as if it would cost a lot less. As an alternative, the planting and the 

installing of drip lines could be done as a Calworks Welfare-to-Work project, which would 

provide income maintenance recipients on-the-job training and experience in a healthy outdoor 

habitat. 

Now it’s worse.  What if the $1 million had been spent on the Dana Adobe restoration instead? 

Or even some needed safety sidewalks for children near schools? Who decided that there needed 

to be huge extensive Oak tree mitigation project in the first place? 

Item 24 - New Airport Terminal – Opportunity, Risk, and the Future Economy:  The Board 

of Supervisors will be deciding if the County should accept a Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA) grant to help build a new passenger terminal building at the San Luis Obispo Airport. The 

County owns and operates the Airport as a public enterprise. The vote has deeper implications 

because essentially it is a critical decision about whether there will be commercial airline service 

to San Luis Obispo in the future over the long term. The FAA has set mid-August as a deadline 

for the County to accept or reject the grant. For this reason, the pressure is on to make a decision 

immediately. 

The Existing Terminal Runway/Safety Distance 

Problem:  The existing terminal building violates FAA 

ground facility/air operation separation rules. The 

building and the apron (the airplane parking area) are 

too close to the main active runway and taxiways. It is 

currently operating under an FAA waiver. If the 

County does not show progress in resolving this 
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problem by relocating the terminal, the FAA will extinguish the waiver and the Airport would be 

required to bus passengers from a makeshift terminal to the planes. This would be quite 

expensive and would be an added inconvenience to passengers, flight crew, aircraft servicers, 

and baggage handling. Also contributing to the problem is the fact that the airlines are switching 

out the small turbo prop planes for larger regional jets, which require larger parking areas than 

are currently available at the existing terminal. It would result in fewer passengers using the 

airport and discourage the airlines from continuing service. 

Service is Already Limited:  During the recession, passenger loads declined, some airlines left, 

and those remaining reduced the size of the planes and the frequency of service. At this point (as 

of September 1, 2015, when a flight will be added) there will be 10 departures per day and 10 

arrivals, operated by 3 regional carriers affiliated with 3 of the large national airlines as indicated 

in the chart to the below. 

Beginning September 1, 2015 the 
schedule will be as follows:         

Arrive SBP 

Destination/Airline 
Depart 
SBP 

 9:54 AM SFO/United 6:20 AM 

1:10 PM SFO/United 1:40 PM 

8:18 PM SFO/United 9:00 PM 

7:53 AM LAX/United 8:23 AM 

1:53 PM LAX/United 
10:26 
AM 

7:58 PM LAX/United 2:24 PM 

11:11 PM LAX/United 8:28 PM 

11:45 AM PHX/US Airways 6:18 AM 

 3:31 PM PHX/US Airways 
12:28 
PM 

9:43 PM PHX/US Airways 4:08 PM 

    

 

Competition:  Although there is an airport at Santa Maria, it is not very viable, as it only has a 

few flights per day to LAX.  Santa Barbara is the closest competition with 22 arrivals and 22 

departures per day serving LAX, SFO, Phoenix, Denver, Portland, and Seattle. During the 

recession Santa Barbara lost service to Salt Lake City and DFW, which has not been restored. 

Santa Barbara has a new terminal building with jet-way boarding to the planes. Before the new 

terminal was opened, passengers picked up their baggage in a tent. Many people in both SLO 

and the Santa Barbara markets choose to use LAX because of pricing and because there are 

direct flights to most of the country and world. These benefits are offset by the drive, congestion, 

long lines, parking fees, and general aggravation.  Many of the hotels in the LAX area have set 

up programs where travelers can stay the night before their flight and leave their car in the hotel 

garage at a special rate while on their trip.  

 

They just can’t park on the 

grass and have you schlep 

your bags. 

http://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://a.images.blip.tv/Qconlinevideo-UnitedExpressFlightGoesOffRunway473.jpg&imgrefurl=http://blip.tv/qconlinevideo/united-express-flight-goes-off-runway-5507400&h=480&w=720&tbnid=ktPvgbnz-Rk8uM:&docid=0G8-xYoxvDvZoM&ei=Sd_EVf7QDo_aoATR_a7gDg&tbm=isch&ved=0CEMQMygRMBFqFQoTCL6ZzcC0l8cCFQ8tiAod0b4L7A
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We have not heard an update recently on the progress of the joint EVC/County/ business 

community effort to convince United to run a morning flight to Denver and an evening return 

flight. 

A Fragile Picture:  A serious question for the Board is: How great is the risk of losing more 

airlines or flights?  

The Airport Has Been Losing Money:  Since the recession there have been years in which the 

airport lost money and had to be subsidized by the County general fund. The situation has 

improved in the last 2 years but is still tenuous. The new larger terminal will cost more to 

operate, and staff forecasts a deficit for the foreseeable future after it opens. The annual 

operating deficit is estimated at about $216,000 per year. 

The Project:  The proposed new terminal building 

would cost $35.4 million, of which the FAA might 

ultimately grant $24.2 million. A problem is that for 

2015, the FAA can only promise (contract) for                   

$15.6 million.  The FAA says take it or leave it. The 

agency indicates that it will work to supply the 

remaining $8.6 million of the proposed grant in 2016 

but cannot make any promises. In the meantime the 

County must promise to fund the entire difference 

between the $15.6 million and the $35.4 million and to award the construction contract. This 

leaves an exposure of $19.8 million, which would have to be made up of a combination of 

outside debt financing and internal loans and contributions. If the FAA is able to grant the 

remaining $8.6 million in 2016, the gap would close to $11.2 million. Debt service is estimated 

to be about $400,000 per year. This combined with the projected annual operating deficit of 

$216,000 will be about $616, 000 of new cost once the project is completed and opened. 

Big Picture Policy: 

a. Commercial air sevice is required for the operation and success of the types of high tech 

businesses and tourism on which the County has staked its eoconomic future.  

b. The abiltiy of Cal Poly to attract and retain crucial falculty and to participate in national 

academic fora and related activities is highly dependent on locally based commerical air service 

to the rest of the nation. 

c. The County has stong general financial reserves and can fund both the larger gap and the 

operating deficit if circumstances force those  eventualities.  

d. The future success of communities generally requries: 1) the presence of a large 1
st
 class 

university; 2) an airport with access to major financial centers (New York, LA, SF, Chicago, 
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Dallas-Fort Worth, Atlanta, Charlotte, etc.; 3) an excellent k-12 education system (both public 

and private); and  single family homes with yards and privacy which are affordable to the critical 

members of the desired workforce. 

Build the terminal.  

Item 25 - Executive Session/County Counsel.  It appears that there will be a particularly heavy 

executive session for the Board to go over numerous law suits as well as labor negotiations. 

Litigation:  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - PENDING LITIGATION (Government 

Code section 54956.9.) It is the intention of the Board to meet in closed session concerning the 

following items: Existing Litigation (Gov. Code, section 54956.9(a)). (Formally initiated.) (3) 

ARB, Inc. v. County of San Luis Obispo; (4) County of San Luis Obispo v. San Luis Obispo 

Government Attorneys’ Union; (5) County of San Luis Obispo v. San Luis Obispo Deputy County 

Counsel Association; (6) County of San Luis Obispo County Deputy County Counsel’s 

Association, et al. v. County of San Luis Obispo, et al.; (7) Los Osos Community Services 

District v. Golden State Water Company, et al.; (8) Wilton Webster and Helen Webster v. County 

of San Luis Obispo; (9) Save Adelaida, Wilton Webster and Helen Webster v. County of San Luis 

Obispo, et al.; (10) Steinbeck Vineyards #1, LLC, et al. v. County of San Luis Obispo, et al.; (11) 

AT&T Corp. v. ARB, Inc., et al.  

There are 10 active cases here, including the massive Steinbeck Vineyards quiet title 

adjudication case in which the County is opposing 500 of its own citizen property owners (and 

costing them money) representing over 17,000 acres of land. Also, the County’s own lawyers are 

suing their clients (ultimately us) over salary and benefit issues. Also note that the California Air 

Resources Board (ARB) is suing the County. Wonder what that’s about?  

Also note that they are in discussions on contractual matters pertaining to the County’s entire 

employee labor force. 

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR (Government Code section 54957.6.) It is 

the intention of the Board to meet in closed session to have a conference with its Labor 

Negotiator, Tami Douglas-Schatz, concerning the following employee organizations: (12) San 

Luis Obispo Government Attorney’s Union (SLOGAU); (13) San Luis Obispo County Employees 

Association – Trades and Crafts (SLOCEA-T&C); (14) Deputy County Counsel’s Association 

(DCCA); (15) Sheriffs’ Management; (16) San Luis Obispo County Probation Peace Officers’ 

Association (SLOCPPOA); (17) Deputy Sheriff’s Association (DSA); (18) District Attorney 

Investigators’ Association (DAIA); (19) San Luis Obispo County Probation Managers’ Peace 

Officers’ Association (SLOCPMPOA); (20) San Luis Obispo County Employees Association – 

Public Services, Supervisors, Clerical (SLOCEA – PSSC); (21) Unrepresented Management and 

Confidential Employees; and (22) Association of San Luis Obispo County Deputy Sheriffs 

(ASLOCDS).  
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Are there big raises in the works? 

 

  Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, August 13, 2015 (Scheduled)  

 

This Meeting In General:  In addition to the usual minor matters, this agenda contains both the 

initial consideration of the controversial Laetitia Ag Cluster Subdivision
1
 project in Nipomo and 

the continued hearing on the Water Conservation Plan (moratorium, ag offsets, etc.). Reportedly 

the plan is to start with the Laetitia matter in the morning. There may be large numbers of people 

both supporting and opposing the project. It is conceivable that it will spill over into the 

afternoon session. The Water Plan is a matter of the gravest concern, and the Commission 

instructed staff to return with various subject matter experts to answer complex questions. To 

combine these two major issues on the same agenda may result in having a number of busy 

people sitting around for a large part of the day.                                                            

When the meeting opens at 9:AM, and if the Commission has detected that the Laetitia matter 

will be protracted, the better practice would be to continue the Water Plan until the 

Commission’s meeting of August 27, 2015 (which is already reserved) at the outset so that folks 

aren’t wasting time. It would be unfortunate if the Laetitia hearing took all day and the Water 

Plan was then continued late in the afternoon. Why not spend the whole day working to finish 

Laetitia.  Beneficially, the Commissioners will be under much less pressure and can consider all 

the detail in its normal thorough manner.     

Item 4 - Hearing to consider a request by JANNECK, LIMITED (LAETITIA 

AGRICULTURAL CLUSTER) for a Tentative Tract Map and Conditional Use Permit to 

allow an agricultural cluster subdivision of twenty-one parcels (totaling 1,910 acres) into 

one hundred and two (102) residential lots and four (4) open space lots. The proposed 

project includes 101 1-acre residential lots plus one existing single-family residence, a 

ranch headquarters (includes a homeowner’s association facility, recreation center, and 

community center), 25 acres of internal access roads, and a wastewater treatment plant. 

The ranch headquarters and wastewater treatment plant are proposed on the open space 

parcels.  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 (even worse than the Las Pilitas Quarry outside Santa 

Margarita earlier this year). As most readers know, the project is located on the Laetitia Winery 

property to the east of State Highway 101 in Nipomo. The area is characterized by ranches, 

                                                           
1
 Laetitia was a minor Roman goddess of gaiety. Her name deriving from the root word laeta, meaning happy.  

 
 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roman_mythology
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gaiety_(mood)
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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 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 

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 actual legal Findings for Denial document comprises 

30 pages of reasons why staff is advocating that the 

Commission reject the project. The document is too large to 

be reproduced in the Weekly Update. Readers should go to 

the link below to see the extreme lengths to which the staff 

has gone to persuade the Commission to kill a benign and 

creative proposal to create 102 beautiful homes in a 

gorgeous setting. There would be ocean, vineyard, and 

mountain views. All but 6% of the current farm would remain in agriculture and open space. The 

home above is listed for $1.3 million and is representative of the other homes in the area.  Note 

the ocean view to the rear. 

http://www.century21.com/listhub/photo/maxxmax/photos.listhub.net/CCRMLSCA/1056280/0?lm=20150623T235223
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http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/4993/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gRXho

aWJpdCBBIEZpbmRpbmdzLnBkZg==/12/n/48222.doc    

   

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 right is listed for 

$1,099,000 on 1.87 acres in the Carson Valley. The taxes are $7,998. What’s our local plan to be 

competitive?  A 3-yearlong 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.  

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. 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/4993/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gRXhoaWJpdCBBIEZpbmRpbmdzLnBkZg==/12/n/48222.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/4993/QXR0YWNobWVudCAxIC0gRXhoaWJpdCBBIEZpbmRpbmdzLnBkZg==/12/n/48222.doc
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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. 

• 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. 
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• $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. 

• 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.  

 

Item 5 - Water Conservation Program/General Plan and Land Use Ordinance 

Amendments.  On July 30 and after six hours of presentations and review, the Commission 

determined to continue the hearing to August 13, 2015 and to reserve August 27, 2015 in case 

further work is necessary. In the meantime staff was given a number of assignments to amend 
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various clauses and to provide information on what actual data was used in the Paso 

Groundwater Basin Model to determine the amount of water used by grapes and other types of 

crops. This will require in turn that the Board of Supervisors’ scheduled consideration of the so-

called water conservation program on August 11, 2015 must be postponed to August 25, 2015 or 

even later, depending on the date of the final recommendation by the Commission. Final Board 

action could conceivably be in September. As result, and if the Board approves a program, it 

might not take effect until October. This means that there will be a gap between the date when 

the previously adopted so-called urgency ordinance sunsets by law, on August 27, 2015, and the 

date on which the new program legally comes into effect. The impact of the gap is not expected 

to be significant substantively, because there is already a six-month waiting list for well drillers 

on wells that have already been permitted. Whether there will be a rush to plant new crops is 

speculative. Season, market, availability of plants, and other factors all weigh into planting 

decisions. Similarly, the Planning Department itself most likely will drag out the review process 

for a new home, winery building, or other facility until the new program takes effect. 

 

A Crucial Issue:  As we pointed out in the last two Weekly Updates, there is a major issue 

involving the numbers used to justify the need for the program in the first place. 

The Water Use Calculation Problem: It turns out that a large technical-substantive problem has 

now been exposed. The calculations utilized to justify the need for the entire Water Conservation 

Program (basin overdraft) were based on incorrect water amounts needed for grape growing. 

The original calculation for the amount of water needed for grape production (as claimed in the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was significantly higher than the actual amount 

required, as is now presented in the Final EIR. The amended finding shows that grapes use much 

less water than had been previously claimed. 

Commissioner Campbell raised the issue at the beginning of the meeting and received an evasive 

and unresponsive answer from the staff. Subsequently and near the end of the meeting, he 

pressed the issue again and refused to be ignored and put off. The regular Planning Department 

staff and an official who has a joint assignment between the Planning Department and the Ag 

Commissioner’s office attempted to blunt Commissioner Campbell’s questions.  

Specifically, they attacked the new data as being inaccurate for purposes of computing the 

overall in-flow and out-flow of the basin water. They asserted that the new lower numbers are 

appropriate only for purposes of the proposed water conservation program itself, not the overall 

status of the basin. How does that “logic” work? 

Campbell then asked the crucial question: What numbers were used to calculate the Updated 

Paso Basin Model, which asserts there is a growing overdraft and which were then used to 

justify the proposed Water Conservation Program in the first place? 

During the August 13, 2015 staff will present a rationale for why the new numbers are wrong. 

They indicated that they would have the Public Works staff and the consultant who prepared the 

new numbers at the Commission meeting on the 13
th

 attend this meeting to repudiate the 
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assertions of those who have raised the questions. You can expect the full force and power of the 

County Board of Supervisors water majority, the staff, the County Counsel, and a plethora of 

agency water groupies to attack on this one. Have the affidavits ready.  

Background:  The purpose of this item is to complete the Commission’s review of the proposed 

ordinance amendments and General Plan amendments, which collectively constitute the 

County’s so-called Water Conservation Plan. The Commission’s role is to review the various 

provisions proposed by staff, to make modifications, and then to determine if it will recommend 

the program to the Board of Supervisors. The overall purpose of the program is: 

1. Making permanent the Paso Water and Development Moratorium.
2
 

2. Creation of a Water Offset Program (Pay to Use Your Own Water). 

3. Miscellaneous Restrictions on the Use of Water. 

For the convenience of our readers we repeat the explanation of one of the key issues here. 

BASIN WATER CALCULATIONS 

1. The Draft EIR:  The justification for the program was based on data that the Paso Basin is in 

overdraft because various users, including cities, rural residents, and agriculture are pumping 

more water from the basin than flows in from rain, stream flow, and sub-surface sources. 

Agriculture is the largest user, and currently the largest agricultural user is made up of grape 

growers. The original program design and the accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR) calculated that grapes require somewhere between 1.2 and 2.7 acre-feet per year of water 

(an acre-foot = 325,851 

gallons). The DEIR 

indicated that the mid-range 

was 1.7 acre-feet. This 

comports closely with 

overall data in the County’s 

2014 Paso Basin Computer 

Model Update, which 

indicates that over 30 years 

grapes used an average of 

1.8 acre-feet per year. The 

data in the Model Update is 

a part of the basis for the 

entire program proposal. 

                                                           
2
 The ordinance says that it will sunset when a sustainable water management plan is approved. Does anyone think 

the State will approve a plan that doesn’t contain all the restrictions and regulations proposed to be adopted here? 
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The Final EIR:  At some point 

and after the DEIR was 

circulated, various 

representatives of the wine 

industry and experts from the 

University of California pointed 

out that grapes in the Paso basin 

actually only use 1.2 acre-feet per 

year. Many growers indicate that 

they use less than 1 acre-foot per 

year. Accordingly, the County 

staff has changed the numbers in 

the Final Environmental Impact 

Report (FEIR).  

The Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Computer Model Report of 2014 Update/AKA the 

Todd Report:  A significant problem is that the overall Basin Model, which provides the data 

for justifying the whole program, used an average of 1.8 acre-feet for grapes. On this basis it 

asserts that the Basin is currently in 2,473 acre-feet of overdraft per year, which would grow to 

26,159 acre-feet per year if agriculture grew by 1% per year over the next 30 years. The Report 

states in this regard:   

A Draft Final Report for the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Computer Model Update, 

distributed for public review and comment on November 13, 2014, reported updated outcomes of 

the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin’s perennial yield estimate and future year simulations 

based on “no-growth” and “growth” scenarios (San Luis Obispo County, January 2015). In 

summary, the period of 1982 to 2010 is representative of the historical average rainfall over the 

Paso Robles Groundwater Basin. The updated estimate for the perennial yield based on that 

period is 89,648 acre-feet per year (AFY). For the period of 1981 to 2011, outflows exceeded 

inflows to the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin by 2,473 AF on an average annual basis (i.e. 

more water left the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin than was replenished). Future year 

simulations project that the “no-growth” scenario projects would exceed inflows on an average 

annual basis over the thirty year period by 5,592 AFY. The “growth” scenario projects have 

projected outflows to exceed inflows on an average annual basis over the thirty year period by 

20,900 26,159 AFY (Geoscience and ToddGroundwater, December 2014).  

The table (from the Computer Model Update) on the next page below shows the derivation of the 

1.8 acre-foot in the lower right hand corner (by the red arrow).  
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The Entire Program Needs to be Corrected:  The table to 

the right shows the potential acre-feet of use under different 

assumptions. Note that the difference between 1.7 acre-feet 

and 1 acre-foot yields an overall 26,250 positive, which 

would more than extinguish the current projected 2,473 

acre-foot deficit.   

The Planning Commission needs to stop this whole process 

and have staff redo the assumptions and eliminate the 

contradictions on which the proposed draconian program 

rests. 
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 United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Wednesday, August 5, 2015 

(Completed) 

Diablo Power Plant license renewal environmental scoping.  There were over 100 people 

at the hearing, with at least 60 speakers. The radical anti-nuclear (not to mention anti-nearly 

everything else) folks were out in force. There were plenty of paid shills from the Bay Area 

extremist groups. Additionally the 60’s musician bunch made a big play. David Crosby (of 

Crosby, Stills and Nash fame and Santa Ynez Valley resident) was there in person to 

forecast the deaths millions of people between SLO and LA when the plant explodes (either 

naturally or from terrorist attacks). Other singers sent spokespeople to read their statements. 

These included Bonnie Raitt, Linda Ronstadt, and others. Interestingly, there was also a 

large group of scientists and academics who support the plant because they reason that 

nuclear energy is safe and that it will forestall global warming, which they see as a much 

worse threat. 

 

Background:  The Plant is the County’s largest private sector employer and single largest 

property taxpayer. In terms of payroll, purchases, direct economic impact, and indirect 

economic impact (multipliers), the Plant generates $950 million dollars per year in SLO and 

northern Santa Barbara Counties. 

 

The Plant has a strong safety record and recently passed its annual safety review by the 

NRC with no major or intermediate safety issues that need fixing. On any given day it 

generates 10% of all the electric power in California and 20% of all the electric power in 

PG&E’s service area. Nuclear power is truly renewable and powers the stars. Failure to take 

advantage of renewable nuclear technology (as is used in most of the rest of the world) and 

the lack of storage for spent fuel is the result of Federal Government inaction and ideology. 

 

 

 

   
 

 

                        

http://www.google.com/imgres?rlz=1T4ADRA_enUS556US556&hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=589&tbm=isch&tbnid=R63gz03v2xMwnM:&imgrefurl=http://www.buzzle.com/articles/plutonium-uses.html&docid=2C05QhMVbmKdGM&imgurl=http://www.buzzle.com/img/articleImages/488875.-31618-55.jpg&w=300&h=200&ei=qExgUsf2OOeG2gX5hIDgAg&zoom=1&iact=rc&page=2&tbnh=160&tbnw=213&start=21&ndsp=20&ved=1t:429,r:26,s:0&tx=106&ty=101

