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   COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY   

               WEEK OF OCTOBER 5-11, 2014   

 

 
COUNTY ADMITS IT STILL DOESN’T KNOW HOW 

MANY WELLS HAVE GONE DRY                                                       
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(13 MONTHS AFTER ADOPTING THE MORATORIUM ON THE 

BASIS OF AN IMMINENT THREAT TO PUBLIC HEALTH SAFETY 

AND WELFARE) 
 
 
 

No Board of Supervisors Meeting Scheduled for Tuesday, September 30, 2014 

  

Tuesday, September 30, 2014 was a 5
th

 Tuesday. The Board generally does not schedule 

meetings on 5
th

 Tuesdays. They did continue the September 23
rd

 meeting to 9:00 AM on 

Tuesday, September 30
th

 for the purpose of holding an executive session to consider 

appointment of the vacant Director of Public Works position. No outcome was reported. 

 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, October 7, 2014 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 2 - Monthly Drought Report.  The write-up summarizes the purpose of the item: 

 

Accepting the update prepared by the Drought Task Force, which establishes the existence 

of conditions of drought, confirms the need to continue the proclamation of a local 

emergency. Maintaining the proclamation of local emergency will continue to allow for the 

Public Works Department and other agencies to take immediate actions needed by allowing 

temporary reduction of certain regulatory and purchasing requirements. This will also 

permit County staff to assist in drought-related work and tasks outside their normal scope of 

duties in the capacity of Disaster Service Workers under Government Code section 3100. In 

addition, acceptance of the update from the Drought Task Force confirms the continuing 

existence of severe drought conditions and will also serve as notice to the State of our dire 

conditions and a reminder to all of the serious drought conditions facing the County and 

State. 

 

. 

 

 
The same question remains:  if it does not rain during the remainder of 2014 or in 2015, when do 

the reservoirs run out? Then what? 

 

The County Board and staff have planned a major drought report for the afternoon of Tuesday, 

October 14, 2014. Please see the related flyer on page 8.  
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The Board letter contains the paragraph below. It is remarkable and disgraceful. The Board 

adopted the so-called urgency ordinance, Paso Basin Water and Development Moratorium 

without any specific data on how many wells were dry or how many were going dry. Now, and 

over a year later, they still do not have the information. 

 

Domestic Wells 

 

The number of dry groundwater wells, small streams, springs, and creeks are increasing as the 

drought continues. The County continues to receive calls from individuals who are experiencing 

problems with their domestic wells; however, determining how many wells have gone dry is 

proving to be challenging. State agencies are reporting this is a problem statewide. The 

Governor’s Drought Task Force created an online intake form for use by local, state, or tribal 

and federal agencies to document domestic water issues. While this is recognized as a good 

concept, it was noted by a number of counties that people continue to hesitate to give out 

information related to their wells and other water sources having gone dry. The Drought Task 

Force is considering other tools to survey residents in order to gather countywide totals to 

inform and coordinate state assistance and response to mitigate drought impacts  

 

Item 18 - Request to approve revision to subordination criteria for individual homeowners 

with loans from the County’s affordable housing programs.  This one provides a nice 

illustration of the complexities and risks that occur when governments become involved in 

wealth redistribution, subsidizing selected classes of citizens, and otherwise tampering with the 

market. 

 

In early 2010, a married couple purchased their first home with a County loan through its 

HOME funded first time homebuyer program. The County loan was secured by a deed of trust 

recorded in second position behind that of the first mortgage loan. Now this married couple is 

divorced, and one condition of the divorce is that the remaining owner pay off the ex-wife for her 

share in the home’s equity. In order for the remaining owner to pay her off, he must refinance 

the first mortgage for a greater amount than it was previously. In order to refinance, the lender 

requires that the second lien holder, the County in this case, “subordinate” its security to the 

new mortgage. As a result, the lender is now asking the County to subordinate. This type of 

situation was not addressed when the County’s subordination criteria were established or last 

revised. 

However, in order to pay off the ex-spouse, the owner must refinance the first mortgage with a 

new, and greater, mortgage. The owner will have higher monthly payments than before, but not 

so high that they are unaffordable. 

 

Imagine the problems that will occur if this home loan program is substantially expanded. 

 

Item 19 - Mission Gardens Cultural Resources Settlement and Consulting Contract Award 

$415,000.  Back in 2006 a developer bulldozed a site at the Mission San Miguel next to his 

project. The site reportedly contains important cultural resources related to Native Americans 

who lived at the Mission.  As a result the developer was required to undertake mitigation 

activities, including   providing funding both to conduct archeological studies of the site and to 

pay for restoration and preservation activities. He agreed but subsequently went bankrupt, and 
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the Coast National Bank, which held the mortgage, foreclosed.  The Bank was intending to sell 

the property to another developer. The County insisted that the Bank make good on the 

mitigations and demanded $ 900,000.  The County refused a compromise offer by the Bank. The 

Bank then sued because it believed the mitigation cost was excessive. The case was settled for    

$ 415,000. The County is now contracting with the not-for-profit California Missions Foundation 

to manage the mitigation work, which is the subject of this item. 

 

a. Since the County asserted that the amount of work required cost $ 900,000, shouldn’t the 

County honor its position and contribute the difference? If $415,000 would suffice, why didn’t 

the County agree in the first place? 

 

b. Shouldn’t the Scope of Service be more specific and break down how the funds will actually 

be used? The scope is pretty vague. Would you pay a contractor $415K for work described in the 

vague scope of services below? After all, the entire bank is being forced to pay. 

 

 
 

c. Why is it important for “visitors to understand the location of this neophyte housing in regards 

to the entire mission complex?” It’s not as if there are going to be any buildings that can be 

entered or archeological materials that will be displayed. The write-up says that there might be 

maps and photos. 
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d. If the Diablo Power Plant is ultimately closed, should it become a national or local historical 

monument so that visitors, students and researchers can learn how things worked in the industrial 

age?  

 

e. Along these lines, the City of Phoenix, during the 1990’s, declared 1950’s tract houses as 

historical resources that need projection because there is nothing in Phoenix that is older. 

 

 Item 25 - Nacimiento Pipeline Repairs.  The item extends the authorization for staff to issue 

contracts with no bid. No new funding is requested this week. Readers will recall that two weeks 

ago the Board approved authorization to expend up to $625,000, up from $425, 000 the week 

before. 

 

Item 35 - Breakup of the General Services Department.  We reported on this item when it 

was introduced two weeks ago for formal hearing and consideration this week. COLAB 

indicated that it had no particular problem with the “dissolution of the super department per se.” 

We did suggest that more operational analysis of the expected benefits be provided. We also 

suggested that the costs attendant to providing support staff to what amounts to three new 

departments be reported. The County Administrative Officer responded that the purpose at this 

point is to process the ordinances necessary to create the new departments legally and to raise the 

salaries of those division heads (they currently hold the rank of deputy director) who are being 

promoted to full directors. The operational details, benefits, and other potential costs would be 

worked out in the future. 

 

That answer is what is called a bureaucratic non-answer. This is putting the cart before the horse. 

A complete analysis should be prepared before any legal reorganization and employee 

reclassifications are approved. 

 

The chart below shows a net new cost of $453,600 but there is no analysis of other costs that 

could occur. The write-up indicates that the deputy director positions currently inhabited by the 

four division heads may be eliminated. If they are not, the increased cost displayed on the chart 

below could jump severely. What do the spans of control look like under the proposal with the 

deputy positions eliminated? 

 

As the deputies move up to the director rank, will the responsibilities of the classified employees 

immediately below them expand? If they do, will they, and perhaps their unions, advance 

requests for salary reclassifications?  What could those cost?  What is the HR Director’s analysis 

of this situation? 

 

Relatedly, the Executive Session notification at item 36 indicates that the Board will be 

considering the appointment of a General Services Director, a Parks Director, an Information 

Technology Director, and an Airport Director. This would signal that the decision has already 

been made and that consideration of the item is window dressing.  How could you schedule the 

appointments before you know how the issue is going to turn out? Assuming there are no Brown 

Act violations, the Board members would have to be clairvoyant.  
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Background:  The General Services Department contains four functional divisions, including 

Parks and Recreation, Information Technology, the Airport, and a division also named General 

Services, which includes support services such as construction services, central mail, facilities 

maintenance, custodial services, purchasing, property management, energy management, 

reprographics, and fleet maintenance. The write-up states in part: 

 

The dissolution of the Agency and creation of four independent departments (General Services, 

Information Technology, Airports and Parks and Recreation) will allow for more direct 

oversight of the departments, consistent with the relationship that other operating departments 

have with the County Administrative Office. This reorganization will also enable departmental 

staff to focus more specifically on their constituents and areas of expertise and responsibility. 

One of the goals of the dissolution of the Agency is to improve services in several key areas, 

including the management of the County’s capital projects program 

 

The analysis of the financial cost of the new organization needs refinement. For example: 

 

given that their pay as Department heads will be higher, will there be competition for the 

positions? We have heard that some of the current division heads are pretty good. 

 

al support be 

provided? Has the cost of replicating these four times been considered? 

 

important strategic business tools for organizations. Governments have barely scratched the 

surface. Why is it easier to buy a Mercedes Benz on line or get beachfront room you want at a 

Hyatt resort in Bali than to obtain a minor use permit? A more fully developed vision needs to be 

explicated for this function prior to committing to an organizational structure. 

 

for each agency? 

 

? 
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 Early Warning:  County Water Summit 2014: 1:30 PM, Tuesday, October 14, 2014  

 

The purpose of this one is not clear from the flyer (next page) other than to say that there will be 

an update on the drought and that there will be response plans. Perhaps there will be a write-up 

provided as part of the October 14
th

 agenda package. It’s probably too much to hope that the 

power point slides from each of the departments would be included. 

 

One theory (based on some reported staff comments) is that the real item of business at this 

meeting is to begin the discussion (and the sweat in of the public) about the Board of Supervisors 

(County) becoming the applicant at the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for the 

creation of a new Paso Robles Water Basin water management district. The customized district 

structure and application process were included in recently approved legislation sought by the 

County. 

 

Hopefully and if this is the case, there will be a staff report covering the potential financial cost 

of preparing the detailed information about the district which will be required in the application 

for LAFCO consideration. This would include the organizational structure, listing of its mission 

functions, the amount of staff and/or consultants which will be necessary to operate its proposed 

programs, and a description of how its management and administrative support functions (legal, 

personnel, finance, board clerk, and clerical) will be provided. 

 

Relatedly there will also then need to be a budget developed for all these things. This in turn will 

require an analysis of the financing mechanisms (fees, taxes, assessments or whatever) and then 

a description of how these will impact the residents of the district. 

 

Additionally the Board of Supervisors would have to draw the boundary of the proposed district. 

 

This information must be submitted to LAFCO in order for it to conduct an objective study of 

the feasibility of creating the district. 

 

There will be fundamental questions about the propriety of the County fronting for district 

proponents since there is also opposition. Will the Board members agree to undertake this and             

bypass the normal petition process which requires signatures of property owners? 

 

Somewhat relatedly, we have heard that staff is forging ahead on a variety of restrictive  water 

regulations including offset requirements,  meter requirements, use restrictions, upgrade 

requirements on property  at resale, and so forth. It is not known if the complete inventory and 

status of these efforts will be covered. The staff is shopping the ideas around to various County 

water advisory committees but the general public is pretty much in the dark about the details and 

overall impact of the many proposals. 

 

Since the meeting is billed as a Water Summit, someone must intend major policy discussions. 

These certainly haven’t been part of the monthly drought updates. The call for the meeting is 

displayed on the next page. 
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