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THIS WEEK  
 

MARIJUANA FARM MORATORIUM VOTE 

(HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES ABOUT MARIJUANA IGNORED) 

AFTER 1:30 PM 

 

LAETITIA AG CLUSTER SUBDIVISION APPEAL 
(IN THE MORNING) 

 

LAST WEEK  

  

AG RESERVOIR URGENCY ORDINANCE 

EXTENDED FOR 10 MONTHS 

 

 OAK TREE URGENCY ORD. EXTENDED                              

FOR 9 MONTHS 

COLAB ASKED BOARD TO WAIVE RELATED 

PERMIT FEES DURING INTERIM TEST PERIOD 

 

BOARD AND STAFF PROMISE TO                                      

“GO EASY” ON FEES INSTEAD  

 

RESNICKS SKATE/SLO RESIDENTS GET MORE 

FEES AND REGULATION FOREVER 

 

HILL SAYS YOUR TREES ARE A “COMMON”                  
IS YOUR EXTRA BEDROOM NEXT?                                                                        

THE HOMELESS NEED TO SLEEP TOO 
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SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                   
(SEE PAGE 16) 

Reefer Madness: Both The Feds And The States Are 

Wrong About Marijuana Policy 

By David Davenport 

____________________________________ 

 

   

WHAT IS MARIJUANA? 
 (AND IS IT BAD FOR YOU AND SOCIETY) 

  

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 Item 16 - Los Osos Sewer Revenues Lagging?  It has become necessary for the County Flood 

Control and Water District to loan the County $4.3 million to backfill a revenue gap in the 

operation of the new Los Osos sewage treatment plant. The write-up states in part: 

On December 14, 2010, your Board approved an ordinance establishing the service charges for 

the system. The service charges ordinance includes provisions for a phased connection schedule 

in the community and deferral of imposing the charges until at least 180 days after the beginning 

of each connection phase. Due to the provisions in the service charges ordinance, the system will 

not begin collecting the full amount of planned revenue until at least 12 months after starting 

system operations. Therefore, it has become necessary to borrow $2,765,000 for cash flow until 

billings catch up with expenditures.  

And: 

Also, as part of the State Revolving Fund assessment backed loan, the state required a debt 

service reserve account. The state required that the County deposit $1,567,000 until such time 

that the loan is paid in full.  

https://www.drugabuse.gov/
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And they hid the ball in the FY 2016-17 Budget: 

Through the FY 2015-2016 and FY 2016-2017 budget process, funds in the amount of 

$2,752,000 and $1,580,000 respectively have been loaned to the County from the District, for a 

total of $4,332,000. Of the $4,332,000, $2,765,000 is for operating cash flow and $1,567,000 is 

for debt service reserve requirement. 

In effect the County took on $4.3 million in debt (even though it’s an internal loan) without a 

public disclosure until someone said, “Whoops, we need a reimbursement agreement which has 

to be adopted on a public Board vote.” 

And worse yet, the loan is being extended from 5 to 10 years, and as the Board letter states: 

The cash flow loan in the amount of $2,765,000 was anticipated to be paid back in 5 years with 

sewer system revenues and the $1,567,000 debt service reserve requirement to be paid back in 

10 years. However, it is now being requested that both loans will be repaid over 10 years with 

interest at the pooled rate earned by the County Treasury.  

a. The Board should request a review of the original cash flow projections for the sewer system 

operating revenues and then a comparison with the new projection, which is apparently requiring   

a doubling of the loan amortization period. 

b. What is the estimated cost of the interest over the full 10 years? 

c. What is the impact of that interest cost to the Los Osos ratepayers? 

d. What is the current balance on the County Water District reserves? 

e. What it is that balance net of restricted flood zone funds? 

f. Will other Flood/Water District projects be deferred because of the loan? 

g. Is there not a double standard here? A few months ago after the defeat of the Paso Water 

District by almost 80%, Hill and Gibson were vindictively screaming that countywide water 

district funds could not be used to cover Paso Water Basin SGMA compliance planning because 

district-wide funds should not be spent for the benefit of one section of the County.  

This item should be taken off the consent calendar and scheduled as a regular Board Business 

Item.    

Item 21 - Laetitia Ag Cluster Subdivision - Continued hearing to consider an appeal by 

Janneck Limited and RRM Design Group of the Planning Commission’s denial of a 

request for a Vesting 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, located approximately 
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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. District 4.  The staff 

recommends that the Board deny the appeal. 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. 

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 
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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 Fire 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 

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, 
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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. 

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, 

require more roads, and 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. 
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AFTER 1:30 PM 

 

Item 23 - 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; exempt from CEQA.  Per the prior direction of Supervisors 

Mecham, Arnold, and Compton (Hill and Gibson voted no), the staff is presenting 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 will require a 4/5’s vote. Thus it is not 

known if it will succeed, given the first vote. During the July 26, 2016 Board meeting the Sheriff 

and others presented data about the spread of both legal and illegal marijuana grows in California 

Valley. That data has pretty much been refined and expanded to provide the required finding for 

the urgency ordinance. They are descriptive of the situation and include: 

1. It is estimated that in excess of 500 marijuana cultivation sites are in operation in San Luis 

Obispo County. These sites occur in all areas of the unincorporated portion of the County and in 

the cities and rural areas. Over the past few years, there has been a steady increase in the 

number and size of these cultivations and the proximity to more populated areas.  

2.  Many of the marijuana cultivation sites are clearly visible from public areas and roadways 

and are easily accessible by the public, including youths and children, and this has led to violent 
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encounters with growers protecting their crops. The strong, pungent odor of growing marijuana 

plants has also drawn attention to cultivation sites, and there has been a significant increase in 

odor complaints from neighbors and businesses near grow sites. Marijuana growers have been 

observed to live illegally in tents and trailers near their grow sites, dumping sewage and trash 

onto the ground. Due to the lack of local regulations for marijuana cultivation in the County, 

several collectives/dispensaries from other counties have moved their cultivation sites to this 

County. Documented gang members have been found at several of these sites. 

3. A large variety of fertilizers, rodenticides, insecticides, and other harmful chemicals, many of 

them banned in California, are routinely found at these grow sites. Dangerous electrical and 

plumbing problems are also frequently encountered. Several recent marijuana cultivations were 

operating on land where endangered species were present . 

Another section of the findings details other detrimental impacts:  

Cultivation of marijuana has been associated with serious harmful effects in the areas where 

cultivation sites are located, to owners of property in such areas, and to people living, visiting, 

conducting business or otherwise present in the area, as reported by numerous other California 

counties and cities. Harmful effects at both outdoor and indoor cultivation operations have 

included an increase in criminal activity because of the high monetary value of the marijuana 

plants, adverse environmental impacts, noise pollution from generators, interference with 

farming practices, fire danger from grow light systems and marijuana oil extraction operations, 

excessive energy consumption, and strong offensive odors.  

1. Each marijuana plant under various planting conditions may yield an average of two to four 

pounds in its lifetime. The street value of a single cannabis plant is substantial. Prices for 

domestically produced high-grade cannabis sold in California can reach a value of $240 per 

ounce. Thus, a single marijuana plant can yield up to $15,500 in salable marijuana.  

2. The United States Drug Enforcement Administration reports that marijuana cultivation is 

associated with illegally diverted water, illegal deforestation, and soil contamination. 

Rodenticide and insecticide toxicants have frequently been discovered at marijuana cultivation 

sites and have detrimental impacts on wildlife. In addition, marijuana plants are relatively high 

water-using plants, requiring roughly 1,200 gallons of water. 

3. According to a recent study of marijuana cultivation in Northern California by staff of the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the National Marine Fisheries Services and 

academic researchers, water demand for marijuana cultivation has the potential to divert 

excessive amounts of water and to have harmful impacts on state and federally listed salmon and 

steelhead trout. The water demand associated with cultivation and its biological impacts are of 

particular concern in the County, which has known water supply constraints and state and 

federally listed species that could be affected by such water use. 
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The Acid Test For Hill and Gibson:  Here we have an actual imminent threat to public health, 

safety, and welfare (the acid test for an urgency ordinance). This threat includes the real potential 

for gang violence. Hill and Gibson were gung ho for the Paso Basin water moratorium even 

though no actual imminent safety threat was actually ever demonstrated. As noted above in this 

COLAB Update they were pushing hard last week for the Oak and native tree urgency ordinance, 

even though only one bad actor had actually committed a clear cutting travesty. 

Avoiding the Actual Issue:  There is nothing in the staff write-up about whether enabling the 

expansion of the supply of marijuana is good for the health and welfare of the community in 

general. The Board has not discussed this fundamental issue during its previous considerations of 

this matter. This lapse of public policy review constitutes a fundamental breach of duty, 

especially for a county Board of Supervisors, whose responsibilities include the operation of both 

a general Public Health Department and a Behavioral Health Department. Before considering the 

details of how to permit marijuana grows from a land use standpoint, you would think that the 

Board would establish a position with respect to the health and safety impacts of marijuana in the 

first place. How can they design logical regulations if they have not addressed the fundamental 

question of its impacts and costs on the citizens whom they are sworn to protect? 

a. If marijuana is bad for people, should the County Board allow its production and distribution 

anywhere? 

b. Of course, proponents will argue that sauvignon blanc or beer (both produced in the county) 

are just as detrimental when abused and that it is therefore only fair to allow those who prefer 

marijuana to use it. 

c. It then follows, if such “logic” is accepted, that allowing its production, refining, and 

distribution should be allowed as well. 

d. One real public policy question is: Does the Board actually believe that marijuana poses no 

more hazards to the public health and welfare than alcoholic beverages?  

e. What input has the Board received from its expert Public Health and Behavioral Health staffs 

in making such a determination? Since the Board is fundamentally in the public health business 

and possesses substantial ability to tap expertise, why has it not included reporting and testimony 

in this regard in its deliberations? 

d. Separately from its in-house organic capacity to receive a comprehensive assessment, the 

Board should consider published literature. For example, please see the statement of the National 

Institute on Drug Abuse, “What is Marijuana” in the COLAB In Depth section on page 18 

below. Some highlights from the full statement include: 

Short-term effects 

When a person smokes marijuana, THC quickly passes from the lungs into the bloodstream. The 

blood carries the chemical to the brain and other organs throughout the body. The body absorbs 
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THC more slowly when the person eats or drinks it. In that case, the user generally feels the 

effects after 30 minutes to 1 hour. 

THC acts on specific brain cell receptors that ordinarily react to natural THC-like chemicals in 

the brain. These natural chemicals play a role in normal brain development and function. 

Marijuana over activates parts of the brain that contain the highest number of these receptors. 

This causes the "high" that users feel. Other effects include: 

 altered senses (for example, seeing brighter colors) 

 altered sense of time 

 changes in mood 

 impaired body movement 

 difficulty with thinking and problem-solving 

 impaired memory 

Long-term effects 

Marijuana also affects brain development. When marijuana users begin using as teenagers, the 

drug may reduce thinking, memory, and learning functions and affect how the brain builds 

connections between the areas necessary for these functions. 

Marijuana’s effects on these abilities may last a long time or even be permanent. 

For example, a study showed that people who started smoking marijuana heavily in their teens 

and had an ongoing cannabis use disorder lost an average of eight IQ points between ages 13 

and 38. The lost mental abilities did not fully return in those who quit marijuana as adults. Those 

who started smoking marijuana as adults did not show notable IQ declines.  

 

Why is a County government which is half hysterical over smoke from diesel engines (a Class I 

Impact in the Phillips 66 EIR) oblivious to published data such as that presented above? 

Similarly what does the APCD think about the risks of marijuana? Certainly its staff and Board 

oppose tobacco smoke in any form. The APCD would shut down ATV riding in a state park due 

to blowing dust particles.  

One issue is that for the left, marijuana is “cool.” It became popular during the 1960’s left 

counter culture movement.  More dangerously, the fact that marijuana is harmful, in terms of 

undermining peoples’ motivation, mental acuity, force of will, economic independence, and 

other important behaviors, promotes left’s ultimate goal of a servile, dependent, and controlled 

society.  
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  Boulder Colorado Street Scene                                                  California Valley Grow 

Background:  Now as the marijuana legalization movement gains momentum (there is a ballot 

measure to legalize recreational use of marijuana pending for the November election), some lots 

have become sites for both legal and illegal cultivation under the aegis of growing the plants as 

medical marijuana cooperatives, which are authorized under State law. But as the Sheriff and the 

Detective assigned to monitor the situation point out, many of the so-called cooperative licenses 

are counterfeit copies of original legal documents. As the Detective pointed out, the names and 

data are exactly the same on many of the certificates. It appears that large-scale operators have 

moved in. They are popping up shantytown farms with illegal outhouses, trailers, refuse, waste 

pits, junk, and all the trappings of a third world refugee camp. They are drilling illegal wells, 

trucking in water, stealing water, and otherwise creating nuisances and health hazards. The 

Sheriff  is concerned that when the crop is ready for harvest, it could be worth millions of 

dollars. A risk is that gangs, cartels, and other criminals will be tempted to steal product or cash, 

turning the scene into a sort of wild-west or gold rush. 

Marijuana Moratorium:  During the July 26, 2016 Board meeting and after hearing 

considerable testimony, Supervisor Arnold proposed to the Board that the staff draft an urgency 

ordinance (moratorium) to prevent new “farms” from starting up until the County has time to 

perfect a permanent ordinance and to ascertain if the marijuana legalization initiative actually 

passes. In the end Arnold, Compton, and Mecham voted to direct staff to bring back a draft 

urgency ordinance for consideration on August 23, 2016. Hill and Gibson voted no. They 

indicated that there was not sufficient information to make the findings required for an urgency 

ordinance. They said it should be studied and data provided. How pathetically ironic – they 

absolutely refused to undertake data analysis (such as counting the number of well failures and 

their locations) in the case of the Paso Basin water moratorium ordinance. In that case they found 

that there was an imminent threat to public safety, health, and welfare on the basis of anecdotal 

comments from a few residents and a number of known climate and anti-private property 

activists. They did not verify anything or determine if the incidents were statistically significant. 

Here the elected Sheriff, an expert-on-the-ground Sheriff’s detective, and the County’s Chief 

Code Enforcement officer told them that there is a threat to public safety. Residents provided 

picture after picture of various “farms” with all the mess and junk. The Chairman of the 

http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2014/08/life-with-legal-weed/375966/
https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiS5vqb6M7OAhVI3WMKHXeWDP0QjRwIBw&url=https%3A%2F%2Fcalcoastnews.com%2F2016%2F07%2Fcalifornia-valley-sprouting-pot-farms%2F&bvm=bv.129759880,d.cGc&psig=AFQjCNHDTjvwD6Oh4cegajVqBBnWJbBnkg&ust=1471741876998502
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California Valley Community Services District told them that growers were taking large amounts 

of water from a district well.  

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, August 25, 2015 (Scheduled)  

No broad policy issues are involved in this agenda. However there are three individual 

applications, including conversion of a barn to a bed and breakfast; eight new residential units in 

Avila; and a digestive recycling center for food waste and plant waste on Lomita Way, south of 

Orcutt Road outside of San Luis Obispo. The staff recommends approval of all three 

applications. The Avila Association is not thrilled with the eight residential units, characterizing 

the project as “over ambitious.” Surprisingly, there are no letters of opposition so far related to 

the anaerobic digester operation. 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 16, 2016 (Completed)  

Item 17 - Hearing to consider the extension of the Native Tree Interim Zoning/Urgency 

Ordinance No. 3325 pursuant to Sections 25123 and 65858 of the California Government 

Code for a period of up to 22 months and 15 days. Ordinance No. 3325 prohibits the clear-

cutting of oak woodlands and limits the removal of native trees in the inland area (does not 

include the Coastal Zone) of the unincorporated portions of San Luis Obispo County, 

except for development or land use activities complying with certain authorization 

standards and procedures; exempt from CEQA.  The Board approved extension of the 

ordinance for 9 months. The County staff, Supervisor Hill, and Supervisor Gibson wanted it go 

for a longer period. Supervisors Arnold and Compton supported a 6-month period in the hope 

that a final ordinance, limited in scope to clearcutting, could be produced, partially alleviating  

some of the overbroad requirements included in the urgency ordinance. During the term of the 

urgency ordinance many routine oak maintenance activities, such as fairly minor clearing for a 

home, will be subject to obtaining of a minor use permit, which can cost thousands of dollars. 

Those Board members who may have contemplated no ordinance or a limited ordinance were in 

a trap because of the destructive clearcutting by the Resnick/Justin Vineyard, followed up by the 

overkill urgency ordinance proffered by staff. Note that once an urgency ordinance is adopted for 

the first 45 days, it may not be amended. It may only be extended as is or rejected. This left 

Supervisors who desired a more reasonable approach with no real choice under the 

circumstances. 
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Hill’s Ideology Flaunted Again:  The deliberation provided Hill with an 

opportunity to reveal his true stripes in terms of the beliefs that inform his 

approach to public policy and specific votes. For example:  

1. The Board had received an e-mail from a former County Planner and current prominent 

independent land use consultant, Jamie Kirk. Kirk pointed out some of the County fee and 

consultant cost problems that would be encountered by citizens who were in no way proposing 

large scale removal of oaks but who wanted to build a house, expand crops, or maintain their 

property. Hill characterized Kirk’s examples as “hypotheticals,” which probably would never 

occur. His purpose seemed to be to denigrate the submittal in the eyes of the other Supervisors. 

After all, as far as he and staff could tell there had been no problems for the public during the 

initial 45-day run of the ordinance. Both Arnold and Compton were quick to repudiate that 

assertion with specific examples which had been brought to their attention in the near term. 

2. Hill talked about the role of the Board for maintaining an overall stewardship policy. Echoing 

several of the public speakers, he rambled on about the shifting base line of natural conditions. 

Specifically if one goes back 100 years, there were many more oak trees, more water, and less 

agriculture and other manmade development. The current conditions become the new CEQA 

baseline, obscuring the original pre-vineyard, pre-residential conditions. His point was that these 

current conditions are bad and that therefore public policy should be more strict and limiting.  

Of course if one went back in time and picked an imaginary CEQA baseline of 10,000 BC, the 

area would be crawling with sabretooth cats, mammoths, bison, giant bears, huge wolves, and all 

sorts of different plants and animals. Should California or North America be restored to their 

Neolithic past? Or just their pre-Spanish ecological “paradise?” Parenthetically, there were 

public speakers who asserted that only Native Americans had the correct spiritual (perhaps 

genetically conferred) ability and moral authority to truly judge the appropriate degree of 

regulation. Using that as an analogy, surviving contemporary Celtic descendants could assert the 

same rationale with respect to Iberian Peninsula, France, and the British Isles. Perhaps 

Buckingham Palace and Chartres Cathedral should be Irish casinos. You can take the blarney as 

far as you want.                                                                                

San Francisco from Nob Hill 

looking toward Treasure Island 

and the East Bay hills beyond  

– 1300 CE  “CEQA baseline” 

reconstruction from the UC 

Berkeley Museum of 

Paleontology.   

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&ved=0ahUKEwjl0fWDyMvOAhUG0WMKHaUcCBcQjRwIBw&url=http://birdbookerreport.blogspot.com/2011/05/featured-title_14.html&bvm=bv.129759880,d.cGc&psig=AFQjCNF-Wu2oXdoulMLeQeuxg2FPa1nosg&ust=1471630170711606
http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=599&tbm=isch&tbnid=_fh8xx8s0hRNBM:&imgrefurl=http://www.twainquotes.com/Skunk.html&docid=iCApzQ7NzGdiRM&imgurl=http://www.twainquotes.com/skunk.gif&w=250&h=243&ei=KHY7Ut6oE4OMrAHOxoDQDw&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:43,s:0,i:227&iact=rc&page=3&tbnh=172&tbnw=177&start=32&ndsp=19&tx=72&ty=100
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New CEQA Baseline – Early 21
st
 Century from slightly different angle - Note Treasure Island as 

reference point.  

3. Hill stated that “certain parts of our county have been purchased by corporate interests who 

are using the property as staging areas for consumption.” Well, here is a new and prejudicial 

description of farming. Our food is staged? The Supervisor went on: “How many wineries are 

too many wineries?” We could add with a degree of irony, how many houses are too many 

houses? How many pot houses are too many? 

4. Hill then got to his real punch line: “There are commons, like water, fisheries.” Later he added 

we are trying to save the land – “oaks are part of a complex system…”   

Save it for whom from whom? Where does the person stand who improves the land, protects the 

land, and pays the taxes? How much regulation is too much regulation? How much tax and fees 

are too much?   

There were 40 public speakers, of whom 35 supported the urgency ordinance and 5 were in 

opposition. There were also many letters in the file supporting the ordinance. There were also 

letters expressing dismay that the ordinance did not contain provisions for de minimus removal 

exemptions. 

The Board and the staff promised that the permitting process, requirements, and fees would be 

administered gently (non-clear cutting activities that are prohibited by the ordinance) would be 

treated in ways to minimize friction and cost. This sounds like some of the promises made by 

guys in the 1950’s while making out. 

Please see page 1 of the COLAB Supplement to the Weekly Update of July 10 -16, 2016 for a 

complete review and commentary on the proposed ordinance at the link below: 

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

 

Item 20 - Hearing to consider the extension of the Agricultural Ponds Interim Zoning/ 

Urgency Ordinance No. 3326 pursuant to Sections 25123 and 65858 of the California 

Government Code for a period of up to 22 months and 15 days. Ordinance No. 3326 

prohibits the approval of new agricultural ponds and reservoirs in the inland area (does 

not include the Coastal Zone) of the unincorporated County under the Alternative Review 

Program and establishes application content and review criteria for agricultural ponds and 

http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_Supplement_July_10-16_2016.pdf
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.49miles.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/bigstock-San-Francisco-Panorama-1374610-Edit-1-2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.49miles.com/2015/9-tips-to-buying-san-francisco-real-estate-without-breaking-your-budget/&docid=CS8_jkylhbX-sM&tbnid=svSKJi9dH28J4M:&w=5230&h=2349&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwjYiaWvzMvOAhVI8GMKHTHJACMQxiAIAg&iact=c&ictx=1
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reservoirs; exempt from CEQA.  The Board approved the urgency ordinance by a vote of 5/0. 

The only stated opposition came from the Grower Shippers Association of Santa Barbara and 

San Luis Obispo County. There was little public interest in the issue. Supervisor Arnold as well 

as the Grower Shippers pointed out that the use of agricultural reservoirs allows more uniform 

and controlled watering of crops.  

 

The staff will be contacting all the “stakeholders” over the course of the next 10 months as it 

formulates a permanent ordinance for consideration by the Planning Commission and ultimate 

adoption, modification, or rejection by the Board of Supervisors.  

 

Background:  During a special meeting on July 15, 2016, the Board unanimously approved the 

urgency ordinance regulating the development of new agricultural reservoirs with a capacity 

greater than 1 acre-foot of water. The item was back on the agenda to see if the Board wished to 

extend the term of the ordinance for up to two years while the staff prepares a permanent 

ordinance.  

 
  

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) of Thursday, August 18, 2016 (Cancelled) 

The meeting was cancelled. The next meeting is scheduled for September 16, 2016.  

 

 

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. 

 

Reefer Madness: Both The Feds And The States Are 

Wrong About Marijuana Policy 

By David Davenport 

Marijuana is very much in the news. The federal Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) 

announced this week that, for the fourth time, it is denying a petition to reduce federal 

restrictions on the use of marijuana. And two more states, Arizona and North Dakota, added 
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ballot initiatives concerning marijuana to this fall’s elections, bringing the total to eight states 

that will be voting on whether to legalize marijuana for recreational purposes or medical uses. 

With the sixth largest economy in the world, California’s vote alone could have significant 

national repercussions. 

The states and the federal government are on a collision course over marijuana with the states 

steadily increasing permissible uses while the feds are still in a “just say no” regulatory mode. 

But, in fact, they are both wrong. The feds are wrong on process—as a matter of federalism this 

should be a decision for the states to make. But the states are wrong on the substance: marijuana 

should not, as a matter of good public policy, be legalized, at least without more study and 

knowledge about its personal and societal effects. 

There are three key federalism questions that should be asked before government acts: (1) Is this 

a matter on which the government should act at all, or should it be left to individuals to decide? 

(2) If yes, which level of government should act: federal, state or local? (3) If yes, which branch 

of government: executive, legislative or judicial?  The key question for marijuana is number two 

and it is difficult to find a case for federal action. To draw a comparison with alcohol, for 

example, the states make the key decisions about legalizing, age limits, and so on, with the 

federal government basically limited to decisions about imports and taxes. It’s difficult to see 

why every state needs to be the same on questions like this. Why can’t Kansas decide one thing 

and Oregon another? 

But I think the states are also mistaken in their headlong rush toward legalizing marijuana. For 

one thing, there is still much we do not know about marijuana and its effects. What we do know 

is not encouraging. Today’s marijuana is at least four times stronger than 20 years ago—it is not 

your father’s marijuana from college days—and it is more addictive. A recent Gallup poll also 

delivered the shocking news that marijuana use has nearly doubled in three years. The Gallup 

poll said that 13% of adults smoke marijuana, up from 7% in 2013, and 43% have tried it, up 

from 38% just three years ago. The evidence for marijuana’s so-called medicinal uses is not well 

established. 

And what do we learn from the experience of states that have already legalized marijuana: 

Colorado, Washington, Oregon, Alaska, and D.C.? First, it’s not quite the economic boon that 

the states expected, with people buying on black markets or avoiding the taxes in other ways. 

Second, and more important, a Colorado report shows increases in marijuana-related traffic 

deaths, hospital visits, school suspensions, and other legal problems. It is too early to know the 

true costs of all this to society and the state. Finally, legalization sometimes causes prices to fall, 

thereby increasing use and related disorders. 

All this suggests this is not merely a question of lifestyle or personal choice, as it is sometimes 

advertised, but that serious social and policy questions are presented by the legalization of 

marijuana. It’s no wonder, then, that the California measure is opposed by law enforcement, 

prison officials and health groups. At the very least, the conflict between federal and state 

approaches to the matter has created confusion that needs to be addressed. 
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This article first appeared in Forbs Magazine on August 11, 2016 and was distributed by the 

Hoover Institution of Stanford University on August 12, 2016. David Davenport  is a Fellow of 

the Hoover Institution of Stanford University. He served as president of Pepperdine University 

and is a widely published legal and public affairs scholar. 
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Photo by NIDA 

What is marijuana? 

Marijuana refers to the dried leaves, flowers, stems, and seeds 

from the hemp plant, Cannabis sativa. The plant contains the 

mind-altering chemical delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) 

and other related compounds. Extracts with high amounts of 

THC can also be made from the cannabis plant (see 

"Marijuana Extracts"). 

Marijuana is the most commonly used illicit drug in the United 

States.
1
 Its use is widespread among young people. According 

to a yearly survey of middle and high school students, rates of 

marijuana use have steadied in the past few years after several 

years of increase. However, the number of young people who believe marijuana use is risky is 

decreasing.
2
  

Legalization of marijuana for medical use or adult recreational use in a growing number of states 

may affect these views. Read more about marijuana as medicine in DrugFacts: Is Marijuana 

Medicine? at www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana-medicine. 

  

How do people use marijuana? 

People smoke marijuana in hand-rolled cigarettes (joints) or in pipes or water pipes (bongs). 

They also smoke it in blunts—emptied cigars that have been partly or completely refilled with 

marijuana. To avoid inhaling smoke, more people are using vaporizers. These devices pull the 

active ingredients (including THC) from the marijuana and collect their vapor in a storage unit. 

A person then inhales the vapor, not the smoke. 

https://d14rmgtrwzf5a.cloudfront.net/sites/default/files/marijuana-from-marijuana-farm.jpg
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#mjextracts
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana-medicine
https://www.drugabuse.gov/
https://d14rmgtrwzf5a.cloudfront.net/sites/default/files/joints_shutterstock-52960849.jpg
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Users can mix marijuana in food (edibles), such as brownies, cookies, or candy, or brew it as a 

tea. A newly popular method of use is smoking or eating different forms of THC-rich resins (see 

"Marijuana Extracts"). 

Marijuana Extracts 

Smoking THC-rich resins extracted from the marijuana plant is on the rise. Users call this 

practice dabbing. People are using various forms of these extracts, such as: 

 hash oil or honey oil—a gooey liquid 

 wax or budder—a soft solid with a texture like lip balm 

 shatter—a hard, amber-colored solid 

These extracts can deliver extremely large amounts of THC to users, and their use has sent some 

people to the emergency room. Another danger is in preparing these extracts, which usually 

involves butane (lighter fluid). A number of people who have used butane to make extracts at 

home have caused fires and explosions and have been seriously burned. 

How does marijuana affect the brain? 

Marijuana has both short- and long-term effects on the brain. 

                                                                                                                 

THC acts on numerous areas (in yellow) in the brain. 

Image by NIDA 

Short-term effects 

When a person smokes marijuana, THC quickly passes from the lungs into the bloodstream. The 

blood carries the chemical to the brain and other organs throughout the body. The body absorbs 

THC more slowly when the person eats or drinks it. In that case, the user generally feels the 

effects after 30 minutes to 1 hour. 

THC acts on specific brain cell receptors that ordinarily react to natural THC-like chemicals in 

the brain. These natural chemicals play a role in normal brain development and function. 

Marijuana over activates parts of the brain that contain the highest number of these receptors. 

This causes the "high" that users feel. Other effects include: 

 altered senses (for example, seeing brighter colors) 

 altered sense of time 

 changes in mood 

https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#mjextracts
https://d14rmgtrwzf5a.cloudfront.net/sites/default/files/marijuana_brain_diag2.jpg
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 impaired body movement 

 difficulty with thinking and problem-solving 

 impaired memory 

Long-term effects 

Marijuana also affects brain development. When marijuana users begin using as teenagers, the 

drug may reduce thinking, memory, and learning functions and affect how the brain builds 

connections between the areas necessary for these functions. 

Marijuana’s effects on these abilities may last a long time or even be permanent. 

For example, a study showed that people who started smoking marijuana heavily in their teens 

and had an ongoing cannabis use disorder lost an average of eight IQ points between ages 13 and 

38. The lost mental abilities did not fully return in those who quit marijuana as adults. Those 

who started smoking marijuana as adults did not show notable IQ declines.3 

A Rise in Marijuana’s THC Levels 

The amount of THC in marijuana has been increasing steadily over the past few decades.4
 
For a 

new user, this may mean exposure to higher THC levels with a greater chance of a harmful 

reaction. Higher THC levels may explain the rise in emergency room visits involving marijuana 

use. 

The popularity of edibles also increases the chance of users having harmful reactions. Edibles 

take longer to digest and produce a high. Therefore, people may consume more to feel the effects 

faster, leading to dangerous results. 

Dabbing is yet another growing trend. More people are using marijuana extracts that provide 

stronger doses, and therefore stronger effects, of THC (see "Marijuana Extracts"). 

Higher THC levels may mean a greater risk for addiction if users are regularly exposing 

themselves to high doses. 

What are the other health effects of marijuana? 

Marijuana use may have a wide range of effects, both physical and mental. 

Physical effects 

 Breathing problems. Marijuana smoke irritates the lungs, and frequent marijuana smokers can 

have the same breathing problems that tobacco smokers have. These problems include daily 

cough and phlegm, more frequent lung illness, and a higher risk of lung infections. Researchers 

still do not know whether marijuana smokers have a higher risk for lung cancer. 

 Increased heart rate. Marijuana raises heart rate for up to 3 hours after smoking. This effect 

may increase the chance of heart attack. Older people and those with heart problems may be at 

higher risk. 

 Problems with child development during and after pregnancy. Marijuana use during 

pregnancy is linked to increased risk of both brain and behavioral problems in babies. If a 

pregnant woman uses marijuana, the drug may affect certain developing parts of the fetus’s 

brain. Resulting challenges for the child may include problems with attention, memory, and 

problem-solving. Additionally, some research suggests that moderate amounts of THC are 

https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#mjextracts
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excreted into the breast milk of nursing mothers. The effects on a baby’s developing brain are 

still unknown. 

 

Mental effects 

Long-term marijuana use has been linked to mental illness in 

some users, such as: 

 temporary hallucinations—sensations and images that seem real 

though they are not 

 temporary paranoia—extreme and unreasonable distrust of others 

 worsening symptoms in patients with schizophrenia (a severe 

mental disorder with symptoms such as hallucinations, paranoia, and disorganized thinking) 

Marijuana use has also been linked to other mental health problems, such as depression, anxiety, 

and suicidal thoughts among teens. However, study findings have been mixed. 

How Does Marijuana Affect a User’s Life? 

Compared to nonusers, heavy marijuana users more often report the following: 

 lower life satisfaction 

 poorer mental health 

 poorer physical health 

 more relationship problems 

Users also report less academic and career success. For example, marijuana use is linked to a 

higher likelihood of dropping out of school.
5
 It is also linked to more job absences, accidents, 

and injuries.
6
  

Is marijuana a gateway drug? 

Some research suggests that marijuana use is likely to come before use of other drugs.
7
 

Marijuana use is also linked to addiction to other substances, including nicotine. In addition, 

animal studies show that the THC in marijuana makes other drugs more pleasurable to the brain.
8
  

Although these findings support the idea of marijuana as a "gateway drug," the majority of 

people who use marijuana don't go on to use other "harder" drugs. Read more about marijuana as 

a gateway drug in the Marijuana Research Report at www.drugabuse.gov/publications/research-

reports/marijuana/letter-director. 

Is marijuana addictive? 

Contrary to common belief, marijuana can be addictive. Research suggests that 30 percent of 

users may develop some degree of problem use, which can lead to dependence and in severe 

cases takes the form of addiction.
9
 People who begin using marijuana before age 18 are 4 to 7 

times more like than adults to develop problem use.
10

 Dependence becomes addiction when the 

person can't stop using marijuana even though it interferes with his or her daily life. 

https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/research-reports/marijuana/letter-director
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/research-reports/marijuana/letter-director
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
https://www.drugabuse.gov/publications/drugfacts/marijuana#references
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How can people get treatment for marijuana addiction? 

Long-term marijuana users trying to quit report withdrawal symptoms that make quitting 

difficult. These include: 

 grouchiness 

 sleeplessness 

 decreased appetite 

 anxiety 

 cravings 

 

Behavioral support has been effective in treating marijuana addiction. Examples include therapy 

and motivational incentives (providing rewards to patients who remain substance free). No 

medications are currently available to treat marijuana addiction. However, continuing research 

may lead to new medications that help ease withdrawal symptoms, block the effects of 

marijuana, and prevent relapse. 

Points to Remember 

 Marijuana refers to the dried leaves, flowers, stems, and seeds from the hemp plant, Cannabis 

sativa. 

 The plant contains the mind-altering chemical delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol (THC) and other 

related compounds. 

 People use marijuana by smoking, eating, drinking, and inhaling it. 

 Smoking THC-rich extracts from the marijuana plant (a practice called dabbing) is on the rise. 

 THC over activates certain brain cell receptors, resulting in effects such as:  

 altered senses 

 changes in mood 

 impaired body movement 

 difficulty with thinking and problem-solving 

 impaired memory and learning 

 Marijuana use may have a wide range of effects, both physical and mental, which include:  

 breathing illnesses 

 possible harm to a fetus’s brain in pregnant users 

 hallucinations and paranoia 

 The amount of THC in marijuana has been increasing steadily, creating more harmful effects for 

users. 

 Marijuana can be addictive. 
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 Treatment for marijuana addiction includes forms of behavioral therapy. No medications 

currently exist for treatment. 

  

The National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) is a United States federal-government research 

institute whose mission is to "lead the Nation in bringing the power of science to bear on drug 

abuse and addiction."
[2] 
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Institute_on_Drug_Abuse#cite_note-2
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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