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              COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF AUGUST 25-31, 2013 

         

                    

                                         ALERT 

   PASO ROBLES BASIN WATER MORATORIUM VOTE                                                                     

      TUESDAY AUGUST 27, 2013                            

                                                  

                   PANIC DRIVING POLICY  

            DISCRIMINATES AGAINST AGRICULTURE  

            ALLOWS COUNTY TO AVOID SOLUTIONS  

 DOLLARS, STAFF TO BE FOCUSED ON ENFORECEMENT AND  

      HOW TO MAKE THE ORDINANCE PERMANENT 

 

                                                                                            

                      

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

ATTEND THE MEETING AND TESTIFY                                                

BASIN RESIDENTS WHOSE WELLS ARE NOT DRY SHOULD 

NOTE THIS AT THE BEGINNING OF THEIR TESTIMONY  

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=WllNQ3kN9OSb8M&tbnid=-3aA8VMtN9oecM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://www.winecurmudgeon.com/my_weblog/2009/10/amazon-prohibition-and-the-three-tier-system.html&ei=1LoCUu6oM8Wc2QWag4GABA&bvm=bv.50310824,d.aWM&psig=AFQjCNE4HRnoomnn7XR0FsjBkQV5FSY4yw&ust=1375996874231967
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=1yOUGvzpVerrOM&tbnid=eE94R5pyUXjKAM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://tucsonpowergroup.wordpress.com/&ei=p74CUrrnH6rV2QXt3YHQCg&psig=AFQjCNFyy0FcqnNl1dcp5j3xQss47R6I6g&ust=1375997982189309
http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=599&tbm=isch&tbnid=EjRpdhqFobzBeM:&imgrefurl=http://blogs.law.widener.edu/climate/2013/06/28/property-rights-and-sustainability/&docid=sB5tyec9xC__xM&imgurl=http://blogs.law.widener.edu/climate/files/2013/06/20130529_NoUseofPrivateProperty.jpg&w=250&h=189&ei=GZ0SUo6lBIqI2wX0zIDgBw&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:71,s:0,i:301&iact=rc&page=4&tbnh=151&tbnw=200&start=51&ndsp=21&tx=99&ty=90
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Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 20, 2013 (Completed) 

Item 14 - Economic Contributions of Agriculture Report.  The Board received the 

report, which not only describes the direct value of crop and animal sales, but also 

provides calculations on the direct and indirect economic multipliers. It was not clear 

from the discussion if the report would be used to inform policy development , such as 

the proposed Paso Water Basin moratorium, a potential revisit to the events ordinance, 

grading regulation, or permit processing efficiency. 

Item 15 - Report on the Public Records Act.  The Board heard a lengthy and detailed 

report from the County Counsel on the Public Records Act. In the end no real point was 

made other than that the number of requests is increasing and staff spends considerable 

time compiling documents and trying to protect the County. Fortunately the law only 

allows jurisdictions to charge for copying. If the County were allowed to charge for the 

staff time, costs would be prohibitive. The Board authorized staff to set up a cost 

tracking system within the County’s payroll system that contains time recording and 

coding software. 

We wouldn’t be surprised to see future legislation proposed to allow cities, counties, 

school districts, and other entities to charge actual costs. 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 27, 2013 (Scheduled) 

The Paso Robles Water Basin moratorium is the only item of policy significance on the 

agenda. There is a short consent agenda and general public comment period for matters 

not on the agenda, which precedes the moratorium issue. Speakers will need to arrive 

early. 

Item 13 - Paso Robles Water Basin Water and Development Moratorium.  

Strategic Background:  County Supervisors Hill and Gibson, the Sierra Club, North 

County Watch, “smart growth” proponents, the San Luis Obispo Tribune, and climate 

change submissionists have long sought to shut down development in the north county. 

A vibrant and economically successful growing north county population filled with 

agrarian, entrepreneurial, capitalist and conservative citizens is perceived as a threat by 

the enviro-socialist movement county wide. Cutting off further development of these 

groups (and their votes) is a logical strategic goal for the enviro-socialist machine. 

As part of the County’s overall climate change and “smart growth” doctrine, the Board 

of Supervisors has adopted a Climate Action Plan, a potent and deviously constructed 

Conservation and Open Space Plan, a north county subdivision moratorium, incentives 

for building more dense/higher development within “urban villages with concomitant 

disincentives for building in suburban/rural areas,” affordable housing taxes (the so-

called Housing In Lieu Fee), transfer of development credits, greenhouse gas mitigation 

requirements,  and on and on. Additional proposals, such as evisceration of the County’s 
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successful Agriculture Cluster Subdivision Ordinance and an oppressive and expensive 

Events “Prevention” Ordinance, have not yet been adopted but are stored in the policy 

magazine and ready to be locked and loaded. 

Now in a cynically calculated move to achieve an enviro public policy Cannae
1
, Gibson 

and Hill have exploited legitimate concerns about declining water levels in the Paso 

Water Basin, combined with fact that some residents have dry wells, to create a panic to 

mobilize support for an urgency land use ordinance which essentially prohibits any new 

development on unincorporated lands overlying the Paso Water Basin except in “smart 

growth” village centers for two years. During the two years, proponents (and perhaps a 

new left Board majority) would craft the rationale to make the moratorium permanent.  

Thus, and without the necessity of tedious piecemeal amendments to the General Plan, 

implementing ordinances, CEQA review, and considered public scrutiny, Gibson and 

Hill achieve a sweeping total development moratorium in the name of a water 

emergency. Virtually all the restrictions included in previously proposed ordinances are 

achieved in an instant. Relatedly, once perfected here, the technique could be used in 

other parts of the county in the future. Realtors, homebuilders, contractors, land use 

consultants, building suppliers, and other business groups from throughout the count y, 

not just agriculturalists from the north county, should be concerned. To write it off as 

just a north County issue is a huge mistake. 

The Moratorium – A Gibson Political Ploy:  Not so coincidently, Gibson announced 

his intent to run for a 3
rd

 term during the 2
nd

 week of August after he launched the Paso 

Basin issue. A victory on the moratorium will add luster to his stature with the enviro 

left. Moreover, and as COLAB noted in its August 18-24, 2013 Weekly Update, (See 

page 6 at http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_August_18-

24_2013.pdf), Gibson’s announcement/fund raising letter uses the existence of COLAB 

and some of its allies as his reason for running again. Clearly the Paso Water “crisis,” 

which has existed for years, provides another convenient distraction from the mounting 

problems in Gibson’s own district, not to mention his unbounded hubris.  

Structure of Item 13:  The item is divided into two basic sections: 

Section 1: Presentation on the Paso Robles Groundwater Management Plan 

Implementation Update. This section contains a discussion of the status of the basin, 

alternative potential projects to recharge or otherwise assist the basin, and a request to 

issue a Request for Proposals for a consulting firm to examine the feasibility of using 

surplus Nacimiento water. It also contains some information on the feasibility and costs 

of short term assistance to residents with dry wells or wells that are likely to go dry. It 

also contains a discussion of alternative structures for a basin water management district. 

The item is broken down into 12 attachments to the Board letter. 

                                                 
1
 The Battle of Cannae (/ˈkæni/ or /ˈkæneɪ/), a major battle of the Second Punic War, took place on 2 August 

216 BC in Apulia in southeast Italy. The army of Carthage under Hannibal decisively defeated a larger 

army of the Roman Republic under the consuls Lucius Aemilius Paullus and Gaius Terentius Varro. It 

is regarded as one of the greatest tactical feats in military history and, in numbers killed, the second 

greatest defeat of Rome, after the Battle of Arausio; Wikipedia On Line Encyclopedia, 2013. 

http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_August_18-24_2013.pdf
http://www.colabslo.org/prior_actions/Weekly_Update_August_18-24_2013.pdf
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cannae
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English#Key
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English#Key
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English#Key
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English#Key
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English#Key
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English#Key
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English#Key
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English#Key
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Help:IPA_for_English
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Second_Punic_War
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Apulia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Italy
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ancient_Carthage
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hannibal_Barca
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roman_Republic
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roman_consul
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lucius_Aemilius_Paullus_(consul_219_BC)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gaius_Terentius_Varro
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_tactics
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_history
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Battle_of_Arausio
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Attachment 1-G Sub Area WSE  (Spring Surface Water Elevation Trends) would 

appear to be the key document, as it contains charts depicting the declines of water 

levels in selected sub-basin monitoring wells from 1981 to 2013. We expect that this 

data will be used as the evidence to justify the urgency ordinance. There is also an 

updated map of the entire basin comparing the water levels from 2009 to 2013. This 

shows significant expansions of the areas of significant water level decline. Again, we 

would expect these maps to be used as justification for the adoption of an emergency 

ordinance. This section can be seen at the link: 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2520/MUctQmFzaW5fQ29uZGl0a

W9ucy5wZGY=/12/n/18790.doc  

If you click on the link you can see the sub-basin charts. The maps are at the end. This 

section and public testimony are likely to be the key data used to “prove” the public 

health safety and welfare threat necessary to approve the moratorium ordinance.  

It is not clear if the charts and maps depict only the shallower layers of the basin and 

ignore deeper strata where there is more water, thus distorting the “ analysis.” 

Section 2: Hearing to Consider Urgency Ordinances.  This section contains an 

introductory memo from the planning director plus 2 versions of the ordinance – one that 

covers the entire basin and one that covers the area of most severe decline.  They are 

identical except for the areas covered. This section also includes attachments covering 

water conservation ideas and possible regulations, a sample ordinance on water 

conservation from Los Angeles, and reproduction of comments received by the Planning 

Department from citizens and organizations. Other than the ordinances themselves, the 

most important document in Section 2 is Attachment 2C, which purports to show how 

much water the moratorium could save. It can be found at the link:  

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2520/QXR0YWNobWVudF8yQy5

wZGY=/12/n/18855.doc    

Analysis:  

1. The Board Cannot Make the Finding Required by Law:  In order to adopt an 

urgency zoning ordinance, a Board of Supervisors must comport with Section 6585 of 

the Government Code (State Statute). The Section states in part: 

65858.  (a) Without following the procedures otherwise required 

prior to the adoption of a zoning ordinance, the legislative body of 

a county, city, including a charter city, or city and county, to 

protect the public safety, health, and welfare, may adopt as an 

urgency measure an interim ordinance prohibiting any uses that may be 

in conflict with a contemplated general plan, specific plan, or 

zoning proposal that the legislative body, planning commission or the 

planning department is considering or studying or intends to study 

within a reasonable time. That urgency measure shall require a 

four-fifths vote of the legislative body for adoption. The interim 

ordinance shall be of no further force and effect 45 days from its 

date of adoption. After notice pursuant to Section 65090 and public 

hearing, the legislative body may extend the interim ordinance for 10 

months and 15 days and subsequently extend the interim ordinance for 

one year. Any extension shall also require a four-fifths vote for 

http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2520/MUctQmFzaW5fQ29uZGl0aW9ucy5wZGY=/12/n/18790.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2520/MUctQmFzaW5fQ29uZGl0aW9ucy5wZGY=/12/n/18790.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2520/QXR0YWNobWVudF8yQy5wZGY=/12/n/18855.doc
http://agenda.slocounty.ca.gov/agenda/sanluisobispo/2520/QXR0YWNobWVudF8yQy5wZGY=/12/n/18855.doc
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adoption. Not more than two extensions may be adopted. 

   (b) Alternatively, an interim ordinance may be adopted by a 

four-fifths vote following notice pursuant to Section 65090 and 

public hearing, in which case it shall be of no further force and 

effect 45 days from its date of adoption. After notice pursuant to 

Section 65090 and public hearing, the legislative body may by a 

four-fifths vote extend the interim ordinance for 22 months and 15 

days. 

   (c) The legislative body shall not adopt or extend any interim 

ordinance pursuant to this section unless the ordinance contains 

legislative findings that there is a current and immediate threat to 

the public health, safety, or welfare, and that the approval of 

additional subdivisions, use permits, variances, building permits, or 

any other applicable entitlement for use which is required in order 

to comply with a zoning ordinance would result in that threat to 

public health, safety, or welfare.  

   

In order to comply with highlighted section of the statute above, the Board of 

Supervisors must make findings that support “a current and immediate threat to the 

public health, safety, or welfare,” and that approval of growth promoting activities (see 

the list in yellow) “would result in that threat to public health, safety or welfare.” 

Additionally there is substantial case law which requires that jurisdictions must find that 

the “threat” poses a “clear an imminent danger.” The County actually states that the 

“clear an imminent danger results from the sudden, unexpected failure of a large number 

of residential wells.” 

The problem is that the Board of Supervisors has no idea how many wells are dry or  

have “experienced sudden unexpected failure.” There is no real data, and the statement 

in the finding is based on unverified hearsay. In fact Attachment 1F of the agenda item 

demonstrates that the County’s weak and insufficient efforts to ascertain how many 

wells are dry (whether sudden and unexpected or gradual and cyclical) found only eight 

residents stating that their well is dry (no verification) and eight stating that their pump 

had to be lowered (no verification). This is out of thousands and thousands of wells 

within the basin. 

In Section D of the “finding,” which exhibits a shocking lack of investigation and 

analysis, the Board states that it has received testimony that “numerous wells have gone 

dry in the recent past.” The Board has conducted no verification, and the meaning of 

“numerous” is subjective. In fact, later in the same “finding,” the Board states that “… 

several homeowners have experienced severe drops in water levels.”  

The Board cannot meet the imminent threat to public health and safety standard on the 

basis of unverified hearsay, eight reported dry wells, and “several” reports of declining 

wells. 

The Board cites various studies, water level measurements, increased agricultural 

planting, and data from its own resource management system as further findings 

justifying the moratorium. The problem is that none of these are relevant to the legal 

requirement that the findings must prove an imminent threat to public safety, health and 
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welfare. Such data may suggest that measures should be taken to manage the basin, but 

they do not prove that that there is an imminent threat. If there were hundreds of 

households with toilets that could not be flushed and if sewage were flowing into the 

creeks and down the roads, there might be an argument, but this is not the case.  

Do eight (8) dry wells constitute an emergency that justifies a draconian moratorium? 

2. The Moratorium Will Not Have a Meaningful Impact on the Problem: 

Attachment 2C of the staff report, Estimate of Groundwater Demand and Savings, 

purports to demonstrate the water savings that would occur if the moratorium is adopted. 

The attachment presents 3 calculation methodologies which are summarized in the chart 

below: 

     

  

Method 1 (detailed on page 7) is a false analysis because it assumes that all projected 

applicants for vineyards will agree to the 2:1 offset requirement. This is unlikely to 

impossible because it assumes that these applicants can find other property (and obtain 

control) on which they would extinguish the water rights on a ratio of 2 acres for every 

one-acre of new irrigation on their new proposed vineyards. At “best” this methodology 

would result in the planting of no new vineyards, which would save only 2000-2500 acre 

feet per year. 

Methods 2 and 3 (detailed on page 7) purport to save only 1,066 acre feet per year 

(AFY) and 2,146 AFY respectively.  

Clearly and per the County’s own estimates, the proposed moratorium ordinance results 

in a statically insignificant savings in relation to total basin inflows and outflows , which 

approach 100,000 AFY. Note that “savings” in this context is a relative term. Moreover, 

it is not true savings but projected foregone future usage. The word “savings” is 

misleading. 
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3. The 2:1 Offset Could Be Illegal:  Section 7 subsections 1-3 of the proposed 

ordinance require the offset in the event that any permits for new wells are issued. To try 

to get around the problem of applicants not being able to acquire properties on which to 

extinguish existing water rights, the ordinance provides that it can be accomplished 

“through participation in an Approved County Water Conservation Program.” This 

raises serious questions.  An applicant wishes to plant 400 acres of grapes. The staff says 

OK, show us how you are going to save 1000 acre-feet per year, (2.5 AFYx400 =1000). 

(Note: the 2.5 is 2x1.25, the County estimate for the required water for 1 acre of grapes) . 

Since the applicant can’t achieve the savings with a low flow toilet and rain barrels, the 

staff says why don’t you buy the old Arabian Horse farm over in Creston and extinguish 

the water rights? The farm is listed for $3.2 million. This sounds like a Knootz doctrine 

violation, a recent US Supreme Court decision, which forbids local governments from 

extorting money from applicants for environmental and other policy goals. See the 

COLAB August Newsletter Article at: 

http://www.colabslo.org/newsletter/COLAB%20SLO%20Newsletter%20Vol%203%20Is

sue%206%20(July%202013).pdf  

As the Pacific Legal Foundation, which represented the Knootz family stated “ The 

ruling underscores that homeowners and other property owners who seek permits 

to make reasonable use of their property cannot be forced to surrender their rights. 

Regulators can’t hold permit applicants hostage with unjustified demands for land 

or other concessions…”  The oppressive and arbitrary 2:1 ratio is exactly the type of 

government extortion which the Court has outlawed.  

4.The Proposed Ordinance is Discriminatory:  

(a). It Only Impacts Agriculture.  Since the County does not have land use authority to 

place an emergency land use ordinance on people living in the cities of Atascadero or 

Paso Robles and has exempted people living inside the unincorporated village urban 

limit lines (URLs), Templeton, etc., the full force of the ordinance falls on farmers who 

propose irrigated agriculture. Other sectors of the community escape.  The chart below 

from the Board, attachment 1-I, shows that municipal pumping continues to grow 

unchecked during the moratorium period. 

    

http://www.colabslo.org/newsletter/COLAB%20SLO%20Newsletter%20Vol%203%20Issue%206%20(July%202013).pdf
http://www.colabslo.org/newsletter/COLAB%20SLO%20Newsletter%20Vol%203%20Issue%206%20(July%202013).pdf


 

 

9 

 

The chart shows that during the two years of the moratorium, Paso Robles is expected to 

increase its groundwater pumping by 470 (AFY; Atascadero by 853 AFY, Templeton by 

59 AFY, and San Miguel by 59AFY. This is a total of 1,454 AFY. This is more than the 

projected Method Two “savings” projection attributed to the moratorium in item 2 

(Projected Moratorium Savings) on page 6 above! Has the County even asked the cities 

and community service districts to support and join its proposed moratorium? Fat 

chance. It’s really about “smart growth/no growth,” not water. 

(b). Discrimination against Agriculture De Facto Discriminates against AG 

Workers.  During the August 6, 2013 Public Hearing, C.R. Lara, a well-known advocate 

for working people and the Hispanic Community, asked the Board of Supervisors to 

consider the impact of the proposed moratorium on the 30,000 people who work in 

Agriculture and, often relatedly, in the Hospitality Industry. 

The Planning Director’s memorandum to the Board (Attachment 2) admits that the Staff, 

and therefore the Board, has no idea what the economic impact of the moratorium will 

be on property owners or industries. The memo does not even mention the direct and 

indirect impacts on workers and especially the high concentration of Hispanic workers in 

agriculture. The Director’s memo states in part: 

Due to the short time period between the board directive and the scheduled hearing 

date, providing quantified economic impact information was not feasible. In order to 

produce a quantified economic impact analysis (or analyses), the County would need to 

implement the following steps, which could require several months to accomplish:  

1. Identify numerous assumptions to guide the analysis, such as:  

a. The degree to which the proposed ordinance would preclude certain types of 

developments and land uses or impose additional costs in order to offset water use over 

a maximum potential two-year effective period of the ordinance; 

b. The number of each type of new development or land use which might be expected to 

occur over the potential two-year period of the ordinance were it not to be enacted, 

given recent market conditions; 

c. The type (or types) of economic impact information desired (business output or sales, 

value added to the economy, wealth such as property value, personal income such as 

wages, or jobs). 

2. Then the County could proceed to fund and procure services of a qualified firm to 

assist in prepare the analysis (or analyses). 

The sentence highlighted in yellow above underscores the kinds of risks involved in the 

precipitous adoption of the urgency ordinance. Since the Board has been warned, but 

continues to plow ahead and willfully ignore this problem, the specter of Federal, State, 

and local discrimination complaints arises. 
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5. The County Intends to Make the Moratorium Permanent:  The wording in Section 

H of the Findings section the ordinance strongly suggests that the “time out” will be 

used to develop permanent plans and ordinances: 

Section H states : that in order to address these urgent water needs within the Paso 

Robles Groundwater Basin, the County is contemplating amendments to its general plan 

and/or zoning ordinance and intends to study those potential amendments within a 

reasonable time. In the meantime, the approval of additional subdivisions, land use 

permits, variances, building permits, construction permits, grading permits, well 

permits, or any other applicable entitlement for use required to comply with the Land 

Use Ordinance within the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin would threaten the public 

health, safety, and welfare by exacerbating the declining water levels of the Basin and 

contributing the failure of additional residential and agricultural wells. This urgency 

and interim zoning ordinance will allow County staff time to complete necessary studies 

and reports for the contemplated amendments to its general plan and/or zoning 

ordinance while preserving the resources of the Basin.  

The amendments to the general plan and zoning ordinance are already “contemplated.” 

Each Board member should explain on the record what the “contempla ted 

amendments” are and how, in their minds, they would differ from the policies in the 

“interim” moratorium. 

CONCLUSION: 

THE BOARD SHOULD REJECT THE URGENCY ORDINANCE AND GET ON 

WITH MANY OF THE GOOD SUGGESTIONS FOR STRENGTHENING THE 

BASIN. 

                                                  

                                                  Recharge Dam Builder 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, August 22, 2013 (Completed) 

Item 2 - Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP). The Commission heard a 

presentation on the Plan. For whatever reason (not discussed at the Commission), the 

references to climate change induced disasters have been removed from the Plan. 

Although such references may please politically correct climate change constituencies, 

they could endanger future funding as applications and claims would have to prove a 

climate change linkage to a particular disaster. This could be very difficult and provide 

funders with an out. Moreover, many private insurance policies exempt coverage from 

“acts of God.” If climate change is a reaction of the earth Goddess Gaia to the sins of 

http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=599&tbm=isch&tbnid=AREXjIyidLfviM:&imgrefurl=http://naturemappingfoundation.org/natmap/facts/beaver_k6.html&docid=Lj-u2tbLtKbjiM&imgurl=http://naturemappingfoundation.org/natmap/facts/beaver.jpg&w=600&h=400&ei=ZZAXUtzRDYL0igK1-YHABQ&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:14,s:0,i:131&iact=rc&page=2&tbnh=183&tbnw=263&start=10&ndsp=20&tx=137&ty=110
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humans, official County endorsement of such a position could endanger citizens’ 

recovery of claims. Another scenario is that, if the language remained and incorporated 

into the safety element, various local environmental priests and priestesses would use it 

to beat up permit applicants on the grounds that their proposed projects contribute to 

climate change and therefore promote disasters. After all, “it’s gospel in the Safety 

Element.” (See below for further discussion of the Safety Element.)  

Background:  The County’s Office of Emergency Services (OES) is updating the 

County’s Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, which is a key planning document and overview 

of how the County can reduce the impact of fires, floods, earthquakes and other hazards. 

An updated Plan is required for local jurisdictions to be eligible for Federal and State 

disaster assistance as well as planning grants. The issue is now before the Planning 

Commission for information. In the future the Plan will be adopted into the General Plan 

Safety Element. 

The Plan accepts global warming as undisputed truth and its potential negative impacts 

as undisputed truth:  Most of the warming in recent decades is very likely the result of 

human activities. For over 200 years, the burning of fossil fuels, such as coal and oil, 

and deforestation have caused the concentration of heat trapping greenhouse gasses to 

increase significantly in the atmosphere. (Page 30). 

Goal 10 (Page 171) of the Plan states: 

Adopt strategies to prepare the County for and adjust to climate change through 

collaboration with incorporated cities. Curtail the harmful effects of climate change by 

identifying, assessing, and preparing for impacts with the incorporated cities to 

implement strategies with regional significance such as energy efficiency retrofit 

projects. 

                                                    

                                              Depiction of The Goddess Gaia  

 

REINFORCE OUR SUCCESS                               

DONATE/JOIN COLAB NOW 

http://www.colabslo.org/forms/Membership_Application_0713.pdf   

http://www.colabslo.org/forms/Membership_Application_0713.pdf
http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=599&tbm=isch&tbnid=HbtoBUZPW7FpQM:&imgrefurl=http://real-gaia.angelfire.com/gaia_symbol.html&docid=_WYSVZVs4hiZRM&imgurl=http://real-gaia.angelfire.com/maya_gaia.gif&w=332&h=288&ei=a08WUuqRDcm82wXfhYDIBQ&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:17,s:0,i:141&iact=rc&page=2&tbnh=188&tbnw=229&start=12&ndsp=19&tx=112&ty=121
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