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         COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY  

WEEK OF OCTOBER 25-31, 2015 

  

 

SHOW UP & OPPOSE 

REGULATION WITHOUT REPRESENTATION 

TUES. OCT 27, 2015 / WATER MORATORIA, AG 

RESTRICTIONS, -AFTER 9 AM 
1055 MONTEREY ST.--BOARD OF SUPVS. MEETING ROOM  

  
SAVE YOUR WATER RIGHTS TO SAVE YOUR PROPERTY 

RIGHTS – DETAILS STARTING ON PAGE 2  

 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, October 20, 2015 (Completed) 

The October 20, 2015 meeting contained housekeeping items and status reports. There was little 

significant policy. A drought report, departmental reorganizations, and a report on the status of 

various county construction projects filled the day. There was also a written report and staff 

presentation on the plan to assist low-income residents with the costs of hooking up to the Los 

Osos sewer system when it is completed. The item dealt with the process by which the County 

will both compel and assist the Los Osos residents to hook up to the new sewer plant system. It 

also dealt with how the existing in-ground septic facilities could be reused or managed once they 

are disconnected. 
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The Board also honored the Cattleman and Cattlewoman of the year. “We are so proud of you 

and your industry so we are presenting honorific resolutions and going out to lunch.  But next 

week we will make it almost impossible for you to drill new wells or plant additional acreage for 

growing feed.”  

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, October 27, 2015 (Scheduled) 

Item 14 - Adopt the Water Neutral New Development and Water Waste Prevention 

components of the proposed Countywide Water Conservation Program (CWWCP); and 

Ordinance 3274 (County Fee Schedule) to establish new fees associated with the 

implementation of the proposed CWWCP.  This item constitutes the culmination of the long-

term County plan to prohibit new water-using development in the unincorporated Paso Water 

Basin and the Nipomo Basin. It is likely that in the future the program will be spread to the Edna 

Valley and the Cuyama Valley. 

Summary:  From a big picture standpoint the so-called Countywide Water Conservation 

Program is an admission of the failure by the County Board of Supervisors to actually deal with 

the drought and to plan to allow for future growth in a substantive way. At rock bottom this plan 

seeks to stabilize various aquifers on the backs of farmers, ranchers, and suburban and rural 

residents while allowing the incorporated cities and suburban water districts to be exempt. The 2-

plus years consumed by the Paso Basin Moratorium have been wasted.   

The Board letter for this item states in part: 

The primary objectives of the proposed CWWCP is to substantially reduce increases in 

groundwater extraction in areas that have been certified LOS III; provide a mechanism to allow 

new development and new or altered irrigated agriculture to proceed in certified LOS III areas 

(subject to the requirements of the County General Plan and County Code), in a manner that 

fully offsets projected water use; and reduce wasteful use of water in the county.  

Note the words subject to the requirements of the County General Plan and County Code. 

The provisions here add on reviews and compound the already restrictive scheme of 

regulation.  

The Board should reject the program for the following reasons: 

1. Local, regional, and national weather experts are predicting a particularly strong El Nino 

phenomenon this winter. El Ninos have historically been accompanied by very wet winters. The 

Board should postpone consideration of the so-called water conservation program for 5 months 

to see if the rains materialize and then determine the status of the impacted basins. 
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2. Regulation without Representation: The vote to send the package forward from the 

Planning Commission to the Board of supervisors was 3/2. The two Commissioners who 

dissented had significant questions and concerns even after 5 Planning Commission hearings on 

the issue. The 2 dissenting commissioners (Harrison from the Nipomo area and Campbell from 

the Paso Basin area represent some of the most impacted residents and property owners. 

Commissioners who supported the package included Topping, who represents the coast (his area 

is not impacted) and Meyer, who represents the cities of SLO, Avila, Pismo, etc. (also areas 

which are not impacted). Commissioner Irving also has a portion of the impacted area in his 

district, but the largest percentage of the population in his district is contained in the City of Paso 

Robles, which is exempt by virtue of its being a city with its own land use regulations. 

3. More Regulation without Representation:  One can never predict how elected Supervisors 

will ultimately vote but it is likely that Compton and Arnold will vote against the package. It is 

also likely Gibson and Hill, whose constituents will not be subject to the regulations, will vote in 

favor. This leaves Mecham as the potential deciding vote, whose district does contain a large 

portion of the Paso Basin. But again, most of the population of his district resides in the City of 

Paso Robles , which is exempt, by virtue of being outside County zoning. Ironically Mecham’s 

constituents in the City will be able to build hotels and housing and generally will receive water 

provided by the City, which will pump the basin unfettered. 

We were visiting the Paso Robles Golf Club the other day. Everything is as green and well-

watered as it can be. The poor stiffs (particularly farmers) over the line in the County will be 

subject to this penetrating and costly new set of regulations, fees, and project-killing constraints. 

Meanwhile, no problem here, but if you 

have a propety a few miles to the east in 

the unincorporated County, you will 

have to purchase water offsets to build 

your home, plant your orchard, or 

whatever.  Just the permit from the 

County to consider your offset  

application will cost almost $2,000.         

                                                    

Course irrigation is from 2 wells at 1,200 gallons per minute. 

4. The key features of the Water Conservation Plan (especially as it pertains to the Paso Basin) 

are simply carried over from the Urgency Ordinance (moratorium) of 2013. The members of the 

Board who voted for that ordinance justified it as a “time out” to provide  an opportunity to 

assess the situation and to develop solutions. In adopting the urgency ordinance the Board 

declared that the situation constituted an imminent threat to public health, safety, and welfare. 

No data other than a historical map showing declines in the basin water level were ever provided 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CAcQjRxqFQoTCOPZ8Zbb1MgCFVTVYwodx2gBWw&url=http://www.labellasera.com/leisure/golf.php&psig=AFQjCNEBdP9V99Ob59l7flaWP25ulx5ZYQ&ust=1445556152317221
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to substantiate the problem. No data have ever been provided that substantiated an “imminent 

threat” to public health and safety.  

At this point no actual solutions have been prioritized or worked on, let alone actually 

implemented. Instead the Board water majority (Gibson, Hill, and Mecham) have directed that 

the land use Plan and ordinance amendments be brought forward which would permanentize the 

ordinance for at least 5 more years (thus 7+ years when the urgency ordinance and the 5-year 

extension are combined.) Apologists say that the provisions will automatically sunset when the 

various overlying jurisdictions adopt a State Ground Water Management Act (SGMA) compliant 

Ground Water Sustainability Plan (GSA).
1
 The problem with this ploy is that it is highly unlikely 

that a state approvable GSA that would eliminate the moratorium can be engineered under the 

current “no real action” scenario. Worse yet, the County staff has proclaimed and the Local 

Agency Formation Commission has legally adopted the provision that the AB 2453 water 

district, which is supposed to be the key player in solving the problem, will spend the next 5 

years formulating a plan which may or may not contain any real solutions to enhancing inflows 

to the Basin. The new agency will spend $1 million per year working on a plan, while no one 

will be actually doing anything to fix the problem. It could be decades before anything real 

happens (if ever).  

The County itself has spent the past 2 years pushing the AB 2453 water district as well as 

conservation and restrictions. It has not brought forward any concrete interim or long-range plans 

to begin enhancing basin inflows, storage, water recycling, stream management, spreading 

basins, water injection, acquisition of surplus state water, large scale desalination, use of treated 

effluent, cloud seeding, or anything else. Several years ago the County issued a large contract 

(around $800,000) to Corollo Engineering to research and provide recommendations related to 

some of these potentials. Nothing has been heard about the status or results of this effort. 

Given this set of circumstances, it is clear that from the standpoint of the currently dominant 

political faction, this was never about water but instead is a strategy to shut down development in 

the Paso Basin in order to implement the County’s stated overarching policy of “smart growth.” 

In this regard the severe drought has been a gift to the leftist “smart growth” movement and its 

servants. Existing grape growers and vineyard owners who have been playing footsy with the 

smart growthers will find in the end that new and ever more constraining restrictions will be 

imposed, thus eroding their existing operations. In other words, first you can’t expand without an 

offset. Next, and now that you have your mandatory County-reviewed meter, you will be 

required to have a water use cutback plan. 

                                                           
1
 The ordinance provision states: Termination. The provisions of this section for the Paso Robles Groundwater 

Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin) shall expire upon the effective date of a final and adopted Water Code 
section 10720 et seq. groundwater sustainability plan(s) by a local groundwater sustainability agency or agencies, 
covering the entirety of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin within the land use jurisdiction of the County 
of San Luis Obispo  . 
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Those who promised that the urgency ordinance was a “time out” deliberately misled the public 

with respect to their intentions. 

5. The General Provision: Prior to New or Expanded Irrigated Crop Production overlying the 

Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (PRGWB), excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin, the following 

requirements apply where designated by Section 22.06.030 (Allowable Land Uses and Permit 

Requirements) as being subject to the provisions of this Section. The provisions of this chapter 

must be complied with prior to initiation or the establishment of New or Expanded Irrigated 

Crop Production and prior to the issuance of a permit pursuant to Title 8 of the County Code to 

construct, repair, or modify a water well (bore hole, casing, or packing) or water system 

proposed to serve any New or Expanded Irrigated Crop Production on land overlying the 

PRGWB (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin). All New or Expanded Irrigated Crop Production 

overlying the PRGWB (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin) shall be required to obtain an 

Agricultural Offset Clearance. The offset clearance shall be the equivalent of a Zoning 

Clearance. The Agricultural Offset Clearance is subject to the provisions of Chapter 22.64 that 

are applicable to Zoning Clearances. The purpose of the Agricultural Offset Clearance is to 

allow for new or conversion of existing irrigated crop production overlying the PRGWB 

(excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin) while protecting the critical resource of groundwater.  
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You would think they would have limited the program to the area of severe decline and the 

City of Paso. Of course the County does not have land use authority over the City. Thus the 

rural and suburban residents get stuck.  

5. New Fees: As noted the process to obtain an offset is equivalent to a land use permit 

application.  This means that there will be the new fee for the actual permit. Even though the 

analysis may be irrelevant the permit process will require examination by other signoff 

departments, including Public Works, Fire, and Public Health. Each of these will levy a fee for 

their review. Moreover, if there are any code items out of place, the owner will be required to fix 

these extraneous items in order to get the permit.  

   

Some of the exploitive and convoluted application requirements are detailed below: 

Zoning Clearance application.  Zoning Clearance applications shall include the information 

required by Section 22.60.040.B, and the following additional information. Drawings shall be 

neatly and accurately prepared, at an appropriate scale that will enable ready identification and 

recognition of submitted information. 

1. Zoning Clearance content. Zoning Clearance applications shall include a site layout plan 

containing the following information, using multiple sheets if necessary, except as provided by 

Section 22.60.040.D (Waivers of Content). 

h. Additional information. To be included with Zoning Clearance applications as required in the 

following specific cases, in addition to all other information required by this Section. 

(1) Combining designation information. When required by Chapter 22.14 for sites within a 

combining designation identified by the Land Use Element. 

(2) Drainage plan. When required by Chapter 22.52 (Drainage, or Chapter 22.14 (Combining 

Designations). 

COLAB NOTE: Why is a drainage plan required for a permit for a water offset?  
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 (3) Fire safety plan. When required by Chapter 22.50 (Fire Safety), to be submitted for projects 

outside the urban or village reserve lines. 

COLAB NOTE: Why is a Fire safety plan required in connection with irrigating a field of 

lettuce or planting grapes? 

(4) Grading plan. When required by Chapter 22.52 (Grading). 

COLAB NOTE: Why is a grading plan required in connection with the offset permit? 

(5) Planning area requirements. An application shall also include all information required by 

Article 9 (Community Planning Standards) for a specific community, or area of the county. 

COLAB NOTE: What does this mean? What will it cost? 

(6) Sign information. When any use is proposed to have signs, a description of their location, 

size, design and copy shall be provided. 

COLAB NOTE: So if the block of Grenache has a sign that says “Grenache” you will have 

to get the sign approved?  

(7) Special standard requirements. An application shall also include all information required by 

the standards of Article 4 for a specific use, or by other Chapter of this Title. 

COLAB NOTE: What does this mean? How burdensome and costly is it? 

(8) Solid waste disposal information. As required by Section 22.10.150. 

COLAB NOTE: What does a solid waste plan have to do with a water offset permit? 

(9) Trees. Applications for projects within urban or village reserve lines, or where required by 

planning area standards (Article 9), shall show the location of trees existing on the site in or 

within 50 feet of proposed grading or other construction, which are eight inches or larger in 

diameter at four feet above natural grade. Trees proposed to be removed shall be noted (any tree 

removal is subject to the requirements of Chapter 22.54 – Tree Preservation). 

COLAB NOTE:  Is this water offset ordinance or tree preservation and planning 

regulation? 

Why are all these add-on reviews included in the process?  We thought that the offset 

program is supposedly being put in place to save water? Why will applicants be subjected 

to and punished by all these other requirements? Obviously, water is not the only issue. 

Again and as we have maintained for years, the real purpose is to curtail economic and 

agricultural development and ultimately make any expansion impossible. 

6. How the Offset Program will actually work:  
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Agricultural Offset Clearance Review and Approval. The criteria of this subsection shall be used 

in determining if a site is eligible for sending or receiving site status. If a sending or receiving 

site meets the criteria expressed, the site would then be eligible for participation in an 

Agricultural Offset Clearance. An Agricultural Offset Clearance may be granted only when the 

following criteria have been met: 

1. Proposed sites included in the request for an Agricultural Offset Clearance overlie the 

PRGWB (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin). 

2. Proposed sending sites will maintain an eligible use in compliance with the provisions of any 

existing Williamson Act contract for the property and County of San Luis Obispo Rules of 

Procedure to Implement the California Land Conservation Act of 1965. 

COLAB NOTE: Participant sending sites will be required to maintain their property under 

the Williamson Act.  

3. Water demand for the proposed irrigated crop production is equal to or less than the crop 

production it is replacing, such that an offset at a 1:1 ratio is achieved. Water demand shall be 

derived from the crop-specific applied water figures as specified in Table 2 and Table 3 below. 

4. Sending site credits will be determined by current demand of irrigated crop production on the 

sending site, as listed in Table 3. 

• Well meter installation prior to final inspection 

COLAB NOTE: Sending sites will be required to install well meters. Will anyone actually 

volunteer? 

• Deed restriction on sending and receiving sites 

COLAB NOTE: Both the sending and receiving sites become legally encumbered.  

• Site inspections 

COLAB NOTE:  How often will the County inspectors come around? What exactly are 

they going to inspect? What will the inspection fee cost? 

Well meter installation prior to final inspection Attachment 6 - Amendment to Title 22 Land Use 

Ordinance (Legislative Changes) 

5. A copy of a signed landowner agreement for transfer of planting credits between participating 

private landowners for an off-site Agricultural Offset Clearance. 

COLAB NOTE: What are the legal standards for this agreement? Does either party have 

liability if the other party violates provisions of the provisions of Title 22 relating to the 

program?  
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6. A deed restriction, in a form approved by County Counsel, has been recorded upon on all 

parcels associated with an Agricultural Offset Clearance, and has been recorded, prior to any 

planting authorized under an Agricultural Offset Clearance in the Office of the County Recorder. 

All deed restrictions shall include language referring to the expiration of the provision of this 

section, as described in section 22.30.204 H (Termination). 

COLAB NOTE: These deed restrictions will of necessity have to contain the data about the 

amount of water being extinguished at the sending site and the amount and type of crops 

on which it will allow at the receiving site. The filing at the County Recorder Office will be 

a public record. Anybody will be able to pull it and discover proprietary information about 

both owners’ businesses.  

7. Any New or Expanded Irrigated Crop Production overlying the PRGWB (excluding the 

Atascadero Sub-basin), that occurs between the expiration of the Paso Robles Groundwater 

Basin Urgency Ordinance (Ordinance Nos. 3246 and 3247), on August 27, 2015, and the 

effective date of the this section shall not qualify as planting credits in any future applications for 

an Agricultural Offset Clearance. 

COLAB NOTE: This one looks like a punitive and illegal ex-post facto law. How can they 

apply this clause to a time period before this ordinance was adopted? 

8. Any plantings approved under an Agricultural Offset Clearance will be completed prior to the 

expiration of the Agricultural Offset Clearance, or the termination of this ordinance, whichever 

occurs first. 

The criteria of this subsection shall be used in determining if a site is eligible for sending or 

receiving site status. If a sending or receiving site meets the criteria expressed, the site would 

then be eligible for participation in an Agricultural Offset Clearance. An Agricultural Offset 

Clearance may be granted only when the following criteria have been met: 

1. Proposed sites included in the request for an Agricultural Offset Clearance overlie the 

PRGWB (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin). 

2. Proposed sending sites will maintain an eligible use in compliance with the provisions of any 

existing Williamson Act contract for the property and County of San Luis Obispo Rules of 

Procedure to Implement the California Land Conservation Act of 1965. 

3. Water demand for the proposed irrigated crop production is equal to or less than the crop 

production it is replacing, such that an offset at a 1:1 ratio is achieved. Water demand shall be 

derived from the crop-specific applied water figures as specified in Table 2 and Table 3 below. 
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Note that there are significant questions generated about the entire premise and 

justification for the Paso Basin water calculations which were engendered by the 

publication of the table above. Please see Addendum I on page 17 at the end of this update 

for a complete review. 

4. Sending site credits will be determined by current demand of irrigated crop production on the 

sending site, as listed in Table 3. 

• Well meter installation prior to final inspection 

• Deed restriction on sending and receiving sites 

• Site inspections 

• Well meter installation prior to final inspection 

Attachment 6 - Amendment to Title 22 Land Use Ordinance (Legislative Changes) 

5. A copy of a signed landowner agreement for transfer of planting credits between participating 

private landowners for an off-site Agricultural Offset Clearance. 
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6. A deed restriction, in a form approved by County Counsel, has been recorded upon on all 

parcels associated with an Agricultural Offset Clearance, and has been recorded, prior to any 

planting authorized under an Agricultural Offset Clearance in the Office of the County Recorder. 

All deed restrictions shall include language referring to the expiration of the provision of this 

section, as described in section 22.30.204 H (Termination). 

7. Any New or Expanded Irrigated Crop Production overlying the PRGWB (excluding the 

Atascadero Sub-basin), that occurs between the expiration of the Paso Robles Groundwater 

Basin Urgency Ordinance (Ordinance Nos. 3246 and 3247), on August 27, 2015, and the 

effective date of the this section shall not qualify as planting credits in any future applications for 

an Agricultural Offset Clearance. 

8. Any plantings approved under an Agricultural Offset Clearance will be completed prior to the 

expiration of the Agricultural Offset Clearance, or the termination of this ordinance, whichever 

occurs first. 

Title 19 (The County Building and Construction Ordinance) is also being amended to 

enforce this scheme of regulation. Some provisions include: 

 

1. Offset Required. Prior to issuance of a construction permit for a new structure with plumbing 

fixtures on property that overlies and/or uses water from the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, 

(excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin) or the Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation Area the 

developer of such new structure shall obtain an Offset Clearance from the Department of 

Planning and Building verifying that new water use has been offset at a 1:1 ratio. Water savings 

must come from the same groundwater basin as the proposed new development. Applicants shall 

meet offset requirements by complying with Subsection 2 or 3 below. 

i. Applicability: Construction permits for development approved through discretionary permits 

in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero sub-basin) shall instead 

comply with the offset ratio required in Section 22.94.025 of the Land Use Ordinance. 

ii. Offset Clearance Process: Applications for an Offset Clearance shall include evidence that 

projected water use (based on actual water data or by approved assumptions about the water 

demand for that use) has been offset at a 1:1 ratio through verifiable evidence or through a 

County Approved Water Conservation Program. Water savings must come from the same ground 

water basin as the proposed new development.   

2. County Approved Water Conservation Programs. Applicants shall meet the offset requirement 

by purchasing credits from a County Approved Water Conservation Program operating in the 

same groundwater basin as the proposed project or by complying with one of the alternatives in 

Section 3. Approved programs achieve water savings in existing development and make credits 
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available for purchase. The cost of offset credits is set so as to be equal to the cost of achieving 

water savings. Programs may include but are not limited to plumbing retrofit programs and turf 

removal incentive programs.  

3. Water Meter Installation and Reading. 

i. All new or existing wells that serve new development that overlie or use water from the Paso 

Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin) or the Nipomo Mesa Water 

Conservation Area must have a well meter installed. The meter shall be used to measure all 

groundwater used from that well. 

ii. Meter installation must be verified by the County Public Works Department prior to building 

permit issuance. The configuration of the installation shall conform to the Water Well Metering 

Standards and Installation Guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works and 

incorporated into the Public Improvement Standards. 

iii. Property owners or responsible party designated by the property owner must read the water 

meter and record the water usage on or near the first day of the month. These records must be 

maintained by the property owner or responsible party and may be subject to inspection only by 

code enforcement pursuant to a violation investigation. 

Nipomo Basin Impacts: 

Please see Addendum 

II on page 20 for an 

excellent critique of the 

Plan as it impacts the 

Nipomo Basin prepared 

by the Grower Shipper 

Association of San Luis 

Obispo and Santa 

Barbara Counties. 
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Title 8 of the Code Doubles Down: 

Title 8 of the County Code is also being amended as part of this program to provide extensive 

regulations. Some samples include: 

1. 8.69.010 Purpose and Intent 

The standards of this Section are applicable to all properties, except agricultural operations in 

the Agriculture land use category and those served by a Community Service District, Community 

Service Area, or other water provider where comparable requirements are already enforced. 

These standards are necessary to conserve water, assure reasonable and beneficial use of water, 

prevent waste of water, prevent unreasonable use of water and prevent unreasonable methods of 

use of water in order to recognize that water is a scarce natural resource that requires careful 

management not only in times of drought, but at all times. 

8.69.020 Use of hose watering prohibition. 

No person shall use a hose to water or wash down any sidewalk, walkway, driveway, parking 

area, street, alley, gutter, ditch or any other paved surface, except under the following 

conditions: 

(1) As is required for the benefit of public health and safety to alleviate safety or sanitary 

hazards, and then only by the use of a hand-held bucket or a water-hose equipped with an 

automatic shutoff nozzle. 

(2) When a low-volume, high-pressure cleaning machine or a low-volume high-pressure water 

broom is used. 

(3) All wash-down activities must comply with all state or local regulations pertaining to 

discharges. 

(4) Any use of water which results in excessive runoff is prohibited. 

COLAB NOTE: How does the County propose to inspect and enforce 

this section?  What will the inspectors cost? Or will it be enforced only 

on complaint?  Will a cadre of snitches emerge?  What if a law 

enforcement officer observes a violation? 

 8.69.030 Watering of lawns and  landscaping. 

(1) No residential or commercial ornamental landscapes or turf shall be 

watered between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. from May 1st to October 31st, and 10:00 

a.m. and 4:00 p.m. from November 1st to April 30th. 

http://www.google.com/imgres?hl=en&authuser=0&biw=1366&bih=599&tbm=isch&tbnid=8SDS8FOMHfxsoM:&imgrefurl=http://marthasvineyard.patch.com/groups/editors-picks/p/so-many-murders-so-little-time-how-fiction-writers-on0000685bec&docid=GARiL4gJtvlF2M&imgurl=http://o1.aolcdn.com/dims-shared/dims3/PATCH/quality/82/resize/213x295/http://hss-prod.hss.aol.com/hss/storage/patch/8ac05069300cd2c52b335d113be96834&w=213&h=294&ei=F9dFUoCPMeiUjAK0_4HwBQ&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:43,s:0,i:219&iact=rc&page=3&tbnh=200&tbnw=145&start=34&ndsp=16&tx=82&ty=110
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(2) No established ornamental landscapes or turf shall be watered more than once a day and no 

more than three times per week. 

COLAB NOTE: Does this include roses? 

Does this include golf course greens?  

(3) No ornamental landscapes or turf shall be watered to such an extent that runoff onto 

adjoining sidewalks, walkways, driveways, parking areas, streets, alleys, gutters, ditches or any 

other paved surfaces occurs. Sprinkler direction and run times shall be adjusted to prevent 

excess watering and run-off from landscaped or hardscaped surfaces. 

(4) No ornamental landscapes or turf shall be watered with a source of potable water when it is 

raining. 

(5) All hoses, faucets and irrigation systems shall be regularly inspected and maintained and all 

leaks shall be repaired as soon as is reasonably practicable. 

8.69.040 Indoor plumbing and fixtures. All hoses, faucets, pipes and any other indoor plumbing 

fixtures shall be regularly inspected and maintained and all leaks shall be repaired as soon as is 

reasonably practicable. 

8.69.050 Washing vehicles. No motor vehicle, boat, trailer, or other type of mobile equipment 

may be washed, except at a commercial carwash or with reclaimed water, unless such vehicle is 

washed by using a hand-held bucket or a water-hose equipped with an automatic shutoff nozzle. 

No water hose shall be left running while washing a vehicle or at any other time. 

8.69.060 Swimming pools and spas. 

(1) On properties overlying groundwater basins that have been certified Level of Severity III 

pursuant to the County’s Resource Management System, emptying and refilling public or private 

swimming pools and/or spas or hot tubs are prohibited except to prevent structural damage 

and/or to provide for the public health and safety. 

COLAB NOTE: So, if a new pool is constructed, it can’t be filled? 

(2) Overfilling of swimming pools and/or spas or hot tubs such that overflow water is discharge 

onto an adjoining sidewalk, walkway, driveway, parking area, street, alley, gutter, ditch or any 

paved surface is prohibited. 

8.69.110 Agricultural processing uses - wineries. On properties overlying groundwater basins 

that have been certified Level of Severity III pursuant to the County’s Resource Management 

System; the following standards apply to all winery uses as defined by Title 22, Land Use 

Ordinance Section 22.30.070.D.2. 
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(1) Water conserving measures shall be used for activities during the winemaking process 

including crush operations, press, tank, and barrel washing and barrel soaking. These measures 

could include, but not be limited to: 

a) Conducting crush and press activities outside and covered wherever feasible to reduce 

“baking” of waste material on equipment surface. 

b) Pre-cleaning with appropriate tools (e.g. a stiff brush or squeegee) should occur to loosen 

and remove large material before wash-down. 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, October 22, 2015 (Completed)  

General Note:  This was a very busy Planning Commission Meeting with many applications 

from individual citizens for a variety of projects. The most significant was Item 14 below, which 

has public policy implications in terms of the County’s overall attitude toward the oil industry 

and industrial development in general.  

Item 14 - Continued hearing to consider a request by FREEPORT-MCMORAN OIL & 

GAS for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to amend the previous CUP to extend the amount 

of time allowed drilling previously approved Phase IV oil wells (D010386D). This request 

would extend the current limit for an additional 3 years to install these previous approved 

wells (approximately 31 wells not yet installed). The project is located at 1821 Price Canyon 

Road (San Luis Obispo) on the east and west sides of Price Canyon Road, approximately 

2.7 miles north of the City of Pismo Beach, in the South County planning area (San Luis 

Bay Inland sub area South). The Environmental Coordinator found that the previously 

certified Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) is adequate for the purposes of 

compliance with CEQA. CONTINUED FROM 9/10/2015.  The Commission determined to 

continue the matter to its November meeting. A Center For Biological Diversity attorney 

asserted that granting the time extension for drilling 31 oil wells, which had already been 

approved, would contaminate the water supply (even though the existing operations  – hundreds 

of oil wells – have not contaminated the water supply).  Separately, Commissioner Meyer 

repeatedly expressed concern that the use of water (it’s not potable groundwater) that naturally 

occurs within the oil and is then separated to provide steam for injection would result in negative 

pressure, which would pull in water from neighboring aquifers such as Edna Valley. The 

commission engaged in a long, fumbling, and confusing wrangle about whether and how it 

should study the matter prior to making a decision. In the end they determined to invite the 

Regional Water Quality Control Board to send an expert to advise them on the issue. It is not 

clear if the Regional Board has such hydrological expertise on its staff or whether it would 

provide gratuitous advice in a pending zoning matter not under its jurisdiction.  

There were 12 public speakers, of which 11 opposed the application and 1 was in support. Most 

of the opponents appeared to be residents of the surrounding area. It should be noted that 3
rd
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District Supervisorial candidate Debbie Peterson (former Grover Beach Mayor) spoke forcefully 

against the limited permit extension. The oil field has existed since 1900. You could not move to 

the area without noticing it.  Some of the speakers characterized the field and the oil industry in 

general as despicable, filthy, and needing to be forcefully shut down.  

Background:  As indicated in the item title, this is a request to extend an existing permit time 

limit to complete 31 oil wells that have already been permitted.  

Current Application:  As noted above, this is an application to simply extend the current permit 

by 3 years. The Center for Biological Diversity, Sierra Club, and others are opposing the permit 

extension. The decision on this permit may be a portent of future County decisions related to oil 

and gas development. Bothe the Center for Biological Diversity and The Sierra Club have  been 

particularity hysterical, untruthful, and virulent.  

 

Planning Commission of Thursday, October 29, 2015 (Scheduled) 

Item 6 - Further Consideration of the Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Subdivision 

Application.  During the prior hearing,  opponents raised questions about the groundwater 

supply. This had been studied about 5 years ago but not in the near term. In order to resolve the 

matter Commissioners suggested that the applicant conduct some pump tests on existing wells. 

The new staff write-up states in part: 

No action on the project was taken on September 10, 2015. The Planning Commission will 

reconvene and hear the item on October 29, 2015. Per the direction of the Planning 

Commission, staff requested that the applicant provide the following information: 

er levels and production data for the four project wells (10,11,14,15) 

& 9) 

 

Background:  During the September 10th meeting The Commission received a staff 

presentation as well a presentation by the applicant about the proposed project. The staff had 

strongly recommended against approval of the proposal in its write-up. It persisted and verbally 

reinforced its recommendation for denial. In fact, and perhaps revealing a little guilt, the 

Planning Director gave a somewhat apologetic introduction at the start of the session defending 

the integrity and professionalism of the staff and recommendation. About 60 residents opposed 

to the project were in the room. Many spoke against it. They did not close off public comment, 

so it is likely that everyone will come back on October 29
th

 and speak again.  
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The Planning staff had recommended the denial of the project in the strongest terms we have 

seen for any project in the past 5 years (even worse than the Las Pilates Quarry outside Santa 

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

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

farms, and estate houses. Essentially, the project proposes carving out about 130 acres of the 

total 1,910 vineyard property for 102 estate houses on 1-acre lots, which would be clustered 

down to maintain most of the property as vineyard and open space. 

Addendum I 

BASIN WATER 

CALCULATIONS 

1. The Draft EIR:  The 

justification for the program 

was based on data that the 

Paso Basin is in overdraft 

because various users, 

including cities, rural 

residents, and agriculture, 

are pumping more water 

from the basin than flows in 

from rain, stream flow, and 

sub-surface sources. Agriculture is the largest user, and currently the largest agricultural user is 

made up of grape growers. The original program design and the accompanying Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) calculated that grapes require somewhere between 1.2 and 

2.7 acre-feet per year of water (an acre-foot = 325,851 gallons). The DEIR indicated that the 

mid-range was 1.7 acre-feet. This comports closely with overall data in the County’s 2014 Paso 

Basin Computer Model Update, which indicates that over 30 years, grapes used an average of 1.8 

acre-feet per year. The data in the Model Update is a part of the basis for the entire program 

proposal. 

The Final EIR:  At some point and after the DEIR was circulated, various representatives of the 

wine industry and experts from the University of California pointed out that grapes in the Paso 

basin actually only use 1.2 acre-

feet per year. Many growers 

indicate that they use less than 1 

acre-foot per year. Accordingly, 

the County staff has changed the 

numbers in the Final 
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Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).  

 

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

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

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

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

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

states in this regard:   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

assumptions. Note that the difference between 1.7 acre-feet 

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

would more than extinguish the current projected 2,473 

acre-foot deficit.   

The Planning Commission should have stopped this whole 

process and have staff redo the assumptions and eliminate 

the contradictions on which the proposed draconian 

program rests. 
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Addendum II-Grower Shipper Letter 
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