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July 6, 2022  
  
San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building 
ATTN: Planting Ordinance/Kylie Hensley  
976 Osos Street, Room 300 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 
By email to: khensley@co.slo.ca.us and pasoplanting@co.slo.ca.us 
  
RE:  Comments on Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Paso Basin Land Use 
Management Area Planting Ordinance 
  
Dear Kylie Hensley:  
  
On behalf of our 700 San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau member families and businesses, I write 
today to offer comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Paso Basin 
Land Use Management Area (PBLUMA) Planting Ordinance (found in Appendix C of the PEIR and 
hereinafter referred to as the Project or Ordinance). Since 1922, SLO County Farm Bureau has been the 
largest agricultural advocacy organization in our county. Our diverse membership includes farms and 
ranches of all sizes and commodities, and our comments here reflect concerns of all our members.   
 
As also indicated in comments on this Ordinance submitted by the SLO County Agricultural Liaison 
Advisory Board – which includes appointed representatives of each Supervisorial District and the top 
commodities in SLO County – this Ordinance is indisputably bad for agriculture. It might help a handful 
of property owners, but it does so at the expense of the vast majority of growers in the Paso Basin, and the 
mitigation measures it introduces set a dangerous precedent for new regulations on all farmers and 
ranchers in SLO County. Farm Bureau did not support the creation of the original Agricultural Offset 
Urgency Ordinance in August of 2013, but an extension of the existing ordinance is substantially better 
for agriculture than the Pandora’s Box of new regulation opened by this new Paso Basin Land Use 
Planting Ordinance.  
 
This Ordinance creates more problems for agriculture in Paso Robles and the broader San Luis Obispo 
County agriculture industry than it solves. Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSP) developed and 
administered by local Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSA) are the appropriate governmental 
venue to manage groundwater. Though this PEIR attempts to obfuscate the Project’s impact, the 
unprecedented new regulatory requirements solely attributable to this new ordinance fundamentally 
changes the relationship San Luis Obispo County government has with agriculture. Through its omission 
of readily available facts, contradictory reasoning, and absence of economic analysis, it appears this PEIR 
was in search of ways to avoid the correct finding that the Ordinance is reasonably likely to create 
Significant and Unavoidable Class I Impacts to agriculture resources.  
 
Impacts of Additional Pumping and Current Prohibition on Irrigation Wells  
The PEIR estimates the “reasonable potential increase in groundwater use that would be allowed by the 
proposed ordinance for the entire PBULMA is a 450-AFY annual increase, totaling a 9,900-AFY increase 
by January 31, 2045,” (page 6 of Appendix B of the PEIR).The PEIR further acknowledges such an 
increase will require the drilling of new wells. From page 4.13-13 of the PEIR:  

“The annual increase in groundwater use would likely require the construction and use of 
additional groundwater infrastructure. The proposed ordinance is anticipated to result in the 
construction of new groundwater wells, pumps, and distribution pipelines and agriculture 
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ponds/reservoirs for irrigation of new plantings. According to projections detailed in Appendix B, 
an estimated 88 new groundwater irrigation wells, 88 new groundwater well pumps, and 12 new 
agriculture ponds/reservoirs would indirectly result from the proposed planting ordinance 
through January 31, 2045.”  

 
The crux of the PEIR’s incorrect determination that the project does not create significant and 
unavoidable Class I Impacts to agriculture resources due to increased pumping is that existing growers 
will simply be able to drill deeper wells to compensate. From page 4.1-12 of the PEIR: 

“Growers may also need to install deeper water wells to be able to use groundwater. However, 
drawdown of groundwater in the PBLUMA and/or installing deeper wells would not directly 
convert farmland to non-agricultural use, and the planting ordinance would not result in a net 
decrease in the total acreage of planted crops. Therefore, the proposed ordinance would not 
convert farmland to non-agricultural use, and impacts to Farmland would be less than 
significant.” 

 
The PEIR recognizes the importance of Governor Newsom’s March 2022 Executive Order on the 
permitting of new irrigation wells in critically overdrafted groundwater basins. From page 4.8-10 of the 
PEIR:  

“Due to the recent enaction of this Executive Order, it is too speculative to discuss how or 
whether the GSAs will be able to make the required GSP consistency findings for new wells 
subject to the Executive Order.”  

 
This is patently false. The PEIR was published on May 20, 2022. At the April 27, 2022 Paso Basin 
Cooperative Committee meeting – 23 days before the PEIR was published – the County of San Luis 
Obispo stated its policy on permitting new wells in the portion of the Paso Robles Subbasin governed by 
its GSA1. (The Paso Robles Subbasin is substantially the same area as the PBLUMA.) During that April 
27 meeting, San Luis Obispo County Groundwater Sustainability Director Blaine Reely explained the 
County GSA’s new policy on the Executive Order, stating: 

“What the County’s response to that is. ...Our interpretation of the Executive Order would 
preclude us from providing - from the County’s GSA in this basin - for providing approval for a 
new non-exempt well to be drilled or altered in the Basin while this Executive Order’s in effect,”  
 

The PEIR failed to account for this significant policy decision restricting new irrigation wells, despite the 
issue being publicly noticed on the agenda of the April 27 Paso Basin Cooperative Committee. As the 
PEIR states on page 1-3, “The County of San Luis Obispo” – rather than a particular department – is the 
lead agency for the project. The County cannot reasonably claim to have overlooked this critically 
important policy decision which was publicly announced 23 days prior to the publishing of the PEIR. 
This is a prime example of how the PEIR willfully excluded clear and publicly available evidence that the 
Project is reasonably likely to create Significant and Unavoidable Class I Impacts to agriculture resources. 
As existing farmers will likely have wells go dry and not be allowed to drill deeper wells, the Ordinance 
will likely convert farmland to non-agricultural use, and negative impacts to farmland will be significant. 
If farmers can no longer irrigate their crops, they will be forced to convert farmland to non-agricultural 
use. 
 
While other GSAs in the Paso Robles Subbasin may not have issued their policy decision on the same 
timeline, the County GSA controls the largest portion of both the PBLUMA and the Paso Robles 
Subbasin by far (see Figure 2-1 “Paso Basin Land Use Management Area (PBLUMA)” and Figure 2-2 

 
1 April 27, 2022 Paso Basin Cooperative Committee Meeting – Agenda Item 9 - Video of discussion is available at: 
https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Groundwater-Sustainability/Forms-Documents/Paso-Robles-
Groundwater-Basin/Agendas-Minutes/2022.aspx 
 



 3 of 8 

“Paso Robles Subbasin GSA” in the PEIR), meaning its policy decision to not allow growers to install 
deeper wells eliminates the ability of existing growers located in the County GSA to “dig deeper wells” to 
compensate for the Project’s allowance for new 25 AFY crop plantings.  
 
Thus, the PEIR failed to correctly conclude the significant and unavoidable negative impact the Project 
will have on agricultural resources. The Project will lead to more wells going dry, and even if existing 
growers could afford the cost to drill a new well, current County GSA policy prohibits many of them 
from doing so.  
 
Impacts to Smaller Agriculture Operations 
The Project contradicts its stated goal to “Encourage and facilitate smaller production agriculture 
operations” (page ES-3). Notably, nowhere in the PEIR or the Public Review Draft of the Ordinance itself 
(Appendix C of the PEIR) is “smaller production operations” defined. How many acres of irrigated crops 
makes someone a large farmer? Absent this important definition, it will be assumed this refers to someone 
growing crops that require up to 25 AFY of water. The PEIR succumbs to the ambiguous notion of 
“helping small farmers” without any analysis of how the Project affects existing small farmers. 
 
Smaller production agricultural operations already exist in the PBLUMA. From page 5 of Appendix B of 
the PEIR, the estimated number of existing sites in the PBLUMA using 0-25 AFY of irrigation is 385. 
The PEIR failed to quantify how many of these 385 existing smaller growers are currently operating in 
parts of the PBLUMA not under the jurisdiction of the County GSA (and thus potentially allowed to 
install deeper irrigation wells). Declining groundwater levels resulting from the Project disproportionately 
impact these smaller growers, as the cost of digging a deeper well to compensate for impacts of the 
Project is a more significant economic burden for smaller operations then it is on larger operations. For 
those 385 existing growing sites that are located within parts of the PBLUMA under the County’s GSA, 
they are today (and likely for the foreseeable future) prohibited by the County from getting a new well to 
compensate for the increased groundwater withdrawal created by the Ordinance.The Project has 
Significant and Unavoidable Class I Impacts to agriculture resources, particularly existing smaller 
operations.  
 
Creation of Costly New Mitigation Measures for Growers 
The PEIR failed to consider the significant impact to agricultural resources specifically attributable to the 
Ordinance’s unprecedented new mitigation measures imposed for routine farming practices like a water-
neutral replanting of existing crops. The PEIR’s explanation of which mitigation measures the Ordinance 
creates under "Exempted” plantings and “Planting Permits” was ambiguous. Farm Bureau had to contact 
the Planning and Building Department to attempt to unravel the actual applicability of the new mitigation 
measures.   
 
In a July 1, 2022 email, County Planning and Building staff Kylie Hensley explained which mitigation 
measures (listed on ES-9 through ES-16 of the PEIR) apply to either the 25 AFY “exempted” plantings, 
and which apply to someone seeking a water neutral planting permit (“Planting Permit”). This distinction 
is especially important, as one of the stated goals of the ordinance is to not affect existing crop production 
in the PBLUMA. From page ES-3 of the PEIR: 

“It is important to note the proposed ordinance would only regulate new and expanded crop 
production land uses irrigated from groundwater wells within the PBLUMA. The ordinance 
would not allow new or expanded plantings not authorized by a planting permit or within the 25-
AFY exemption. Existing crop production irrigated from groundwater wells within the PBLUMA 
would not be affected by the proposed ordinance. …” 

 
Through the new mitigation measures it creates, the Project significantly hinders the agricultural industry 
in the PBLUMA. A layman’s reading of the Ordinance would almost certainly misinterpret the 
misleading wording “… the proposed ordinance would only regulate new and expanded crop production 
land uses irrigated from groundwater wells within the PBLUMA.” As revealed by the County’s July 1 
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email, “new crop production” means the routine replanting of existing agricultural crops that are water 
neutral. Farm Bureau asked, “Will the act of an on-site water neutral replanting (e.g. removing 100 acres 
of winegrapes and planting 100 acres of new wine grapes) in the PBLUMA make someone subject to the 
new ordinance?” the answer from County staff was “Yes.”  
 
The Ordinance unequivocally shackles current growers with costly and burdensome new regulations. The 
Ordinance imposes three new regulations that do not exist in the current Agricultural Offset Program, and 
five new regulations on 25 AFY “exempt” plantings that do not exist in the current program for 5 AFY.  
 
Mitigation Measure - AQ-1 Construction Emissions Reduction 
County staff said mitigation measure “AQ-1 Construction Emissions Reduction” applies to both 
Exempted plantings and Planting Permits. They added that this measure applies “only for sites that have 
been uncultivated for 10+ years before application date.” It is unclear where the 10-year timeframe comes 
from or the logic behind it. An existing farmer who stops irrigating for 6 years, then uses the 4.5 years 
allowed to finish planting, plus any additional extensions allowed because of a local drought emergency 
declaration, will now be in the “10+ year” category and be subject to a costly dust suppressant program or 
pay to have the “road” paved. The PEIR failed to include any analysis of the cost for farmers in the 
PBLUMA to implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1 Construction Emissions Reduction. From page ES-9 
of the PEIR: 

AQ-1 Construction Emissions Reduction. Prior to adoption of the planting ordinance, the County 
of San Luis Obispo shall amend the ordinance to include the following Condition of Approvals in 
Section 22.30.205 of Title 8 of the San Luis Obispo County Code: 
• Construction equipment used for the development of individual agricultural sites shall be 

Tier 4 unless the attainment of such equipment proves infeasible. 
• For unpaved roadways associated with the agricultural sites, individual projects shall 

implement one of the following: 
i) For the life of the project, pave and maintain the roads, driveways, and/or 

parking areas; or 
ii) For the life of the project, maintain the unpaved roads, driveways, and/or 

parking area with a dust suppressant (consistent with the San Luis Obispo Air 
Pollution Control District [SLOAPCD] Approved Dust Suppressant section of 
the SLOAPCD’s CEQA Handbook), such that fugitive dust emissions do not 
exceed the APCD 20% opacity limit for greater than 3 minutes in any 60-minute 
period (APCD Rule 401) or prompt nuisance violations (APCD Rule 402). To 
improve the dust suppressant’s long-term efficacy, the planting permit applicant 
or property owners utilizing an exemption shall also implement and maintain 
design standards to ensure vehicles that use the on-site unpaved road are 
physically limited (e.g., speed bumps) to a posted speed limit of 15 mph or less. 

 
Mitigation Measure - BIO-1 Riparian and Wetland Habitat Setback 
County staff said mitigation measure “BIO-1 Riparian and Wetland Habitat Setback” applies to both 
Exempted plantings and Planting Permits. Additionally, staff said “for water neutral permits, planting 
areas could shift closer to sensitive resources.” It is unclear what physical distance “closer,” and suggests 
that County staff will be required to use discretion to determine where routine water-neutral replanting of 
crops can occur. This implied discretionary process contradicts the stated intent of the Ordinance (as 
found on page 2-8 of the PEIR and elsewhere) to allow for ministerial, rather than discretionary permits. 
From page ES-10 of the PEIR: 

BIO-1 Riparian and Wetland Habitat Setback. Prior to adoption of the planting ordinance, the 
County of San Luis Obispo shall amend the ordinance to include the following planting 
requirement in Section 22.30.205 of Title 22 of the San Luis Obispo County Code: 
• Proposed planting plans for planting permits and 25-AFY exemptions shall be required to 

include a setback of at least 50 feet from the proposed planting areas to the edge of riparian 
vegetation and wetland areas. 

 
County staff confirmed this mitigation measure is "a new requirement not included in the existing ag 
offset ordinance or in other sections of the County Code.” The PEIR failed to consider the Significant and 
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Unavoidable Class I Impacts to agriculture resources the Ordinance will create through this new Riparian 
and Wetland Habitat Setback mitigation measure.  
 
Farm Bureau asked County staff, “What map will the County use to determine where exactly ‘the edge of 
riparian vegetation and wetland areas’ is located?” The response was: “It is the applicant's responsibility 
to include streams, riparian vegetation, and wetland areas in their submitted planting plans. Planning staff 
will reference the NHD Streams and USFWS layers (available in LandUseView for reference) to evaluate 
proposed planting plans. If proposed planting may be within the 50' buffer, staff may request the applicant 
hire a biologist to delineate the boundary.” 
 
The ambiguity surrounding the County’s implementation of this mitigation measure (e.g. how much 
“closer” the County will allow water neutral replantings to occur, and the lack of a concrete definition of 
what constitutes a riparian area, stream or wetland) precludes Farm Bureau from calculating the total 
number of acres taken out of agricultural production in the PBLUMA because of the 50-foot Riparian and 
Wetland Habitat Setback mitigation measure. However, even a cursory review of identified NHD Streams 
through the County’s LandUseView mapping webpage shows the loss of prime farmland will number in 
the hundreds - if not thousands - of acres.2 
 
To illustrate the Significant and Unavoidable Class I Impacts to agriculture resources in the PBLUMA, 
we looked at just NHD Streams (classified as “StreamRiver Intermittent” on this particular property) 
located on a 30.8 acre block of irrigated wine grapes located at 3780 Geneseo Road in Paso Robles. The 
mitigation measure’s requirement for a 50-foot setback from this stream removes approximately 188,381 
square feet, or 4.3 acres of prime farmland from production. That is, when this block of winegrapes has to 
be replanted (which will almost certainly happen for every established vineyard in the PBLUMA, as 20 
years is generally the maximum productive life expectancy absent disease or other factors requiring 
earlier replanting) the Ordinance will create a loss of at least 4.3 acres. The image below shows the loss of 
farmland resulting from the new riparian setback in blue. 

 
 

2 SLO County LandUseView Mapping Webpage 
https://gis.slocounty.ca.gov/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=/Geocortex/Essentials/REST/sites/PL_LandUseV
iew/viewers/PL_LandUseView/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default  
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To quantify what the annual economic impact of this loss to a grower would be, we used the latest 
available Crop Report statistics from the SLO County Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures.3 
Looking at the most common varietal of winegrapes, Cabernet Sauvignon, the average value per ton is 
$1,500 with an average yield of 3.237 tons per acre, meaning a single acre of winegrapes has a gross 
value of $4,855 per acre. Multiplied by the 4.3 acres removed from production by the mitigation measure, 
the impact to this 30.8 acre block of winegrapes is $20,878 per year. How is this not a significant impact 
to agricultural resources? A more complete analysis of the Ordinance would surely show tens of millions 
of dollars of annual revenue loss to growers in the PBLUMA. Additionally, the PEIR failed to quantify 
the cost for a grower to “hire a biologist to delineate the boundary.” This cost likely costs more than 
$1,000. Another example of how the PEIR did not attempt to quantify the actual negative consequences to 
growers of the Ordinance.  
 
Mitigation Measure – GHG-1 Carbon Sequestration 
The impact to agricultural resources from mitigation measure “GHG-1 Carbon Sequestration” is less 
significant than the aforementioned mitigation measures as, according to an email from County staff, it 
only applies to “exempted” 25 AFY plantings. While this is preferable to having the mitigation apply to 
routine water-neutral replanting of crops, neither the PEIR or County staff explain why this particular 
mitigation measure is limited to the 25 AFY exempted category.  
 
Our Farm Bureau members are greatly concerned about the potential for this new regulation to creep into 
other routine agricultural activities in the County. We disagree that any agricultural operators (those 
falling under the 25-AFY exemptions or otherwise) should be mandated to sequester carbon and/or reduce 
GHG emissions. Does the County or the State require people driving a car or flying on an airplane to 
mitigate their carbon footprint? This is another example of how the Ordinance creates more problems for 
agriculture than it solves. The PEIR failed to consider the economic impact of the cost to implement the 
mitigation measure’s new conservation practices mandate. Composting, for example, may not even be a 
legal option for growers of fruits and vegetables regulated under the federal Food Safety Modernization 
Act’s Produce Safety Rule due to the food safety risks it can create. Furthermore, asking the County 
Planning and Building Department to be the final decision-maker about what specific practices are 
sufficient to comply with this mitigation measure is unfair to staff, creates a bad precedent for all SLO 
County agriculture, and shows again that the Ordinance will require discretionary decisions by staff, in 
contradiction of the stated goal for the Ordinance to issue ministerial permits.   
 
After benefitting from years of successful, voluntary, collaborative programs to help farmers sequester 
carbon through the California Department of Food and Agriculture’s Healthy Soils Program and other 
efforts, San Luis Obispo County is about to mandate carbon sequestration practices in a County Land Use 
Ordinance. We support working together to help all of our growers continue to improve the sustainability 
of their farms to meet climate change challenges, but this is an ill-advised way to achieve it. County 
Planning and Building staff are not equipped to make a determination about conservation practices, and 
they shouldn’t have to be. A brief and ambiguous explanation of the mitigation measure is listed on pages 
ES-12 and ES-13 of the PEIR: 

GHG-1 Carbon Sequestration. Prior to adoption of the planting ordinance, the County of San Luis 
Obispo shall amend the ordinance to include the following planting requirement in Section 22.30.205 
of Title 22 of the San Luis Obispo County Code:  

• The applicants of 25-AFY exemptions shall include conservation practices (e.g., cover 
cropping, composting) to sequester carbon and/or reduce GHG emissions by at least 0.15 MT 
CO2e per acre of planting area (1:1 offset) as estimated by COMET-Planner according to 
the CDFA Healthy Soils Program guidelines, to be implemented prior to final planting.  

 
Mitigation Measure - UTIL-1 Well Metering and Reporting 

 
3 “2020 Crop Report” from the San Luis Obispo County Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures  
https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Agriculture-Weights-and-Measures/All-Forms-
Documents/Information/Crop-Report/Crop-Report-Current/Crop-Report-2020.pdf  
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For the first time in our County’s history, the County is going to require farmers to report their monthly 
water usage. County staff said mitigation measure “UTIL-1 Well Metering and Reporting” applies to both 
Exempted plantings and Planting Permits. While the current Agricultural Offset Program does require 
growers to install a well meter as part of their water-neutral replanting permit, never before has the 
County mandated this reporting. While on its face this may not seem like a significant burden, this will 
add to the dozens of other reports government now requires of our farmers, which will exacerbate the 
trend we see in the PBLUMA, SLO County, the Central Coast Regional Water Board jurisdiction area, 
California, and across the country, of farm consolidation and the death of small family farms. Larger 
farming operations will have another competitive edge over smaller farms, as they have additional staff 
and resources to comply with this new regulatory reporting requirement created by the Ordinance. This 
again conflicts with the Ordinance’s stated goal to help smaller farming operations “compete against 
larger concerns” (page ES-7 of the PEIR).  
 
The PEIR again failed to quantify the cost for farmers to comply with this new requirement, and as a farm 
may use multiple wells per site, this is a significant new burden that negatively affects the already limited 
staffing resources of growers, especially on smaller farms. The measure is described on pages ES-15 and 
ES-16 of the PEIR: 

UTIL-1 Well Metering and Reporting. Prior to adoption of the planting ordinance, the County of 
San Luis Obispo shall amend the ordinance to include the following Condition of Approval in Section 
22.30.205 of Title 8 of the San Luis Obispo County Code:  

• The planting permit applicant shall install well meter(s) in accordance with County 
standards to measure all groundwater used to irrigate plantings allowed by a planting permit 
or exemption under this section prior to beginning irrigation of the new or expanded 
plantings. The property owner 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 with a 
date-stamped photo or other date verification method, maintain monthly meter records, and 
submit an annual report of groundwater usage to the County of San Luis Obispo, Department 
of Planning & Building. The metered groundwater use for irrigation shall not exceed the 
estimated annual water demand based on the methodology in Section G, subject to the 
enforcement provisions of Chapter 22.74.  

 
Mitigation Measure - UTIL-2 Hydrology Report  
County staff said mitigation measure “UTIL-2 Hydrology Report” applies only to 25 AFY exempted 
plantings. The PEIR failed to quantify the economic burden this puts on growers, and does not 
contemplate the actual ability of a hydrology report to make a determination that the proposed water use 
will not negatively impact nearby growers given the Ordinance’s ambiguous description of the mitigation 
measure. The PEIR does not give hydrologists a specific reference for what constitutes a “nearby well.” 
Without a definition of “nearby,” growers are being forced to shop around for a hydrologist willing to 
interpret what this actually means and accept the potential legal liability. The fact that the terminology 
used here by the County seems to have been co-opted from Governor Newsom’s March 2022 Executive 
Order does not change its ambiguity and the burden that places on growers. The PEIR fails to consider the 
cost for growers to hire a hydrologist, which has been reported by Farm Bureau members to cost a 
minimum of $5,000 for a similar service recently required under the Governor’s Executive Order for 
getting a new irrigation well permitted by the County. From page ES-16 of the PEIR: 

UTIL-2 Hydrology Report. Prior to adoption of the planting ordinance, the County of San Luis 
Obispo shall amend the ordinance to include the following Condition of Approval in Section 
22.30.205 of Title 8 of the San Luis Obispo County Code:  

• As part of the planting permit application, the planting permit applicant shall submit a 
hydrology report to the County of San Luis Obispo. The hydrology report shall verify that the 
proposed water use on site will not negatively impact nearby wells not owned by the planting 
permit applicant.  

 
In conclusion, while the Project allows for limited new agricultural plantings (expanding the exempted 
allowable water usage from 5 AFY to 25 AFY), it jeopardizes existing agriculture through its increased 
restriction on routine agriculture practices. This contradicts the Ordinance’s stated goal to “Support and 
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promote a healthy and competitive agricultural industry in the PBLUMA, whose products are recognized 
in national and international markets as being produced in San Luis Obispo County,” (page ES-3 of the 
PEIR).  
 
The 22-year lifespan of this Ordinance heightens the impact it will have on existing growers in the 
PBLUMA and opens the door for the County to extend mitigation measures and land use restrictions in 
other basins in SLO County. While it allows some new plantings, the combined cumulative burden on the 
Basin’s groundwater resources will surely leave many of these property owners in a worse position when 
inevitable cutbacks come from the GSP process.  
 
Thank you for your attention to the identified deficiencies with the Draft PEIR. Please contact me if you 
have any questions.  
 
Sincerely,   

  
 
 

Brent Burchett, Executive Director 
San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau 
 
 
Attachment (1): 
July 1_2022 email from County Planning - Questions on Paso Basin Planting Ordinance.pdf 
  



Wednesday, July 6, 2022 at 10:11:35 Pacific Daylight TimeBrent Burche@

Page 1 of 2

Subject: Re: [EXT]Ques-ons on Paso Basin Plan-ng Ordinance
Date: Friday, July 1, 2022 at 12:01:57 PM Pacific Daylight Time
From: Kylie Hensley <khensley@co.slo.ca.us>
To: Brent BurcheP <bburcheP@slofarmbureau.org>
CC: Airlin Singewald <asingewald@co.slo.ca.us>

Hi Brent,

Please see responses to your ques-ons below in blue.

Best,
Kylie

From: Brent BurcheP <bburcheP@slofarmbureau.org>
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2022 12:06 PM
To: Airlin Singewald <asingewald@co.slo.ca.us>
Cc: Kylie Hensley <khensley@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Ques-ons on Paso Basin Plan-ng Ordinance
 
ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use cau-on when opening aPachments or links.

Hi Airlin - Working on comments on the Paso Basin Land Use Ordinance, and I have six  questions I
hope you can help with. Very much appreciated - Brent

I went back and looked at the Public Review Draft from November 2021. On page 4 of 14 Section 2/
Existing Crops paragraph. My first question is on the general applicability of the new proposed
ordinance. In that paragraph, it says "Subsequent changes in crop type or acreage shall be subject
to this section."

1.Will the act of an on-site water neutral replanting (e.g. removing 100 acres of winegrapes
and planting 100 acres of new winegrapes) in the PBLUMA make someone subject to the new
ordinance? I presume it does, but just wanted to confirm. 

Yes.

Next question is on the proposed mitigation measures listed in the PEIR. I understand that the
Board of Supervisors could ultimately come up with a "Statement of Overriding Considerations" and
choose to not implement any of these mitigation measures. (Please correct me if my understanding
is wrong). 

2.Which mitigation measures will be required for someone seeking the 25 AFY Exemption,
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2.Which mitigation measures will be required for someone seeking the 25 AFY Exemption,
and which are required for someone seeking a water neutral Planting Permit
AQ-1 Construction Emissions Reduction Both, only for sites that have been uncultivated for 10+
years before application date.
BIO-1 Riparian and Wetland Habitat Setback Both (for water neutral permits, planting areas
could shift closer to sensitive resources)
GHG-1 Carbon Sequestration 25-AFY Exemptions Only
UTIL-1 Well Metering and Reporting Both
UTIL-2 Hydrology Report 25-AFY Exemptions Only 

3.Specific to "UTIL-1 Well Metering and Reporting" and the "UTIL-2 Hydrology Report," which
provisions are new? That is, which parts are not already required under the existing Ag Offset
Program.
 - Installation of a well meter (I believe this is already required) Correct, already required for on-
site offsets, but not 5-AFY exemptions or replanting exemptions. Under new ordinance would
be required for 25-AFY exemptions and replantings.
  -Record the water usage on or near the first day of the month with a date-stamped photo or other
date verification method, maintain monthly meter records, and submit an annual report of
groundwater usage to the County of San Luis Obispo, Department of Planning & Building. (I believe
this is new) Correct, new requirement.

4. Specific to "UTIL-2 Hydrology Report," is this requirement for a hydrology report new? (I
understand we now have a hydrogeologist letter requirement under the Governor's March 2022
Executive Order for drilling new wells.) Yes, this is a new requirement not included in the
existing ag offset ordinance. The hydrology report would be required for all 25-AFY
exemption applications, even those that do not require drilling a new well.

5. Specific to "BIO-1 Riparian and Wetland Habitat Setback," is this requirement to "include a
setback of at least 50 feet from the proposed planting areas to the edge of riparian vegetation
and wetland areas" new? (New as in it is not currently required in the Ag Offset Program or
anywhere else in SLO County Code.) Yes, this is a new requirement not included in the existing
ag offset ordinance or in other sections of the County Code.  

6. What map will the County use to determine where exactly "the edge of riparian vegetation
and wetland areas" is located?

It is the applicant's responsibility to include streams, riparian vegetation, and wetland areas
in their submitted planting plans. Planning staff will reference the NHD Streams and USFWS
layers (available in LandUseView for reference) to evaluate proposed planting plans. If
proposed planting may be within the 50' buffer, staff may request the applicant hire a
biologist to delineate the boundary.
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