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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF APRIL 3 –9, 2016 

 

  

 THIS WEEK 

 

ALERT 
SLOCOG MEETING -WEDNESDAY APRIL 6

TH
 

8:30 AM                                                                             

$ALE$ TAX INCREASE MEASURE FOR ROADS 

TO BE CONSIDERED 

POLLSTER TO REPORT ON CHANCES OF 

ACHIEVING 2/3 VOTE IN NOVEMBER  

 

WILLOW ROAD ACORN PLANTING 

BOONDOGGLE GETS EVEN WORSE 
(WORTH THEIR WEIGHT IN GOLD?) 

 

LAST WEEK 

 

NO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING 
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  SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                       
(SEE PAGE 15) 

 

SAN LUIS OBISPO CIVIL GRAND JURY SHOULD 

INVESTIGATE PASO WATER BASIN DISTRICT 

FORMATION PROCESS                                                       
By Michael F. Brown  

WHO WIN$ IF STATE CONTROLS PASO ROBLES 

WATER BASIN?                                                                      
By Daniel Blackburn 

 

WHAT ARE THE HARVARD ENDOWMENT’S 

INTENTIONS IN THE PASO BASIN?                                   
By Cindy Steinbeck  

 

    

 

 

 

  

                        

 

 

 
 

THE HARVARD MOTTO “VERITAS” MEANS TRUTH  
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THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

  
Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, April 5, 2016 (Scheduled) 

 

Item 1 - Monthly Drought Report.  The drought persists and March rains were insufficient to 

bring the reservoirs up or to substantially recharge the various groundwater basins. 

 

March 2016 Reservoir Levels 

 

  
 

February 2016 Reservoir Levels 

 

  
 

Note that Lake Nacimiento increased fairly substantially, but the others were barely affected. As 

noted last week, a variety of actions are being taken to attempt to supply water in Zone 3, which 

is highly dependent on Lopez lake, and which could run out if current conditions persist into 

2017. 

 

In this regard the report states: 

 

Zone 3 – Lopez Water Project (CSA12, Pismo Beach, Grover Beach, Arroyo Grande, Oceano) 

• The Low Reservoir Response Plan for Zone 3 is in effect; municipal deliveries have been cut 

10%. 

• Downstream environmental and agricultural releases have been cut 9.5%.  

 

 

Item 10 - Canvass of the March 8, 2016 Election.  The Clerk Recorder (who is also the 

Election Official) is filing the official results of the Paso Basin water district votes with the 

Board of Supervisors. Is it possible that Hill and Gibson will use the occasion to chastise the 

voters or stage some sort of coup to invalidate the election?  
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 Note that a 63.94% turnout 

in an off-cycle single purpose 

local election is huge. Also 

note that 77.33% of those 

who voted rejected the tax. 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Item 15 - More IT System Conversion Consultant Costs.  The County is converting its email 

system from Lotus Notes to Office 365. The original budget was $725,000. Now they need to 

add a new $217, 000 for consultants to assist with the conversion. Back on March 15, the Board 

approved a contact for new health clinic management software for $635,000, of which $ 280,000 

was for actual software. Much of the rest was for conversion costs, training, implementation 

services, consultant travel, and so forth.  Why does this conversion consulting project contain a 

30% contingency? Relatedly, how long will the new system maintain records such as emails in 

the system for records requests and so forth? 

 

Item 21 - Willow Road Acorn Planting Boondoggle Sucks Even More Funds.  As of August 

2015, when the last change order was processed through the Board of Supervisors, the project, 

which had originally been budgeted at $500,000, climbed to over $1 million. Staff reports that 

the construction budget is now $888,000, but this ignores all sorts of other 

operating costs, such as trucking in supplemental water, project management, 

etc. Readers may remember that the planting of acorns at the Willow 

Road/Highway 101 ramps was a required environmental mitigation (blackmail) 

to get the project approved. The entire Willow Road interchange project was 

budgeted at $8.9 million. Clearly the cost of $1 million for planting and 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwjH_ZTDsOvLAhUN6GMKHd_ZA24QjRwIBw&url=http://www.acornlive.com/acorn-cima-prize-winners/&psig=AFQjCNEigTsDYKmU9JcJMUy9noM0v3oLIA&ust=1459529310810485
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maintaining acorns in an $8.9 million road project is excessive. It is not clear who levied the 

exaction. Was it County Planning and Development or the State or who levied the requirement? 

This should now be disclosed, given the colossal cost for this highly symbolic and useless waste 

of taxpayer money.  

 

Now a new $78,000 is being requested to cover more problems with the irrigation system. 

 

  
 

Unbelievable: What are the labor costs for the people who need to be protected by the eyewash 

station? 

 

Significantly the write-up states: 

 

The project designer, Wallace Associates, has provided the attached technical memorandum 

regarding irrigation alternates.   

 

The letter, which is too lengthy to reproduce here, lists a long litany of problems as well as some 

alternative approaches to saving the oaks that have been planted. Wonder how much the County 

has paid the Wallace group, which is listed above as the project designer? 

 

Worse yet, and as noted in agenda Item number 1 above, farmers in the area are suffering water 

cutbacks because of the drought. Residents are under restrictions. Yet the County is spending 

more than $1 million dollars of road improvement money to cultivate oaks in an area which, as 

we have pointed out previously, is thick with oaks. Would anyone have the courage to ask 

Caltrans if this ridiculous mitigation could be waived and put to bed once and for all? 

 

Background:  Back in August 2015, when a large change order was being processed through the 

Board, COLAB objected and provided some alternative suggestions. A portion of that report is 

reproduced below: 
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Anyone who drives by can see that the site is already thick with Oaks. Why was there a need for 

such “mitigation” in the first place? The entire project was supposed to cost $8.9 million, of 

which about $500,000 was allotted to plant 3,400 acorns. In March, 2013 the budget for oaks 

was increased to about $700,000. This number is now proposed to be increased to $1 million. It 

is absolutely outrageous that $1 million (11%) of a road project would be for planting Oak trees. 

The staff report states that about 80% (2,720) will survive. At the new figure of $1,015,000, 

that’s $313.16 per acorn planted and watered. You can buy Oaks that are already growing in 

Santa Margarita at the Las Pilitas Nursery per the table below: 

 

  
 

The oaks aren’t even being planted at the Willow 

Road interchange, but at a separate location as 

shown on the map to the right. Since the Oak 

project is adjacent to the historic Dana Adobe site, 

why can’t they just run a hose over from the Dana 

Adobe property to water the Oaks? 

Given the drought, why water a bunch of new Oaks 

for years in the first place? 

 

  

The write-up states that there are problems with the well currently utilized to water the new 

Oaks. The new costs are summarized as follows: 

 

There are 20 months remaining in this contract for plant establishment. The following Contract 

Change Orders (CCO) will require approval with this Board action: 

In addition to the cost listed above, the staff is requesting an extra $100,000 construction 

contingency for the project. 

 

How much of the $750,000 budgeted in 2013 has been expended to date? 

 

Half-cent Sales Tax for Roads? Some Board Members support a ½ cent sales tax increase 

because they say there is no road money. As we reported last week, a SLOCOG poll found that 

such a tax would fail decisively with the voters. They don’t trust that the Board and other elected 

officials would spend the money properly and efficiently. Remember $1,000,000 for oaks at 

$316 per acorn planted when they come to you. Also remember it next June in the Supervisorial 

primary election. 
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Back in March 2013, we pointed out in the Weekly Update that the contract for planting Oak 

trees as mitigation for constructing the Willow Road/State Highway 101 interchange was 

extravagant: 

 

Willow Road/Highway101 Interchange Oak Tree Work Over Budget. The County inflicted 

upon itself the replacement of oak trees which had to be removed to build the road extension, 

ramps, drainage, and other features. It turns out that after bids were received, the oak tree portion 

was way under-budgeted and a $250,000 budget transfer has been requested. The write-up states 

in part: 

 

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the project established a mitigation 

requirement for the loss of the oak trees. The mitigation is the development of a 22.8 acre oak 

woodland habitat. The site chosen for the mitigation project is the 100 acre site purchased by 

General Services on Thompson Avenue south of Nipomo. The site is across from the Dana Adobe 

and is leased to the Dana Adobe Amigos for use as passive and active historical recreation 

parklands in conjunction with the Dana Adobe. 

 

The construction contract for the work entails planting approximately 3,800 native oak acorns 

which have been collected this past year by volunteers. The contractor will plant, protect, and 

establish irrigation for the oaks and will be required to maintain the site for a seven-year plant 

establishment period. At the end of the seven years, we expect to achieve at least an 80% 

survival rate of the oak trees. The contract will also provide fencing for the mitigation sites to 

prevent livestock encroachment. 

 

The total project cost is $8.9 million of which the oak tree mitigation is now $750,000, which is 

$250,000 more than they had budgeted. Why can’t the volunteers who collected the trees plant 

them and put in the drip lines to water them? A contractor could put in the barbed wire fence to 

keep the cows out. Seems as if it would cost a lot less. As an alternative, the planting and the 

installing of drip lines could be done as a CalWORKs Welfare-to-Work project, which would 

provide income maintenance recipients on-the-job training and experience in a healthy outdoor 

habitat. 

 

Now it’s worse. What if the $1 million had been spent on the Dana Adobe restoration instead? 

Or even some needed safety sidewalks for children near schools? Or fixing traffic flow on 

Highway 227?  Who decided that there needed to be huge extensive Oak tree mitigation project 

in the first place?  

 

 

 

AND THEY WANT YOU TO APPROVE A NEW $25 MILLION 

PER YEAR SALES TAX FOR TRANSPORTATION! 

(SEE ITEM IMMEDIATELY BELOW) 

 
San Luis Obispo County Council of Governments Meeting Wednesday, April 6, 2016,  
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8 :30 AM  (Scheduled) 

 

CONSULTANTS WORK ON SALES TAX INCREASE FOR TRANSPORTATION SPUN 

AS NEUTRAL UNBIASED RESEARCH 

WE AREN’T SO SURE 

 

 

Summary:  Under the guise of polling and “community education” SLOCOG has been 

conducting a campaign to reverse citizen opinion polls, which have repeatedly signaled that a 

sales tax for transportation and roads is DOA. After all, if you are invited to a community 

meeting, attend a focus group, or staff comes to your organization’s monthly meeting and makes 

a presentation on the need for the tax, isn’t it supporting the tax? This is too bad, since the lack of 

new roads, improved roads, and deferred maintenance is inhibiting the ability of San Luis Obispo 

County and its 7 municipalities to foster economic development and desperately needed 

expansion of the housing stock. COLAB has been suggesting for several years that before asking 

the voters for more taxes for transportation, the County and 7 cities should demonstrate a self-

help commitment by a meaningfully increasing the portion of their general revenue allocated to 

road maintenance on an escalated annual basis. This would require discipline. Feel good 

purchases of tax exempt open space, donations to everyone’s pet not-for-profit, $2.4 million 

Christmas bonuses, and adding more staff might have to be deferred. The County has restored 

200 staff positions which were attrited during the recession. The City of San Luis Obispo set up 

its loony, expensive, and punitive concentrated code enforcement program.  

 

Unfortunately, the actual poll numbers and consultant recommendations were not available for 

the SLOCOG staff to be included in this agenda package. Thus it is not known if the consultant 

has found a rationale for moving forward with the process to place a measure on the ballot.  

 

The recent Paso Basin Water Management District experience at both the Board of Supervisors 

and LAFCO clearly demonstrated that public sentiment expressed by thousands of impacted 

citizens doesn’t count for anything. Thus, even if the poll is again negative or marginal, it is 

likely that a majority of the elected official will plow ahead regardless. The only thing that will 

keep them straight is a vote. 

 

Hopefully the June primary will set the stage for major policy and staff reform at the County and 

regional agencies as of January 2017.  

 

We will have to do a supplement to the Weekly Update if new 

information is released. We have also requested any 

PowerPoints. Clearly, the whole thing is being shermanized 

along. The term shermanized originates from the forceful and 

sustained attacks of Union General W.T. Sherman, who laid 

waste to Georgia in a relentless march across the state in 1864. 

The illustration depicts the destruction of Atlanta.  

 

 

 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiuxZ_tnefLAhWk2KYKHW15CDIQjRwIBw&url=http://fighting-the-earth.leadr.msu.edu/shermans-march-to-the-sea-wasting-natural-resources/&bvm=bv.117868183,d.dGY&psig=AFQjCNHS_J0vIauLze9wcOkKRHaYkFuInA&ust=1459386667943299
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Items A-1A  and A-1B: Self-Help County Efforts Update/ Sales Tax Increase for 

Transportation - Consultant Presentation on Outreach Efforts and Results.  The first item 

details an extensive process which SLOCOG has undertaken to attempt to develop public 

support for the placement and ultimate approval of a sales tax increase on the 2016 ballot. It 

would likely be a ½ cent increase in the sales tax for 20 years. The proceeds would be used for 

transportation, including expansion of roads; maintenance of existing roads, bridges, traffic 

controls, buses, and bikeways; and related expenditures. The consultants and SLOCOG staff met 

with hundreds of people in focus groups and also conducted yet another poll. As of this writing 

the poll results were not available and are supposed to be presented during the meeting. 

Readers will remember that SLOCOG conducted 2 previous polls, both of which showed that a 

ballot measure for transportation would fall far short of obtaining the 2/3 majority required to 

approve a tax increase. The SLOCOG members, not wanting to accept results which did not 

conform to their  personal policy preferences determined to conduct a 3
rd

 poll packaged with an 

“education campaign.”  All this is heavily supported by various bureaucrats at SLOCOG, the 

County, and in the county’s 7 cities. Thus public money is being used to actually promote the 

issue. The write-up is not specific about how much has been spent so far on this effort: 

The current contract with RGS concludes in April. In order to continue consultant efforts toward 

a November 2016 Measure, SLOCOG Board approval is necessary to amend the consultant 

contract by $50,000 in FY 15/16 and by $87,650 in FY 16/17. Attachment 2 includes the Third 

Contract Amendment between SLOCOG and RGS (Regional Government Services Authority). 

a. It says that the SLOCOG Board will need to “amend the consultant contract by $50,000 in 

FY/15 16…” but it doesn’t tell us what the base was before that amendment. Then it seems to 

say that it needs to be amended by $87,650 now. This is a total of $137,650. 

b. The contract summary, which is an attachment to the actual agenda item, notes that it is being 

increased by $137,650. Does this mean that the $50,000 attributable to the current FY 2015-16 

budget has already been expended without prior SLOCOG Board approval? If it has been 

expended without budgetary approval and Board amendment of the contract, it is legally 

problematical for those officials who authorized the expenditures. The write-up is murky and 

confusing. Moreover it doesn’t disclose the full costs of the effort. 

c. As noted in the italicized quote from the contract below, it says that the requested increases 

will bring the total contract to $231,325, which would suggest that the original was $93,675. But 

the $93,675 is composed of an original amount of $80,000 to which $13,675 was added 

sometime later. One then might infer that the original contract was for $80,000 and that through 

past and proposed increases has grown to $231,325. (Or by almost triple the original amount.) 
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d. Note that a portion of the proposed increase ($87,650) is attributed to the future FY 2016-17 

budget, which has not been submitted, subjected to public hearing, or let alone, approved by the 

SLOCOG Board. How can they authorize the amendment of a contract now for which the 

funding has not been legally approved? The approval language clearly states that from this point 

forward it is a total contract for $231,325, which extends from April 16, 2016 through  

November 15, 2016, even though a portion of the funding is included in a future budget which 

does not legally exist. 

NOTE: On this point COLAB conferred with the SLOCOG staff. They will probably amend the 

report and the attachment containing the language to make the portion attributable to FY 2016-17 

subject to a future legal appropriation.  

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties do mutually agree as follows: 

1. Allowable Costs and Payments: As identified in Article 6, the contract amount is increased by 

$137,650 to a total contract amount of $231,325. 

e. Did the cost of the work described in the write-up  below come out of the $50,000 noted in 

item (b) above? 

In March, the pollster (Godbe Research) surveyed 600 likely voters (landlines, cell phones, and 

e-mail) to create a statistically valid representation of 2016 voter profile. The poll utilized the 

data collected by the informal stakeholder engagement meetings and the focus groups. The 

results of the poll identifies if the region has a chance on the November 2016 ballot, and it will 

confirm both language and specifics to be used in the ballot measure materials, including details 

like the duration (number of years), and supported programs and projects.  

The second agenda item, A-1B, outlines the various tax and program alternatives that might go 

forward if the polling results generated in the process above are more favorable than they have 

been in the past. If it is determined to go forward, the schedule for attempting to get all the cities 

and the County on board, finance the actual program, and bring the measure to the voters is 

summarized in the  table below: 

Schedule 

Mar. 30: Special Meetings with TTAC and CTAC 

Apr. 1: Special meeting with Co/City Managers 

Apr. 6: Board Meeting (Poll Results, Measure Overview, Go/No Go Decision, clarification of 

policy issues) 

If the results are positive the schedule will be as follows: 

Board/Council review materials and provide feedback/comments: 
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Apr. 12: Morro Bay City Council 

Apr. 12: Arroyo Grande City Council 

Apr. 18: Grover Beach City Council 

Apr. 19: Board of Supervisors; Designation of SLOCOG as Local Transportation Authority; 

Apr. 19: Paso Robles City Council 

Apr. 19: Pismo Beach City Council 

Apr. 26: Atascadero City Council 

May 3: San Luis Obispo City Council 

May 4: Special SLOCOG Board meeting to review/address comments, and develop Final Ballot 

Materials (Ballot Label, Transportation Investment Plan, Ordinance, and Safeguards). 

Board/Council meetings for Approvals 

June 1: SLOCOG Board: Review comments, Approve Final Investment Plan, Ordinance, and 

Safeguards; Send for jurisdiction approvals. 

June/July: All City Councils and BOS: Plan Approvals. 

Aug 3: (SLOCOG) Local Transportation Authority Adopts Plan (2/3), and calls for election. 

Aug 9: BOS: Place materials on November 2016 Ballot. 

Nov. 8: Election Day 

 

Note that there will be critical meetings in June and July where each of the City Councils and the 

Board of Supervisors will separately have to determine if they support the program. If they do 

determine to support by a vote of each body, they would then direct their representatives to vote 

yes at SLOCOG on August 3, 2016. Note that the schedule indicates that it would take 2/3 of the 

SLOCOG members (8 of 12) for the election to go forward.  

The SLOCOG preferred version would be a ½ cent sales tax, which is estimated to raise about 

$25 million per year for each of the 20-year life of the proposed tax. This would raise about $500 

million over its life. However, if the economy expands and there are more points of sale or more 

volume of sales, this could increase proportionately. The tax would be levied on the entire 

physical county, including all the cities and the unincorporated county area. The table below on 

the next page lays out some of the conceptual purposes of the tax. 
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Table 1 - Transportation Investment Plan – Initial Draft: Consultant preparing addendum 

for distribution  

 

Some major potential sample projects and activities are listed on the table below: 
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The fundamental problem with all of this is that the County, the State, and the cities are broke 

and are unable to fund one of their historic functions, which is construction and maintenance of 

roads, bridges, and supporting infrastructure. This is why there is a need for a new tax. As we 

have pointed out repeatedly, the various levels of government have committed too much funding 

to current consumption (salaries and benefits) and have relied on debt and tax overrides to fund 

capital investment. This in turn is largely the result of inflicting the burden of public sector 

collective bargaining on the taxpayers. Since the unions have the unfettered ability to fund 

election campaigns of their preferred candidates utilizing mandatory dues, they have been able to 

dominated expenditure priorities at both the State and local levels. 

The chart below shows how the percentage of expenditure allocated to capital investment 

declined after collective bargaining was imposed in the late 1960’s and expanded to most 

employees in government and public education in California (starting at the red arrow). 

  

The phenomenon is often blamed on Proposition 13, but note that it did not pass until 1978 and 

did not really impact until 1980 (see the green arrow). Later and even though  special taxes to 

help offset its effects, such as the Proposition 172 sales tax for public safety had already been 

established, the significant decline in the percentage of capital expenditures had already occurred 

and never recovered. 
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What if the County and the cities: 

1. Pledged to increase the amount they are spending from general revenue on roads by a 

stipulated percentage each year? 

2. What if the State did the same thing? 

3. What if capital investment and particularly road maintenance, building maintenance and parks 

maintenance, were put on a stipulated percentage increase each year until they reached a publicly 

adopted policy level? 

4.What if salary and benefit costs could not be raised in excess of the % increase of general 

revenue contributed to capital investment and 

maintenance. For example, if the County or a city 

negotiated a labor contract with a 2% raise each 

year for 3 years and this had the effect of raising 

pension costs by 1%, that jurisdiction would be 

required to raise the % of general revenue 

contributed for capital investment and maintenance 

by an equal percentage (or by 3% per year). 

This would be real “self-help” and prove the elected 

official commitment. How about a clause in the 

proposed sales tax ordinance adding such a 

requirement? You could call it a balanced approach and TRUE “SELF HELP.” 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

I-5 BACK IN THE DAY - THE STATE HASN’T KEPT UP. 

 LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwizy-O0y-nLAhUY-mMKHeN1CNwQjRwIBw&url=http://museumsanfernandovalley.blogspot.com/2011_07_01_archive.html&bvm=bv.118353311,d.cGc&psig=AFQjCNE7UJQCu8ugKLlPzPG-Mvvo_X9ceA&ust=1459467789837186
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No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, March 29, 2016 (Not Scheduled) 

  

No meeting had been scheduled, as the 29
th

 was a fifth Tuesday of the month. The Board does 

not normally meet on 5
th

 Tuesdays. 

  

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH 
In fighting the troublesome, local day-to-day assaults on our freedom and property, it is also 

important to keep in mind the larger underlying ideological, political, and economic causes and 

forces.  

 

SAN LUIS OBISPO CIVIL GRAND JURY SHOULD 

INVESTIGATE PASO WATER BASIN DISTRICT FORMATION  

 PROCESS AND COSTS                                                                         

  By Michael F. Brown    

After the stunning and chastising defeat of 

the proposed district measure by the voters, 

Supervisors Bruce Gibson and Adam Hill 

characteristically and vindictively began 

calling for State takeover of the Paso Robles 

Water Basin. This disdainful  and 

hypocritical move is yet another signal that 

there was, and  still is, more to the proposal 

than a desire by some grape growers and 

environmentalists to regulate themselves 

(and everybody else) and perhaps acquire 

supplemental water. Three members of the 

Board of Supervisors (Mecham, Hill, and 

Gibson) relentlessly pushed for the 

formation of the district. Because of their 

intransigence combined with their 

domination of the County staff and so-called 

citizen advisory bodies, important 

information about the long range cost and 

impact of the district (and its extensive 

powers) was never analyzed or vetted in 

public. 

Requests for a more open and complete 

analytical process were harshly and 

peremptorily rejected by both the Board of 

Supervisors (again Mecham, Hill, and 

Gibson) and subsequently by the Local 

Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), 

which has the supposed duty of providing  

independent review of government 

formation and reorganization proposals. 

Even in the teeth of a 1,300 signature 

petition against the measure (with property 

parcel numbers demonstrating their 

validity), the LAFCO (with the notable 

exception of Atascadero City 

Councilwoman Roberta Fonzi) arrogantly 

dismissed the massive display of public 

sentiment and vacated its statutory 

responsibility with the statement, “let the 

voters decide.” Now, of course, Hill and 

Gibson are criticizing the voters for 

exercising the very vote which they had said 

should settle the matter. 
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Of course two members of the LAFCO  who  

approved the district formation were (and 

are today) Supervisors Mecham and Gibson, 

who were also applicants as part of the 

Board of Supervisors.  Remember that the 

Board of Supervisors, using provisions in 

special legislation contained in AB 2453, 

short circuited the normal district formation 

process by eliminating the need for a 

petition of the people and interposing 

themselves as the applicant. This was a 

blatant conflict of interest. Apologists, 

including County Counsel and LAFCO’s 

Counsel - Timothy McNulty, who is the 

County Counsel’s Chief Deputy, dismissed 

the conflict because there is a State statute 

which excuses LAFCO commissioners from 

normal conflict provisions when their 

jurisdiction is a party to a proceeding in 

which they have an interest. The fact that the 

Legislature legally permitted such a conflict  

does not vitiate or excuse the actual 

existence of such a conflict in fact. 

Substantively and ethically it occurred.  The 

fact that the Legislature passed a law that 

protects their local cronies doesn't change 

the issue. Citizens should not accept the 

puny excuse and cover provided for this 

breach. 

While COLAB did not take a position on the 

actual question of whether a district should 

be formed, it did object continuously to the 

shoddy process by which the Board of 

Supervisors and LAFCO conducted that 

process.  

Separately, and during that process, a 

number of residents, Supervisor Debbie 

Arnold, water rights advocates, and others 

continually raised questions about the 

potential of the new district being captured 

by special interests and turned into a water 

banking and marketing corporation, as has 

been done in some other California counties. 

Proponents accused officials and citizens 

who raised questions in this regard as being 

conspiracy theorists and worse. Now, news 

reports indicate that some of the backers of 

the proposed district, who have substantial 

expertise in forming such entities in other 

counties, were and are deeply involved in 

the Paso Basin issues. 

The very same County officials who funded 

the district formation process (budget of                  

$350,000 and which may have cost as much 

as $1 million when staff time, legal costs, 

and direct and indirect support are 

considered) are now saying that the County 

should not spend any money on setting up a 

Paso Basin groundwater management 

agency (perhaps a simple memorandum of 

understanding among the various overlying 

jurisdictions). Instead, they propose that the 

County should request State takeover of the 

basin. Of course the State has no legal 

authority at this point to take over the basin 

and would intervene only if the County and 

other jurisdictions, all of which must 

cooperate, failed to meet certain phased 

deadlines contained in the State 

Groundwater Management Act of 2014 

(SGMA). The first deadline under the Act 

does not occur until June 2017. It requires 

that the County and other basin overlying 

jurisdictions describe the administrative 

structure that they will use to begin 

development of a groundwater sustainability 

plan, which is not due until 2020. These 

facts render the Hill and Gibson call for 

State takeover even more suspect and 

disgraceful. Why would they be so quick to 

propose such a draconian and ingenuous 

attack on local control?  It’s almost as if 

they didn’t deliver the bacon for someone 

and were scrambling to put the best face on 

their failure. 

The March 27, 2016 CAL Coast News article 

below summarizes a number of key issues 

which are of prime public concern, 

especially given the huge push for district 
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formation approval by a variety of local and 

State elected officials. 

Given the vast scope of this entire episode, it 

would seem to be a prime subject for a full 

and complete review by the San Luis Obispo 

Civil Grand Jury. It would be a telling signal 

if the various private sector investor 

representatives and land purchasers noted in 

the article below refused to cooperate with 

the Grand Jury and would not appear to 

answer many of the questions posed in the 

article and accompanying letter from 

Vineyard owner and community leader 

Cindy Steinbeck. If everything is on the up-

and-up, what do they have to lose? Of 

course the public officials would have to 

appear and answer questions, whether they 

wish to or not. 

  

 

 

Who win$ if state controls Paso Robles water 
basin? 

March 27, 2016  

 

Editor’s Note: This is first in a two-part series examining economic rewards tied to North 

County water. Cindy Steinbeck’s letter is at the bottom of this article. 

By DANIEL BLACKBURN 

A quiet but frenetic land rush in the North 

County fueled by rich and generous 

investors suggests that underground water, 

not wine, may be the region’s real jackpot. 

And evidence shows that the potential for 

astronomical reward for a few would be 

greatly enhanced should the state assume 

management control of the huge Paso 

Robles aquifer. 

Relinquishing authority over the 

groundwater basin has become the 

immediate goal of two San Luis Obispo 

County supervisors, Adam Hill and Bruce 

Gibson. Both politicians began actively 

advocating for state management of the Paso 

Robles resource in the hours following the 

recent defeat by voters of a proposed water 

district; both, however, vocally endorsed 

“local control” before seeing the electoral 

results. 

Gibson subsequently chided North County 

voters for “putting the county in an 

untenable situation” after the district 

proposal was crushed, and suggested that 

http://calcoastnews.com/2016/03/who-win-if-state-controls-paso-robles-water-basin/paso-robles-pipes/
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county management of the basin would be 

too costly. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

          Bruce Gibson 

California law requires that water basins be 

sustainably managed by local agencies or 

risk intervention by state water officials. 

Hill’s and Gibson’s sudden transformation 

into outspoken state-takeover proponents 

has closely mirrored behind-the-scenes 

maneuvering by powerful external factions 

seeking control over the basin resource. 

Prospective benefactors of a state-controlled 

basin include Beverly Hills billionaire 

Stewart Resnick, whose agricultural empire 

of more than 3 million acres in the Americas 

makes him easily the biggest farmer on 

earth; Harvard College’s $37.6 billion 

endowment management “parent” company, 

Phemus Corp.; major state water providers, 

both public and private; and at least several 

well-placed local residents. 

Resnick, through his wholly-owned The 

Wonderful Company, has been purchasing 

multiple acreages in the Paso Robles area, 

starting in 2012 with acquisition of the 750-

acre Hardham Ranch on the southeastern 

edge of Paso Robles. The ranch, which for 

decades had been used for grazing and dry 

farming was quickly covered by miles of 

new grapevine plantings, deep wells, and 

huge lined storage reservoirs. The ranch has 

been deeded to a new Resnick company, 

Roll Vineyards LLC. 

Resnick controls huge water bank 

Resnick owns, among numerous other 

entities, POM Wonderful, Fiji Water, 

Paramount Farms International, and Justin 

Wines in Paso Robles. He is famed for his 

domination of pistachio, almond, 

pomegranate, and citrus agribusiness in the 

Central Valley, and along the way has 

commandeered most of the water rights in 

that region with the Kern Water Bank. 

 

.          Stewart and Lynda Resnick 

Resnick is also known for replacing water-

stingy seasonal crops with year-around 

crops requiring constant irrigation. And he 

has found a way to guarantee that will be 

possible. 

Paramount Farms International is the 

primary participant in the Central Valley’s 

unique “water bank,” the “biggest in 

America, if not the world,” according to 

Businessweek. 

In 2014, the magazine described the Kern 

Water Bank: “It occupies 32 square miles in 

Kern County, making it larger than 

Hollywood and Beverly Hills combined; it 

http://calcoastnews.com/2015/02/mechams-abdication-cheered-chided/bruce-gibson-1/
http://calcoastnews.com/2014/02/nuanced-definitions-muddy-water-debate/stewart-and-linda-resnick/
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extends across the main highways that run 

through the San Joaquin Valley and 

alongside the California Aqueduct. The bank 

itself is a network of 70 man-made ponds, a 

six-mile-long canal, and 33 miles of pipeline 

that captures rain and snow-melt from the 

Sierra Nevada range and can be fed by water 

purchased from the federal and state 

governments as well as local sources. In 

2007, prior to three straight dry years, the 

bank held 1.5 million acre-feet of water, 

creating a stranglehold on the historically-

dry region’s most treasured resource.” 

That same Businessweek article described 

Resnick and his wife Lynda as 

“quintessential Beverly Hills billionaires, 

with a sumptuous mansion and a new $54 

million pavilion named after them at the Los 

Angeles County Museum of Art.” 

They also own and farm 188 square miles — 

125,000 acres — in the Central Valley, an 

area more than four times the size of San 

Francisco. 

The Central Valley region’s water supplies 

once were under management by the state’s 

Department of Water Resources, but in a 

complicated and almost-covert maneuver 

now known as “The Monterey Accord,” 

Resnick was able to assume control of those 

water rights. 

Resnick’s water bank in the Central Valley 

“was established under particularly sketchy 

circumstances, and is no stranger to lawsuits 

ever since the Resnicks – through 

Paramount Farms – began buying up area 

land and water rights ‘Chinatown-style’ in 

the 80s and 90s,” a 2011 research project 

asserted. 

That study, by Grace Communications 

Foundation, a Washington, D.C., nonprofit, 

noted that after Resnick claimed these water 

rights with the land purchases, he and other 

wealthy landowners created the water bank 

— using public funds. 

That “gave those unlimited withdrawals and 

the ability to resell water for big profits, 

neglecting nearby residents (who were) 

without clean water access in the process,” 

the foundation’s report concluded. 

 

Sue Luft 

A former Bakersfield resident and Resnick 

employee, Sue Luft, was an outspoken 

supporter of the defeated water district plan, 

but now has shifted her attention to lobbying 

for a third supervisor’s vote authorizing a 

state takeover of the basin’s management. 

Luft and her husband own a small Paso 

Robles vineyard. 

North County voters’ fear of the inevitability 

of a water bank in the Paso Robles basin — 

one of the largest aquifers west of the 

Rockies — was a key factor in the district 

proposal’s rejection. So was a growing 

recognition on the part of local residents that 

an aquifer’s real value is in its capacity, as 

well as the actual water it may contain. 

And finally, many questions went 

unanswered about the motives of the people 

who sought leadership roles on a new water 

district’s board of directors. 

The East Coast influence 

http://calcoastnews.com/2014/05/crafted-perception-water-district-cooperation/sue-luft/
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Equally aggressive with recent North 

County land purchases is a derivative of the 

wealthy Harvard College endowment, the 

Harvard Management Company, Inc. 

(HMC) of Boston. 

Despite apparent efforts to obscure local 

buying activities through an interconnected 

string of companies and LLCs, HMC has 

accumulated significant acreage in the 

Shandon area and elsewhere, often paying 

premium prices for the land. 

Harvard College’s endowment fund’s parent 

company is Phemus Corp., and several of its 

subsidiaries have been busily locking up 

local land and accompanying water rights. 

They include Brodiaea Inc., Bellum LLC, 

Monardella LLC, and SLO San Juan Road 

LLC. 

This curious acquisition apparatus is 

questioned by Cindy Steinbeck, whose 

family has farmed wine grapes in the North 

County for decades, and who leads an effort 

by several hundred other landowners 

seeking quiet title to their groundwater 

rights. 

 

 

 

 

.                    Matt Turrentine 

In a probative March 8 letter, Steinbeck told 

Stephen Blyth, president and chief executive 

officer of HMC, that “the use of so many 

layers of LLCs when they are all different 

alter egos of Harvard is one thing that causes 

me concern, as it seems designed to 

obfuscate Harvard’s activities in this area, 

camouflaging who actually owns the land.” 

While Harvard’s North County investments 

may be notable both for the price the land is 

fetching, and for the number of acres being 

gobbled up, the physical location of the 

properties may be the most remarkable 

element of the transactions. 

In an area specified in 2008 by San Luis 

Obispo County water officials as a potential 

location for a water bank, Harvard’s HMC 

has purchased property through two of its 

entities — Brodiaea and SLO San Juan 

Road. That property happens to be the 

location of the only turnout in the North 

County for eventual supplies from the State 

Water Project (SWP). 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwigoK2h9OvLAhUI5WMKHYiICc8QjRwIBw&url=https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Balanced_scale_of_Justice.svg&psig=AFQjCNHyOrfRrNtkGcphW3q25hfGS9bsyQ&ust=1459547493708905
http://calcoastnews.com/2014/04/water-district-booster-buying-land-harvard-u/matt-turrentine-wide-a/
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Now, after years of delay, that turnout 

structure is being constructed, at taxpayer 

expense. 

SLO San Juan Road just months ago also 

purchased a significant parcel east of Paso 

Robles from the Arciero Vineyard Group — 

an area the county asserts is particularly 

impacted by groundwater shrinkage. 

Harvard’s local agent is Matt Turrentine, 

who with his partner James Ontiveros has 

been providing real estate direction to the 

Boston investors. Turrentine is a board 

member of the Paso Robles Agricultural 

Alliance for Groundwater Solutions 

(PRAAGS), the primary proponent of the 

failed water district proposal. 

Steinbeck suggests that Harvard’s local 

investments have been motivated by what it 

perceives as “an emerging water market” in 

California. 

“The local perception, right or wrong,” 

Steinbeck wrote in her letter to Harvard 

CEO Blyth, “is that Harvard has been doing 

the following: making purchases using 

multiple layers of disregarded entities such 

that it would be difficult for the layperson to 

trace the purchase back to Harvard; using 

agents to push for formation of a local water 

district that would allow Harvard’s 

properties to ultimately benefit from 

government grants and taxpayer funds; 

inducing certain property owners to sell with 

offers that are many times the going market 

rates and using this method to acquire 

properties that contain public water 

infrastructure; and generally not being 

forthcoming with the local populace about 

how these investments could affect the most 

vital of resources—all in the name of returns 

on investment.” 

A large majority of North County 

landowners apparently agree with 

Steinbeck’s analysis. 

 

Next:  Exploitive, tax-free investments are under federal scrutiny, and some key Harvard money 

managers are resigning. Daniel Blackburn is the Senior Correspondent of The Cal Coast News 

daily electronic newspaper. This article first appeared on March 27, 2016. 

 Cindy Steinbeck’s March 8 letter to Harvard 

Management Company President and CEO Stephen 

Blyth: 

            Cindy Steinbeck 

 

 

 

 

 

“I am writing because I am concerned about 

recent activities by the Harvard 

Management Company, Inc. (“Harvard”) 

and its related entities within the Paso 

Robles Groundwater Basin in northern San 

Luis Obispo County, near the central coast 

of California. As a fifth-generation resident 

in this area, I am seeking some explanation 

from your organization as to the purpose and 

http://calcoastnews.com/2014/03/steinbeck-looking-deeper-emwds-thirst/cindyjpg/
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intent of your “investments” in my 

community. Here are my concerns: 

“It is my understanding that the endowment 

for Harvard College (valued at $37.6 billion 

in 2015) is managed and invested through 

your organization and a related parent 

company called Phemus Corporation. 

According to Form 990s filed with the IRS 

on behalf of Phemus Corp., Harvard owns or 

controls a number of different LLCs and 

corporations. The particular companies in 

which I am interested have been transacting 

business in the Paso Robles area. They are 

Brodiaea, Inc., Bellum, LLC, Monardella, 

LLC, and SLO San Juan Road, LLC. 

“These companies appear to be interrelated. 

In recent tax filings for Phemus Corp., 

Bellum, Monardella, and SLO San Juan 

Road are listed as “disregarded entities,” 

meaning that these are single member LLCs 

that, for tax purposes, are disregarded as 

being a separate entity from the member—in 

this case, ultimately, Phemus Corp. Brodiaea 

is listed as a related corporation; however, 

tax filings for the fiscal year ending June 30, 

2014 show that Brodiaea is 100% owned by 

Bellum which, in turn, is controlled by 

Monardella which, in turn, is controlled by 

Phemus Corporation. Oddly, the Business 

Directory of Massachusetts lists Bellum as 

having two members, Monardella and SLO 

San Juan Road, while the California 

Secretary of State shows SLO San Juan 

Road as having one member/manager: 

Bellum. Regardless of the actual structure of 

these LLCs, it seems indisputable that each 

is ultimately owned and controlled by 

Harvard. The use of so many layers of LLCs 

when they are all different alter egos of 

Harvard is one thing that causes me concern, 

as it seems designed to obfuscate Harvard’s 

activities in this area, camouflaging who 

actually owns the land. Accordingly, my 

first question for you is why are so many 

different shell entities involved? 

“Public records show that Brodiaea first 

began buying ranch and vineyard land in 

northern San Luis Obispo County in July of 

2012, and has steadily acquired land each 

year since. What is particularly interesting 

about Brodiaea’s purchases are that they 

were of unlisted properties, and the local 

wisdom is that Brodiaea may have paid well 

over the going market price per acre. 

Phemus’s tax filings show Brodiaea’s assets 

as of June 30, 2014 to be $132,885,644. 

“Alvaro Aguirre, former Managing Director 

of Natural Resources for Harvard 

Management Company/Phemus, was listed 

as the Executive Officer and a director of 

Brodiaea on SEC Form D. Brodiaea lists its 

agent for service of process in California as 

Matthew Turrentine. Locally, Mr. 

Turrentine is the face of Brodiaea and also 

an active board member of a group called 

Paso Robles Agricultural Alliance for 

Groundwater Solutions (PRAAGS), which 

is spearheading the effort to form a special 

act water district over the Paso Robles 

Groundwater Basin. The formation of a 

water district would, among other things, 

open the door for future water brokering and 

banking in the Paso Robles groundwater 

basin. 

“The proposed district would also be eligible 

to apply for California Proposition One tax 

bond monies to fund groundwater storage 

projects. In addition to having the ability to 

meter, assess and fine local residents for 

groundwater extractions. The formation of 

this water district is a matter of great 

concern to the many local residents of the 

basin, who oppose the creation of such a 

large bureaucracy with such far-reaching 

powers. It is very troubling, then, that 

Brodiaea/Harvard would, immediately after 
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starting to buy land in the area, become 

involved in the endeavor to form the water 

district via its local agent. Accordingly, my 

next questions are whether Harvard supports 

the formation of the water district, and, if so, 

whether Harvard has contributed any money 

to that cause, directly or indirectly, or 

directed its local agent(s) to support that 

cause, financially or otherwise. 

“The land that Harvard has invested in 

through both Brodiaea and SLO San Juan 

Road is located near Shandon, California in 

very close proximity to the Coastal Branch 

of the California State Water Project (SWP) 

aqueduct. In 2008, the County of San Luis 

Obispo identified this area as a potential 

location for a water bank in a Water 

Banking Feasibility Study. The banking 

feasibility study recommended that specific 

“banking partners” be identified who might 

be interested in storing water in the basin or 

using banked water. The targeted location of 

Harvard’s purchases around the SWP 

pipeline and near the area identified for 

future water banking is especially 

concerning when I hear that Harvard paid 

many times the going market rate for these 

properties. My family has been farming 

grapes for 5 decades in this region, and such 

an investment does not make economic 

sense (particularly in the Shandon area), if 

your intent is simply to grow and sell 

grapes. It would, however, make perfect 

sense if the investment wasn’t for farming 

but rather for the brokering of water and/or 

storage space in the aquifer. This begs the 

following questions: Why did Harvard 

choose the land in the location it did? Why 

did it endeavor to purchase unlisted 

properties near the SWP, properties that 

were not known for producing particularly 

valuable grapes? Was Harvard aware of the 

location of the SWP pipeline and the SLO 

County Water Banking Feasibility Study 

before purchasing these properties in 

Shandon? 

“Perhaps even more concerning than the 

Brodiaea purchases are the recent purchases 

by SLO San Juan Road, LLC. According to 

the Delaware Secretary of State, SLO San 

Juan Road was formed on December 6, 

2013. Thirteen days later, it closed escrow 

on a previously unlisted piece of property 

along San Juan Road which just happens to 

be the location of the planned SWP 

“turnout” for the town of Shandon—and the 

only place in Northern SLO County where 

state water will be pulled out of the pipeline. 

The turnout had been part of the plans since 

the initial construction of the SWP pipeline 

in the mid-nineties but, despite several false 

starts, had never actually been built. 

Following Harvard’s purchase of the 

property, the dust was knocked off the plans 

and the turnout is currently being 

constructed at taxpayer expense. At the 

same time it purchased the turnout property, 

SLO San Juan Road also purchased the 

property above it, a piece of vacant grazing 

land that contains the town of Shandon’s 

only water tank. Neither property has a 

history of grape production, or has even 

been irrigated recently. Tax filings by 

Phemus put SLO San Juan Road’s assets at 

$2,674,634 as of June 30, 2014 but, again, I 

hear that the price paid for the properties 

was much more than that. Regardless, I 

would like to know the following: Was 

Harvard aware of the planned turnout when 

it offered to buy that particular piece of 

property? Why did Harvard choose to buy 

the properties containing most of Shandon’s 

important water infrastructure? Did Harvard 

have any role in urging the County of SLO 

to finally construct the turnout, which will 

bring state water into the Paso Robles 

Groundwater Basin for the first time? 
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“Near the end of 2015, SLO San Juan Road 

went on another buying spree, acquiring a 

host of parcels immediately to the east of the 

City of Paso Robles from Arciero Vineyard 

Group. This is an area that the County 

claims is suffering from severe groundwater 

declines, yet Harvard is making a substantial 

investment that others have been afraid to 

make. My question here is, what does 

Harvard know that others don’t? And 

furthermore, why purchase these properties 

— which do have a history of successful 

grape production — through SLO San Juan 

Road, rather than through Brodiaea, which 

purportedly was created to be Harvard’s 

vineyard investment vehicle? 

“As I am sure you are already well aware, a 

group of landowners in and around the Paso 

Robles Groundwater Basin calling 

themselves Protect Our Water Rights 

(POWR) filed a legal action in November 

2013 seeking to quiet title to their 

groundwater rights. As the Quiet Title action 

has proceeded through the Santa Clara 

County Superior Court, Mr. Turrentine, 

along with his attorney, has occasionally 

attended hearings in San Jose, CA. This is 

curious behavior for someone who is not a 

party to the action—indeed, no other non-

party has bothered to make the 3 hour drive 

to see the hearings—and it seems to indicate 

that Mr. Turrentine and/or Harvard has a 

keen interest in what will happen to 

groundwater rights in the area, and are not 

simply interested in growing grapes. If 

Harvard wanted to protect its groundwater 

rights for future vineyard irrigation it could, 

of course, join the Quiet Title action, as 

hundreds of other landowners have. The 

Quiet Title action, however, may be adverse 

to those who hope to sell or trade their water 

rather than irrigate with it. 

“Incidentally, during a Board of Supervisors 

meeting in early 2015 where important 

water matters were being discussed, your 

agent Mr. Turrentine and his partner Mr. 

James Ontiveros asked to speak with me “in 

the back” through a text on my cell phone. I 

didn’t reply, nor did I go to the back. They 

proceeded to the front of chambers at the 

next break and aggressively threatened legal 

action if I didn’t stop questioning Harvard’s 

intentions with the land in Shandon. My 

attorney stepped in and kindly asked them to 

let her know what false statements I had 

made that would warrant a legal action 

against me, as well as asking them to 

provide her a written statement of exactly 

what Harvard was doing, so that we could 

be sure and make only correct statements in 

the future. To date, no such information has 

been provided to my attorney. 

“In August 2015, I sent a letter to the 

California Water Commission, the board 

responsible for allocating $2.7 Billion 

dollars of Proposition One bond money for 

water projects in California. (A copy of that 

letter is attached for your reference.) The 

letter questioned how California can allocate 

money to quasi-governmental agencies for 

underground storage when the state has no 

additional surface water to store 

underground. The letter strongly suggests 

that allowing profiteering by the 

exchanging, banking, and in lieu wheeling 

of state water would be akin to fraud, 

because the surface water that supplies the 

SWP is over five times over allocated and 

oversold. Mr. Alvaro Aguirre and Ms. 

Kathryn Murtagh were copied on the letter 

because I wanted them both to be aware of 

these concerns if they were investing in the 

Paso Robles area with the hope of 

participating in a water market here. I am 

positive it is unrelated, but I was disturbed 

to learn that Mr. Aguirre resigned 

approximately one month later, after 12 

years with Harvard, and that the man who 

was tapped to replace him as the manager of 
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the Natural Resources portfolio, Satu Parikh, 

also resigned. 

“I recently read the article entitled Rich 

Schools Queried by U.S. Lawmakers on 

Endowment Spending dated February 9, 

2016 by Janet Lorin for Bloomberg 

Business. It appears that two congressional 

committees have opened an inquiry about 

how the wealthiest schools manage and 

spend endowment funds. Harvard is named 

as being one of the schools to have received 

such a letter. It appears that Congress is 

evaluating the value of federal policies that 

permit (1) tax-free investment earnings for 

schools, (2) tax deductions for donors in 

light of the fact that Harvard and other 

institutions “supply limited information 

about their endowments on Internal Revenue 

Service forms…” 

“This congressional inquiry is troubling but 

perhaps timely in light of Harvard’s recent 

activities in the Paso Robles region. I realize 

that there may be a very reasonable 

explanation for every action that Harvard 

has taken, but the local perception, right or 

wrong, is that Harvard has been doing the 

following: making purchases using multiple 

layers of disregarded entities such that it 

would be difficult for the layperson to trace 

the purchase back to Harvard; using agents 

to push for formation of a local water district 

that would allow Harvard’s properties to 

ultimately benefit from government grants 

and taxpayer funds; inducing certain 

property owners to sell with offers that are 

many times the going market rates and using 

this method to acquire properties that 

contain public water infrastructure; and 

generally not being forthcoming with the 

local populace about how these investments 

could affect the most vital of resources—all 

in the name of returns on investment. This is 

not behavior that befits an institution of 

Harvard’s stature. 

“If Harvard’s investments are at all 

motivated in anticipation of an emerging 

water market in California, I encourage you 

read the recent article in the Golden Gate 

University Environmental Law Journal by 

Adam Keats and Chelsea Tu entitled “Not 

All Water Stored Underground is 

Groundwater: Aquifer Privatization and 

California’s 2014 Groundwater Sustainable 

Management Act.” (9 Golden Gate U. Envtl. 

L.J. 93 (2016).) Mr. Keats and Ms. Tu’s law 

review article makes a very important query: 

“With local interests being given the 

responsibility — and the power — to 

regulate ‘their’ local groundwater basins, the 

question is: how effective will local agencies 

be in meeting the sustainability goals of the 

Act, especially when long-term 

sustainability may directly conflict with a 

corporation’s short-term profit goals?” 

“Viewed in light of the points made in that 

law review article, the information I have 

provided to you above causes me to question 

Harvard’s commitment to environmentally 

and socially responsible investment 

practices in its Natural Resources 

investments in the Paso Robles region. I 

believe it is Harvard’s responsibility to 

disclose its intentions to the local populace 

in Paso Robles, and I eagerly await your 

response.” 

This letter was first published in the Cal 

Coast News as a supplement to the 

Blackburn article on page 17 above. 

                  Harvard Today

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://a.abcnews.go.com/images/Business/gty_harvard_university_nt_130219_wmain.jpg&imgrefurl=http://abcnews.go.com/Business/top-15-universities-wealthy-alumni/story?id=18539608&h=360&w=640&tbnid=nmeahE7GR4gMrM:&docid=Y6v0IAmZ9ahquM&ei=4Jf9VqexKMeIjwOcuqC4AQ&tbm=isch&ved=0ahUKEwinod-18OvLAhVHxGMKHRwdCBc4ZBAzCCQoITAh
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