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SUMMARY OF STAFF REPORT 

I. Description 

Santa Cruz County is proposing the following changes to its certified Local Coastal 
Program: 

A. Timber Harvest 

Amend the Land Use Plan (LUP) and Implementation portion (IP) portion of its Local 
Coastal Program to: 

1. allow timber harvesting (and associated operations) requiring California 
Department of Forestry approval of a timber harvest plan only in the Timber 
Production; Parks, Recreation and Open Space; and Mineral Extraction 
Industrial zone districts (LUP policy 5.12.14; IP sections 13.10.312; 13.10.322; 
13.10.332; 13.10.342; 13.10.352; 13.10.362; 13.10.372; 13.10.382; new 
13.1 0.395a); 

2. allow timber harvesting by helicopter only in the "Timber Production" zone 
district under certain criteria (new section 13.1 0.378); 

3. limit timber harvesting in riparian corridors, residential buffer zones, and 
landslide areas and do not exempt timber harvesting from following riparian 
corridor rules (IP: new section 13.1 0.695b, c; 16.30.050) . 
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B. Roads 

Change the design criteria for road surfacing in minor ways (IP Section 16.20.180h). 

This amendment was filed on December 31, 1998. These two items are part of a larger 
package. The other components regarding non-conforming use and resources and 
constraints mapping have been deemed "minor" and approved by the Coastal Commission 
on March 11, 1999, the date that this matter was continued. 

II. Standard of Review 

The standard of review for the land use plan amendments is that they must be consistent 
with the Coastal Act. The standard of review for the implementation amendments is that 
they must be consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the certified coastal 
land use plan. 

Ill. Staff Note 

This LCP amendment submittal involves several timber harvest issues that the Commission 

• 

has previously expressed interest in reviewing in a public workshop. Unfortunately, 
resources have not been available for staff to prepare for such a workshop prior to 
processing this particular amendment. Staff will continue to seek means to conduct a • 
timber harvest workshop sometime in the future. 

IV. Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve, only if modified, the proposed 
amendment as it relates to timber harvesting. The primary purpose of this amendment is to 
restrict timber harvesting to three zoning districts: TP Timber Production, PR Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space, and M-3 Mining. The County has proposed the amendment in 
response to a recent California Appellate court case that affirmed that local governments 
have authority to determine appropriate locations for timber harvesting. 

In the coastal zone, the proposed restriction of timber harvesting to three zoning districts 
means that some lands that have timber resources will not be allowed to be logged, unless 
there is a zoning change to a district that allows timber harvesting, such as TP. Staff's 
concern with this amendment is that the existing criteria for such rezonings are unclear in 
the land use plan, and that this could result in rezonings that are inappropriate under 
Coastal Act policies, particularly those concerning recreational and visual resources, 
environmentally sensitive habitat, and lands subject to geological hazards. Staff is further 
concern that the amendment would allow for inappropriate logging in Parks, Recreation, 
and Open Space and Resource Conservation areas where the intent is to reserve these 
areas for recreational and other compatible low-intensity uses or conservation uses, 
respectively. Finally, staff has identified two activities --helicopter logging and logging on • 
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landslides -- where the proposed amendment is regulatory in nature and not clearly 
implementing land use plan policies. Table 1 summarizes these issues and staffs 
recommended modifications. 

Another part of the submittal addresses roads. The proposed revisions, however, do not 
relate to timber roads. The amendments simply repeat land use plan policies and promote 
fire protection and erosion control. They are recommended for approval. 
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TABLE 1: Santa Cruz County Timber Harvesting Amendment Issues and Proposed Modifications 

. . . . . 

Six land use plan designations in the coastal zone have 
timber resources: Parks Recreation and Open Space; 
Mountain Residential; Agriculture; Resource Conservation; 
Public Facilities; Rural Residential. There is no "Timber 
Resource" or "Timber Production" land use designation. 

There is no explicit policy on whether Timber Production is 
an appropriate use in these land use designations except 
for the Agriculture designation, where it is discretionary 
(Policy 5. 13.4). 

LUP Objective 5.12 encourages sustainable 
forestry under high environmental standards, 
protection of the scenic and ecological values of 
forested areas, and orderly timber production 
consistent with the least possible environmental 
impacts. 

LUP Policy 5.12.9 encourages rezoning to Timber 
Production "where appropriate." No LUP policy specifies 
what is appropriate. 

LUP Policy 5.12.2 allows for timber harvesting in the TP 
Timber Production zone district 

UNCHANGED 

UNCHANGED 

UNCHANGED 

UNCHANGED 

Adds Policy 5.12.14 that allows 
timber harvesting only in 3 
zoning districts: TP, M-3, PR. 

UNCHANGED 

Specify that timber harvesting in 
recreational, visually or 
environmentally sensitive areas, or 
in areas susceptible to hazards, is 
not appropriate if logging will harm 
the resource values of these areas. 
(Mod A) 

UNCHANGED 

Specify that timber harvesting in 
recreational, visually or 
environmentally sensitive areas, or 
in areas susceptible to hazards, is 
not appropriate if logging will harm 
the resource values of these areas. 
(Mod A} 

Prohibit timber harvesting in PR 
zone in coastal zone (Mod B-1) 
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Timber harvesting is an allowable use in the TP Timber I Limits timber harvesting to 3 
Production, PR Parks and Recreation, SU Special Use, zones: TP, M-3, PR 
M-1, M-2, and M-3 Industrial zones; small scale 
harvesting is allowed in RR and R-A zones. 

Section 13.1 0.170d allows rezoning of land to Timber 
Production in six different designations and two 
mapped resource areas without LCP amendment. 

Helicopter logging not addressed in zoning 

Timber harvesting exempt from riparian corridor 
protective policies. 

Logging on landslide areas not directly addressed in 
zoning 

• 

UNCHANGED 

Restricts helicopter logging 

Timber harvesting not exempt from 
riparian corridor protective policies. 

Prohibits logging on landslide areas 
meeting certain criteria (see 
findings for detail) 

• 

Add prohibition of timber harvesting 
in PR zone in coastal zone (Mod 8-
3) 

Eliminate TP as allowable zone for 
Park or Resource Conservation 
designations. 

Other zoning changes to Timber 
Production need LCP amendments 
(8-2). 

Do not restrict (Mod C). 

Clarify non-commercial harvesting 
may be permitted in riparian 
corridors (Mod D) 

Do not prohibit (Mod D). 

.... . ., 
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Summary Of Issues And Comments 

At the County hearings, the proposed timber harvest amendments elicited substantial 
comments. The amendments approved generally elicited favorable reaction from 
neighborhood and environmental groups and unfavorable reaction from those who conduct 
timber harvests and/or own timberland. In response, the County noted that most of the 
timber land remains zoned for timber harvesting, amendments to a zone that allows timber 
harvesting are possible for other properties, and that the proposal addresses environmental 
and neighborhood concerns with logging. Much of the testimony was focused on matters 
not in the Commission's purview, such as concurrent changes that the County was 
recommending to the Forest Practices Rules, the effects of the proposals outside of the 
coastal zone, and on earlier amendment proposals that were not finally adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors. 

This matter was continued from the Commission March 11, 1999 hearing after testimony 
was taken. At the hearing Commissioners raised the following concerns: 

1. How much land is involved? The answer to this question depends on what is at 
issue. Within Santa Cruz County's Coastal Zone the exact amount of forested land is 
unknown. It is at least 21,608 acres which is shown as "Timber Resource" on 
somewhat outdated County maps, according to Coastal Commission staff calculations 
(which match fairly closely the County's totaling of 21,355 acres using their GIS). 
Timber-cutting proponents claimed the amount should be 7,500 acres more and 
submitted their own maps. Staff evaluated several of these polygons against color aerial 
photography with the zoom transfer scope and found them to include significant errors. 
These were not minor delineation problems, but included deficiencies such as showing 
Highway 1 pavement area and the face of the adjacent Waddell Bluffs as additional 
timberland. It would take considerable time to analyze each and every red polygon area. 
They would all have to be examined individually using the zoom transfer scope. Thus, 
the figure is somewhere in between 21,608 and 29,108 acres. 

These totals do not include forested lands in Big Basin State Park. They do include 
some forested land in Wilder Ranch and Gray Whale Ranch State Parks because these 
areas were not parklands when the original resource inventories were compiled in the 
early 1970's. 

What is at issue from staffs perspective is the amount of timberland where timbering 
would no longer be allowed (i.e., compared to where it is allowed now). Pursuant to the 
County submittal this is land zoned "SU," about 290 acres of which in the coastal zone 
was mapped "timber resource." According to timber interests, the amount of "SU" zoned 
land in the Coastal Zone that has timber is another 1 ,300 acres or so. Also, at issue 
would be land zoned "PR," pursuant to the recommended modification to delete logging 
as a permitted use in that district as well. Although "PR" is generally reserved for public 
lands or private lands used for recreational purposes, testimony was presented by one 
landowner with timber on his property that was zoned "PR." There appears to be only 
25 acres of private PR zoned land with mapped timber resources. One must understand 
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that landowners of "SU" or "PR" zoned land can request a rezoning to "TP," which would • 
then allow logging to occur. How much of this land is suitable for rezoning is unknown, 
as evaluation would have to occur on a case-by-base in concert with suggested 
modifications to ensure against inappropriate rezonings where coastal resources are 
involved. 

Regarding the proposed riparian setback, the County has indicated that 1 ,601 acres in 
the Coastal Zone are affected. 

2. What does the State Board of Forestry think of the County's proposal? 
Enclosed is correspondence from the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection taking 
issue with the riparian buffer portion of the amendment which they view as regulatory in 
nature (see Attached Correspondence). Additionally, Commission staff will forward this 
report to the Department with a cover letter requesting any further comments. 

As background to understanding various agency authorities, two types must be 
considered: planning and regulatory. Regarding planning, under State General Plan 
law and the Coastal Act, local governments must designate land uses in the general 
plan and zoning ordinance.1 Regarding timber lands, Section 30243 must be 
considered in this planning ("long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be 
protected"), along with all other governing policies of the Coastal Act. Further specific 
zoning guidance is provided in the Timberland Productivity Act of 1982.2 This statute 
strongly encourages the identification and placement of timber land into the "Timber • 
Production" zone district, but leaves the individual designations and re-zoning to the 
discretion of local planning authorities. The local government takes these all into 
consideration as well as other factors in determining what land uses to allow where. The 
Coastal Commission must find the resulting land use plan and zoning consistent with 

· 
1 The LCPs prepared pursuant to the requirements laid out in the Coastal Act include Land Use Plans 
"sufficiently detailed to show the kinds, locations and intensity of land uses" (PRC 30108.5) and "zoning 
ordinances .... which ,when taken together with [the land use plan) implement the policies and provisions 
of this division at the local level" (PRC 301 08.6). 
2 This law (Government Code Section 51101 et seq.) is primarily directed towards encouraging counties 
to identify timber resources and zone land which contains commercial timber resources to the "Timber 
Production" Zone District. The statute requires all County Assessors in the state to prepare a Jist of 
properties that were, or, in the opinion of the Assessor, should be, assessed as timber production lands 
as their "highest and best" use. (Government Code Sections 51110 and 51110.1).The Act then lays out a 
mandatory re-zoning process which must be undertaken by counties where timber production properties 
have been identified. (Gov. Code Section 51112). The clear preference of the statute is that all timber 
production land will be zoned into the "Timber Production" zone, although the discretion to place land in 
this zone district is left up to the individual counties. Once zoned into the "Timber Production" zone 
district, the statute provides that "The growing and harvesting on those parcels shall be regulated solely 
pursuant to state statutes and regulations" i.e. The Forest Practice Act. (Government. Code Section 
51115.1) According to the Timberland Productivity Act, (Government. Code Section 51114) the "Timber 
Production" zone district functions in many ways like a Williamson Contract for farmland. That is, land in 
the "Timber Production" zone remains in the district for a minimum of ten years and the initial time period 

. "rolls over" every year unless the property is rezoned, thus any rezoning to a new zone district will not 
usually be effective for ten years. Also similar to a Williamson Contract, there is a very limited ability to • 
obtain an immediate rezoning to another zone district. 
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the Coastal Act. A recent court case has affirmed the right of local governments to 
determine where timber harvesting is appropriate.3 To date the Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection has accepted these decisions; i.e., it will not approve a Timber 
Harvest Plan for an area not zoned to allow timber harvesting. 

Regarding regulation, the Forest Practice Act specifically gives the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) rather than local jurisdictions, 
authority to regulate commercial timber operations through the review of Timber Harvest 
Plans (PRC Section 4516.5.d}.4 A recent court case upholds this regulatory 
authority.5The Coastal Act (and in this case the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal 

3 This case, Big Creek Lumber Company v. County of San Mateo (1995) 31 Cal. App 4th at 418, found 
that a zoning regulation which provided for a 1000' buffer between timber operations and residences 
located on land outside the "Timber Production " zone was not in conflict with the Forest Practice Act. In 
its decision, the Court distinguished between regulations which directed how timber harvesting would be 
accomplished and those which were simply identifying where the land use of timber harvesting could take 
place. The Court opined that regulations directed to the conduct of timber operations were inconsistent 
with the Forest Practice Act because the Act gave CDF sole authority to review and approve the permits 
for this activity through the Timber Harvest Plan process. The Court found however, that the zoning 
criteria added by San Mateo County was permissible because it only addressed a locational issue (i.e. 
where timber harvesting could and could not occur) pursuant to the county's general authority to plan for 
land uses. 

4 "Timber operations " means the cutting or removal or both of timber or other solid wood forest products, 
including Christmas Trees, from timberlands for commercial purposes, together with all the work 
incidental thereto, including, but not limited to construction and maintenance of roads, fuel breaks, fire 
breaks, stream crossings, landings, skid trails, beds for the falling of trees, fire hazard abatement and site 
preparation that involves disturbance of soil or burning of vegetation following timber harvesting activities 
conducted after January 1, 1988, but, excluding preparatory work such as tree marking, surveying or road 
flagging. "Commercial purposes" includes (1) the cutting or removal of trees which are processed into 
logs, lumber or other wood products and offered for sale, barter, exchange or trade, or (2) the cutting or 
removal of trees or other forest products during the conversion of timberlands to other land uses other 
than the growing of timber which are subject to the provisions of Section 4621, including, but not limited 
to, residential or commercial developments, production of other agricultural crops, recreational 
developments, ski developments, water development projects and transportation projects. Removal or 
harvest of incidental vegetation from timberlands, such as berries, ferns, greenery, mistletoe, herbs and 
other products, which action cannot normally be expected to result in threat to forest, air, water or soil 
resources, does not constitute timber operations. 
5 This case (Westhaven Community Development Council v. County of Humboldt, (1998) 61 Cal. App.4th 
at 365), the Court denied the plaintiffs' request to issue an injunction preventing logging, subject to a CDF 
approved Timber Harvest Plan, unless and until a use permit for the activity was obtained from Humboldt 
County. The Court opined that even though the County Zoning Ordinance stated that a use permit was 
required for commercial timber harvests, the requirement could not be enforced because the Forest 
Practice Act pre-empted application of zoning regulations "to the extent those regulations required a 
permit for timber operations on a land area of three or more acres." The Court distinguished the ruling in 
their case from that made in the Big Creek case as follows "that decision {the Big Creek decision} did not 
address, consider or resolve any issues relating to local permitting requirements, because the county 
ordinance at issue in Big Creek Lumber Co. did not create a permit requirement.. .. The Big Creek Lumber 
Co. draws a distinction between local attempts to regulate the conduct of timber operations, the first type 
prohibited by Section 4516.5 (d) and local efforts to regulate the location of timber operations" The Court 
thus affirmed the earlier decision in Big Creek "that the Forest Practice Act does not preempt local 
efforts to regulate the location of timber harvesting." 
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Program) is consistent with this rule, by exempting from the definition of "development" • 
and, hence, coastal permit regulatory authority, "timber operations which are in 
accordance with a timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant to the provisions of the 
Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (commencing with Section 4511). In the 
absence of having regulatory authority, local governments can comment on and 
participate in the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection's review of Timber Harvest 
Plans and can appeal such decisions to the Board of Forestry. Thus, the function of 
any regulatory-like provisions that local governments have in their local coastal 
programs is limited to being a basis on which to make comments and appeals and a 
basis to make decisions on any timber harvesting that may not come under the 
Department's purview. 

3. If land is already designated "TP," can the County then impose a riparian 
buffer restriction? There is a process established in the Timberland Productivity Act 

·(and referenced in the County Code) for rezoning out of "TP." In the absence of such 
rezoning, the County will have the ability to request the Board of Forestry to respect its 
desire for a no-cut riparian buffer zone. The proposed amendment includes such a 
riparian buffer provision but it does not grant the County any unilateral regulatory 
authority to impose it. Correspondence from the Department indicates that they are not 
respecting this request (see Attachment). 

This ordinance provision for a riparian buffer has been challenged in court. County 
counsel has submitted a letter indicating why it believes that the amendment is legal. It 
will be up to a court to rule on this matter. Staff does not take, and recommends that • 
the Commission not take, a position on this matter. The question under review herein is 
simply evaluating the proposal from a Coastal Act perspective. 

4. Should the amendment have required an EIR? An EIR is not necessary in order 
for the amendment to be submitted to the Coastal Commission. Under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15050 the County's decision to prepare a Negative Declaration is 
binding on the Commission, as a responsible agency. Since this decision has been 
challenged, it will be up to a court to determine if an EIR was required pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

Following are some of the concerns(in bold) that members of the public voiced, along 
with the staff response: 

1. Timber is an agricultural activity. Just because land is designated for agricultural 
use, the County has the ability to determine specific categories of agricultural uses 
which it wishes to allow and which not to allow. 

2. Landowners can not rezone to TP land that is not designated "timber 
resource." To rezone to TP requires specific criteria of harvestable wood on the 
property (under State Law and referenced in the County Code). Land automatically 
becomes "Timber Resource" even if not previously mapped, if so rezoned by meeting • 
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these criteria (pursuant to General Plan Figure 1-7" new information acceptable for 
updating maps"). The County has been processing requests to rezone to TP. 

Additional Information 

For further information about this report or the amendment process, please contact Rick 
Hyman or Lee Otter, Coastal Commission, 725 Front Street, Suite 300, Santa Cruz, CA 
95060; Tel. (831) 427-4863. 
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I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 

The Commission needs to make five separate motions in order to act on this 
recommendation: 

A. DENIAL .OF LAND USE PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #3-98 PART A AS 
SUBMITTED 

MOTION 1: 

"I move that the Commission certify Major Amendment# 3-98 part A to the 
County of Santa Cruz Land Use Plan as submitted by the County." 

Staff recommends a "NO" vote. An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby rejects Major Amendment # 3-98 part A to the 
land use plan of the County of Santa Cruz as submitted for the specific 
reasons discussed in the recommended findings on the grounds that, as 
submitted, it does not meet the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal 
Act. There are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
environmental effects which approval of the amendment would have on 
the environment. 

B. APPROVAL OF LAND USE PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #3-98 PART A, IF 
MODIFIED 

MOTION 2: 

"/ move that the Commission certify Major Amendment # 3-98 Part A to the 
County of Santa Cruz Land Use Plan as submitted by the County, if 
modified according to Modifications A-1 and B-1." 

Staff recommends a "YES" vote. An affirmative vote by a majority of the appointed 
commissioners is needed to pass the motion. 

RESOLUTION: 

• 

• 

The Commission hereby approves Major Amendment # 3-98 Part A to the land 
use plan of the County of Santa Cruz as submitted for the specific reasons • 
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discussed in the recommended findings on the grounds that, as modified 
according to Modifications A-1 and B-1, it meets the requirements of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act. There are no feasible alternatives nor feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
environmental effects which approval of the amendment would have on the 
environment. 

C. DENIAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #3-98 PART A AS 
SUBMITTED 

MOTION 3: 

"/ move that the Commission reject Major Amendment #3-98 Part A to the 
Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan as 
submitted by the County." 

Staff recommends a "YES" vote which would result in denial of this amendment as 
submitted. Only an affirmative {yes) vote on the motion by a majority of the Commissioners 
present can result in rejection of the amendment (otherwise the amendment is approved as 
submitted). 

RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby ·rejects Major Amendment #3-98 Part A to the 
implementation plan of the Santa Cruz County local coastal program, as 
submitted, for the specific reasons discussed in the following findings, on 
the grounds that the amendment is not consistent with and not adequate 
to carry out the certified land use plan and exceeds the County's legal 
authority and hence the Commission's ability to approve. 

D. APPROVAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #3-98 PART A, IF 
MODIFIED 

MOTION 4: 

"/ move that the Commission approve Major Amendment #3-98 Part A to the 
Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan, if it is 
modified according to Suggested Modifications A-2, B-2 &-3, C, D." 

Staff recommends a "YES" vote which would result in approval of this amendment if 
modified. An affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present is needed to 
pass the motion . 
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RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby approves Major Amendment #3-98 Part A to the 
Implementation Plan of the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program, for the 
specific reasons discussed in the following findings, on the grounds that, as 
modified by Suggested Modifications A-2, B-2, B-3, C & D, the amendment 
conforms with and is adequate to carry out the certified land use plan. 
Approval of the amendment will not cause significant adverse environmental 
effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed 
consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

E. APPROVAL OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN MAJOR AMENDMENT #3-98 PART B, AS 
SUBMITTED 

MOTION 5: 

"I move that the Commission reject Major Amendment #3-98 Part B to the 
Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan, as submitted 
by Santa Cruz County. 

• 

Staff recommends a "NO" vote which would result in approval of this amendment as 
submitted. An affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present is needed to 
pass the motion; and since the motion is written in the negative, if it fails then the • 
amendment is approved. 

RESOLUTION: 

The Commission hereby approves Major Amendment #3-98 Part B to the 
Implementation Plan of the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program, as 
submitted, for the specific reasons discussed in the following findings, on the 
grounds that the amendment conforms with and is adequate to carry out the 
certified land use plan. Approval of the amendment will not cause significant 
adverse environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not 
been employed consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

• 
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II. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

The Commission hereby suggests the following changes to the proposed Local Coastal 
Program amendments, which are necessary to make the requisite findings. If the local 
government accepts each of the suggested modifications within six months of Commission 
action, by formal resolution of the Board of Supervisors, the corresponding amendment 
portion will become effective upon Commission concurrence with the Executive Director 
finding that this has been properly accomplished. 

A. Rezoning Lands to Timber Production 

1. Revise 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz 
policy 5. 12.9 by adding the underlined wording: 

Encourage timberland owners to apply for Timber Production zoning where appropriate. In 
the Coastal Zone it is not appropriate to zone timberland for timber production if the land is 
recreational, environmentally sensitive, or visible from rural scenic roads (pursuant to policy 
5.1 0.3) and if logging will harm these resource values. For purposes of this policy, harmful 
activities shall be considered as those including any significant disruption of 
environmentally sensitive habitat, any loss of landmark old growth trees, any degradation 
of scenic public views, any significant loss of timberland soils or siltation of spawning 
gravels. Also, it is not appropriate to zone timberland for timber production if the land is 
susceptible to a hazard that may be exacerbated by logging and not responsive to 
mitigation. Such rezonings must be in accordance with the procedures set forth in the TP 
ordinance. 

and revise last sentence of policy 5. 12.8 to be consistent with and reference this revision as 
follows: 

... Require, as a condition of any land division, rezoning to TP for parcels which have 
equivalent timber resources and that meet the criteria of policy 5.12.9. 

2. Add to County Code Section 13. 1 0.375(c) the following new underlined subsections: 

7. The land shall not be recreational, environmentally sensitive, nor visible from rural scenic 
roads (pursuant to policy 5.10.11) where logging will harm these resource values. For 
purposes of this policy, harmful activities shall be considered as those including any 
significant disruption of environmentally sensitive habitat, any loss of landmark old growth 
trees, any degradation of scenic public views, any significant loss of timberland soils or 
siltation of spawning gravels. 

8. The land shall not be susceptible to a hazard that may be exacerbated by logging and 
not responsive to mitigation. 

• B Zoning Districts Where Timber Harvesting is Allowed 



-- ···-·~ --------------------------

SANTA CRUZ CO LCP MAJOR AMENDMENT 3-98 TIMBER/ROADS P.16 

1. Revise proposed new 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of • 
Santa Cruz policy 5.12.14 (LCP) by deleting the wording "Parks, Recreation and Open 
Space (PR)," or by adding the underlined wording: 

Allow timber harvesting and associated operations, requiring approval of a Timber 
Harvesting Plan by the California Department of Forestry, only in the Timber Production 
(TP), Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PR) (except in the coastal zone), and Mineral 
Extraction Industrial (M-3) zone districts. 

2. Revise Section 13.10.170(d)of the County Code "Consistent Zone Districts" 3 by 
adding the underlined wording: 

. . . Rezoning of a property to a zone district which is shown in the following Zone 
Implementation Table as implementing the designation applicable to the property, shall 
not constitute an amendment of the Local Coastal Program, unless it involves rezoning 
to "TP" or "M-3" in the coastal zone. 

General Plan/Local Coastal 
Program land Use Designation 

Open Space Uses: 

-0-R Parks, Recreation 
and Open Space 

-0-C Resource Conservation 

General Plan/local Coastal Program 
Resource 

-Agricultural Resource Lands 

Zone District pursuant to 
Section 13.1 0.300 et seq. And 
Section 13.10.400 et seq. 

PR -Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
PF -Public Facilities 
TP-Timber Production, outside of the 
Coastal zone only. 
PR -Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
PF -Public Facilities 
TP-Timber Production, outside of the 
Coastal zone only. 
A- Agriculture 
CA- Commercial Agriculture 

AP-Agricultural Preserve Zone District 
A-P-Agriculture with Agricultural 

Preserve Combining Zone District 
CA-Commercial Agriculture 
TP-Timber Production (except for 

Coastal zone lands designated Parks 
or Resource Conservation) 

• 

• 



• 
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-Timber Resource Lands TP-Timber Production (except for 
Coastal zone lands designated Parks 
or Resource Conservation} 

3. Revise Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.352 - Timber Harvesting- of the Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Uses Chart of the County Code by adding the underlined 
wording: 

"PR USES CHART' 

USE 

Timber Harvesting, outside of the coastal zone 
subject to Section 13.1 0.695. 

C. Timber Harvest Related Helicopter Operations 

PR 

p 

Delete proposed Section 13.10.378 and associated references or revise proposed 
Section. 13.10.378 as by adding the underlined wording and deleting the wording with 
str:ik9tJ:u:g~JfJ!:is: ~ 

(a) Helicopter yarding of timber shall only be permitted for timber harvested 
from properties zoned TP or zoned another zone district where timber harvesting 
is an allowed use. Appurtenant helicopter service and log landing areas must be 
sited within the Timber Harvest R&r=r:Rit Plan (THP) boundaries on property which 
is either zoned TP or is zoned on another zone district where timber harvesting is 
an allowed use. 

(b) Where environmental review or other resource protection evaluation 
concludes that the following measures are advisable, the County will 
communicate such recommendations to the appropriate authorities: 

- limit hWelicopter flights for log transport between the area where the felling is 
occurring and the landing ~ to occur only over property contained within the 
approved THP. -

·~ ...Wno helicopter flight r:Ray gsswr= within 1,000 feet horizontally of an inhabited 
residence . 
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D. Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting 

Revise proposed Section. 13. 10.695 by adding the underlined wording and deleting the 
wording with slr:ikfi~r:gwg.Rs: 

(a) Timber harvesting requiring approval of a Timber Harvesting Plan by the 
California Department of Forestry is allowed, in addition to the TP zone, only in 
those zone districts which specifically list timber harvesting as an allowed use. 

(b) Within those zone districts (except the TP zone), commercial timber 
harvesting shall not occur within the following areas: 

1) riparian corridors, defined as: 
i) 50-feet from the bank full flow line of a perennial stream 
ii) 30-feet from the bank full flow line of an intermittent or ephemeral 
stream 

2) a residential buffer, measuring 300-feet from the exterior walls of any 
residential dwelling located on adjacent properties not zoned TP. 

d) iR an~as id&Rtifi&d as aGtiv& gr r&Q&Rt laRd&lid&&, a& d&t&rr+tiR&d 9y a 
r&gi&t&F&d (;;&glggi&t QF iRgiR&&FiRg <8&glggi&t1 9a&&d QR tR& r+IQ&t QWFF&Rt 
r+tappiRg1 pl:lgtg iRt&FpF&tati9R1 aRdi9F &WiieG& 99&&Pt«ati9R: 

(c) Within the TP zone district, commercial timber harvesting shall not occur 
within riparian corridors, defined as: 

i) 50-feet from the bank full flow line of a perennial stream 
ii) 30-feet from the bank full flow line of an intermittent or ephemeral 
stream 

Ill. RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 

The Commission finds and declares for the following parts A and B of Santa Cruz County 
Major Amendment # 3-98 regarding timber harvest and roads: 

A. TIMBER HARVEST 
The County has proposed amendments to the Land Use Plan and implementation plan of 
the local coastal program involving three aspects of timber harvesting: 1. limitations on 
locations of harvest, 2. helicopter harvesting restrictions, and 3. riparian corridors, 
residential buffers, and landslide areas. 

1. Limitation on Location of Timber Harvesting 

• 

• 

This amendment has both a land use plan component and a zoning component. Since the • 
standards of review are different, each is discussed separately. 
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• a. Land Use Plan Amendment 

(1.) Description and Background 

• 

• 

The proposed amendment mostly concerns the appropriate locations for timber harvesting 
regulated by the California Department of Forestry. Currently, the 1994 General Plan and 
Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz (LCP) contains a broad objective to 
promote sustainable forestry. Objective 5.12 states: 

To encourage the orderly economic production of forest products on a 
sustained yield basis under high environmental standards, to protect the 
scenic and ecological values of forested areas, and to allow orderly timber 
production consistent with the least possible environmental impacts. 

The certified Local Coastal Program land use plan map contains six land use designations 
in the coastal zone that have timber resources: Parks Recreation and Open Space; 
Mountain Residential; Agriculture; Resource Conservation; Public Facilities; Rural 
Residential. These are found in the North Coast and Bonny Doon planning areas. There is 
no "Timber Resource" nor "Timber Production" land use designation. Nor is there any 
explicit discussion in the LCP about whether timber harvesting is an appropriate use in the 
land designations where timber resources occur, except for the "Agriculture" category. In 
"Agriculture" areas timber resource land can be zoned "TP" according to plan policy 5.13.4.6 

In the other designations, objectives are limited to the primary purposes of the designations. 
For example, in the two residential designations, the objectives are limited to providing for 
low density residential development and retaining rural character (objectives 2.4 and 2.5).1 

The County does have a separate timber resource map that is referenced in the LCP, 
although its status relative to the land use designations and zoning districts of the LCP is not 
entirely clear. LCP Policy 5.12.9 encourages (re)zoning of land that is mapped as timber 
resource to the "Timber Production" zoning district "where appropriate" (emphasis added), 
and policy 5.12.2 states that timber harvesting is a principal use in that district. For timber 
resource land over 20 gross acres in size not zoned "TP," land divisions and residential 
development are to be evaluated for timber resource potential. Timber resources are to be 
protected and the parcel rezoned to "TP" as part of any land division approval (policy 

6 If it is not so zoned, then generally it is zoned "Commercial Agriculture (CAt and used for commercial 
cultivation of plant crops and raising of animals. (Policy 5.13.5). 
7 Similarly, In the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space areas, "low intensity uses which are compatible 
with the scenic values and natural setting of the county for open space lands which are not developable" 
and "commercial recreation, County, State and Federal parks, preserves, and biotic research stations, 
local parks and passive open space uses for park lands which are developable" are allowed (policy 
7.1.3). The "Resource Conservation" designation is for public or private lands held for conservation 
purposes (policy 5.11.5). The only such land in the coastal zone which has timber is a Fish and Game 
ecological reserve. The "Public Facilities" designation is for public and quasi public facilities, public facility 
support facilities, and institutions (policy 2.21.1 ). The only "Public Facility" designation in the coastal zone 
with possible timber resources is on the University of California, Santa Cruz campus. One area is 
protected environmental reserve land and the other is undeveloped "resource" land. 
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5.12.8). Beyond this, there is no specific policy that states that all mapped timber resource • 
land should be zoned "TP" or alternatively that it should be logged. 8 

This proposed amendment to the coastal land use plan, the 1994 General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz, would add new policy 5.12.14. This would 
allow timber harvesting that is regulated by the Department of Forestry through Timber 
Harvest Plans only in the Timber Production, Parks, Recreation and Open Space, and 
Mineral Extraction Industrial zone districts. State-approved timber harvest plans are 
required for most timbering operations except for the following: 

• harvesting Christmas trees; 
• harvesting dead, dying or diseased trees of any size and small amounts (less 

than 10 percent of the average volume per acre under certain conditions) of 
fuelwood or split products; 

• operations conducted on ownerships of timberland of less than 3 acres (1.214 
ha) in size and not part of a larger parcel of timberland in the same ownership; 

• and certain cutting or removal of trees which eliminates the vertical continuity of 
vegetative fuels and the horizontal continuity of tree crowns for the purpose of 
reducing flammable materials and maintaining a fuelbreak to reduce fire 
spread, duration, and intensity. 

These types of operations would be governed by other local coastal program policies and 
are not affected by this amendment (except with regard to residential zoning as discussed • 
below). The County is offering this amendment as a follow-up to a court case that states 
that while local governments can not regulate the conduct of timber cutting operation, they 
can use their planning authority to determine where it may occur (Big Creek Lumber v. 
County of San Mateo, 31 Cal. App. 4th at 418, (1995)). 

(2.) Standard of Review 

The standard of review for land use plan amendments is the Coastal Act. Under the 
Act, land use plans are to indicate the kinds, locations, and intensities of uses that are 
allowable in various locations (PRC 301 08.5). The substantive policies of Chapter 3 are 
the primary basis for making these determinations. In this case, the most relevant 
governing sections of the Coastal Act are: 

30223 Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses 
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

8 These maps can be updated upon rezoning of land in or out of a "TP Timber Production" zoning district, 
without constituting a local coastal program amendment (figure 1-7). Otherwise, if new information were 
presented showing timber resources outside of the currently mapped areas and not designated "TP," the 
County would have the option of updating the mapping through an amendment of its 1994 General Plan 
and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz. "TP" zoning generally applies to parcels 
capable of growing an average annual volume of wood fiber of at least 15 cubic feet per acre pursuant to • 
State law and County policy. 
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30240(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed 
to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and 
shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation 
areas. 

30243 The long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be 
protected, and conversions of coastal commercial timberlands in units of 
commercial size to other uses or their division into units of noncommercial 
size shall be limited to providing for necessary timber processing and 
related facilities. · 

30251 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the 
ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those 
designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan 
prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local 
government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

30253 New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, 
and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the 
site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of 
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along 
bluffs and cliffs. 

Additionally, Coastal Act section 30001.5(c) states, as a basic goal, "Assure orderly, 
balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone resources taking into account the 
social and economic needs of the people of the state." 

(3.) Analysis 

The Commission must determine whether the land use plan with the proposed 
• amendment is consistent with the Coastal Act. As submitted by the County, the 
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amended land use plan would not clearly define where timber harvesting is allowed and, • 
therefore, consistency with the various policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act is not 
guaranteed. As mentioned, a land use plan should indicate kinds, locations, and 
intensities of uses (PRC 30108.5}. Typically, this is achieved through a series of land 
use designations, each for a different use or group of uses. Unfortunately, Santa Cruz 
County does not have a designation for timber harvesting. Complicating matters, there 
are six designations in the Coastal Zone where timber harvesting could potentially occur 
(see first column of table above}. A review of the land use plan provisions regarding 
purposes and uses of the designations alone (see above) reveals that timber harvesting 
is only explicitly shown as appropriate in agricultural areas. One is left to interpret how 
separate policies favoring timber harvesting (in Section 5.12} are to be implemented in 
other areas. The proposed amendment only serves to perpetuate this ambiguity by 
addressing only zoning districts, not the land use designations, where timber harvesting 
is allowed. The proposed new policy does not alter any land use plan policies or 
designations. Nor does it change which zoning districts are appropriate for 
implementing which land use designations. It simply states the districts where timber 
harvesting is permitted: TP, PR, and M-3. In effect, the only guidance in the LCP as to 
the appropriate location of timber harvesting is Policy 5.12.9, which encourages 
rezoning of timberlands to timber production "where appropriate." Under this approach, 
there is no guarantee that timber harvesting would not be deemed appropriate in 
locations that might conflict with Coastal Act policies concerning environmentally 
sensitive habitat, visual resources, recreational lands, and lands where geological 
hazards are a concern. This is inconsistent with these respective policies (Sections • 
30233, 30240, 30251, 30253). The specific analysis of each proposed zoning district 
restriction is summarized below. 

• "TP" Zoning: The land use plan already has provisions sanctioning TP zoning where 
timber harvesting is allowed. Thus, the part of the proposed amendment that says 
that timber harvesting is allowed in the TP zone district is redundant. It does not give 
guidance as to where the TP zoning may apply in the future. It thus perpetuates the 
non-definitive direction of ·land use plan policy 5.12.9. As proposed for amendment, 
the land use plan will lack an explicit policy that addresses timberlands and clarifies 
the cited objective; i.e., which of the timberlands (which may or not be included on the 
County Resource Maps) are suitable to be rezoned to "TP" and hence suitable to be 
logged. Lacking such language, one possible interpretation is that any such lands, 
no matter what resource constraints they pose, are suitable. Thus, the proposed 
amendment could lead to rezonings and, hence, timber harvesting that is in clearly 
inappropriate locations from a Coastal Act perspective. Therefore, this amendment 
must be denied, because the resulting land use plan would be inconsistent with the 
Coastal Act. 

• "PR" Zoning: The land use plan does not have a policy that addresses PR zoning. 
However, cited policy 7.1.3 specifies which uses are allowed in the Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space designation on the land use map. The implication is 
that PR zoning is the district that implements the identically-named land use plan 
designation. Policy 7.1.3 does not say anything about allowing timber harvesting. In • 
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fact such a use would conflict with the list of the allowed uses, the purpose of the 
designation, and hence Coastal Act policy 30223. All PR lands in the coastal zone of 
Santa Cruz County are within State Park units, nature reserves or similar protected 
areas. Timber harvesting would conflict with, be disruptive to, and is fundamentally 
incompatible with the basic natural resource protection purposes of these areas. 
Thus, the proposed amendment, which would allow for timber harvesting in the PR 
district is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and must be denied. 

• "M-3" Zoning: The land use plan does not have a policy that addresses M-3 zoning. 
That zone applies to mines. Section 2.19 of the 1994 General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz, provides for heavy industrial and 
quarry operations. There are two sites designated with a "Q" quarry overlay symbol 
(Lonestar Shale and Limestone) in the coastal zone that have timber resources on 
them (the underlying land use plan designation is "Mountain Residential." They are 
not zoned "M-3." A zoning designation of M-3 implies sanctioning a disruption of the 
natural environment that would require removal of tree cover to function. Therefore, 
saying that timber harvesting is an allowed use in such a zoning district is acceptable. 

4. Remedies 

It would have been preferable for the County to structure the proposed amendment 
differently, at least as it affects the coastal zone, in order to provide clarity. Under the 
Coastal Act, the land use plan is to give general indications of locations, intensity, and 
kinds of permitted uses. The zoning then provides the details consistent with the land 
use plan directive. This would suggest a three-step process with regard to timber 
harvesting: 

1. Ensure that the timber resource maps were up to date, using aerial 
photography and possibly other information; 

2. Decide appropriate locations for timber harvesting based on Coastal Act 
criteria and then other local objectives that did not conflict, in line with the recent 
Big Creek court case. For example, answer such questions as: is timber 
harvesting appropriate only in lands which are zoned TP? Are there sensitive 
areas, such as environmentally sensitive habitat, or visually sensitive lands, 
where timber harvesting should not be allowed? 

3. Ensure that the land use plan was internally consistent with and appropriately 
incorporated into these locational decisions. This step would involve comparing 
the (revised) timber resource map with the land use plan map. For each 
designation where timber resources occur, the plan should make clear whether 
timber harvesting is an allowed use based on the previous step. For example, if 
there remained designated "Mountain Residential" and "Rural Residential" areas 
where timber harvesting was desired, the "purpose" sections of the designations 
could be restated to add timber harvesting as being suitable. Or, alternatively, 
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such areas could be reclassified to a designation where timber harvesting was • 
said to be suitable. 

In the absence of such an exercise, though, the inconsistencies of the submitted 
amendment may be addressed by adding overriding policy language that dictates where 
timber harvesting is suitable. This could be accomplished by adding criteria to existing 
policy 5.12.9 to replace the vague "where appropriate" language. Such criteria should 
follow Coastal Act considerations as outlined above and are shown in Suggested 
Modification A-1. A companion change needs to be made to the previous policy 
regarding "Timber Resource Land Not Zoned Timber Production" for consistency, as 
also shown in Suggested Modification A-1. That policy now requires a rezoning to "TP" 
if there is any approved land division on such lands. However, if under the modification 
to policy 5.12.9, timber harvesting is inappropriate, then this rezoning should not occur. 

Additionally, the reference to allowing timber harvesting in "PR" zones needs to be 
deleted as shown in Suggested Modification B, as it applies to the coastal zone. The 
subject County provisions were written to apply both in and out of the coastal zone. The 
Commission is aware that the "PR" zone district is used outside of the coastal zone to 
designate some publicly owned watershed lands and some privately owned lands that 
may be logged. The Commission notes that it does not have authority outside of the 
coastal zone. Therefore, the County could choose to either allow timber harvesting to 
be permitted or not on "PR" lands outside of the coastal zone under the suggested 
modification. 

If the land use plan is modified along these lines, according to Modifications A-1 and B-
1, then the amendment can be approved because the land use plan as amended will be 
consistent wi~h the Coastal Act. 

b. Implementation Amendment 

(1.) Description and Background 

The certified Local Coastal Program· implementation plan explicitly allows some type of 
timber harvesting in the following zoning districts: "TP Timber Production", "PR, Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space," and "SU Special Use" zoning districts. Harvesting is an 
allowed interim use of a mining site in the M-1, M-2, and M-3 Industrial zone districts. 
Small-scale timber harvesting is an allowed use in the "RA" (Residential Agriculture), 
and "RR" (Rural Residential) districts. 

• 

As discussed above, the proposed land use plan amendment would limit timber 
harvesting to the TP, PR, and M-3 zoning districts. In parallel to this change, the 
proposed amendment to the zoning ordinance would delete entries that currently allow 
timber harvesting in the "Rural Residential (RR)," "Residential Agriculture (RA)," "M-1" 
and "M-2" Industrial, and "Special Use (SU)" zone districts. It would also specify that 
timber harvesting is not allowed in the Agricultural ("CA," "AP," and "A"), Commercial • 
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("PA," "VA," "CT," "C-1 ," "C-2," "C-4"), and Public and Community Facilities zone 
districts. The County Code sections affected are 13.10.312; 13.10.322; 13.10.332; 
13.1 0.342; 13.1 0.352; 13.1 0.362; 13.1 0.372; 13.1 0.382; new 13.1 0.695a (see 
Attachment 1 ). [As explained below, the only substantive change from the current 
zoning provisions is that timber harvesting will no longer be allowed in the "Special Use" 
district.] 

Zoning districts are shown on the zoning map. A substantial portion of the mapped 
timber resource areas are zoned "Timber Production" (20,697 out of 21,355 acres or 
97% in the coastal zone). Properties with timber resources on them are also zoned a 
variety of other districts, including "SU," "CA," and "RA" (see second column of table). 

The zoning map may also be amended. For each land use plan designation, overlay, 
and mapped resource, there are one or more appropriate zoning districts. Section 
13.10.170(d) of the County Code provides that "Timber Production" zoning is a 
consistent implementing zoning district for property designated in the 1994 General 
Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz as "Agriculture," 
"Public/Institutional Facilities," "Mountain Residential," "Parks, Recreation, and Open 
Space," "Resource Conservation," as well as Agricultural and Timber Resource lands 
(see third column of table). Under this provision a rezoning to timber harvest in any of 
these designations does not constitute a local coastal program amendment, as the 
Coastal Commission had certified this provision stating that "Timber Production" is 
appropriate zoning for these designations . 

"PR" (which also allows timber harvesting) is a consistent implementing zoning district 
for property designated in the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the 
County of Santa Cruz as "Agriculture," "Mountain Residential," "Rural Residential," 
"Parks, Recreation, and Open Space," and "Resource Conservation," as well as 
Agricultural Resource lands (see third column of table). M-3 (which also allows timber 
harvesting) is a consistent zoning district for property with a Quarry overlay symbol on 
the land use plan map. "SU" (which also allows timber harvesting) is a consistent 
zoning district anywhere. 

The proposed amendment will now explicitly limit where timber harvesting can occur to 
the three noted zoning districts: "TP," "PR," "M-3." The amendment does not alter the 
permissibility of timber harvesting in the "M-3 Mineral Extraction Industrial District" (as 
an interim use of a mining site), the "Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PR)" district, 
and the "TP" zone district. What the amendment will mean is that timber harvesting can 
not occur on timber land in one of the other districts, absent a rezoning. The rezoning 
would not constitute a local coastal program amendment if the rezoning involved any of 
the land use designations noted in the previous paragraph, which it almost certainly 
would. 

The proposed amendment explicitly prohibits timber harvesting in Agricultural, 
Commercial, and Public and Community Facilities zone districts. The current zoning 

• district regulations do not show timber harvesting as permitted uses in those districts. 
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Under traditional planning rules and County policy, if a use is not listed as an allowable 
land use in a particular zone district, then it is already prohibited. Thus, this aspect of • 
the amendment is also a reiteration of existing policy. 

The proposed amendment deletes timber harvesting as an interim use of a mining site 
in the M-1 and M-2 Industrial zone districts. The purpose of these districts is to provide 
areas for light and heavy industrial facilities respectively (Code Section 13.10.341 ). 
Since mines would not be zoned "M-1" nor "M-2," this is simply a "clean-up" amendment 
from the County's perspective. 

The proposed amendment also deletes timber harvesting in the "SU" zone district. This 
district is used for flexible planning of large properties, lands with a variety of physical 
constraints, and mixed uses (Code Section 13.10.381). 

The proposed amendment deletes "small-scale" timber harvesting in the "RA" and "RR" 
zoning districts. "Small-scale" is not specifically defined, but according to County staff 
means "minor." This is defined in section 16.52.030 as those harvests not requiring 
State approval. Thus, the County would maintain that State-approved timber harvest 
plans are currently not listed as permitted uses in these districts and the proposed 
amendment thus does not represent a change, just a reiteration. These districts are 
certified as appropriately implementing lands designated "Mountain Residential," "Rural 
Residential," and "Suburban Residential" in the land use plan. Additionally, "RA" is an 
implementing district for lands designated "Agriculture." 

With the exception of the noted change to the "RA" and "RR" districts, this amendment 
does not alter provisions regarding tree cutting that is not subject to a State-approved 
timber harve~t plan. 9 

9 Under the Coastal Act removal of major vegetation that is not subject to such regulation and is not for 
agricultural purposes or kelp harvesting needs a coastal permit. County regulations thus provide for the 
following categories in the coastal zone: 

County notice of timber harvesting (County Code §16.52.035) or timber harvest permit (§16.52.037) and 
coastal permit (§13.20.160): tree removal for commercial purposes 
Various other discretionary permits (would include a coastal permit or exclusion): tree removal authorized 
pursuant to those permits, such as tree removal needed to construct an authorized building. 
Significant tree removal permit (excluded from coastal permit exclusion per §13.20.074): removal of 
significant trees not included in the above categories (defined in Section 16.34.030) 
Exempt: removal of orchard trees (§16.52.031), removal of tree crops pursuant to an agricultural 
operation (§16.34.090), removal of trees in an emergency situation caused by hazardous of dangerous 
condition of the tree (§16.34.080), and non-significant trees (defined in Section 16.34.030) 

Although the proposed language prohibiting timber harvesting in most zoning districts references only 
such harvesting requiring a State-approved timber harvest plan, there are also no entries in the individual 
zoning districts which mention any other types of tree cutting as permissible uses. The cited Code 
sections in the above list could be interpreted to allow tree cutting in the second, third, and fourth 
categories in all zoning districts. Any commercial cutting of timber that is not regulated through State-

• 

approved timber harvest plans (first category) would still be allowed in the "TP," "PR", and "M-3" districts • 
under this amendment. But with the proposed deletion of "small-scale" timber harvesting from being 
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• (2.) Standard of Review 

• 

• 

The standard of review for these amendments is the land use plan. Most relevant are 
new policy 5.12.14 and policy 5.12.9, as modified above. Among other relevant 
provisions are Objective 5.12: 

Encourage the orderly economic production of forest products on a 
sustained yield basis under high environmental standards, to protect the 
scenic and ecological values of forested areas, and to allow orderly timber 
production consistent with the least possible environmental impacts. 

and policy 5.1.3,"Protection of Public Vistas": 

Protect significant public vistas ... from all publicly used roads and vista 
points by minimizing disruption of landform and aesthetic character caused 
by timber harvests .. " 

Furthermore, the provisions describing the purposes and uses of each land use 
designation, as discussed above, govern. 

(3.) Analysis 

This amendment is written to carry out the directive of the proposed new land use plan 
policy. The lists of permitted uses in each zoning district comply with this policy a~ 
submitted. However, since the new land use plan policy must be modified to delete 
timber harvesting as a permitted use in the PR zoning district, the proposed amendment 
is now inconsistent with this provision and must be denied. As well, there is nothing in 
the purpose section of the "PR" zoning district that suggests that timber harvesting 
should be a permitted use. 

11SU"- Special Use Zoning: With regard to the "SU" district, deletion of timber harvest 
as a permitted use is consistent with the land use plan. The land use plan does not 
discuss "SU" districts, they are an expedient found in the zoning ordinance. The way 
the certified zoning is framed, any parcel can be rezoned to "SU" without being 
considered a local coastal program amendment. This means that anyone who wanted 
to log anywhere could ask for a rezoning to "SU" and then have the right to log. This 
defeats the purpose of policy 5.12.9, as modified. Furthermore, the intent of the land 
use plan policies and their proposed modifications is for timberland that is found 
acceptable to be logged to be primarily used for that purpose. The "SU" district allows 
mixed uses and all uses. Applying it to timberlands implies that mixing timber 
harvesting with other uses is appropriate and/or Jogging and then establishing other 

allowed in the "RA" and "RR" zoning districts, there would be no explicit allowances for such timber 
removal in any other zoning districts . 
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uses is appropriate. These contravene the land use plan policy direction as well. • 
Instead, it is the intent of the land use plan and the proposed amendment that 
timberlands to be harvested should be zoned "TP ," where the priority use is timber 
harvest. Any appropriate lands now zoned "SU" can be rezoned to "TP." 

A concern has been raised about currently "SU" zoned land that has timber resources. 
A review of the zoning maps reveals that there are approximately 290 acres of mapped 
timber resource land in the coastal zone that is so zoned "SU" and thus will no longer be 
able to be logged. Most of these are designated on the land use plan as "Mountain 
Residential." There is nothing in the "Mountain Residential" designation's description 
that favors timber harvesting; the designation is to apply to areas suitable for very low 
density residential uses. Thus, by requiring such properties to undergo rezoning in 
order to allow timber harvesting in the future, which will be the effect of this amendment 
their suitability for timber harvesting in the context of all the operative land use plan 
policies can be evaluated. 

11TP" Zoning: A further question is whether the amendment conflicts with any other 
existing land use plan policies. The amendment does not change the currently certified 
provision that timber harvesting is an allowed use in the "TP" zoning district. That is the 
zoning district that gives precedence to timber harvesting (although it allows other 
compatible uses as well). That is the only zoning district specifically mentioned in the 
land use plan as being appropriate for timber harvesting. 

Rezoning to 11TP without LCP Amendment: As noted in the above findings, the • 
implementation plan has been certified to allow rezonings to "TP" without being 
considered local coastal program amendments subject to Coastal Commission review. 
This procedure is no longer fully consistent with the land use plan as will be amended 
with modifications. As noted policy 7 .1.3's list of permitted uses in the "Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space" designation says nothing to suggest that timber 
harvesting is an appropriate use. The same goes for policy 5.11.5 regarding the 
"Resource Conservation" designation. Therefore, the non-reviewable rezoning 
provision to "TP" for those designations is inconsistent with the land use plan. 
Furthermore, the non-reviewable rezoning to "TP" in the other four land use plan 
designations and the two mapped resource areas is inconsistent with policy 5.12.9, as 
modified. To implement that policy may require some of these lands to stay in their 
current zoning category rather than be rezoned to "TP." 

Section 13.10.3759(c) of the County Code contains the criteria for approving a rezoning 
to "TP." These follow and reference the provisions of state timber law (e.g., meet timber 
stocking standards). They do not reference any other 1994 General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz policies. Thus, they carry the implication 
that any land that meets the technical definitions for timberland should be rezoned to 
"TP." This reading is inconsistent with policy 5.12.9, as modified. 

Rezoning to "M-3:" The implementation plan also has a provision allowing rezoning of 
"Q Quarry" designated land to the "M-3" zone without being. considered as a local • 
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coastal program amendment. As noted, the "M-3" zone allows timber harvesting . 
There are mapped "Mineral Resource" areas that also have timber resources. The "Q" 
designation is just a symbol on the land use map; thus it its extent, and the extent of the 
area that can be rezoned to "M-3" is unclear. Since there could be a rezoning to "M-3" 
(which would allow for timber harvesting) encompassing sensitive forests, there could 
be a conflict with policy 5.12.9, as modified. 

Non-"TP" Zoning: A concern with this amendment involves the current zoning maps. 
Information included in the County submittal indicates that 21% of timber harvests 
countywide (both in and out of the coastal zone) took place in the Special Use, 
Commercial Agriculture, or Agriculture zones; zones where timber harvesting would no 
longer be permitted. The "SU" district has been discussed above. The agricultural 
districts currently do not explicitly allow timber harvesting; thus, even without this 
amendment future harvests in these zones would not occur. In the coastal zone there is 
some mapped timberland that is mostly designated "Agriculture" on the land use plan 
and zoned "Commercial Agriculture". This district allows various agricultural and 
agricultural support uses along with limited residential and other uses. An argument 
has been raised that timber harvesting is an agricultural use. While some state law 
supports such a definition, that is not part of the County's definition. 

In addition to these officially-mapped timber resource lands a representative of Big 
Creek Lumber has submitted a map showing over 7,500 acres in the coastal zone of 
timber land in the Rural Residential, Special Use, Commercial Agriculture, or Agriculture 
zone districts. These additional acres are not mapped as timber resource lands. They 
would have to be carefully reviewed to determine if they all hold commercial timber 
stands. However, given the age of the previous mapping (over 25 years ago) and a 
sample examination of aerial photographs, the representative's map has some validity. 
On the other hand, a review of aerial photography has shown that not all of this 7,500 
acres is timberland. 

Different perspectives can be taken with regard to this information. Some citizens 
expressed concern with the site-specific effect of this amendment and the fact that the 
County did not perform such an analysis. An approach to address their concerns would 
be a parcel-specific review to determine if other uses allowed would be consistent with 
the land use plan. If no such uses were found, then if the proposed amendment were to 
go forward it should be accompanied by a site-specific rezoning. For example, there is 
a parcel designated "Agriculture" and zoned "CA Commercial Agriculture." It contains 
mapped timber resources. The analysis would determine if not allowing timber 
harvesting would be in conflict with land use plan provisions and if any of the other 
permitted uses allowed in the zoning district would be feasible and consistent with land 
use plan provisions. 

However, this type of analysis is not necessary in order for the Commission to approve 
the remaining aspects of the proposed amendment. As long as logging remains 
permitted in the "TP" zoning district, then the supportive land use policies can be carried 
out. This is made clear by the fact that there is the possibility that a rezoning to that 
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district could always be requested if an owner of a parcel not already so zoned wanted • 
to log. Furthermore, each affected parcel still retains its certified zoning district. This 
zoning has been found consistent with the land use designation. Each mentioned 
district contains a variety of permitted uses. There thus would be some use (other than 
timber harvesting) that could be made of each property that would be consistent with 
the certified land use plan and hence not result in a "taking." There do appear to be 
approximately eight parcels that are zoned "CA" or "A" in the coastal zone that are 
mostly forested according to the map provided by Big Creek Lumber's representative 
(they are not mapped by the County as timber resource). Since most of the permitted 
uses involve open lands, these parcels would be most restricted under the amendment. 
They would be prime candidates for a rezoning to "TP." This would be preferable to 
modifying the proposed amendment to include timber harvesting as a permitted use on 
agriculturally-zoned land. Although it can be argued that only such land with timber 
could be logged, theoretically there could be some incentive to convert productive fields 
to timber plantations. Also, there could be incentive to log those timbered portions of 
productive fields that currently provide habitat, buffers, or scenic amenities. Finally, 
ancillary timber activities could potentially be allowed {e.g., grading for landings or haul 
roads) that would adversely affect farming operations. 

(4.) Remedies 

The zoning provisions need to be made consistent with the land use plan provisions. 
Timber harvesting needs to be deleted as a permitted use in the "PR" zone district at 
least as far as the coastal zone is concerned, as shown in Suggested Modification B-3. 
To ensure that timber harvesting does not become permitted in Parks and Resource 
Conservation designations through future amendments, Section 13.10.170d of the 
County Cod~ must be revised to remove the non-reviewable rezoning, as shown in 
Suggested Modification B-2. To ensure that other rezonings are consistent with policy 
5.12.9, as amended, they need to be subject to Coastal Commission review; pursuant 
to the Coastal Act, as shown in Suggested Modification B-2 and they need to be 
considered in light of policy 5.12.9's criteria, as showing in Suggested Modification A-2. · 
The proposed amendment can then be approved because the implementation plan as 
amended and so modified will be consistent with the land use plan. 

The following table shows what the results of the suggested modifications to the land 
use plan and zoning would be. The first column shows the six land use designations on 
the land use plan map in the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the 
County of Santa Cruz that have mapped timber resources. The second column shows 
all the zoning districts corresponding to each land use designation that have mapped 
timber resources. For example, all timber resource land in the "Resource Conservation" 
land use designation in the General Plan is zoned "TP," while properties with timber 
resources in the "Rural Residential" land use designation in the General Plan are zoned 
five different ways. The third column shows all possible zoning districts that the County 
Code allows for the respectively land use plan map designation. The strikeouts 
represent suggested modifications. The fourth column shows whether timber 
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harvesting is an allowed use in each of the zoning districts, as proposed in the County 
submittal. Again, the strike-outs and underlines represent suggested modifications. 

Land Use Designations Existing Zoning with Acceptable Zoning Is Timbering an 
w/ Timber Resources Timber Resources Districts for Land Use allowable use? 

Designations (Proposed and as 
modified} 

Parks, Recreation, & PR Parks, Recreation, & PR Parks, Recreation, & Not OK in coastal 
Open Space Open Space Open Space zone~ --

SU Special Use SU Special Use 
TP Timber Production +~ +i~;~gQj: ~I'QQWSti9R Not OK 

PF Public Facilities ~ 

Not OK 

Mountain Residential RR Rural Residential RR Rural Residential Not OK 
TP Timber Production TP Timber Production** OK 
SU Special Use SU Special Use 

Not OK 
RA Rural Agriculture 
A Agriculture Not OK 

Not OK 

Agriculture CA Commercial CA Commercial Not OK 
Agriculture Agriculture 
TP Timber Production TP Timber Production** OK 

-A'A9ricuriure --------------- -Not OK.--... --- .. --···-··-. 
RA Residential Not OK 
Agriculture 
SU Special Use Not OK 

Resource Conservation TP Timber Production +~ Ti~;~b&r ~raswstioR ~ 

· PR ·Parks:-RecreaHon: -&-- -'Nof oi< ·iri cof.isfai zone·--
Open Space OK 
PF Public Facilities 
A Agriculture Not OK 
CA Commercial Not OK 
Agriculture Not OK 
SU Special Use 

Not OK 
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Land Use Designations Existing Zoning with Acceptable Zoning Is Timbering an 
w/ Timber Resources Timber Resources Districts for Land Use allowable use? 

Designations (Proposed and as 
modified) 

Public Facility SU Special Use SU Special Use Not OK 
*CA Commercial CA Commercial Not OK 
Agriculture Agriculture 

-PF F>u-tiiic- F"aCiiiti"es ____ ---- "Nofoi<-- -------------------
A Agriculture 
TP Timber Production** Not OK 

OK 

Rural Residential RR Rural Residential RR Rural Residential Not OK 
RA Residential RA Residential 
Agriculture Agriculture Not OK 
SU Special Use SU Special Use Not OK 
TP Timber Production TP Timber Production** OK 
A Agriculture A Agriculture 

Not OK 
** = Any further rezomngs to 'TP T1mber Productton" would have to be on timberland that IS 

not recreational, environmentally sensitive, highly scenic, or susceptible to hazards that can 
be exacerbated by logging, subject to Coastal Commission review through the local coastal 
program amendment process. 

2. Helicopter Timber Harvesting 

a. Description of Amendment 

This proposed amendment proposes a new section (13.10.378) of the County Code to 
allow timber harvesting by helicopter only in the "TP" zone district, pursuant to three 
criteria. The first criteria is that any appurtenant helicopter service and log landing areas 
must be sited within the Timber Harvest Plan boundaries on properties which are zoned 
for timber harvesting. This provision appears to just restate that timber harvest is allowed 
only in areas so zoned. That is because such appurtenant helicopter operational facilities 
would be included on the Timber Harvest Plan as approved by the State. 

The second criteria is that helicopter flights for log transport between the area where the 
felling is occurring and the landing must occur only over property contained within the 
approved THP. This appears to mean that if there was a non-contiguous timber harvest 
area (e.g., a property intersected between where the logs were being felled and where they 
were being transported to by helicopter), then helicopter transport would not be allowed. 

The third criteria is that no helicopter flight may occur within 1 000 feet horizontally of an 
inhabited residence. 

• 

• 

• 
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The purpose of this amendment is to reduce noise impacts from helicopters on residences 
near logging operations and to help promote safety. 

b. Standard of Review 

The following 1994 General Plan provisions are mostapplicable: 

3.19.1 - which prohibits the use of helicopters for any use other than emergency 
law enforcement, emergency medical or commercial agricultural purposes; the 
County does not define logging operations as an agricultural use; therefore, 
logging would not fall under the exceptions in this policy 

6.9.1- which deals with the compatibility of land uses with respect to noise. 

However, these provisions are not part of the certified local coastal program. Also 
germane are the various policies to control erosion listed under Objective 6.3 and the 
various habitat protection policies listed under Objective 5.1. 

c. Analysis 

The proposed regulation may not adequately carry out the land use plan. There may be 
occasions where helicopter transport would be the environmentally preferred method of 
hauling cut logs from the harvest site. This would be particularly true, for example, in a 
sensitive watershed where the only alternative would involve soil-destructive yarding 
and hauling methods (e.g., by truck or tractor on a particular site that would require 
grading for landings or new road construction). 

Because neither the Coastal Commission nor any local cities or counties have 
permitting authority over commercial timber harvesting operations subject to the Forest 
Practice Act, the proposed amendment's limitation on helicopter operations is clearly 
beyond the purview of the County to enforce anyway. As defined in the Forest 
Practices Act, "timber operations" includes "removal. .. of timber" and "haul routes and 
schedules" (PRC Sections 4516.5(a) and 4527). Regulation of how timber is removed 
is thus pre-empted by the Board of Forestry, and local jurisdictions may not regulate this 
aspect of timber harvesting (PRC Section 4527), nor may the Coastal Commission. 
Additionally, the FAA would preempt local government vis-a-vis helicopter altitudes over 
residences. 

In conclusion, since the proposed amendment is not only problematic from a resource 
protection standpoint, but involves regulatory authority that the Commission has no 
authority to delegate, it must, therefore, be denied. 

d. Remedies 

The proposed wording needs to be qualified in two ways in order to be legally sound. First, 
it can not dictate the method of timber removal. Thus, the reference to not allowing 
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helicopter logging where logging is permitted must be deleted. Second, helicopter flight • 
regulations can not be dictated and such references must be deleted. This can be 
accomplished in one of two ways, either (1) by simply deleting the proposed new section 
13.10.378 and the references to it or (2) by placing qualifying language that is consistent 
with the County's authority. Under this second option, the provision would be written with 
flexibility so that recommendations against helicopter logging would not be automatic, but 
would be based on resource protection considerations. As so modified, according to 
Suggested Modification C, the proposed amendment is consistent with the land use plan 
and can be approved. 

The Commission notes that it does not have authority outside of the coastal zone. The 
subject County provisions were written to apply both in and out of the coastal zone. The 
County could choose to develop regulations on this subject that apply exclusively outside 
of the coastal zone and put them into effect without Commission review. 

3. Riparian Corridor, Residential Buffer, and Landslide Limitations 

a. Description of Amendment 

This proposed amendment would add a new County Code section (13.1 0.695b, c). This 
would prohibit logging in the PR and M-3 districts within 300 feet of a residence not zoned 
"TP" or within active or recent landslide areas. It would also prohibit all timber harvesting • 
within 50 feet of the banks of perennial streams and 30 feet from the banks of intermittent 
streams. 

Also, Section 16.30.050 in the Riparian Corridor chapter would be correspondingly 
amended to no longer allow activities done pursuant to a valid County timber harvest permit 
to be exempt from the Riparian Corridor standards. A County timber harvest permit would 
only apply to those infrequent cases where timber harvest is exempt from State review 
(e.g., for non-commercial logging). The riparian corridor standards prohibit development in 
defined riparian corridors, unless an exception is granted. The defined riparian corridor 
would in some cases be wider than the proposed 50 foot buffer prohibition of Section 
13.10.695 (e.g., it covers the entire width of riparian vegetation and a 100 wetland buffer). 
If there were a logging proposal within the riparian corridor beyond the prohibition area, that 
fell under the County's jurisdiction to regulate, then it would have to meet the tests of the 
exception provisions (Section16.30.060) in order to be approved. 

b. Standard of Review 

Several 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz 
policies address riparian corridors. 

Objective 5.1 is: 

• 
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to maintain the biological diversity of the County through an integrated 
program of open space acquisition and protection, identification and 
protection of plant habitat and wildlife corridors and habitats, low-intensity 
and resource compatible land uses in sensitive habitats and mitigations on 
projects and resource extraction to reduce impacts on plant and animal 
life. 

The Local Coastal Program has provisions requiring protection of riparian areas and 
wetlands; which are defined as environmentally sensitive habitats (under policies 5.1.2 
and 5.1.3). They must be delineated and biotic reports must be prepared. Sensitive 
habitat provisions include: 

• Policy 5.1.3 allows only uses dependent on resources in these habitats 
unless: 
=> other uses are consistent with habitat protection policies and 
beneficial to the public; 
=> the project approval is legally necessary to allow a reasonable 
economic use of the land; 
=> any adverse environmental impact will be completely mitigated; and 
=> there is no feasible less-damaging alternative. 

• Policy 5.1.4 requires complying with the Sensitive Habitat Protection ordinance 
(Chapter 16.32 of the County Code) . 

• Policy 5.1.6 states in part, 

Sensitive habitats shall be protected against any significant disruption of 
habitat values; and any proposed development within or adjacent to these 
areas must maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the habitat.· 
Reduce in scale, redesign, or, if no alternative exists, deny any project 
which cannot sufficiently mitigate significant adverse impacts on sensitive 
habitats ... 

The following 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa 
Cruz provisions specifically address riparian corridors and wetlands: 

• Objective 5.2 is "to preserve, protect and restore all riparian corridors 
and wetlands for the protection of wildlife and aquatic habitat, water 
quality, erosion control, open space, aesthetic and recreational values and 
the conveyance and storage of flood waters." 

• Objective 5. 7 is "to protect and enhance surface water quality in the 
County's streams, coastal lagoons and marshes by establishing best 
management practices on adjacent land uses." 
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• Policy 5.2.2 specifies adherence to the Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Protection ordinance (Chapter 16.30 of the County Code), to ensure no 
net loss of riparian corridors and riparian wetlands. 

• Policy 5.2.3 states that "development activities, land alteration and 
vegetation disturbance within riparian corridors and wetland required 
buffers shall be prohibited unless an exception is granted per the Riparian 
Corridor and Wetlands Protection ordinance." 

The County, in such cases, is required to make Riparian Exception findings of: 
=> special circumstances affecting the property, 
=> necessity for proper function of an existing or permitted activity; 
=> not being injurious to downstream or other nearby property; 
=> not reducing nor adversely impacting the riparian corridor; 
=> there being no less environmentally damaging alternative; 
=> and meeting local coastal program objectives (County Code Section 
16.30.060). 

• Policy 5.2. 7 states, "Allow compatible uses in and adjacent to riparian 
corridors that do not impair or degrade the riparian plant and animal systems, 
or water supply values, such as non-motorized recreation and pedestrian 
trails, parks, interpretive facilities and fishing facilities ... 

With regard to residential buffers, 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for 
the County of Santa Cruz policy 8.5.2 is applicable: 

Ensure the compatibility of commercial and industrial uses with adjacent uses ... 

With regard to landslides the following 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program 
for the County of Santa Cruz provisions are applicable: 

• Objective 6.2 - this objective seeks to m1mm1ze the hazards and 
property damage caused by proposed activities in areas of unstable slopes. 
• 6.2.6 - this policy requires building sites to be located away from 
potentially unstable slopes. 

The only policy to specifically mention landslides addresses only land divisions (6.2.5 -
"exclude land with ... recent or active landslides from density calculations for land 
divisions"), but by implication demonstrates the County's concerns with disruptive 
activities in such areas. 

c. Analysis 

The subject criteria for riparian and residential setbacks are locational and objectively 
verifiable. There is ample basis in the cited land use plan policies for a riparian 
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setback. Although some of the cited policies allow for disruption that can be mitigated, 
there are overriding specific policies that call for the preservation of the integrity of the 
riparian habitat. The proposed logging prohibition area matches the definition of 
"Riparian Corridor" in the current County Code section 16.30.040. By prohibiting 
commercial tree-cutting, the integrity of this defined corridor is preserved. Conversely, 
allowing commercial tree-cutting clearly impacts the riparian corridor. 10 However, the 
text can be read to prohibit all tree cutting. The first subsection of the new proposed 
Section 13.10.695 refers to "timber harvesting requiring approval of a Timber Harvesting 
Plan by the California Department of Forestry," (i.e., commercial cutting) but the second 
(b) and third (c) subsections which address riparian setbacks do not also contain this 
qualifier. Since there is a definition of commercial timber harvest in the County Code, 
the lack of such a qualifier could imply that this proposed section applies to all tree 
cutting. This provision thus must be denied as being inconsistent with the land use plan 
because there may be some instances (e.g., for fire suppression, habitat restoration, 
disease prevention) that non-commercial harvesting is necessary to preserve the 
integrity of the riparian corridor. 

There is less direct, but still ample basis in the land use plan for the proposed 
residential setback and no policy conflicts would result. Under the Timber 
Productivity Act, it is permissible for counties to require such setbacks, as affirmed in 
Big Creek Lumber Company v. County of San Mateo (1995). Actually a review of the 
timber resource and zoning maps indicates that this provision is unlikely to be 
applicable in the coastal zone at this time as there is no "PR" or "M-3" land with a timber 
resource designation on it. There is some "PR" zoned land that is outside of Big Basin 
State Park that may have timber resources on it (according to a map provided by a 
representative of Big Creek Lumber), but it is almost all adjacent to "TP" land, where the 
buffer does not apply. 

The proposed County prohibition against timber operations on some active or recent 
landslides does not appear to have a basis in the land use plan. There are no land use 
plan policies that address development on landslides specifically, rather the topic is 
encompassed in general geologic safety policies. These policies are generally written 
to be implemented on a project-specific basis after geotechnical evaluation. There is 
nothing in the land use plan or other zoning provisions to suggest a certain category of 
development is prohibited on landslide areas. To the contrary there is some logical 
testimony in the record that some logging of landslide areas may be desirable to relieve 
the gravitational burden on them. The objectives of the land use plan policies can be 
met through specific mitigation measures. Furthermore, the policy only applies to 
landslide areas in non-TP zones where logging is allowed (i.e., "PR" and "M-3") with no 
rationale given or apparent . As modified above, the prohibition will then only apply to 
M-3 zones, which are limited to mines, which by their nature involve substantial earth­
moving. 

10 The Code definition additionally includes a 1 00 foot buffer around water bodies. A review of the 
location of coastal wetlands in northern Santa Cruz County reveals no mapped timber resources in close 
proximity, therefore obviating the need for the proposed prohibition to extend to wetland buffers, as was 
requested by testimony in the local hearings 
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Additionally, this proposal is problematic because it does not contain an objective • 
locational criterion. As written, it appears that County staff would have to interpret their 
geologic hazard maps and a registered geologist's report and make a determination as 
to whether the proposed timber operation would be located in a prohibited area. This 
edges into regulation because it could be argued that discretion is involved in such a 
determination. 

In conclusion, this provision is not consistent with the land use plan and is of dubious 
legal authority of the Commission to regulate and, hence, must be denied. 

d. Remedies 

(1.) Riparian 

The noted deficiency with regard to riparian setbacks can be remedied by clarifying that 
the timber harvesting restriction applies to commercial harvesting. With such a 
clarification, there is assurance that the integrity of the riparian corridor is preserved, as 
the land use plan requires. Any non-commercial harvesting is subject to local 
regulation, in this case primarily the riparian corridor protection ordinance (Chapter 
16.30 of the County Code). As noted, the proposed amendment removes an outdated 
exemption from this chapter, thus ensuring that any timber cutting that is under the 
County's purview is not exempted from following the provisions of this section. These 
provisions generally prevent tree. cutting within the riparian corridor, but do allow • 
exceptions. Thus, were it necessary to allow some tree cutting, such approval could be 
granted. 

Given the land use plan policy basis to preserve the integrity of the riparian corridor, 
there is no need to consider whether some commercial logging in the corridor could be 
done in an environmentally sound manner and/or have environmental benefits. 
Nevertheless, the Commission is appreciative of testimony that commercial timber 
harvesting may be environmentally desirable in the proposed riparian prohibition area 
for habitat improvement reasons; and hence the implication that the proposed restriction 
is contrary to County habitat protection policies. Specifically, assertions were presented 
to the Commission supporting cutting riparian forest because: 

• of the need to protect plant systems by allowing selective harvesting of diseased 
Monterey pine; 

• of the need to harvest to prevent forest fires; 
• of the need to prevent drying up creeks which unchecked forest growth causes; 
• if not harvested, trees will fall into streams causing log jams and resultant erosion; 
• not harvesting will lead to a significant decrease in diversity and number of plant and 

animal species which occupy the forest. 
• if some trees are not cut, forest will be unhealthy with stunted growth and shade and 

woody material will be unavailable for fish habitat; • 



• 

• 

• 

SANTA CRUZ CO LCP MAJOR AMENDMENT 3-98 TIMBER/ROADS P. 39 

• cable yarding will not be allowed leading to more destructive tractor yarding which 
generates more sediment. 

The literature, common understandings, and what the proposals actually do reveal such 
arguments are not compelling. 

Regarding Monterey pine, they are not typically associated with the immediate riparian 
corridor. As modified, the exception provisions to allow harvesting diseased and dying 
trees are available. 

Regarding forest fires, harvesting will not prevent them. In fact, "fire suppression during 
this century in combination with logging and grazing has created forests with much 
greater density of vegetation than in the past. The dense vegetation also increases the 
opportunity for intense conflagrations." 1 "Wildfires often burn less intensely in riparian 
areas than in upland areas because of the generally moist conditions near streams. 
Riparian areas may serve as effective barriers to the spread of low severity fires across 
the landscape." Of course, riparian areas can burn and result in some adverse 
conditions, including increased sediment yields and decreased aquatic species 
diversity. Yet, "fire is another disturbance factor that contributes to the diverse mosaic of 
riparian vegetation." Thus, even if somehow the burning (or more intense burning) of a 
riparian corridor could be attributed to the fact that no logging had been allowed in it, the 
result is not necessarily undesirable. Furthermore, the prohibition only extends a 
maximum of 50 feet into the riparian corridor, the moistest area, so that opportunities 
remain for logging in the remainder of the corridor area. And, were fire suppression or 
clean-up necessary in the proposed buffer zone that involved tree removal, the 
exception provisions would be available. 

Regarding drying up streams, transpiration to nourish the riparian trees is a natural 
process that has been repeated for centuries before commercial logging appeared on 
the scene. The cover letter to the paper submitted, "Competition for Limited Dry 
Season Ground-stored Water Between Forest Use and Streamflow in the Waddell 
Valley," says that awareness of this effect does not dictate a particular course of action 
since that depends on the results desired.12 Indeed the paper notes that fires have the 
same effect as tree cutting. Furthermore, the paper addresses the entire watershed; it 
does not calculate the magnitude of decreased streamflow from the riparian forest 
alone. If it ever were determined that commercially cutting trees in the riparian corridor 
were necessary so that a stream would not dry up (i.e., if this were the only available 
method), then a subsequent amendment (including a land use plan change) could be 
requested. However, for example, to date, Department of Fish and Game 
recommendations for the restoration of the endangered coho salmon south of San 
Francisco Bay (i.e., in streams subject to this amendment) focus on other measures to 

11 Skinner and Chang, 1996 cited in Kattleman and Embry, "Riparian Areas and Wetlands," Sierra 
Nevada Ecosystem Project: Final Report to Congress. 1996.) 
12 

Briggs to Coastal Commission, March 10, 1999. 
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preserve and enhance streamflow rather than on cutting riparian vegetation (which is • 
recommended for preservation and restoration}. 

Regarding log jams, the literature actually supports retaining riparian vegetation 
because some trees will fall into streams. Logs in streams are valuable. 'The 
progressive loss of large pieces of coniferous wood from streams due to continued 
logging of riparian zones ... has led to widespread changes in channel form and to 
impaired habitat quality."13 Current forest practice rules allow these cumulative impacts 
to increase in severity in part because specified buffer strip widths are too narrow to 
allow sufficient recruitment of large pieces of wood and because logging is allowed in 
buffer strips. "Partial harvest and salvage logging within [some areas where riparian 
buffers have been established] have reduced their ability to contribute large wood to 
streams."14 Log jams that are detrimental for some reason can be removed; this 
proposal would not prevent such stream restoration. 

Regarding diversity, harvesting results in a decrease of detrital inputs into streams. 
"Decrease of detritus will cause decreased populations of these [stream invertebrate] 
species."15 Harvesting also results in a loss of logs in streams as discussed above. 
Reductions of logs in streams are associated with a decrease in large deep pools, 
which are a characteristic of high quality aquatic ecosystems. Attributes of habitat 
diversity include the variety and range of hydraulic conditions (i.e., depths and water 
velocities} and types and frequencies of wood.16 Furthermore, timber harvesting in the 
riparian corridor can affect the amount of shading that the stream receives. Shading is • 
necessary to provide for diverse aquatic habitat. Thus, the prohibition on riparian 
corridor tree removal should result in greater stream habitat diversity, not less. 

Regarding th~ health of the riparian forest, logging is not necessary to maintain it. To 
the contrary, "maintaining the integrity of the vegetation is particularly important for 
riparian-dependent organisms including amphibians, arthropods, mammals, birds, and 
bats."17 Again, riparian forests have flourished for centuries before commercial logging 
appeared on the scene. 

Regarding cable yarding, the amendment does not prohibit its occurrence. It would 
prohibit additional tree removal that could be useful in installing cables. However, 
cables may be installed over streams where there is already a clearing or they may be 

13 Reid," Forest Practice Rules and Cumulative Watershed Impacts in California," 1999. 
14 Bryant 1980 and Bisson et. al. 1987 cited in Forest Ecosystem Management: An Ecological, Economic, 
and Social Assessment, Report of the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (a coalition of 
federal resource agencies) 1993, p. V-13. 
15 Knight and Bottorff, "The Importance of Riparian Vegetation to Stream Ecosystems," in Warner and 
Hendrix, editors, California Riparian Systems, 1984. 
16 Forest Ecosystem Management: An Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment, Report of the 
Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993, p. V-22. 
17 

Forest Ecosystem Management: An Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment, Report of the • 
Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993, p. V-25. 
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installed above tree level. Also, helicopter logging is another alternative that is not 
precluded by this amendment (see finding above). 

In contrast to these arguments for allowing riparian logging, there is other evidence of 
its detrimental effects. "Accelerated rates of erosion and sediment yield are a 
consequence of most forest management activities." 18 "Timber harvesting and 
associated activities can alter the amount and timing of streamflow by changing onsite 
hydrolo~ic processes."19 Vegetation diversity can be lost as a result of riparian 
logging. 0 Santa Cruz County has expressed concern over even selective logging of 
riparian corridors resulting in a young stand and a predominately hardwood stand of 
remaining trees, as not providing suitable conditions to maintain cojo habitat. 21 As part 
of the County hearing process, evidence was submitted of the destructive nature of 
commercial logging adjacent to French and Gamecock Creeks. 

Correspondingly, there is extensive support in the literature for preserving riparian 
corridors. Some benefits are: 

• · Maintenance of the aquatic food web through provision of leaves, branches, and 
insects 

• · Maintenance of appropriate levels of predation and competition through support of 
appropriate riparian ecosystems 

• · Maintenance of water quality through filtering of sediment, chemicals, and nutrients 
from upslope sources 

• · Maintenance of an appropriate water temperature regime through provision of 
shade and regulation of air temperature and humidity 

• · Maintenance of bank stability through provision of root cohesion on banks and 
floodplains 

• · Maintenance of channel form and in-stream habitat through provision of woody 
debris and restriction of sediment input 

• · Moderation of downstream flood peaks through temporary upstream storage of 
water 

• · Maintenance of downstream channel form and instream habitat through 
maintenance of an appropriate sediment regime.22 

18 
Forest Ecosystem Management: An Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment, Report of the 

Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993, p. V-16. · 
19 Keppeler and Ziemer 1990 and Wright et. al. 1990 cited in Forest Ecosystem Management: An 
Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment, Report of the Forest Ecosystem Management 
Assessment Team 1993, p. V-19. 
2° Forest Ecosystem Management: An Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment, Report of the 
Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993, p. V-25. 
21 

James to Rutten, NMFS, December 10, 1998 . 
22 

National Marine Fisheries Service, Essential Fish Habitat, March 26, 1998, p. 192. 
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Given this evidence, the proposed zoning amendment, as modified according to • 
Suggested Modification D, can be approved as being consistent with the cited land use 
plan policies. 

(2.) Landslides 

The legal deficiency regarding the landslide prohibition could be remedied by including 
a clear, objective indication of where it applies. Unfortunately, that does not appear 
possible at this time. The County does have a landslide map prepared in 1975. 
However, the map can not be referenced for this purpose because in addition to being 
dated, it is of too large a scale (1 :62,500) to be accurate for determining exactly where it 
applies, identifies some of the suspected landslide sites with non-dimensional symbols 
(delineations in two dimensions are needed to determine with particularity the areas it 
applies to), and depicts deposits rather than recent or active landslides. 

Thus, at this time, in the absence of having objective locational criteria available and a 
justifiable policy basis, the landslide prohibition element of the proposed amendment 
needs to be deleted. If so modified, according to Suggested Modification D, then the 
amendment can be approved as being consistent with the land use plan. 

The Commission notes that it does not have authority outside of the coastal zone. The 
subject County provisions were written to apply both in and out of the coastal zone. The 
County could choose to develop regulations on this subject that apply exclusively • 
outside of the coastal zone and put them into effect without Commission review. 

Furthermore, the Commission notes that the suggested modification A-1 to the Land 
Use Plan wo~.:~ld provide clearer criteria for the County with regard to determining where 
additional "TP" zoning can occur. The County can use its rezoning authority to limit 
"TP" zoning and hence logging in areas it deems inappropriate, which might include 
some landslide locations. 

B. ROADS: CHANGE DESIGN CRITERIA FOR ROADS 

1. Description of Amendment. 

This proposed amendment makes a minor change in the design standards for private 
roads and driveways in Section 16.20.180h of the County Code. These are defined 
only as those which serve "habitable structures or parcels". For gradients between 1 0 
and 15% oil and screenings (a relatively unsophisticated paving method) will always be 
required. The current regulation requires oil and screenings only in high erosion areas. 
For gradients less than 10% 6 inches of drain rock or base rock is proposed to be 
required. The current regulation has no such requirement. 

• 
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• 2. Standard of Review 

• 

• 

The most relevant policy of the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the 
County of Santa Cruz is: 

6.5.1 Access Standards: Require all new structures ... to provide an 
adequate road for fire protection in conformance with the following 
standards: ... 
(c) The access road surface shall be "all weather," which means a 
minimum of six inches of compacted aggregate base rock, Class 2 or 
equivalent, certified by a licensed engineer to 95 percent compaction and 
shall be maintained ... 

Other policies address erosion control and prevention of sedimentation which could 
adversely affect streams and other sensitive habitats. 

3. Analysis 

The proposed amendment wording mirrors the land use plan policy wording. Although 
the stated purpose of the policy is fire protection, it is worthwhile as a means to prevent 
erosion of the exposed "dirt road" surface and consequent sedimentation. Therefore, 
this amendment is approved as consistent with the land use plan. It would not apply to 
roads used exclusively for timber production purposes, as the ordinance only address 
access routes to "habitable structures or parcels." To the extent that a road might be 
exempt from County regulation by virtue of being preempted by the Forest Practices Act 
or some other state or federal statute, then obviously the County could not apply this 
prov1s1on. However, the County could make a recommendation to the appropriate 
authority to follow this standard. 

C. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

The County gave this set of amendments a "Negative Declaration" under CEQA, finding 
no adverse impacts. The Commission concurs in this finding, for the reasons discussed 
in these findings, and provided the suggested modifications are made. Under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15050 the County's decision to prepare a Negative Declaration is 
binding on the Commission, as a responsible agency. The Commission notes that 
concerned citizens claimed an environmental impact report was necessary. However, 
the Commission finds that the information available is sufficient to make the necessary 
findings. There is nothing in the record to prove that not allowing some timber 
harvesting, which the amendment does, would have a significant adverse impact on the 
environment. If there were a case where logging was deemed an environmental 
benefit, then there are options, including: undertaking an alternative measure, rezoning 
the property in question to a zone which allows logging, or applying for a permit (if one 
is needed) under various County provisions to do selective tree removal that does not 
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fall under the State purview. A last resort would be to seek a further amendment to the • 
local coastal program to allow the specific circumstance. This amendment does not 
permanently affect the environment as restricting certain logging at this time would not 
prevent it from occurring in the future through a subsequent amendment. As such, 
there are no additional feasible alternatives nor feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects which 
approval of the amendment, as modified would have on the environment. 

• 

• 
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Exhibit A 

ISW;i$:.~ 'fable 1-7 (Genel al Plan Resource and Constraints Maps) as show·n on the attached pages 
( M\"'\c>f' ) 

aQ.d Policy 5 .12.14, as follows: 

5.12.14 Zone Districts \Vhere Timber Harvesting is Allowed ) 

Allow timber harvesting and associated operations, requiring approval of a Timber 
Harvesting Plan by the California Department of Forestry. only in the Timber Production 
(TP). Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PR), and Mineral Extraction Industrial (M-3) 
zone districts. 

gpclcn2. wpd/mmd November 17. l9<J8 
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ORDINANCE __________ _ 

ORDINANCE AMENDING COUNTY CODE SECTIONS 13.10.312(b)- ALLOWED USES 
IN THE AGRICULTURAL ZONES, 13.10.322(b)- ALLOWED USES IN THE 

RESIDENTIAL ZONES, 13.10.332(b)- ALLOWED USES IN THE COMMERCIAL ZONES, 
13.10.342(b)- ALLOWED USES IN THE INDUSTRIAL ZONES, 13.10.342(b)­

INDUSTRIAL ZONE DISTRICT USES CHART, 13.10.352(b)- PARKS, RECREATION AND 
OPEN SPACE USES CHART, 13.10.362(b)- ALLOWED USES IN THE PUBLIC AND 
COMMUNITY FACILITY ZONE, 13.10.372(b)- TIMBERPRODUCTION ZONE USES 

CHART, 13.10.382- ALLOWED USES IN THE SPECIAL USE "SU" DISTRICT, 16.20.180-
PRIVATE ROAD STANDARDS AND 16.30.050- RIPARIAN CORRIDOREXEMPTIONS, 

AND ADDING COUNTY CODE SECTION 13.10.378- TIMBER HARVESTING RELATED 
HELICOPTER REGULATIONS AND SECTION 13.10.695- LOCATIONAL CRITERIA FOR 

TIMBER HARVESTING 

SECTION I 

Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.312- Uses Allowed in Agricultural District~ of the County Code 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

(b) Allowed Uses . 

1. The uses allowed in the agricultural districts shall be as provided in the 
Agricultural Uses Chart below. A discretionary approval for an allowed use is 

· known as a "Use Approval" and is given as part of a "Development Permit" for a 
particular use. The type of permit processing review, or "Approval Level'', 
required for each use in each of the agricultural zone districts is indicated in the 
chart. The processing procedures for Development Permits and for the various 
Approval Levels are detailed in Chapter 18.10 PERMIT AND APPROVAL 
PROCEDURES. The Approval Levels given in this chart for structures 
incorporate the Approval Levels necessary for processing a building permit for 
the structure. Higher Approval Levels than those listed in this chart for a 
particular use may be required if a project requires other concurrent Approvals, 
according to Section 18.1 0.123. All Level V or higher Approvals in the "CA" and 
"AP" zone districts are subject to the special findings required by Section 
13.10.314(a) in addition to those required in Section 18.10.230. 

2. Timber harvesting and associated operations, requiring approval of a 
Timber Harvesting Plan by the California Department of Forestry, are not 
allowed uses in the Agricultural zone districts . 
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SECTION II 

Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.322- Residential Uses- of the County Code is hereby amended • 
to read as follows: 

(b) Allowed Uses. 

1. The uses allowed in the residential districts shall be as provided in the 
Residential Uses Chart below. A discretionary approval for an allowed use is 
known as a "Use Approval" and is given as part of a "Development Permit" for a 
particular use. The type of permit processing review, or "Approval Level", 
required for each use in each of the residential zone districts is indicated in the 
chart. The processing procedures for Development Permits and for the various 
Approval Levels are detailed in Chapter 18.10 PERMIT AND APPROVAL 
PROCEDURES. The Approval Levels given in this chart for structures 
incorporate the Approval Levels necessary for processing a building permit for 
the structure. Higher Approval Levels than those listed in this chart for a 
particular use may be required if a project requires other concurrent Approvals, 
according to Section 18.1 0.123. · 

2. Timber harvesting and associated operations, requiring approval of a 
Timber Harvesting Plan by the California Department of Forestry, are not 
allowed uses in the Residential zone districts •. 

SECTION III 

Subsection (b)ofSection 13.10.322 of the County Code is hereby amended to delete the 
following use from the Residential Uses Chart: 

Ti~~r :Rarv~stit:tg, small s~alt, 
sa\;)je~t tg tat Timger Harves1i 
Oniinan~~ tC~W£ 19.S:l) 

SECTION IV 

RA RR R-1 RB RM 

Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.332- Commercial Uses- of the County.Code regarding 
commercial uses is hereby amended to read as follows: . 

(b) Allowed Uses. 

February 2, 1999 -2-
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The uses allowed in the commercia! districts shall be as provided in the 
Commercia! Uses Chart below. A discretionary approval for an allowed use is 
known as a "Use Approval" and is given as part of a "Development Permit" for a 
particular use. The type of permit processing review, or "Approval Level", 
required for each use in each of the commercial zone districts is indicated in the 
chart. The processing procedures for Development Permits and for the various 
Approval Levels are detailed in Chapter 18.10 PERMIT AND APPROVAL 
PROCEDURES. The Approval Levels given in this chart for structures 
incorporate the Approval Levels necessary for processing a building permit for 
the structure. Higher Approval Levels than those listed in this chart for a 
particular use may be required if a project requires other concurrent Approvals, 
according to Section 18.1 0.123. 

2. Timber harvesting and associated operations, requiring approval of a 
Timber Harvesting Plan by the California Department of Forestry, are not 
allowed uses in the Commercial zone districts. 

SECTIONV 

Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.342- Uses in Industrial Districts- ofthe County Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows: · 

(b) Allowed Uses. 

1. The uses allowed in the industrial districts shall be as provided in the following 
Industrial Uses chart below. A discretionary approval for an allowed use is 

·known as a "Use Approval" and is given as part of a "Development Permit" for a 
particular use. The type of permit processing review, or "Approval Level", 
required for each use in each of the industrial zone districts is indicated in the 
chart. The processing procedures for Development Permits and for the various 
Approval Levels are detailed in Chapter 18.10 PERMIT AND APPROVAL 
PROCEDURES. The Approval Levels given in this chart for structures 
incorporate t.he Approval Levels necessary for processing a building permit for 
the structure. Higher Approval Levels than those listed in this chart for a 
particular use may be required if a project requires other concurrent Approvals, 
according to Section 18.1 0.123. For purposes of this Chapter, a Mining Approval 
is a Use Approval. 

2. Timber harvesting and associated operations, requiring approval of a 
Timber Harvesting Plan by the California Department of Forestry, are not 
allowed uses in the Industrial zone districts, except in the M-3 zone district 
pursuant to the Uses Chart. 

SECTION VI 

• Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.342- Mine Site Interim Uses- of the County Code is hereby 
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amended by amending the Industrial Uses Chart to read as follows: 

INDUSTRIAL USES CHART 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
USE M-1 M-2 M-3 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Mine site interim uses, such as: 
1) Agricultural uses subject to the 

regulations of the "A" District; 
Allowed at Approval Levels required by 

Section 13.10.312 gr C9apter 19.~2 

2) Timber harvesting, 
subject to ~ regalatiga.s gf 
C9apter 19.~J gftQe Qg·~' Qgge 
Section 13.10.695. 

SECTION VII 

p 

Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.352- Timber Harvesting- of the Parks, Recreation and Open 
Space Uses Chart of the County Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 

"PR USES CHART" 

USE PR 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~------------

Timber Harvesting, p 

subject to Section 13.10.695. 

SECTION VIII 

Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.362- Public and Community Facility Uses ofthe County Code 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

(b) Allowed Uses. 

1. 

February 2, 1999 

The uses allowed in the Public and Community Facilities district shall be as 
provided in the Public and Community Facilities Use Chart below. A 
discretionary approval for an allowed use is known as a "Use Approval" and is 
given as part of a "Development Permit" for a particular use. The type of permit 
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processing review, or "Approval Level", required for each use in the zone district 
is indicated in the chart. The processing procedures for Development Permits and 
for the various Approval Levels are detailed in Chapter 18.10 PERMIT AND 
APPROVAL PROCEDURES. The Approval Levels given in this chart for 
structures incorporate the Approval Levels necessary for processing a building 
permit for the structure. Higher Approval Levels than those listed in this chart for 
a particular use may be required if a project requires other concurrent Approvals, 
according to Section 18.10.123. 

Timber harvesting and associated operations, requiring approval of a 
Timber Harvesting Plan by the California Department of Forestry, are not 
allowed uses in the Public and Community Facility zone district. 

SECTION IX 

Subsection (b) of Section 13.10.372- of the County Code is hereby amended by amending the 
"Timber" use of the Timber Production Zone district to read as follows: 

"TP" USES CHART 

USE TP • --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

• 

Timber: Growing, harvesting: the cutting and 
removal of timber and other forest products, 

and work incidental thereto, including 
helicopter yarding of timber pursuant to 
Section 13.10.378, (~u.bj@ct tea Timl:l~~:r 
Harv@st Pifl+lit pu.n:uomt to Ch. 19.52) subject to 

Section 13.10.695 ofthe County Code. 

SECTION X 

p 

Chapter 13.10 ofthe County Code is hereby amended by adding Section 13.10.378 to read as 
follows: 

13.10.378 Timber Harvest Related Helicopter Operations 

(a) Helicopter yarding of timber shall only be permitted for timber harvested from 
properties zoned TP. Appurtenant helicopter service and log landing areas must be 
sited within the Timber Harvest Permit (THP) boundaries on property which is either 
zoned TP or is zoned on another zone district where timber harvesting is an allowed 
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use. Helicopter flights for log transport between the area where the felling is occurring 
and the landing must occur only over property contained within the approved THP • 

(b) No helicopter flight may occur within 1,000 feet horizontally of an inhabited 
residence. 

SECTION XI 

Subsection (a) of Section 13.10.382- Uses in the Special Use "SU District ofthe County Code is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

(a) Allowed Uses. 

1. All uses allowed in the RA and R-1 Zone District shall be allowed in the Special Use 
"SU" District where consistent with the General Plan and when authorized at the highest 
Approval Levels specified in the Uses Chart in Section 13.10.322(b) for those districts. 

2. All uses allowed in Zone Districts other than RA and R-1 shall be allowed in the 
Special Use "SU" District where consistent with the General Plan and when authorized at 
the highest Approval Level required by all such districts but no lower than Level V. 

3. Timber harvesting and associated operations, requiring approval of a Timber 

• 

Harvesting Plan by the California Department of Forestry, are not allowed uses in • 
the Special Use "SU" Zone District. 

SECTION XII 

Chapter 13.10 of the County Code is hereby amended by adding Section 13.10.695 to read as 
follows: 

13.10.695 Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting 

(a) Timber harvesting requiring approval of a Timber Harvesting Plan bY. the • .l .. tru ... ~ 
oMv '"J + .. a S:'- t..oYI~ ~::t.,. 

California Department of Forestry is allowed, in addition to the TP zone, wli1ch 
specifically list timber harvesting as an allowed use. A · 

(b) Within those zone districts (except the TP zone), timber harvesting shall not 
occur within the following areas: 

February 2, 1999 

1) riparian corridors, defined as: 
i) 50-feet from the bank full flow line of a perennial stream 
ii) 30-feet from the bank full flow line of an intermittent or ephemeral 
stream 
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2) a residential buffer, measuring 300-feet from the exterior walls of any 
residential dwelling located on adjacent properties not zoned TP. 

3) in areas identified as active or recent landsl.ides, as determined by a 
registered Geologist or Engineering Geologist, based on the most 

current mapping, photo-interpretation, and/or surface observation. 

(c) Within the TP zone district, timber harvesting shall not occur within riparian 
corridors, defined as: 

i) 50-feet from the bank full flow line of a perennial stream 
ii) 30-feet from the bank full flow line of an intermittent or ephemeral 
stream 

SECTION XIII 

Subsection (h) of Section 16.20.180 - Design Standards for Private Roads, Driveways and Bridges 
- of the County Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 

(h) In all cases, where mad gradients ex.ce~td 1) percent, 1 1/'J. inches gfaspkaltic cgncrete 
shall be ~rgvided. (EXCEPTI~Ti aggregate base aad aspkaltic cgncrlilte raa'' be graitted if 
a str\.lctt:a:al section gf 4 inca cgacrete is wsed,) V.'Aere rgQ;Q gradients ex.ceed 10 percent and 
a high erosion aa6ard aas been identified by field Feviev.'i oil and screen ra.a,' be re'!-Yired at 
tae discretioa gf the Planniag .Oirectgr, Road surfacing shall meet the following 
standards, based on the road gradient: 0 to 10 percent gradient- 6 inches of drain rock 
or base rock; 10- 15 percent gradient- oil and screenings; greater than 15 percent 
gradient- 1 Yz inches asphaltic concrete (EXCEPTION: aggregate base and asphaltic 
concrete may be omitted if a structural section of 4 inch concrete is used). 

SECTION XIV 

Section 16.30.050 of the County Code is hereby amended to read as follows: 

16.30.050 Exemptions. The following activities shall be exempt from the provisions ofthis chapter. 

(a) The continuance of any preexisting nonagricultural use, provided such use has not lapsed 
for a period of one year or more. This shall include change of uses which do not 
significantly increase the degree of encroachment into or impact on the riparian corridor as 
determined by the Planning Director. 

(b) The continuance of any preexisting agricultural use, provided such use has been exercised 
within the last five years . 
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(~) All a~tiv4ti8s QQR:i pW'Sl.lant tg a valid: Cglili1'3' Tim98r Aai"¥tsi pirmit 

~(c) All activities listed in the California Food and Agricultural Code pursuant to the • 
control and eradication of a pest as defmed in Section 5006, Food and Agriculture Code, as 
required or authorized by the County Agricultural Commissioner. 

~ (d) Drainage, erosion control, or habitat restoration measures required as a condition of 
County approval of a permitted project. Plans for such measures shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Director. 

(.I} (e) The Pajaro River Sediment Removal Project, under Army Corps of Engineers Permit 
No. 21212S37, issued May 1995, or as amended. 

SECTION XV 

If any section, subsection, division, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this ordinance is for any 
reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, 
such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. The Board of 
Supervisors of this County hereby declares that it would have adopted this Ordinance and each 
section, subsection, division, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion thereof, irrespective.of any such 
decision. 

SECTION XVI 

This Ordinance shall take effect on the 31st day after final passage outside the Coastal Zone, and 
shall become effective upon certification by the California Coastal Commission within the 
Coastal Zone. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz this 
____ day of , 1998, by the following vote: 

A YES: SUPERVISORS 
NOES: SUPERVISORS 
ABSENT: SUPERVISORS 
ABSTAIN: SUPERVISORS 

ATTEST: __ ...,...-______ _ 
Clerk of the Board 

CHAIRPERSON, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

APPROVED AS TO FORM:--------­
County Counsel 

February 2, 1999 -8-
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Doug Hanvey ~ 

April30, 1999 

State Board ofForestry 
1416 Ninth St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street 
Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

537 Humes Ave. 42f (831) 685-1937 
Aptos, CA 95003-5221 
email: doug@surfnetusa.com 

MAY 0 3 1999 

C 
C.ALIFDRN!A 

fj T ''" ••.. ::.. 0 ,s ,Al r, .. ;fu·1",'""~~'"lN 
C r~;r . ''-.< .V .. vvl' 

r:,~ HAL COAST AHLA 

Re: Log£ing Practices in Santa Cmz County 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I am a citizen of Santa Cruz County and am writing because I am concerned about 
logging practices by companies in Santa Cruz County. I understand that the Department of 

• 

Forestry has said that ''harvest exceeds growth on indu~trial forest lands by 22 percent." I also • 
understand that logging companies in Santa Cruz County have brought aggressive logging 
practices, including logging on steep slopes and stream banks, with resulting damage to streams 
and fisheries, degraded water quality, erosion and waste from logging roads, overcutting, 
invasion of exotic species on disturbed sites, and a lack of concern and thus protection for old 
growth trees. 

I also understand that the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors has endeavored to 
protect forests in Santa Cruz County, but has been opposed by the State Board of Forestry. I 
believe that in this time of great environmental concern, the State Board certainly has a role as 
arbiter of minimal environmental standards, but should a County desire standards and protection 
for their forests and general environment above those standards, then they should be given full 
license to implement regulations and laws to so protect their local environment. 

I urge, as a minimal step, approval of Santa Cruz County's entire rule package, including 
approval of the county zoning ordinances as modified by staff recommendations. 

Thank you for your time, consideration and concern. 

• 
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(916) 653-7772 

June 21, 1999 

Jeff Almquist, Chairperson 
Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors 
701 Ocean Street, Room 500 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Dear Chairperson Almquist: 

JUN 2 3 '1999 

We have received several non-concurrences from the Santa Cruz County 
Planning Department regarding California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CDF) not enforcing Santa Cruz County Ordinance No. 4529, which prohibits timber 
harvesting within 50 feet from each side of a stream. While CDF recognizes the 
county's authority to designate locations where timber harvesting may occur as an 
allowable land use, the regulation of timber operations falls under the authority 
delegated by the state to the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (BOF). 

I realize Santa Cruz County has a concern that CDF has not been adequately 
protecting streams for coho salmon habitat and water quality. This administration is 
quite concerned about California's streams and will be proposing a package of new 
timber harvesting rules at the July meeting of the BOF. These new regulations on 
logging activities are directed toward impaired waterways and those that support 
salmon or other aquatic species listed under federal or state endangered species laws. 
The rules are designed to improve water quality by limiting sediment into the stream 
system, providing shade canopy, and requiring significant buffers from soil-disturbing 
timber operations. 

The Board and the Department would welcome the county's input on these rule 
proposals. Please feel free to contact Mr. Chris Rowney, Executive Officer of the BOF, 
at {916} 653-8007, for information on the dates and times of BOF hearings on the 
package. 

I would also like to assure you the governor's budget is emphasizing the need 
for additional personnel in the Forest Practice arena by adding staff to the North Coast 
Water Quality Control Board, the Department ofFish and Game, the Department of 
Conservation, and CDF. The total staff increase is 72 positions, with 16 positions 
allocated to CDF. The additional staffing will allow us to perform more active 
inspections of timber operations. CDF is also examining ways of doing a better 



Mr. Jeff Almquist 
June 21, 1999 
Page Two 

Jun 'ij ·gg 16:19 F.05 

cumulative effects analysis on timber harvesting plans and is working cooperatively 
with the Department of Fish and Game and Water Quality to ensure water quality is 
maintained and aquatic species are protected. California streams need .to be protected 
and looked at from a watershed level to determine what the problems are and solve 
them on a state-wide basis. In a spirit of cooperation, I solicit your count}ls support to 
help the administration protect water quality and improve stream habitat through the 
Board's rule making process. 

Sincerely, 

/7Htl. Andrea E. Tuttle 
Director 

cc: Alvin James, Direaor of Planning 
. Steve Wert 

Glen Newman 
Rodger Thompson 
Nancy Drinkard 

• 

• 

• 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-TfoE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAYDAVIS, Govemor 
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(831) 335-6742 

Matt Baldzikowski, Resource Planner Ill 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, Room 400 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Non-concurrence 1-99NTMP-003 SCR 

Dear Mr. Baldzikowski, 

June 23, 1999 

This is in response to the letter dated May 28, 1 9Q9 from the County of Santa Cruz Planning 
Department expressing a non--concurrence with THP 1·99NTMP..003 SCR because the THP 
would allow some harvesting within the riparian corridors of class I and class Ill watercourses · 
and that harvesting would be Inconsistent with Santa cruz County Ordinance No. 4529 that 
prohibits timber harvesting within 50 feet from eaCh skle of ihe stream. 

We believe that th.e county ordinance has no application to this THP because the 
ordinance iS invalid. The width and manner of protection of watercourse and lake protection 
zones in timber harvesting operations are subjects addressed in detail in the Forest Practice 
Rules adopted by the Board of Forestry. See 14 C.C.R. sections 916-916.10. These rules 
address the conduct of timber harvesting as discussed in Big Creek Lumber Company v. 
County of San Mateo (1995) 31 cai.App.4* 418 and westhaven Community Devefopment 
Council "· County of HumbOldt (1998) 61 C81.App.4th 365. The county ordinance ~~ to , 
describe its prohit>itiOn on timber harvesting along streams as an exercise of its authority to 
restrict the location of timber harvesting activities under its zoning powers to choose among 
competing land uses in the county. Although the county has authority to designate locations 
where timber harvesting may be conducted, we believe that this ordinance has crossed the 
line into attempting to regulate the conduct of timber operations, an area of regulatiOn timited 
to the state. See Public Resources Code section 4518.5{d). 

The Forest Practice Rules provide a variety of protective measures for the WLPZ. The 
contain Table I showing "Procedures for Determining Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone 
Widths and ProtectiVe Measures." 14 C.C.R. 916.5. Section 916.4 (b) provides that 

•A combination of the rules, the THP, and mitigation measures shall provide protection 
for the following: 

(a) Water temperature control. 
(b) Streambed and flow modification by large woody debris. 
(c) Filtration of organic and inorgamc material. 
(d) Upslope stability. 
(e) Bank and channel stabilization . 
(f) Vegetation structure diversity for fish and wildlife habitat .... 



Section 918.4 allows· the raglsterad professional forester_ and the Director of CDF to 
increase or decrease the width of a proposed WLPZ. Some of the mitigation devices applied 
are filter strips, equipment limitation zonesl equipment exclusion zones, no harvest bands, 

·restricted harvest bands, selective entry bands, and canopy ret•ntion requirements. Tne 
county ordinance resembi$S a no harvest band of 50 feet. in some cases duplicating the result 
of the THP process but in most cases conflicting with the THP process and never allowing 
adjustment of the width in response to condHions found In an on-site inspection. 

Because the ordinance seeks to control timber harvesting through a method already 
addressed in detail in the Forest Practice Rules, we believe ttu:rt the ordinance seeks to control 
the conduct of timber Operations in a manner prohibited by Public Resources Code section 
4516.5(d). 

c: l'.1ar1c Demming 
Region 

Unit file 

Steve Wert 
Unit Chief 

Qi\0~ 
by 
Geoffrey Holmes 
Forest Practice Inspector 
RPF#2561 
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April 14, 1999 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street #300 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 

RE: Santa Cruz County Timber Harvest Restrictions 

Dear Commissioners: 

I encourage you not be misled by the County of Santa Cruz staff. The Timber Harvest 
ordinances thar they have p<:ssed (or partially passed), and are asking you to pass are legally and 
jurisdictionally questionable. 

The Forest Practice Act (FP A) and its enabling language in the Public Resources Code (PRC) are 
very clear as to who has jurisdiction over the content and conduct of Timber Harvest Plans. 

The following excerpt from the Forest Practice Act 896 is very clear: "The THP process 
substitutes for the EJR process under CEQA because the timber harvesting regulatory program 
has been certified pursuant to PRC Section 21080.5. In recognition of that cert(fication and 
PRC Section 4582.75, these rules are intended to provide the exclusive criteria for reviewing 
THPs. 

This is not to say that the County hasn't certain other authorities that the FP A does not override. 
PRC 4514 clearly allows the County to create ordinances to declare, prohibit, or abate nuisances. 
The County has authority to control land use through zoning, however, it is clear from PRC 
4516.5 that rules or regulations that deal with content or conduct of Timber Harvest Plans 
including protection of stream character and water quality, timber stand density control, mass 
soil movements, location and grade of roads and skid trails is solely within the jurisdiction of the 
Board of Forestry. The proposal put before you by the County clearly encompasses these 
elements, and as such is out of the County's and the Coastal Commissions jurisdiction . 

MAIN OFFICE 
PLANTATION 

303 POTRERO #42-202 • SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 • (831) 426-6415 • FAX (831) 426-6485 
35500 HAUSER BRIDGE ROAD • CAZADERO, CA 95421 • (707) 847-3761 • FAX (707) 847-3905 



These proposed rules and regulations should be presented to the Board of Forestry as described • 
in PRC4516.5. The passage by the County, or the Coastal Commission of these ordinances 
circumvents existing procedures and laws. 

Please do not be misled that the County's zoning and nuisance abatement authority allows them 
or your commission to pass ordinances in conflict with the Forest Practice Act or the California 
Public Resources Code. 

Those portions of the FP A and PRC sited are attached and highlighted. 

Sincerely, 

Steven M. Butler, RPF #2390 

enc. 
psi 

• 

• 
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CALWOHNIA FOREST I'RACTICE RliLES 

derennined lobe significanl and locared wilhinlhe sire survey area on Till''~ nr I'M's lar~er than .l :Kres 
are n:cordcd in a mannerconsisrenl wirh rhe recording standards ideutified iu Olll''s "luslrncrinn' fur 
Recording liistorical Resources." Describe how lhese recording requirements have heen ur will he 

addressed: 

( ) No sires round wllhln lhe slle surny area. 
( ) The lollowlng sires have been rrcorded and complclrd records are au ached: 
( ) The rollowing slle(s) will be recorded prior In Till' approval: 
( ) The rollowlngslle(s) has been previously recorded, updale(s) nol pr•t•arrd latlnt'l••ni•Yii••sll: 
( ) The following slle(s) has been previously recorded, updalds) prt(larcd laUnch cnpyliesll: 
( ) The Collowlng sites will not be recorded, justlncalion provided below: 

PART XII: OTIII':R APPUCAJII.E INFORMATION 
Provide any addilional infommrion concerning dte archaevlugic:al survey for this r•nj~ct: 

Addiliooallnrurmatlon: 
t. 

PART XIII: ATTACIIMENTS 
lndicale which anachmenls are included with lhis repor1. For Tilt>'~. and EM's nf .1 acres ur larr,cr, rhc 
rules require the auachmcnt of an Archaeological Coverage Mar or Mars 114 ('( 'R Sec linus 'J29.1 
(949.1, 969.1) (hi (7) and 1052 (h)J. n1is map (or maps) shall comain a north anuw. a ~ale. ;mol 
accurarely display lhe project boundary, the site survey area (showing survey iutcusilylicsll. and 'J".'dfic 
location or all archaeological and historical siles idenlified within rhe sire survey area. 1ltc manlstmusr 
he on a 1: I scale copy of a USGS 7.5' quadranglels). or digitally generated tOJll'!!lilJ~•il' 
Additional maps al orher scales may be included lo more accurately disrlay required infurmallnn or 

increase clarity. 

( ) 

( ) 

() 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

Archaeological Records Check Request ( ) 

Archaeological Records Check Request Map ( ) 

lnrormatlon Centu Reply ( I 
Example or Notice to Native A merlcans ( ) 
USFS or other Agency Correspondence ( ) 
Other: ( ) 

Archaeological Coverage llhtJI 
(I: I scale of IJSI ;s 7.5' •Juud) 
Additional Archacolugicnl ('cnnngc 
Maph) 
Project Vidnily 1\hp loltliunnll 
Wrilltn Ret•ly from Nulive Amcrirnns 
Sile Records ror: lsJICcify Vlbidt ~il••s) 
l'bolograJths (oplinnnll 

Part XIV: SUIIMISSION OF API'ROVJm RErORT TO INHlRMATION o:NTEH 
Pursuantlo 14 CCR Section 929.1(949.1, 969.1) (f},the RPI' or supervised •lcsil'nce. within 10 <lays 
following CDF's approval of a THP or acccprance of an EM of larger tlmn ) ;teres. shall s.·tullo the 

appropriate Information Center the following: 
(II A complete Confidential Archaeological Addendum which includes allt·hau~cs and <~<i<lirimis 
required in the TllP review process. and which identifies lhe plan numhcr. nr fnr EM's nf three an•·' nr 
larger, a Confidential Arch:~eologicallcncr, anti. 
(2) Two copies each of any complcred archaeological nr historical site reconls. for sites •klt·nuim·•i tu t"' 
significanrnr for sites the surveyor ckcts to recorll bur for which no dctcnninatiun uf sij!uificm~rr ha< 

heen made. 
Complete lhis section only afler COF approves the Till' or after nn EM i~ ~ulnnint·•ltu thr I Jirccrnr. 

Till' plan nmnher: 
t:mergency Not let numher: 
Date mailed In Jnrormallon Center: 

CDF Archacnlor.y Office 0 IIIli /98 
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CALU'ORNIA FOREST PRACTICE RULES 

SUUCIIAPTER 2 APPLICATION OF FOREST PRACTICE RULES 

Arlicle I I nt rodudlon 

-7 896 General 
··~. (a) The purpose of lhe Forest Practice Rules is 10 implemenr rhe provisions of the Z'berg-Nejedly 

Forest Practice Acl of 1973 in a manner consisrent wirh ocher laws. including but not limited to, 1he 
Timherla11d l'roductivity Act of 1982,1he California Environmental Quality Acl (CE.QA) of 1970,the 
Por1er Cologne Water Qualily Act, and rhe California Endangered Species Acl. The provisions of these 
mles shall be followed by Regisrered Professional Foresters (RPFs) in preparing Timber Harvesting 
Plans, and by the Direcror in reviewing such plans to achieve the policies described in Seccions 4512, 
4513, of the Acr, 21000,21001. and 21002 of the Public Resources Code (f>RC). and Seclions 51101, 
51102 and 51115.1 oflhe Government Code. 

It is !he Board's intent that no THI' shall he approved which fails to adopl feasible mitigation 
measures nr alrernarives from the range of measures set oul or provided for in lhese rules which would 
substantially lessen or avoid significant adverse impacts which the activiry may have on the 
environment. I!J!:_Tti!' process subsritut.tU2Liht.§~_pr!JC,!S~_ull.!l~r..C.EQA. becau_se I!J.O: rin•~Jc:r .. 

_j1an:~sr i~g !t!!.l~!I.'!'~!'Y. rrnsr'!~_h.'!~_bee..ll.<:C.~~!i~.!LC!!!Sll~l'! ~'!..f'.f!£ S~!=r!2f1._210!0.:~"J!!..!!7£illl!!l!J'!!! of 
rhat cenification and PRCSeclion 4582,75, these rules are intended t(J provide lhe .exclusive crileila."for 

--~e~ie~cii;Titrs:·lr the-Direcior believes chat iili:re are significant. adverse enviromnenrai impiiCiS.noi·--·­
~d i.;c;JSiing rules, mailers should he referred to lhe Board as otherwise specified in these rules, 

(b) nrc provisions of Ibis suhchaprer shall be applied in all forest dislricts. 

897 Implementation or Acllntenl 
(a) &£Eli who prepare plans shall consider the range of feasible silvicullural system. operating 

melhods and procedures provided inlhese rules in seeking 10 avoid or substanrially lessen significant 
adverse effects on the environment from limber harvesting. Rf>Fs shall use these mlcs for guidance as 
to which are lhe mosl appropriale feasible silvicuhural syslems, operating merhods and procedures 
which will carry oul the intenl of the Acl. 

While giving considerarion 10 measures proposed 10 reduce or avoid significant adverse impacls of 
TIIPs on lands zoned TPZ,the RPF and Direclor shall include the following legal consideration 
regarding feasibility: 

n!C Timberland l'roductivity Act restricts use of lands zoned Timberland Production Zone to 
growing and harvesling limber and comparible uses and establishes a presumpriun that timber 
harvesting is expecred to and will occur on such lands. 

(b) In delemtining whelher a THP confonus to the intent of the Ael, the Oireclor shall be guided hy 
the following principles: 

(I) The goal of foresl managemenr on 11 specific ownership shall be lhe produclion or 
maintenance of foresls which are heallhy and naturally diverse, with a mixture of trees and under·slory 
plants, in which lrees are grown primarily for the producrion of high qualiry timber products and which 
meellhe following ohjeclives: 

(A) Achieve a balance between growth and harvesr over rime consisrenr wirh the harvesting 
methods wirhin the rules of rhe Board. 

(Ill Maintain funclional wildlife hahilal in sufficient condirion for continued use by the existing 
wildlife community within lhe planning warershed. 

(Cl Retain or rccruir tale and diverse seral stage habital components for wildlife concentrated 
in I he warcrcourse and lake zones and as appropriare to provide for functional connecliviry between 
habitars. 

(()) Mainlain growing slock. generic diversiry, and soil producliviry. 
(l) Individual THPs shall be considered in lhe context of the larger forest and planning 

watershed in which rhey are localed, so lhar biological diversity and watershed inlegrity are mainlained 
wirhin larger planning unils and adverse cumulative impacts, including impacts on the quality and 
beneficial uses of water are reduced. 

(J) While the responsibility for implementation of I he Act and mles belongs ro the Direclor 
and the Depar1menl, RPFs who prepare THPs have lhe responsibility to provide the Director with 
infonnalion about the plan and resource areas and the nature and purpose of lhe operations proposed 
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Z'DERG NEJEDLEY FOREST PRACTICE ACT 

4582.4. Notlno of filing to person requesting In writing. Notice of liling of timber hnrve!lling 
plans sbaU be made by lbe department to any person who requests. in writing. such notification. 

4581.5. Applicability of plan to spc:dfic property. Timber harvesting plans shall be applicable 
to a specific piece of propet1y or propet1ies and shall be based upon such chamcteristics of the properly 
as vegetation type, soil !llabilily, topography, geology. climate, and stream characteristics. 

4582.6. Availability of plan for public lnspedlon; transmlllal of copy to department or fish 
and game, boards and agencies; hearing on limber harvesting plan. 

(a) Upon receipt of the limber harve!lling plan, the departmem shall place it. or a ln..: copy thereof, 
in a file available for public inspection in the county in which timber operations are propo!<Cd under 
the plan, and. for the porpose of interdiseiplinary review. shall tmnsmit a copy to the Department or 
Fish and Game, the appropriate California regional water quality control board. county planning 
agency, and, if the area is within its jurisdiction, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. as the cnse 
may be. The department sball invite, consider. and respond in writing to comments received from 
public agencies to which the plan llllll been transmitted and shall consult with those agencies at their 
request. 

(b) Within the poblic comment period, any responsihle agency, 11.~ defined in Section 210(!9, shall 
provide lbe department with specifiC comments or recommendations. or both. on any significant 
environmental issues and proposed ntiligation measures raised by the timher harvesting plan. The 
responsihle agency sball also identify its statutory authority for any requests for mitigation measures 
that it may determine to he necessary. If the responsible agency fails to respond by the end of the 
public comment period, the department may assume that the responsible agency has no comments or 
recommendations concerning the timber harvesting plan. but the failure of the responsible agency to 
make comments or recommendations shall not be used as the basis for a detennination or presump­
tion thai the limber harvesting plan will have no significant effect on the environment. The 
department shall consider all comments and recommendations received from responsible agencies and 
from the public during the public comment period. If a responsible agency fails to respond within the 
public comment period, it may request additional time to respond. The director may gmnt an 
extension of the lime to respond of up to 14 calendar days if he or she detem1ines, after consultation 
with the person submitring the timber harvesting plan. that an extension is necessary. 

(c) To ensure that all poblic comments and concerns are considered by the dcparlmcnt, each 
responsible agency shall maintain a list or wriuen inforn~ation it disseminates on the timber 
harvesting plan under review prior to the close of the poblic commen! period. 

(d) On and after July I, 1983. the board of supervisors or planning commission or any county for 
which rules have been adopted po111uan1 lo Section 4516.5 may request a public hearing on any 
timber h.1rvesting plan submitted for lands within the county, and the department shall hold a hearing 
for the purpose of public comment, if requested, prior lo laking any action on the timber lmrvcsting 
plan porsunnt to Section 4582.7. The hearing shall he held in the county in which the proposed 
han.-est I• located Ill n time nnd place convenient to the pul>lic. The hcariug sh.1ll be held in county 
offices if made available by the county for 11~11 purpose. The clmirrcrson of the hearing sl~1ll he a 
representative of the department. shall receive both oral and written teslimony from members of the 
public, local government officials, persons submitting the plans, and others, and shall provide for the 
hearing to be electronically recorded. The department shall prepare and make available wrillen 
re.~ponses to significant issues raised at the hearing. The requirements of this suhdivision shall nut 
be construed as extending the lime within which any acli<m is required to be tnken pursuant to 
Section 4582.7. 

4582.7. Review of plan; puhlle comments; time; hearing; dt'trrmlnallun by board and 
dlredor. (a) The director shall have 15 days fron1 the date that the initial inspection is completed 
or, If the director determines that the inspection need not be mnde, I !I days from the date or filing, a5 
specified in Section 4604, or a longer period nnllnally agreed upon by the director and the person 
submiuing the timber harvesling plan, to review the plan and toke public comments. After the initial 
review and public comment period has ended, the director shall have up to 10 working day5, or a 
longer period mutually agreed upon by the director and the person submilling the plan, to review the 
public input. to consider recommendations nnd mitigation measures af other agencies. to resprmd in 
writing to lbe issues raised, and to determine if the plan is in conformance 111ith the rules and 

198 

• Z'DERG NEJEDLEY FOREST PRACTICE ACT 

regulation.~ of the board and with this chapter. 
(b) If the director determines thallbe timber harvesting plan is not in conformance with the rules 

and regulations of the board or with this chapter, the diredor sball return the plan, staling his or her 
reasons in writing, and advising the person submitting lbe plan of the person's right to a hearing 
before the board, and limber operations shall not commence. 

(c) A person to whom a limber harvesting plan is retumed may, within 10 days from the date of 
receipt of the plan. request of the board a public hearing before lbe board. The board shall schedule 
a public hearing to review the plan to determine if the plan is in conformance with the rules and 
regulntions or the board and with this chapter. Timber operations shall await board approval of the 
plan. llonrd action shall occur within 30 days rrom the date of lbe filing or the appeal. or a longer 
period mutually agreed upon by the board and the person filing the appeal. 

(d) If the timber harvesting plan is not approved on appeal to the board, dte plan may be round to 
be in conformance by lbe director within 10 days from the date or the board action, provided that 
the plan is brought into full conformance with the rules and regulations of the board and with this 
chapter. If the director does 1101 act within 2.'1 days, or a longer period mutually agreed upon by the 
director and the person submilling the plan, timber operations may commence pursoant to lbe plan, 
and all provisions of the plan shall be followed as provided in this chapter. 

(e) Upon the request of a responsible agency, the director sball consult with that agency, pursuant 
to this chapter. but the director. or hi~ or her designee within the department, shall have the final 
authority to detern1ine whether a timber harvesting plan is in confOITIIliiiCC with the rules and 
regulations of the board and with this chapter. 

4582.8. Transmlllal of plans to Board of Equalization. Within 10 days from the dote that a 
timber harvesting plan is detennined to be in conformance under Section 4582.7, or within 10 days 
from the date or receipt of a nolice of timber operntions, n nonindttStriallimber harvest notice, a 
notice uf exemption to convert less than three acres io a nonlimber use pursuant to Section 4584, or 
an emer~tency notice filed pursuant to Section 4592, the director sball transmit copies thereof to lbe 
State Board of EqualiZIItion. 

458l.9. Appeal or approved plan; comlltloos of nllna; suspension or timber operations; 
hurlng. 

(al Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, the Director of Fish and Game or 1be 
State Water Resources Control Board may, not later than 10 days after approval of a plan by 1be 
director, appeal the approval to the board. AI the time of filing of an appeal with the boOrd, lbe 
person shall notify the director and the plan submitter of the appeal, and no further timber 
operations shall occur under the plan until the final determination of the appeal by the board. 

I b} Ti1c Director or Fish and Game or the State Water Resources Control Board may appeal lbe 
approval of a plan by the director only jf the Department of Fish and Game or the Stale Water 
Re~ources Control Board or a CaliforniA regional water quality control board has: (I) Participated 
in an onsite inspection of the plan with the department: and (2} Participated in a multidisciplinary 
review of the plan. The board may establish procedures for filing an appeal and may, in order to 
demonstrate that a substantial Issue is raised with respect to the environiiiCIIt or public safety, 
specify findings which are required to be made In filing an appeal. 

(c) The board shall grant n hearing if it determines that the appeal under this section mises 
sumtantial issues with respect to lbe environment or to public safety. The board, by regulation, 
nmy deleg.1te this determination to Its chairperson. 

ldl The board shall hold a public hearing within 30 days after the filing of an appeal, or a longer 
period mutually agreed upon by the board, the appellant. and the plan submitter. Witnesses may 
appear either at the request of a party having standing or at a request of a majority of lbe board or 
board committee holding the hearing. Within 10 days after the conclusion of ihe hearing, lbe board 
shall approve or deny lbe plan. The basis for the board's decision shall be all applicable provisions 
of California law, including, but not limited to, lbe California Timberland ProdUdivily Act or 1982 
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which is sufficienlly clear and delailed 10 permilthe Dircclur lo exercise 1he discrc1iun and nmkc the 

detemlinalions required by lhe Act and rules. 
(c) The Dircclor shall usc the slandards provided in lhese rules when revicwin!! plan~ In tkterminc if 

they conform to lhe rules and regulalions or !hi: Board and 1he provisions or !he Act. In specific 
circumstances provided in lhese rules, the Dircclor shall disapprove plans because 1hcy wnOkl w ilh 

!he intenl of the Acl as inlerpreted by the Board. 
(d) Due 10 !he variety of individual circumslances of timber hnrvesling in Califurni" and I he 

subsequent inability to adopt site-specific standards and regulations. lhese rules use jllllt:mcntaltcrms 
in describing lhe standards ll1a1 will apply in cer1ain silualions. lly necessity. the RI'F shall c•crdse 
professional judgment in applying these judgmentaltenns and in determining which of a ranJ!c of 
feasible (see definition 14 CCR 895.1) silvicullural systems. operating methods and pwcrdurcs 
contained in the rules shall be proposed in the plan to substantially lessen significant adverse imr.u:ts in 
lhe environment from limber harvesting. Tite Director also shall exercise prnfcssional jmlj!mcnt in 
applying these judgmental 1em1s in detennining whether n par1icular plan complies wilh lhc ntlcs 
adopted by the lloard and, accordingly, whether he or sh~ should approve or disapJ>rovc a pl;m. The 
Direclor shall use these rules to identify the nature of and the limits h> the prntcssinnal jml~mcnl to he 

exercised hy him or her in adminislering these rules. 
(t) Based upon site-specilic conditions where. in the judgment of lhe Rl'l'. the applic:11inn of rules 

pertaining to how a timber operation will be conducled will not ochieve the intent of the Acl ami rnks. 
and where the RI'F can describe a practice(s) which will meet or exceed the intent of the Acl ami rules. 
the RI'F may prescribe an alternative pn!Clice(sl in lieu of those in !he mles. lltc practicc(s l shall: 

( ll Be exl'lained and justified by clear and convil~~:ing evidence in the plan: 
(l) Be wriuen so they provide clear instructions and enrorccahlc standards for the limhcr 

operntor; and (l) Provide a resul!(s) atleasl equallo thai of 1he mlcls) tu he suppl:uucd; 
(4) Provide that, where appropriale for the alternative pmclice, lhe plan suhmill.:r is rc<pnnsihlc 

for retaining an RPF to aid in intei'J'reling the Till' lo lhe lirnher operator and limhctland <'wucr on :1 

continuing hasis to help lo assure compliance with !he alternative. 
(0 No allemntive praclice(s) as described in lhis section may he rrescribcd hy m• Rl'l' nr "l'l"'"·cd 

by the Director under this sec lion in lieu (lf the following rules: 
(I) The rules contained in Subchapler 2 (Application of Foresl l'rnclicc Ruksl: Article 2 

(Definitions, Ratings, and Standards) and Anicle II (Coastal Commission SllCcial Trc:Um<'nt Area' I nl' 
Subchapler 4 (Coast Forest District Rules); Ar1icle 2 (Definitions. Ratings. and Staoulat<ls) of 
Subchapter 5 (Nor1hem Foresl District Rules); Article 2 ([)cfinilions.l~atings. anti Sl;mdanl'l aonl 
Ar1icle II (Coastal Commission Special Trealment Areas) of Subchap1cr h !S<llUhcrn l'orcsl I li•ll il'l 
Rules): and Subchapter 7 IAdtninislralion) or Chapter 4. Division 1.5 of the l'alitnrni;~ Admiuimalivc 

Code; or 
(l) Any mle per1aining to !he width of 1he special treatment area a<.ljaccntto a wild mttl <c•·nk 

river declared pursuant to I'RC 509J.50, et seq.; or 
(J) Any rules or par1s of rules that incorporate prac1iccs or slamlards 'l"•cifk<l in the I 'nrcsl . 

Practice Act. 
(g) No alternative practice as described in this seclinn can he used in counlies whit'h h;~vc hat! ruks 

adopted under section 4516.5 of the I'Ublic Resomces Code unless il is srccil'kally a•lnptt•d for the 

county. 
(b) The Direclor shall not accepl for inclusion· in a Till' any allcrnalivc practice as dt"s.:rihcd in this 

section where 1wo or more agencies listed in 4582.6 of lhe PI~C and 14 Cl'R IO.H.J have suhmill•·•l 
wrillen commenls which lead the Director to the conclusionlhi•llhe propt""'' allcrnatovc willnol mc<'l 
!he iment of the Acl and rules. and the agencies participated in the review ol· lhc pl;~n. indwlin~ any nn· 

the-ground inspection. 

Article 2 l'rrparallon and Review or Timber llarvesllng l'lans 

898 Feasibilil:r Alternatives 
After considering the mlcs of the Ooard and any miliga!ion measures 1"'"1""'"' in th•· pl:ut. 1hc HI' I' 

shall indicate whether the operation would have any significant adverse imll;~eturl lhc ntvironmcnl. 
On TI'Z lands, the harvesting per se of trees shall not he presumed In have a signil'icanl ;ulvcrsc 
on the environment. If the B£E indicates that significant adverse impacts will occur. the 1!1.1: 
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e~plain in the plan why any allematives or additional mitigation measures thai would signifiCantly 
reduce lhe impact are nm feasible. 

Cumulative impacts shall be assessed based upon the methodology described in Board Technical 
Rule Addendum Number 2. Forest Praclice Cumulative Impacts Assessment Process and shall be 
guided by standards of rracticality and reasonableness. The RI'F's and plan submiuer's duties under 
this section shall be lillliled to closely related past. present and reasonably foreseeable rrobable future 
projects within the same ownership and lo matters of public record. The Director shall supj>lement the 
infunnatinn provided by the Rl'l' and lhc plan submitter when necessary to insure that all relevant 
infonnation is considered. 

898.1 Review of Plan by Director 

. _The ()ire,;tor~~ai[!~-~~<!~P\at~J~.!!.eJ~111!LneJf.thc;}' are. in.co!'f<:lr..t.!l!l"£~ .. wit.l!,t!:Je Jlr~yls!>.~!.!!f PRC 
... ~5_8~,l1,.~1!!~I!. !:!:9~'}!!~ t!,t~~ ru.~~~-ado~;~e!l__~t!f:l.<:._llo'!!~-~hall be I he 2!1.!¥_triter!<!_!'Jilployt;~-~X.9l~ 

.. JFr'cclor in revi.ewi~g plnJ!S pu_r!u .. ~I!U9.1.'.~f~R?. 
(a) In reviewing plans, lhe Director shall arply all arplicablc n1les promulgated by the Board. 
b) When in douht as to the leasihle alternative which hest carries out the intent of the Act, lhe 

Director shall seek the advice of other slate agencies charged wilh protecting lhe public interest in 
forest-related resources. 

(c) In reviewing plans. the Director shall disapprove all plans which: 
(I) Do not iocoi'J'orate feasible silvicultural syslems. operating methods and procedures !hat will 

substanti;llly lessen significant adverse impacls on the environment. 
(2) Would not meet the requirements of individual rules which provide a range of feasible 

ahcrnalives through which to carry oul lhe intent of the Act. 
(3) Meet the special conditions fur disapproval set hy the lloard in 14 CCR 898.2. 

(d) If the Direclor, before lhe public comment period has ended, finds that a plan cannot he 
approved wilhoUl a change in the conduct of limber operalions, the Director shall. consistent with !he 
rules and procedures adopted by lhe Board. communicate with the pre parer of the plan, e~plain any 
probable causes for disapproval and suggest possible mitigation measures. The preparer of lhe plan 
shall then !rave the oppor1unily ln respond to the Director and provide appropriale miligation measures 
prior to the end of the public comment period. Any significant changes (as dcscrihed in 1036(b), 
except as covered in 1040, in the conduct or a timber operation made between the close of public 
commenl and the date of the Direcltlr's decision will require relurning the plan lo the review team and 
reopening lhe public comment period for len working days. Public members who panicipated in the 
review of the plan will he notified of the significant changes in the conduct of the limber operalion and 
lhe reopening nf the comment period. 

(c) If the Direclor disapproves a plan, the Director shall, consislent with the rules and procedures 
adopted by lhe Board. provide to the preparer of the plan written reasons for disapproval. 

(0 If the Director finds no feasible, less-damaging alternatives that confonn with the rules, lhe 
Director shall approve such plan unless approval lhreatens to cause immediate, significant, and long­
term hann to the natural resources of lhe stale. In lhe event of such a threat. the Director shall wilhhold 
decision on the plan and shall follow procedures developed by lhe Board pursuant lo PRC 4555. 

(g) If lhe Director detem1ines lhat: I) all feasible mitigalion measures or alternatives which are 
available to suhslantially reduce or avoid any signiftcant adverse impacls of a THP have been selected; 
2) significant adverse impacts remain; 3) the plan otherwise complies wilh the rules of the Board; and 
4) an emergency siluation does not exisl under PRC Section 4555, the Director shall not approve !he 
plan unless the Director also delermines that the benefits of the THI' outweigh any significant, 
unavoi<.lahle adverse impacts. If the Director makes such a detennination and approves the TIIP, the 
Nut ice of Conformaoce shall include an explanation of the basis for finding lhatthe conditions 1-3 
herein are met and fur dclennining thatlhe Tlll''s benefits outweigh any unavoidable signifiCant 
adverse impacts. In making such a determination for Till's on lands zoned TPZ the Director shall give 
consideralion to the Legislalure's objeclives in enacting the Timberland Productivity Act of 1982 
( .. TPA .. ) and the objectives of the FPA including suslained forest productivity. The TPA-associated 
henefits to he weighed against any significant avoidable adverse impacts shall include. but not be 
limited 10: 

(I) Ensuring consistency with lhe restriction of lhe use of TPZ lands to growing and harvesting 

.timber and compatible uses; 
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CHAPTER 4.5 Hearings (Ia Ru!e Counties) 

Detailed Analysis Seclloa 

1115 Time for Request 
The board of supervisors or planning commission of any county for which rules have been 

adop1ed pursuant to Sec. 4516 . .5 of the PRC may request a public hearing on any timber barvesling 
plan or non·induslrial limber management plan submiued for lands within the county. Such 
request must be made no later than one (I) calendar day after the pre-harvest inspection date. The 
request may be in writing, by phone, or by facsimile. The request must be for a specific plan that 
has been flied according to 14 CCR 1032. For good cause, the Director may extend the deadline. 

1115.1 Scheduling 
Upon receipt of a request pursnant to 14 CCR IllS. the Pepanment shall schedule a public 

hearing to be held no more than twenty-five (2.5) and no Ids than five (5) calendar days from the 
date of the request. 

111 S.l Notlficallon 
• The Depanment shall nntify the public of the fact that such a public hearing will be held. The 
nntice shall include information on the time and location of the hearing. The nOiice shall be given 
111 least live (5) days before the date that the public: hearing will be held. At a minimum, a copy of 
the nOiice shall be mailed to the county requesting the hearing, the Review Team members. and 
Olher interested panics as identified pursuant to 14 CCR 1032.7(e), and publishing a copy of the 
nntic:e in a newspaper of general circulation in the area. 

1115..3 Conduct ol Hearlag 
The Department shall conduct a public bearing upon timely request. A Department representative 
shall conduct the bearing. The Departmental representative should be familiar with the THP or 
Non-Industrial Timber Management Plan under review. The purpose of the public bearing is to 
gather information from the public regarding lbe proposed timber operation. The pul·llic hearing is 
considered to be an integral part of the multidisciplinary review of the THP or NTMP. The 
comments of the public shall be electronically recorded by the Oepartmenl, and may be reconled by 
any person present. No depanrnental action with regard to the approval or disapproval of a timber 
harvesting plan or Non-Industrial Timber Management Plan shall occur 111 the public bearing. The 
Oepanment rc:prc:senmtive that conducted the hearing shall submit a written report of the hearing to 
the Departmental employee responsible for approval or disapproval of the plan. The Department 
shall provide wriuen responses to significant issues raised at the public hearing in the orficial 
response of the director required by 14 CCR 1037.8. 
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Z'JSER<; NF-.JEDLEY FOREST PRACTICE ACT 
DMslon 4, Chapter 8, Publlt Resources Code 
Effective Jaauary J, 1998 

A.ftlcle 1. General Provisions 
4511. This chapter shall be knowa as the Z'berg·Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973. 

4512. l'lndlngs and declarations. 

• 
Ia) The l..egislature hereby finds and declares that the forest resources and timberlands of the slate 

are among the most valuable of the namral resources of the stale and that there Is great concern 
throughout the state relating to their utilizalion. restoration. and prntection. 

(b) The Legislature funher finds and declares tbatlbe forest resources and.timberlands of the state 
furnish high-quality timber, recreational opportunities. and aesthetic enjoyment while providing 
watershed prOiection and maintaining fisheries and wildlife. 

(c) The Legislature thus declares that it is the policy of this stnte 10 encoura,ge prudent and 
responsible forest re.'l!lllrcc management calculated lo serve the public's need for limber and other 
forest producls, while giving consideration to the public's need for watershed prntection, fisheries 
and wildlife, and recreational opportunities alike in this and future generations. 

(d) II is not the inlent of the Legislature by the enactment of this chapler to take private propeny 
for public use wilhoul payment of just compensation in violation of the California and United 
Stales Constitu.tions. 

4513. Intent of Legislature. It is the intent of the Legislature to create and maintain an effective 
and COIOprehensive syslem of regulation and use of all timberlands so as to 11ssure that: 

(a) Where feasible, the productivity of timberlands is restored, enhanced. and maintained. 
(b) TI1c goal of maximum sustained production of high-quality timber products is achieved while 

giving consideration to values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, rauge and forage, fiSheries. 
regional economic vitality. employment, and aesthetic enjoyment. 

4514 •. Limitalluns or powers and rights. ~0 P!1!.!!!!2!'J!..!hi!.C~~~!'.L~i~g.!. 
n:iim!ii.iikm. mJ!QtlfY ..<'f!~ ~f.!I.J! .. a. !!~~tiQ•l.J!'L@.'!X.i!Lt!!!:. fuii.!!.~Y.!!Jg;_ 

Ia) On the power of any city or county or city and COUOiftO declare:, prohibit, and abate 
nuisances. 
"'""{b}();the power of the Allomey General, at the request of the board, or upori his own motloa, to 
bring an action in lbe name of the people of the Stale of California to enjoin any pollution or 
nuisance. 

(c) On the power of any stale agency in the enforcement or administration of any provision of law 
which it is specifically authorized or required to enforce or administer. 

(d) On lhe right of any persoo to maintain at any lime any appropriate action for relief against any 
private nuisance as defined in Pan 3 (commencing with Section 347~) of Division 4 of the Civil 
Code or for any other private relief. 

4514..3. F.xemptlon from wa$te discharge requirements; conditions. 
(a) Timber opemions conducted pursuant to this chapter are exempt from the waste discharge 

requirements of Article 4 (commencing with Section 13260) of 01apter 4 or Division 7 of the Waler 
Cod.:; provided. thai there is a cenif~ention by the federal Environmental Proteclion Agency that the 
provisions or this chapter constitute best management prac:tices for silvic:ulture pursuant to Sectioa 
208~ of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 
{b) The exemption contained in subdivision (a) shall nOI apply when any of the following occors: 

( I ) The board requeits issuance of waste discharge requirements. 
(2) There bas been a finding by the State Water Resources Control Board that the 

board has failed to maintain a water quality regulatory process consistent with the ceniflcation 
required under subdivision (a). 

(3) After monitoring tlJe water quality impaclS from timber operations conducted in 
compliance with this chapter, thert has been a finding by the State Water Resources Control Board 
that compliance with best management practices would result in less water quality protection than 
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required in water quality control plans nppruvcd pursuant to Section 13245 of the Water Code. 

4514.5. Wrll or mandnte. Any person may commence an action on his own hehnlf againsl the 
board or the department for a writ of mandate pursuant to Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 
1034) or Title I or Part 3 of che Code or Civil Procedure to compel the hoard or the department lo 
carry out any duty imposed upon them under the provisions of this charter. 

4515. Report to l..eglslalure on acllnns taken. The board shall submit to the Legislature 011 
December 1st of each year a report on the actions laken rursuant Ill this cha11ter during the 
preceding fiscal year. Such report shall include a statement of the nclions. including legislative 
recommendations, which are necessary to more fully carry out the purposes and rc<JUirements of this 
chapter. 

4516. Agency rules and regulallons. NOiwithstanding any provision of lhis chapler, lhe 
California Tahoe Regional Planning Agency shall have the right, within lhe reasonable exercise of 
ils powers. to adopl mles and regulalions by ordinance or resolution which are slrictcr than those 
provided under this chapler and regulations adopted pursuant to this chapter. 1l1e a~cr~ey's mlcs 
and regulations may include, but are not limited to, malters relating to soil erosion control. 
protection of stream character and water quality, Oood control, stand density control, reforestation 
me1hods, mass soil movements, submission of timber harvesting plans. location and grnde of roads 
and skid trails, excavation and fill requiremenls, slash and debris disposal, haul mUles and 
schedules. hours and dates of logging, and perfonnance bond requirements. Whenever state funds 
are not expended for 1he support of the California Tahoe Regional Planning A~ency, as provided in 
Section 671J I uf the Government Code, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency shall have lhe right 
to adopt rules and regulations pursuant to this section. 

4516.5. County recommendation of rules and regulations; timber operallons; board rules 
a~~latlons; limitation on enforcement and validity of local ordinances, rules and 
regulations; applicability of section. 

Cal Individual counties may recommend !hat the hoard adopt additional .!J!!cs and regvJ.l!!iQ!!;~Jn!. 
the content or timber harvesting r.lans and the C<,;>nduct ~1ber o_eeralio~!! to take account of local _ .... 
J!~eds. f'or purposes or this section, "timber OJ!£rations" includes,J>ut is no!_~.!l!i!£!!..'.1:!· soil_ 
_erosion control, protectimu?! stream character and water gunlity, water distribution_systcmsJ_flood_ 

_ ~onl~!l.l., ... st!nd ~ensitr. c_<>.ntrl)l .• refore!!ntl£_n .'!l~~h.otl~~. !l.!l1ss .. s~>il_ rl_l<!~e!!_lSUts_._l~l(:_ati!'!l. ~1).11 J!rll_de. o!. 
roads and skid trails. excavation and rill requirements~ sl?sh and debris disposal, haul routesand 

. sched~les:ho~·rs a~d- dales ol' IO!!$ing:·and~ peiforrnimce bond. ?r;,thcr. reaso~atlle -:,ur~·ty.rcq~ire~-. 
_ -rrients-!or onsite-limber · oe_:rationsan{ for p_~ouic!!_~<;{_ciblic_!I~~~..fr}_!ll_~~j_'!_nc~ _rl)a~s_ll!~t a!C:. 

part of .t!Je. haul route. 

.,1:' 

Where a bond or other surety has been required, the director rutall not issue a work completion 
report without first ascertaining whether the county in which the timber operations were conducted 
has knowledge or any claims intended to be made on the bond or surety. 

(b) 1l1e board shall, in confom•ance with Chapter J.5 (cmmn~ncing wilh Srclion II J41J) <>f l'art 
I or Division J of Title 2 of the Government Code and wilhin 180 days after receiving recom· 
mended rules and regulations from a county, adopt rules and regulations for the conlcnt of timber 
harvesting plans and the conduct of timber operations consislenl with the recommended if the hoard 
finds the recommended rules and regulations are both or the following: 

(I) Consistelll with the intent and purposes of this chap! cr. 
(2) Necessary to protect needs and conditions or the county recommending them. 

(c) The rules and regulations, if adopted by the board, shall apply only to 1he conduct of timber 
operations within the recommending county and shall he enforced and implemented hy the 
departmenl in the same m~nner as other nlles and regulalions adopted by the board. 

(dl F..xcept as provided in subdivision (e). individual counties shall not otherwise regulate the 
conduct of timber operations, as defined by this chapter, or require the issuance of any pcnnil or 
license for those operations. 

(e) 1l1e lmnrd may delegate ltl individual counlie~ its authority to require jl{'rfnrrnaucc lmnds or 
other surety for the protection or roads, in which case, the procedures and forms shall he the same as 
those used in similar circumstances in the county. The board may estahlish reasonable limits on 
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the amonnl nf performance honds or other surety which may be required for any timber operalion 
and crilcria for the reljnirement, payment, and release of those bonds or other surety. If 1he county 
fails to infonn the director or the claims within 30 days arter the completion report has been filed. 
the bond or surely shnll he released. 
(0 1l1is section dncs nn1 apply to timber operations on any land area of less. than three acres and 

which is not zoned timberland production. 

4516.6. Uelay between approval and commencement or Umber operations; waiver; appeal 

or approval. 
Ia) To provide for adequate public review and comment, notwithstanding Seclion 4j82.7. the 

director ~hall not approve a timber harvesting plan in any county for which rules and regulations 
have hecn adopted pursuant to Section 4516.5 or 4516.8 unlil 35 days from the date of filing of the 
plan, and limber OJ>cmliuns shall not commence until five days from the date of approval of lhe 
plan. The hoanl may provide. by regulation, fur those periods to be w;~ived or shortened by the 
department upon a determination. pursuant to criteria and procedures established by the board, that 
rhe proposed limber opcrati{lns will cause no ~ignificant environmental damage or threat to public 
health nml safety or to the environment. or that the timber operations are necessary to reduce such a 
threat. If the chairperson of the hoard of supervirors or the county in which the proposed timber 
operations are locntcd nn1it1es the direclor and the plan submiller that the county intends to appeal 
the nppmval nf lhe plan nnd that the county meets the requirements for filing an appeal, no timber 
opl'ralions shall occur until the final determination of the appeal. If the board of supervisors 
determines not to appeal the aprroval of the plan, it shall immediately notify the director and the 
plan ,ubmilter in writing of that detemtination. and timber operations pursuant to the plan may 

c•umncnce immedialely. 
(h) (I) The board of supervisors of the county for which rules and regulations have been adopted 

pursuimt to Seclion 4~16.~ or 4.'116.8 may, not Inter than 10 days arter approval or the plan by the 
director. appeal lhat aprroval to the board, if the county has both participated In the initial 
inspection of the plan area with the director and panicipated in a mullidisciplinary review of the 
plan. 

(2) The hnard may establish procedures for filing the appeal and may specify findings which the 
1mard of supervisors is required to make in filing the appeal to demonstrate that a substantial issue 
is mi~cd wilh respect to puhlic heallh and safety or the environment. 

(c) The board shall grant to a county that meets the requirements for filing an appeal an initial 
hearing to consider the counly's request for an appeal Ill the next regularly scheduled board meeting 
following the receipt or the request 

(d) The board shall grant a public hearing on the appeal if it determines at an initial hearing 
pursuant to subdivision (c) that the appeal raises substantial issues with respect to public health 
and safety or tile environment. 

(e) (I) 1l1e hoard shall hold a puhlic hearing on lhe appeal granted pursuant to subdivision (d) 
within 30 days rrrnn the date of granting the hearing or al the next regularly scheduled board 
meelinF., whichever occurs first. or within a longer period of time that is mutually agreed upon by 
lhe hoard. the ~ounly, and the plan submiuer. Upon conclusion of the hearing, the board shall 
approve or deny the plan. The basis of the lxmpl's decision shall be confonnanee with this section 
and lhc niles and regula! ion~ of the board. including any rules or regulations enacted with respect to 
the comity pur!tuant to Section 4516.5 or 4516.8, and this chapter. In denying a pl!ln, the hoard 
may make findings that sci forth conditions under which it believes that the plan would have been 
approved. 

(2) Tile board may delegate conducl of the hearing nndthe decision to a committee of three 
m~mhers to be appointed for that hearing by the chairperson of the board. The committee shall 
consi~t of at least twu general public members of the board. The chairperson of the board or the 
chairperson's designee ~hall conduct the hearing. The decision of the committee shall have the full 
force and effect of a decision of the full board. 

10 This section does not apply to timber operations on any land area or less than three acres and 
which is not zoned for timberland production. 

45Ui.8. Recommendation~ by counties fnr adoption or additional rules arid regulations. 
In addition to the authority provided in Section 4516.5, the Counties of Marin, Monterey, San 
Mateo, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz may recommend that !he board adopt additional rules and 
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ELIZABETH M. DODD 

JUN 01 1999 

CAUFORPJ fA 
COAST.A.L CO\I)M!SS!ON 
CENTRP1L COAST AHEA 

Re: Santa Cruz County's Proposed Riparian Corridor Protection 
Regulations 

Dear Ms. Landry: 

• This letter is written on behalf of the County of Santa Cruz ("County") 

• 

regarding its submission to the California Coastal Commission ("Commission") on 
December 31, 1998 of proposed amendments to the County's General Plan/Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan and implementing zoning ordinance amendments. While the 
proposed amendments address a number of concerns to the County, this letter addresses 
exclusively proposed section 13.10.695 of the County code, which would prohibit timber 
harvesting within 50 feet of the bank full flow line of a perennial stream and within 30 
feet of the bank full flow line of an intermittent or ephemeral stream. We understand that 
you have requested that the County provide the Commission with the legal justification 
for its regulation of timber harvesting in riparian corridors. 

The timber industry has repeatedly characterized the proposed riparian 
corridor ordinance as preempted by state law. While precluding local governments from 
regulating the conduct of timber operations, state forestry laws contemplate a central role 
for local government in determining where timber harvesting is appropriate. By adopting 
the riparian corridor ordinance, the County would be exercising its undisputable authority 
to adopt local zoning regulations which it determines are critical to protecting the 
County's wildlife habitat and water quality . 
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I. The County's Proposed Riparian Corridor Ordinance Is A Valid Exercise of 
Its Police Power Under The State Constitution. 

The California Constitution expressly provides that "[a] county or city may 
make and enforce within its limits all local, police, sanitary, and other ordinances and 
regulations not in conflict with general laws." Cal. Const., art. 11, § 7. The County's 
regulatory power "is just as broad, sweeping and inclusive" as the Legislature's, so long as 
it is not in direct conflict with state law. People ex. rei. Deukmejian v. County of 
Mendocino, 36 Cal.3d 476, 484 (1984) [204 Cal.Rptr. 897] (quoting Stansislaus Co. Etc. 
Ass'n. v. County ofStansislaus, 8 Cal.2d 378, 383-84 (1937)); see~ Kucera v. Lizza, 
59 Cal.App.4th 1141, 1148 (1997) [69 Cal.Rptr.2d 582] (local government's authority to 
regulate for the public welfare "is broad and inclusive"). 

• 

Among the most important areas.oflocal health and safety regulation is the 
field of water quality. See Mendocino, 36 Cal.3d at 486-87; People v. City of Los 
Angeles, 160 Cal.App.2d 494, 507 (1958) (local governments not preempted by state 
water quality laws from adopting additional regulations); Baldwin v. County of Tehama, .• 
31 Cal.App.4th 166, 173 (1994) [36 Cal.Rptr.2d 886] (local groundwater regulation not 
preempted by state law). It is well-established that timber harvesting in riparian corridors 
may have adverse impacts on water quality, including increased sedimentation levels and 
turbidity, increased temperature, and decreased value for fisheries habitat. The proposed 
riparian corridor ordinance will serve the important governmental goal of protecting the 
water quality of County streams from these adverse impacts of timber harvesting. The 
ordinance, therefore, is valid unless directly preempted by the two state statutes that 
primarily address.timber harvesting, the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973, 
Public Resources Code section 4511 et seq., ("FP A") and the California Timberland 
Productivity Act of 1982, Government Code section 51100 et seq., ("TPA"). 

II. The Proposed Riparian Corridor Ordinance Is Not Preempted by State Law. 

A. There Is A Strong Presumption that Local Health, Safety, and 
Environmental Regulations Do Not Conflict With State Law. 

The traditional power of a county to adopt zoning ordinances that protect 
public health and safety and local natural resources is not preempted unless it is in 
conflict with state law. Such a conflict only arises where the local ordinance "duplicates, 
contradicts, or enters an area fully occupied by general law, either expressly or by • 
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legislative implication." Mendocino, 36 Cal.3d at 484, (quoting Lancaster v. Municipal 
Court, 6 Cal.3d 805, 806-08 (1972)) (citations omitted); accord IT Corp. v. Solano 
County Board of Supervisors, 1 Cal.4th 81, 90 (1991) [2 Cal.Rptr.2d 513]. 

In determining whether such a conflict exists, courts give great deference to 
local control: "[I]n view of the long tradition of local regulation and the legislatively 
imposed duty to preserve and protect the public health, preemption may not be lightly 
found." Mendocino, 36 Cal.3d at 484. Moreover, because local regulatory concerns may 
vary from location to location, courts are particularly reluctant to find preemption "when 
there is a significant local interest to be served that may differ from one locality to 
another." Fisher v. City of Berkeley, 37 Cal.3d 644, 708 (1984) [209 Cal.Rptr. 682], 
affd, 475 U.S. 260 (1986); Palos Verdes Shores Mobile Estates. Ltd. v. City ofLos 
Angeles, 142 Cal.App.3d 362, 374 (1983) [190 Cal.Rptr. 866]; Suter v. City ofLafavette, 
57 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1119 (1997) [67 Cal.Rptr.2d 420]. 

B. The Forest Practice Act Does Not Expressly Preempt the County's 
Proposed Riparian Ordinance. 

Public Resource Code section 4516.5, subdivision (d) expressly preempts 
local regulation concerning "the conduct of timber operations." Timber operations are 
defmed in Public Resources Code section 4527 as "the cutting or removal or both of 
timber or other solid wood forest products ... from timberlands for commercial purposes, 
together with all the work incidental thereto .... " 1 In Big Creek Lumber Co. v. County 
of San Mateo, 31 Cal.App.4th 418, 424-26 (1995) [37 Cal.Rptr.2d 159], the court noted 

1 Because Public Resources Code section 4516.5, subdivision (d), prohibits 
counties from regulating "timber operations, as defined by this chapter," it is the 
definition of"timber operations" set forth in section 4527, rather than the definition set 
forth in section 4516.5(a), that must be used in interpreting section 4516.5, subdivision 
(d). See Westhaven Community Development Council v. County ofHumboldt, 61 
Cal.App.4th 365, 368 n.4 (1998) [71 Cal.Rpt.2d 536]. In making this distinction, the 
Legislature clearly intended to preempt local authority only pertaining to the conduct of 
logging operations, and declined to intrude upon local government's long-standing 
authority to regulate in areas such as "soil erosion control," "protection of stream 
character and water quality," and "flood control," all of which are included in the 
definition of"timber operations" set forth in section 4516.5, subdivision (a). 
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that the ordinary meaning of "conduct" is "the act, manner, or process of carrying out" a 
task and concluded that the express preemption set forth in section 4516.5, subdivision 
(d), was limited to the narrow issue of"how timber operations may be conducted," and 
that counties are entitled to adopt local zoning regulations addressing "where [timber 
operations] may take place." Id. at 424-26 (emphasis in original). The court therefore 
held that a county ordinance which prohibited timber harvesting in designated areas 
within 1,000 feet of a residential dwelling was not expressly preempted by section 
4516.5, subdivision (d). Id. at 424-27. 

Like the ordinance at issue in Big Creek, the County's proposed riparian 
corridor ordinance addresses only where timber harvesting may take place. The • 
ordinance does not in any manner purport to regulate the conduct of logging operations 
outside the riparian corridors. Thus, the riparian corridor ordinance is not expressly 
preempted under the FP A. 

c. The Timberland Productivity Act Does Not Expressly Preempt the 
Proposed Riparian Ordinance. 

1. The Thp.berland Productivity Act. 

The residential buffer ordinance which the court upheld in Big Creek 
applied only outside timber production zones ("TPZs") designated pursuant to the TP A. 
31 Cal.App.4th at 422. To date, no case has addressed a local government's authority to 
restrict where timber harvesting may occur within TPZs. The language of the TPA, 
however, supports the County's authority to adopt zoning regulations for protection of 
water quality and fish and wildlife habitat within lands zoned Timber Production ("TP"). 

In adopting· the TP A, the California legislature was overhauling a tax 
system that was seen as encouraging premature logging of forests and the conversion of 
forestland to urban uses. See Clinton v. County of Santa Cruz, 119 Cal.App.3d 927,931-
32 (1981) [174 Cal.Rptr. 296]. In 1974, the voters approved a state ballot proposition 
which permitted the Legislature to develop a new system of forest taxation which "'shall 
provide for exemption of unharvested immature trees, shall encourage the continued use 
of timberlands for the production of trees for timber products, and shall provide for 
restricting the use of timberland to the production of timber products and compatible uses 

• 

• 

with provisions for taxation of timberland based on the restrictions.'" 14... (quoting Cal. • 
Const., Art. XIII, § 3, subd. G)). 
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Pursuant to the Forest Taxation Reform Act of 1976 and the TPA, a new 
system of taxation was developed to protect the state's private forestlands from pressure 
to log prematurely; local governments identify lands which are suitable for timber 
harvesting and compatible uses and designate them TPZ. Gov't Code § 5111 O(b ). The 
TPZ designation restricts land to identified uses for a 10-year period. Id.; Gov't Code§ 
51115. In exchange, the landowner is taxed based on the restricted value of the land. 
Gov't Code § 5111 O(b ). 

2. The Timberland Productivity Act Authorizes the County to Zone 
TPZ Land to Protect Water Quality and Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat. 

The TP A thus reserves to local governments the authority to 1) determine 
which lands are suitable for inclusion in the TPZ, and 2) zone land designated TPZ for 
timber harvesting or "compatible uses." Gov't Code§ 51115. The local governments are 
also reserved the right to bring an action to enforce zoning restrictions, with respect to 
TPZ land, by specific performance or injunction. Gov't Code § 51116. As in the FRA, 
however, the state retained the exclusive power to regulate how timber harvesting may be 
conducted where it is permitted by local zoning: 

Parcels zoned as timberland production shall be zoned so as to restrict their use to 
growing and harvesting timber and to compatible uses. The growing and 
harvesting of timber on those parcels shall be regulated solely pursuant to state 
statutes and regulations. 

Gov't Code§ 51115. 

The Government Code defines "[ c ]ompatible use" as 

any use which does not significantly detract from the use of the property for, or 
inhibit, growing and harvesting timber, and shall include, but not be limited to, any 
of the following, unless in a specific instance such a use would be contrary to the 
preceding definition of compatible use: (1) Management for watershed. (2) 
Management for fish and wildlife habitat .... 
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Gov't Code § 511 04(h). The authority of local governments to zone TPZ lands for 
"compatible uses" is referenced throughout the TP A and in the California constitution. 
See,~. Cal. Const., Art. XIII,§ 3, subd. G); Gov't Code§§ 51102(a)(l); 51104(h); 
51110(b); 51111; 51112(a). 

Government Code section 511 04(h) thus reserves to local governments the 
right to adopt zoning ordinances applicable to TPZ lands that further watershed and fish 
and wildlife management goals. The inclusion of wildlife habitat and water quality 
management as "compatible uses" reflects the Legislature's goals of ensuring that state 
forestlands are managed not merely for the production of lumber, but for broader 
environmental and watershed purposes as well: 

The Legislature []declares that it is the policy of this state to encourage prudent 
and responsible forest resource management calculated to serve the public's need 
for timber and other forest products, while giving consideration to the public's 
need for watershed protection, fisheries and wildlife, and recreational opportunities 
alike in this and future generations. 

Pub. Res. Code§ 4512(c). 

Because riparian corridor protection zones are well-established resource 
management tools for the protection of water quality and the preservation of high-quality 
fish and wildlife habitat, the establishment of a 30 to 50 foot no-cut zone along streams 
clearly falls within the definition of a "compatible use" under Government Code section 
511 04(h). Thus, the proposed ordinance is not preempted by the TP A unless, in a specific 
instance, its enforcement would significantly inhibit the growing and harvesting of timber 
on a given parcel. 

The Legislature's reservation oflocal governments' authority to zone TPZ 
land for water quality and fish and wildlife management uses, to the extent that such uses 
do not significantly inhibit timber harvesting, is analogous to the regulatory scheme at 
issue in IT Corp. v. Solano County Board of Supervisors. In IT Corp., the California 
Supreme Court held that the county was not preempted by the Hazardous Waste Control 
Act ("HWCA") from requiring plaintiff, IT, to submit an extensive clean-up plan for its 
hazardous waste disposal facility. The HWCA permitted local regulation of existing 

• 

• 

hazardous waste facilities so long as such regulations did not "prohibit or unreasonably • 
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regulate the disposal, treatment, or recovery of resources from hazardous waste." 1 
Cal. 4th at 97 (emphasis omitted). The Court found that the regulations were reasonable. 
I d. at 98-101. Like the HWCA, the TP A explicitly recognizes local authority to regulate 
within limits. Here, as in IT Corp., the County's proposed regulation is well within 
permitted limits given that there is no evidence that the proposed riparian corridor 
ordinance will significantly inhibit timber harvesting on any, much less all, the affected 
parcels. To the contrary, because the proposed ordinance precludes harvesting only in 
narrow corridors along specified streams, the effect on overall harvesting levels will be 
minimal. 

D. There Is No Implied Preemption of the Proposed Riparian Ordinance. 

Even where there is no express preemption of local regulation, preemption 
may be implied in certain limited circumstances. Implied preemption of local ordinances 
will only be found where: 

(1) the subject matter has been so fully and completely covered by general law 
as to clearly indicate that it has become exclusively a matter of state 
concern; 

(2) the subject matter has been partially covered by general law couched in 
such terms as to indicate clearly that a paramount state concern will not 
tolerate further or additional local action; or 

(3) the subject matter has been partially covered by general law, and the subject 
is of such a nature that the adverse effect of a local ordinance on the 
transient citizens of the state outweighs the possible benefit to the 
municipality. 

In re Hubbard,., 62 Cal.2d 119, 128 (1964) [41 Cal.Rptr. 393]; see al£Q Big Creek, 31 
Cal.App.4th at 426. 

In applying the Hubbard test in cases involving state environmental 
statutory schemes, the California Supreme Court has made clear that implied preemption 
will not be found if the relevant statute expressly permits local regulation: 
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Preemption by implication of legislative intent may not be found when the 
Legislature has expressed its intent to permit local regulations. Similarly, it 
should not be found when the statutory scheme recognizes local regulations. 

Mendocino, 36 Cal.3d at 485; IT Corp., 1 Ca1.4th at 94; Casmalia Resources, Ltd. v. 
County of Santa Barbara, 195 Cal.AppJd 827, 837 (1987) [240 Cal.Rptr. 903]. In .Big 
Creek, the court found that the state timber harvesting laws "not only tolerate[] but 
invite[] further local action as to zoning" and expressly allow local governments to 
determine where timber harvesting is appropriate. Big Creek, 31 Cal.App.4th at 426. 
The court concluded that a "zoning law allocating competing land uses among the various 
parts of a county [ ] neither conflicts with nor duplicates general state regulations 
governing how one such activity is to be conducted where allowed." l.d.. at 427. 

The fact that the Department ofF orestry has adopted regulations which 
provide some protection for lakes and watercourses (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 916 
et seq.) in the course of timber harvesting does not limit the applicability of the Big Creek 
analysis. The Forestry regulations merely provide a procedure for establishing minimum. 
watercourse and lake protection zones ("WLPZs") and adopting mitigation measures as 
part of the Department's approval of timber harvesting plans. The regulations restrict, but 
generally·do not entirely prohibit, activities such as road building, timber harvesting, and 
the use of heavy equipment within WLPZs and near streams, lakes, marshes, and other 
wetlands, depending on the nature of the waterway and the side slope of the affected 
waterway. ~generally, §§916.3-916.8. The regulations do not, however, address 
issues specific to Santa Cruz County, such as the County's obligation to ensure the 
protection of the endangered coho salmon and to protect the local drinking water supply. 
See attached letters. 

The Department of Forestry's establishment of such minimum standards to 
protect watercourses and other wetlands does not indicate an attempt to deprive local 
government of its traditional zoning power. In IT Corp., for example, IT argued that 
because the state had adopted a "complex scheme for overseeing the 'closure' of 
hazardous waste disposal sites--a scheme designed to minimize health, safety, and 
environmental risks," that the county was precluded from ordering a more extensive 
clean-up. 1 Ca1.4th at 90. The Court disagreed: 

Though extensive and detailed, the HWCA purports only to be a "minimum 
standards" program and implies no general purpose to strip local entities of 

• 

• 

• 
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their traditional power to impose and specifically enforce land use 
regulations. 

The Regulations set minimum standards for closure plan methodology, but they do 
not prohibit the operator from submitting a more stringent closure plan .... A 
fortiori, they do not eliminate the possibility that enforcement of a local land use 
regulation might force the operator to submit, for state regulatory approval, a 
"partial closure" plan which exceeds minimum state standards. 

1 Ca1.4th at 95-96; see also City of Dublin v. County of Alameda, 14 Cal.App.4th 273, 
276 (1993) [17 Cal.Rptr.2d 845] ("Even if a legislative scheme is detailed and extensive, 
if it purports only to set minimum standards and implies no general purpose to deprive 
local entities of their traditional powers, preemption by implication will also not be 
found.") 

Moreover, although the state has adopted regulations governing the 
operation of timber harvesting near certain watercourses, there is nothing in the state 
regulatory scheme indicating an attempt to preempt local governments from regulating 
where timber harvesting may occur by adopting a zoning ordinance that restricts logging 
along riparian corridors. As the court held in Big Creek: 

Logging, even when conducted according to state regulations, may have some 
impacts properly addressed by the zoning authority. That the state has sought to 
reduce and control these same occurrences through general regulation does not 
preempt local zoning control, any more than the state and federal regulation of 
industrial air pollution would preclude a local zoning authority from relying on air 
pollution as a reason for excluding industrial plants from residential districts. 

31 Cal.App.4th at 427-28. Likewise, here, the existence of state regulations establishing 
certain protections for streams during the conduct of timber operations does not preclude 
the County from adopting a zoning ordinance that preserves riparian corridors intact and 
implements the County's authority to zone TPZ land for water and fish and wildlife 
management. 
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CONCLUSION 

In sum, nothing in the state forestry laws or regulations precludes the 
County from adopting the proposed riparian corridor ordinance. Under Big Creek, the 
County is permitted to adopt zoning ordinances outside the TP zone that specify where 
timber harvesting is appropriate. Moreover, state statutes expressly authorize the County 
to zone property designated TPZ for watershed and fish and wildlife habitat management. 
In light of the Legislature's reservation oflocal authority over such zoning matters, 
proposed section 13.10.'695 is entirely valid. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please contact Fran 
Layton or Dwight Herr, County Counsel, if you have any further questions concerning the 
preemption issue. 

Very truly yours, 

By: ~~.p~ 
SUSANNAH T. FRENCH 

Attorneys for County of Santa Cruz 

cc: Dwight Herr, County Counsel 

Attachments: 

1. Letter from Alvin D. James, Planning Director, County of Santa Cruz, to 
Patrick Rutten, National Marine Fisheries Service, regarding 2090 
Agreement with CDF for Coho (December 10, 1998). 

• 

• 

• 
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2. Letter from Dexter Ahlgren, President of the Board ofDirectors, San 
Lorenzo Valley Water District, to Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors, 
regarding Proposed Santa Cruz County Amendments to the California 
Forest Practice Rules (May 18, 1998). 

3. Letter from Christopher Berry, Watershed Program Coordinator, City of 
Santa Cruz Water Department, to Donna Bradford, County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department, regarding Proposed Santa Cruz County Amendments 
to the California Forest Practice Rules (April30, 1998). 

[P:\SANCR\CREE\STF042.COR] 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 

Coastal Commissioners 
Charles Lester, District Managef!U.j"c I... 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY: LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM MAJOR 
AMENDMENT NO. 3-98 Timber Harvest 

W11c 

July 2, 1999 

Your first hearing on this matter occurred on March 11, 1999. Because much time has 
elapsed since that hearing and because new commissioners have been appointed, staff 
is mailing to you the previous correspondence received on this subject. Included is 
correspondence that was an attachment to the staff report dated February 25, 1999. 
Also, included is correspondence that was received for the March 11, 1999 hearing. 
Most, if not all, of this subsequent correspondence was distributed at the hearing to 
Commissioners . 

We are mailing this correspondence only to you. If your alternate will be attending in 
your place, can you please forward this package to him or her? Thanks . 

C:\WINNT\Profiles\rhyman\Desktop\SCO LCP 3-98 timber cover ltr 7.2.99.doc 
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AMENDMENT NO. 3-98 

TIMBER HARVEST 

CORRESPONDENCE INCLUDED 
WITH STAFF REPORT DATED 

FEBRUARY 25, 1999 
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Law Offices of 

DENNIS J. KEHOE 
Law Corporation 

311 Bonita Drive 

Aptos, California 95003 
(831) 662-8444 FAX (831) 662-0227 

February 5, 1999 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

FEB 0 5 1999 

n~AUFOR~HA 
COP~e/AL COMMISSION 
CEN I HAL COAST AREA 

Re: Application of Santa Cruz, County, No. 3~98, Proposed Major Amendment 
to the Santa Cruz County LCP and Implementing Ordinances. 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

The undersigned represents Big Creek Lumber Company (Big Creek) and Homer (Bud) 
T. McCrary, the vice president of Big Creek. Big Creek and the McCrary family are long-time 
timberland owners and the operators of a mill in Santa Cruz County. Big Creek employs many 
County residents and provides financial benefits to land owners with timber resources, to local 
employees, and the County of Santa Cruz through the payment of timber yield taxes and 
property taxes. Most of the timber harvested by Big Creek in Santa Cruz County is processed 
locally in Big Creek's mill, with much of the lumber being used for various purposes throughout 
the County. Big Creek, locally owned, has been in business for more than half a century in 
Santa Cruz County. Furthermore, Big Creek owns more than 2,000 acres of timber resource 
lands in Santa Cruz County. Much of this acreage is located within the Coastal Zone in Santa 
Cruz County. Big Creek and Mr. McCrary have a great interest in the vitality of and access 
to the timber resources in ?anta Cruz County. 

As a matter of background, Mr. McCrary has served on a number of public commissions 
and committees including the Planning Commission and Timber Technical Advisory Committee 
for this County and the California District Timber Advisory Committee. He has also received 
a number of public awards including Fanner of the Year, San Mateo County, 1998; the Wildlife 
Conservation Award, by the Resource Agency California Department of Fish and Game, 1995; 
and the Forester of the Year Award by the Department of Forestry, 1991. 

Historically, Santa Cruz County has allowed commercial timber harvesting in zones such 
as A, RR, RA, and SU. Currently there are thousand of acres of non-TPZ timberland lands 
available for and capable of growing trees for timbering for commercial usage located in the 
Coastal Zone. Many land owners in Santa Cruz County including my clients acquired their 
properties in such areas with the reasonable investment backed expectation of being able to 
harvest their timber resources. Also, Big Creek has entered into and would, otherwise, enter 
contracts for timber with such land owners. Application 3-98 prohibits any timbering of such 

Correspondence to Coastal Commission 
February 5, 1999 
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e non-TPZ timberlands. 

I. 
THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT REQUIRES THE PROTECTION AND 

THE ENHANCEMENT OF TIMBER RESOURCES INCLUDING 
HARVESTING AS A COASTAL ORIENTED, PRIORITY LAND USE. 

Timber harvesting is an integral part of the economy and history of Santa Cruz County 
for more than a century. Second, timber harvesting will continue in response to the need for 
forest products by the growing population in California. 

Third, timber resources including harvesting is a primary natural resource of this State 
which must be promoted and encouraged in accordance with State laws. 

"Inasmuch as the planned production of trees is distinguishable from the 
production of other products of the soil only in relation to the time elapsing 
before maturity, the . production of trees shall be considered a branch of the 
agricultural industry of the State for the purposes of any law which provides for 
the benefit or protection of the agricultural industry of the State." (emphasis 
added) Food & Agricultural Code §22 

Moreover, the State Legislature has determined that California agriculture helps to feed the 
world -~nd fuels our economy. Agriculture provides one (1) out of every ten (10) jobs in 
California and our State has led-the nation in total farm production every year since 1948. Food 
& Agricultural Code §561(a) Furthermore, the Legislature has declared that it is in the public 
interest to enhance agricultural production in order to bring this industry to the high degree of 
efficiency evidenced in the other industries. Food & Agricultural Code §54032(b) In addition, 
agricultural commodities" include forest products. Food & Agricultural Code §58554 

Furthermore the State Legislature has determined that agriculture, as an important natural 
resource, must be encouraged and enhanced as a matter of State policy. For example, §1 of 
Statutes 1993, Chapter 812(SB850) provides, in part, as follows: 

"The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the following: 
(a) Agriculture is the State's leading industry and is important to 
the State's economy. 
(b) The continued productivity of agricultural lands in California 
is important in maintaining a healthy agricultural economy. " 
(Statutory Notes, Public Resources §21050) 

Thus, the preservation and enhancement of productivity of agricultural lands, including 
timberlands is an overriding legal imperative as declared by the State Legislature. 

Under the California Coastal Act, "the maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall 
be maintained in agricultural production to assure the production of the areas' agricultural 
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economy .... n Public Resources Code §30241 (All references to Code sections) unless otherwise A 
noted, are the Public Resources Code.) Further, the California Coastal Act mandates that "the • 
long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be protected .... " (emphasis added) §30243 

Application 3-98 of Santa Cruz County is legally insufficient with respect to 
environmental documents and, therefore, must be summarily denied by the Coastal Commission. 
Moreover, Application 3-98 is violative of State declared law and policy including the California 
Coastal Act. Among other items, the productivity of timberland resources is severally curtailed 
and adversely regulated by Application 3-98. 

A. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The County's PROJECTS encompass not only lands within the Coastal· Zone but also the 
entire jurisdiction of Santa Cruz County. An EIR is required whenever substantial evidence in 
the record supports a "fair argument" that significant impacts may occur. The 11 fair argument" 
standard creates a low threshold for requiring the preparation of an EIR. Sundstrom v. County 
of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 297, 310 A Negative Declaration is disfavored in that 
it has a "terminal effect" on the environmental review process. In Sierra Club v. County of 
Sonoma (1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1307, 1317-1318, the court stated: 

"A court reviewing an agency's decision not to prepare an EIR in 
the first instance must set aside the decision if the administrative 
record contains substantial evidence that a proposed project might 
have a significant environmental impact; in such a case, the agency 
has not proceeded as required by~ law. (citation) Stated another 
way, the question is one of law, i.e. 'the sufficiency of the 
evidence to support a fair judgment.' (citation) Under this 
standard, deference to the agency's determination is not 
appropriate and its decision not to require an EIR can be upheld 
only when there is no credible evidence to the contrary." 
(emphasis added) 

Here, Santa Cruz County is attempting to use a "Negative Declaration" with no mitigation 
conditions. Such a "Negative Declaration" s~bmitted to the Coastal Commission as a purported 
"environmental document" is legally insufficient to provide the environmental information 
required for the Coastal Commission to act in any other way than to deny the application. 

B. Coastal Commission. 

The County is the lead agency in this matter and has taken the first discretionary action. 
Further, the Coastal Commission's certification of the LCP is subject to CEQA's requirement. 
Public Resources Code §21080.9; 14 CCR §15265 

In addition to the foregoing, this LCP amendment submittal must include, among other 
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items, the proposed policies and standards related to the amendments to allow a review for 
"conformity with the requirements of the Coastal Act";. contain an analysis that "demonstrates 
conformity with the requirements of Chapter 6 of the Coastal Act''; and contain II environmental 
review documents 11 pursuant to CEQA requirements for the amendment to the LCP. 14 CCR 
§13552(b)(d)(e) Here, the Santa Cruz County has failed to do the necessary analysis; has not 
submitted the required environmental documents to the Coastal Conunission; and has failed to 
demonstrate conformity with the Coastal Act. Thus, County's application must therefore be 
denied. 

II. 
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE EFFECTS TO THE ENVIRONMENT WILL 

OCCUR AS A RESULT OF PROPOSED APPLICATION 3-98. 

A. Outdated County Timber Resource Map. 

The County has submitted, a1nong other document, a map entitled ~~Timber Resources" 
approved by the Board of Supervisors on May 25, 1994. The primary basis of the County map 
is the outdated 1974 PROS report prepared by Reberia & Sue. (Parks, Recreation, and Open 
Space) There are significant timber resources"not designated in the current submittal by the 
County with particular reference to the foregoing 11 Timber Resources Map." Furthermore, 
there are significant timberlands within the Coastal Zone that are not designated on the County 
TimbeP Resource Map and not zoned TP. For example, you are referred to the enclosed 
photograph of a map prepared from recent aerial photographs (1994); data from the United 
States Government, USGS; and County documents subsequent to 1995. The enclosed map 
delineates the Coastal Zone in the "North Coast" Area. A similar map will be delivered to you 
early next week upon completion of the same with respect to the "Bonny Doon 11 Area within the 
Coastal Zone. 

Referring to the enclosed map, there are large holdings by the State of California for park 
purposes including Big Basin State Park, the Wilder Ranch State Park, and the recently 
controlled Coast Land and Dairy properties. Excluding these public holdings, over one/third 
(33. 33%) of the existing timber resources in the North Coast Area, alone, are not designated 
as such on the out-of-date County 11 Timber Resource Map" and are not zoned TP, all of which 
are within the Coastal Zone and some of which is owned or controlled by Big Creek Lumber 
Company. 

Due to the proposal before the Coastal Commission, all of the areas referenced above 
(designated in red on the enclosed map) will be eliminated from timber production. This is 
diametrically contrary to the mandates of State law including, but not limited to, the California 
Coastal Act. The essence of the County application is to eliminate timber production and 
timberlands rather than protect "the long-term productivity of soils and timberlands." §30243 

B. The County's Ne2ative Declaration Is An Insufficient Environmental 
Document. 
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The County proposal impacts, adversely, the conduct of timber operations through A 
riparian corridor prohibitions, restriction of helicopter utilization for the removal of cut timber, -
and enacts cost prohibitive regulation of all private roads including logging roads. (As noted 
below, each one of these County regulations was included in County's recommendations to the 
State Board of Forestry for amendments to the State Forest Practice Rules.) All of the foregoing 
will eliminate significant State-wide timber resources; and adversely regulate the conduct of 
timber operations, all to the substantial detriment of declared State policies. Further, since 
significant timber resources cannot be harvested, the economy will be adversely affected and the 
lands will be converted, in due time, to residential uses. In essence, the County wants to 
squeeze timbering out of the County through excessive regulation and it wants the control in 
timbering, itself, rather- than the State Board of Forestry. 

Enclosed are the following exhibits, all of which confirm that there will be significant 
adverse impacts to the environment by this County project. The County has stubbornly refused 
to do anything other than issue a meaningless Negative Declaration. Had this been a private 
land owner and/or developer project, the lead agency clearly would have required the 
preparation of an EIR. Nevertheless, the County is blithely attempting to skate through 
requirements of CEQA. 

The exhibits ..are as follows: 

EXHIBIT A: Enclosed photo of the North Coast portion of the Coastal Zone. (The Bonny 
Doon area map will be submitted next week.) 

EXHIBIT B: Correspondence of Robert 0. Briggs, Rancho del Oso, Davenport, California, 
December 8, 1998. 

EXHIBIT C: Correspondence dated November 23, 1998, of Dr. Joe R. McBride, Professor 
of Forest Ecology in the Forest Science Division of the Department of 
Environmental Science, Policy, and Management and Professor of Landscape 
Ecology in the Department of Landscape Architecture at the University of 
California, Berkeley. Currently, he is the Chair of the Forest Science Division. 

EXHIBIT D: Correspondence dated September 23, 1998, of Dr. Walter Mark, Doctorate in 
Plant Pathology, Swanton Pacific Ranch, California State University, Cal Poly, 
San Luis Obispo. · 

EXHIBIT E: Correspondence dated September 17, 1998, of Mark Foxx, Certified Engineering 
Geologist and Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control. 

EXHffiiT F: Correspondence dated October 12, 1998, of Raymond M. Rice, Hydrologist and 
Registered Professional Forester. 

EXHIBIT G: Correspondence dated October 15, 1998, of Jeffrey Redding, Masters Degree 
Urban Planning with specialization in Environmental Planning and Resource 
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Management from UCLA. 

EXHIBIT H: Analytical Study dated October 22, 1998, of Mike Jani, Registered Professional 
Forester, Certified Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Specialist and 
Certified Archeological Surveys by the State of California. 

EXHffiiT I: Correspondence dated November 23, 1998, by Peter A. Twight, Registered 
Professional Forester. 

EXHIBIT J: Correspondence dated December 2, 1998, from Mark S. Rentz, Esq. Vice 
President, California Forestry Association, Environmental and Legal Af(airs. 

EXHIBIT K:Correspondence dated December 9, 1998, from James Greig, Registered 
Professional Forester. 

EXHIBIT L: Correspondence dated December 8, 1998, Central Coast Forest Association. 

All of the enclosures establish the fact that the County's project, Application 3-98, will 
clearly have an adverse impact on the environment including timber resources and .. the "long­
term productivity of timberlands. 11 §30243 An EIR analyzing these adverse effects must be 
prepared before the Commission can even consider this project. The Negative Declaration is an 
insufficient environmental document. 

III. 
PREEMPTION. 

The California Coastal Commission is an agency of the State of California as is the State 
Board of Forestry. There is preemption by law including §4516. 5 and §4516. 6. As inc;licated 
in subparagraph (f) of both sections, the State preemption does not apply to any timber 
operations on any land of less than three (3) acres and which is not zoned for timber land 
production. Nevertheless §4516.5(a) provides the County opportunity to make recommendations 
to the State Board of Forestry concerning the rules and regulations for timber harvesting and the 
conduct of timber operations. In the County's Application 3-98, Resolution No. 441-98, the 
County specifically admits as follows: 

"On June 3, 1998, the Board of Supervisors considered a report prepared by the 
Planning Department which recommended that the Board approve the proposed 
Forest Practice Rules and changes, directed staff to submit the Rules package to 
the Board of Forestry and directed staff and Supervisor Almquist to attend the 
Board of Forest hearing to represent the County.... The Board of Forestry on 
November 3; 1998, approved a number of the proposed Forest Practice Rules 
changes but did not approve those affecting riparian corridors, residential 
buffers, helicopter operations or the various rules regarding road 
construction, maintenance, or abandonment. . . . The Board of Supervisors 
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determines that the Forest Practice Rules adopted by the Board of Forestry are A 
not adequate to protect the environment and neighborhoods of the County, and W 
the Board intends to seek changes to the Forest Practice Rules as a means to 
reduce the impact of timbering on the environment and neighborhoods in the 
County .... " (Resolution No. 441-98) (emphasis added) 

The proper means of the County to object to the partial, but not total, adoption on 
November 3, 1998, of the County's recommendations by the State Board of Forestry is set forth 
in Goverrunent Code § 11350 which provides that a declaratory relief action may be filed by the 
County against the State Board of Forestry. The County is well aware of this procedure and has 
previously litigated the regulations with the State Board of Forestry. See County of Santa Cruz 
v. State Board of Forestry (1998) 64 Cal.App.4th 826 (Regulations upheld) 

Here, instead of litigating or working out its differences with the State Board of Forestry, 
the County is attempting an end run through the California Coastal Commission by Application 
3-98. Further, the County is attempting to regulate by Application 3-98 the conduct of timber 
operations for such items as "riparian corridors, residential buffers, helicopter operations, and 
the various rules regarding road construction, maintenance or abandonment." (County Resolution 
441-98, page 2, first paragraph), the very items the State Board of Forestry said no to on 
~November 3, 1998. The California Coastal Commission must respect the preemption of the 
State Board of Forestry and extricate itself from this County circumvention by denying the 
County's application. 

Should you or your staff have any questions concerning the foregoing, please contact the 
undersigned at your earliest convenience. The Bolllly Doon Area map for the Coastal Zone will 
be delivered to you next wee~. 

DJK:jlc 
Enclosures 
c: California Coastal-Commission, Attn: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000, San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
Board of Supervisors of Santa Cruz County 
Rick Hyman, Coastal Planner, California Coastal Commission, 

Santa Cruz Office (Hand Delivered) 
Office of Attorney General, Attn: John Davidson, Deputy Attorney General 
State Board of Forestry 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
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LIST OF EXHIBITS TO CORRESPONDENCE TO 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION dated February 5, 1998 

from Dennis J. Kelioe, Attorney at Law 

EXHffiiT A: Enclosed photo of the North Coast portion of the Coastal Zone. (The Bonny 
Doon area map will be submitted next week.) 

EXHIBIT B: Correspondence of Robert 0. Briggs, Rancho del Oso, Davenport, California, 
December 8, 1998. 

EXHIBIT C: Correspondence dated November 23, 1998, of Dr. Joe~· McBride, Professor 
of Forest Ecology in the Forest Science Division of the Department of 
Environmental Science, Policy, and Management and Professor of Landscape 
Ecology in the Department of Landscape Architecture at the University of 
California, Berkeley. Currently, he is the Chair of the Forest Science Division. 

EXHIBIT D: Correspondence dated September 23, 1998, of Dr. Walter Mark, Doctorate in 
Plant Pathology, Swanton Pacific Ranch, California State University, Cal Poly, 
San Luis Obispo. 

EXHIBIT E: Correspondence dated September 17, 1998, of Mark Foxx, Certified Engineering 
Geologist and Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control. 

EXHffiiT F: Correspondence dated October 12, 1998, of Raymond M. Rice, Hydrologist and 
Registered Professional Forester. 

EXHIBIT G:Correspondence dated October 15, 1998, of Jeffrey Redding, Masters Degree 
Urban Planning with specialization in Environmental Planning and Resource 
Management from UCLA. 

EXHIBIT H: Analytical Study dated October 22, 1998, of Mike Jani, Registered Professional 
Forester, Certified Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Specialist and 
Certified Archeological Surveys by the State of California. 

EXHffiiT I: Correspondence dated November 23, 1998, by Peter A. Twight, Registered 
Professional Forester. 

EXHIBIT J: Correspondence dated December 2, 1998, from Mark S. Rentz, Esq. Vice 
President, California Forestry Association, Environmental and Legal Affairs. 

LIST OF EXHIBITS TO CORRESPONDENCE TO 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION dated February 5, 1998 

from Dennis J. Kehoe, Attorney at Law 
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LIST OF EXHffilTS TO CORRESPONDENCE TO 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION dated February 5, 1998 

from Dennis J. Kehoe, Attorney at Law 

EXHffilT K: Correspondence dated December 9, 1998, from James Greig, Registered 
Professional Forester. 

EXHIBIT L: Correspondence dated December 8, 1998, Central Coast Forest Association. 

LIST OF EXHIBITS TO CORRESPONDENCE TO 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION dated February 5, 1998 

from Dennis J. Kehoe, Attorney at Law 
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_ .. ·. SubJect!. Testimony re: DecemberS, 1998 hearing· on Santa Cruz C'?unty timber harvest. 
· policy · · -·~.-=. · ~ · ~ - -..~: :~~D -=--~; l~~ c; .:::·~~ : 
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On several Occ-asions including as an·attachment to comments bY. Big Creek Lumber Company. my 
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sd~ntific: repoft shov-r1ng hydrologic_ consequences of foresfgrowm in Wadden Valley over the past six 
. ""... . ""';.•:._ - . ' . " ... . ~ . ..... ~ ';. .. . ... _ . . .... . ~ - ~ . .. . 

de"C~d"es ~s be~~ p;es~nt~d to_.the~c6unt:{ P.lanntng.Comniis;iorl and the B~d·ci Supelvisors:· A staff 
-. - -:>.. · ".. : ~ .:~ .. ~ _::.::_ ... .:. ....;: ·~7~--- .. :~--~~.., " ... ~ :. .... :-.:,- -: .. -·. -~ .... ·;:~ ............. ~. -· · -·- __ .,·-....... ~ ~...:; .. --:;"" ~ · ••vt.. ~~.;:-.:;:- ::=.::" ::.:r:.:.:-"";.'";.;.; t?:..-..;..·.::.; 

. ,ar:~.~~i~. ?f ~~jbe£f~Jci~;!t~!~~~~~~ ~e~d~~$.-o~~~~Jfr.~-~i.~~e~~-~-~~-t~ ~~ fi~~~~~-~~nq:~~~~ly 
c;ttribt.~~~~ ~e err?neous interpretation to County Hydrologist, Bruce Laclehrg~u·ewfto h·ad not seeri my · 

repar{_'Sta.rr:?. ITI.i_~!~ading.paragr_ap_~ .. h_ad. in.fa9 -~~[}written by Mark Deming Wh.o is not'a hydroJo"gist" 
- ·- ... ,. ,..,_; .-.3:'~~-- ..... • .... ........ ::- ·: .1 .. -·. • i - ... - w ..... :., .. ~ .;... ... _ .. ~ ~ .. ··"' ~"";;~· .. ~ _:...: :~ ;.,.;:. ~ ~-"* .:.~~ .. - .. :..:.~ ... ~-·.~! 

laclergue was. ~~ked~td edit t[le paragraph ~th~J!t having_se~l'"!;t~e·report_ ~?r Q~efl.!f}fOrm~d oi it's 
subJe~L _ ~~~j~;~,z-~~\~:.~,~:~·:\-::~~-~-·-.·~~--':~Y-~·:·;.~~-~7~~;- :·;~-~~;_:·"~ :~-:.;~-=-tE =~~-~:. ~# ~ ~<7-=·- · • 
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- ·._.::: - ~· .•. . ::.· ;. . ~ . • .".. .. ~ ....... · -:r .... • - ~;....!~ ~:....--... ~--'- ·,.:.._ .. :~t ':'-~~ ~· ~ l"·~~~ Ls-·i.: !' .. .:..; 

After reading my ~epo_rf ~r., laClergueini6~~a_E.:u~ntlat f!~ i~-l~·-~a.si~-~~~2~~-~ fl)Y ~ndings_and-_: 

<ip~Jogized for·\~~~~~~~f~~~~fu~.: ··::''~;.-',; ''~'-~i!~~ :~~~;:~:];;,··~:~' ,:_ '' ; ;,~'d~ '"';~ ~ 
. . 

. . .~. > . . - . . . . . .,..-- .. · -, .. -"·' -------· ';\-;;-'- : ~· ....... :~~- .· -· ~,c._ ~_.-:-:: ·":"- -"":'"·;'·' 
COnclusion!.;:. I should like to restate my serioLis~ eoncem. Surface wate_rs.(at least iri the Wadden 

• - • - ~"!!' .. ; .... • ... "'!:'.. •• • ....... .. - . * 

waters~ed and probably in most Santa Cn1z Mountains vralers~eds)·are reduced significantly during the 

late summer months as fo·rest cover increases. Wadden may, in the ne.xt fe\\1 decades, become a. 

~easonal stream with s~rious ~o~sequences to anadromous fish coloni-es. Th~--1~ ~~ ~erious .:-... :.-._ ·) 

environmental concern and an understanding of the phenomenon is essential to responsible fo.restcy 

policy decisions. 

'The dismissal by' county staff of my hydrologic 'conclusions and the fallacious attribution of the dismissal 

to the county hydrologist js irresponsible and I believe an objectively researched Environmental Impact 
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._I Board of Supetvisors 
· Santa Cruz COUii.ty 
Governm~nt Center 
70 1 Ocea:i Street .·. 

_ :~ ~2llta Cruz, CA 95060 

~. :~~.:_-~:--~: ~ · ._-~i.~_ D~_ S upenrfsors:. :.· . ·. 

Joe R. McBride 
1511 Allston Way 

Be-~F:eleyr· CA 94783 

November 23, 1998 

-~·-.:~-~-~:~:-~~~-.-~~---·:>:::', ,· --~>-~-This-i€~~ris to e>-:press my concern over the pro?QS=d changes in 
::~ ... ~~--~- . --:-·county ()rdi.Iiince"s and zoning whlch scl to l.i.tcit timber harYesting in Santa 
· --~'":~~~- ~ _ -:_ -:~- Cruz County. I am.·oppo~~ to these ch:anges bec:ause of the impact tbey would 
-_ -~ .. ::·,, : .. ,·.·_have on_ the timber resource$ _of tb.e COU!lty~ the lack of an appropr:~e 
_.-,.:.:;_. ___ -_ --~-_;:-:- environmental -revi6v of their potential impact, '2...Tld their restrictions on th~ 
·- · .. ·- .-~~-_-_-conduct of operations whlcb are governed by s-....ate regula.?.ons. My C'O:tcerns 
.: --_- · _·- _· over ~ese issues are based on my kno-wledge and ex"Perience in forestry and 
·-:- . · -~ · . ; land u~e plannL11g in California a:Jd my arrendan.ce at Santa Cruz Tllil.~er 

·- - .:>Technical Advisory Commlnee oeeting in 199i and 1998. I am a Professor of 
· ... ·-~:Forest Ecology in the Forest: Sdence Div'...sion of the Department of 

- · -~- En0.ronmental Science, Policy, and Management and Professor of L2..ndscape 
.. : &"'""logy in the Depa.rtt:Jent of !.2.ndscape Architecture at the U:liversit)' of . 

. Califru::n.fa. I currently se..rve as Chair of the Forest Sde.nce Division-

- ·· · ~ · It 1s my conclu.sion that the proiosed chE.nies ln. county ord.i.nances and 
zoning will affect timber res-ources in Santa G-uz county~ The restriction$_ 

·· ·proposed by these ·ordi:1ances and zonln.g changes will elli:n.in.ate Ite timber 
supply from that portion of rh.e COU!lty w~er! these changes apply. 1-r v..ill, 
fu.rr...he.rrcorel have a ripple effect in red!lct.ng timber production from me 
adJacent Timber Producg.on Zone.- America is a net importer of forest products, 
many of whlch are har.-vested in foreign cc'l.liltries where environ.rn.ental 
~gulations are minimal, .if non-e:.:dsten.L Vvben we fail to properly m~nage 
and utilize our t.l.mber resow-ces, we off-loading onto forest ecosy-stem.S in 
·ather countries a -d.em..aild for foresr procbcts ~-hlch bas had. and continues to 
have devastating effects on these forest ecosystems. I think it is time for us to 
recognize the co.nsequences that local r=striction of :Omber harvesting \\-ill 

·. have. forests outside of our local are:a. To borrow a phrase in common 
. currency tn Santa Cruz county, •Jt is ti.r:n~ to think globally and an lxaUy• . 

. . My second concern is .,.,..·itb the lad:. of appropriate en...,.1:-ronmentcl 
so-utiny that v.-as given to the propos~d ch.an.ges in county ordinances and 

· zoning. The negative dedara.tioo issued conc~-nblg these cba.t1ges disrega.J'cis 
the positive ·environmental benefirs proper forest haJVes:ing can have on the 
forest where natural processes, such as pe.....;.odic natural fires) ba.ve been 
eliminated to protect human safety. The negative declarz:d.on also fa:.Is to 
recognize the ex-urban grovtth promoti!li cons-equences of the proposed 
changes in county ordinances and zoning. lt is my opinion, baJec on my 
observations in other coastal counties m California. where timber harvesting 
has been r~;stricted, that the pre>p-osed changes will ni.:nu.!ar2 further 
residential construction. The imp~ts of this deYelopment weR not pr-operly 
addressed in the issuing of the negative declaration. · -· 
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1'-!y last concern has to do with tb.e use of location:al criteria ~o limit the 
CO:lduct: of operations b the ha!vestin.g and management of forest properties 
in the coll.nty. The Stare of Ca11fornia., through its Forest Practice Acts h.as 
giveri authority over t"le conduct of op::ration.s to the State Bc~-d of Forestry. 
The proper. l-\"aY to adjust or amend ru!es concernlng the rondu.ct of operations 

1 is through petitioning the State Board of Forestry for the adoption of specific 
rues to gov·e.rn forest h.arvesting in the c .. r:.1nty. I am a""a.re that an attempt to 
establish certain rules fur Santa. Cruz cou."'!ty recently failed before the State 
Board. That should not be: in:erpreted to mean tbat t~e proccs.s ~as been 
forever terminated. The Board of Forest.ry has expressed it concerns 'h'ith the 
proposed rule package, but continu.es to be hilling to work with the county to 
develop a workable set of rules:. In my oplnio~ control of conduct of ti.t:J.ber 
harvesting operations by rJ.les should cont:In.u.e to be pu.:.""'Sued t:u"ough 
appropriate channels ra!hcr than through the use of locaticnal criteria. 

I ask your co:o.sldera.tion in these marten. Your responsibility as 
members of the Board of Supen."isors ism all of me dtizer..s of the county and 
to the .future of the cou:rry. I h:,pe tha:t you ttill weigh the long term 
ramifications of these proposed changes in county ordinances and zoning on 
all of the people i.n the county 2.1'1d the future role of the forests in the county . 

--
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Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

j-: .. ' ..... :; ... : - ·-.. ~ . ... . 
. - . 

~ · Swanto;n Pacific ~nch 
299 Swanton Road 

Davenport, CA 95917 
(408) 427-1718 I Fax (408) 459-6956 

September 23, 1998 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 
.. 

i-ani writing this letter to point out some significant env.ironmenllll impacts of the ·· · 
proposed forest practice rules for Santa Cruz County and the proposed zoning alternatives . 
modifying the zoning designations where timber harvesting is ~owed. These proposals 
will ~use an environmenllll problem where stands of Monterey pine exist in the nol}hern 
portion of Santa Cruz County along the coast This portion of the County contains 

·portions of the native Ano Nuevo stand of Monterey pine. Many of these stands occur on 
parcels zoned, CA, A.;_ and SU. 

As you are aware, Monter~y pine and other species, such as knobcone pine, are affected 
by pitch canker. This disease poses a very serious threat to the native Monterey pine . 
stands, which are Iiri:rlted in distn'bution. Monterey pine shows a Very low resistance 
level, in terms of the proportion of individuals resistant to the disease. One of the best 
.ways to protect the future. stands is to harvest selectively and to ·obtain large numbers of 
seedlings as natural reproduction. This allows the ·disease to work in the reprod~ction 
and to have resistant individuals that survive form a new stand. .· 

Without the disturbance fro~ logging or other factorS, such as fire, to provide an 
adequate seed bed, the Monterey pines do not reproduce well With the death of large 
numbers of trees in the existing stands and the lack of disturbance to pi-ovide for a seed. 
bed, reproduction in natural stands does not normally occur, and the stands will · · · · =· 

ultimately be replaced by brush and hardwood species. The ability to manage these . 
stands ~o obtain natural regene~tion appears to be important to their continued survival. 

. ' . 

ir .. · · 
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Board of Supervisors _ 
September 23, 1998 
Page Two 

I am a member of the Pitch Canker Task Force and have a doctorate in plant pathology. I 
am the manager of Swanton Pacific Ranch, which includes a large stand of native 
11onterey pine on CA zoned land. We had planned a timber harvest in this stand in 1998 
to reduce the level of pitch canker and to obtain regeneration while an adequate seed 
source is still available. This harvest was precluded by the actions of the Board of 
Supervisors to modify the forest practice rules and the zoning. 

Sincerely, 

i)~~ 
Walter R. Mark 
Director 
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TO: ~Cruz:.-~, Bottd of Supen'ison 
. 701 Oeeao Street 

I SUit~ Cruz; CA 95060 

F.R OM.: :M.a:rk F o:o: 
1400 Sun M~.:maln Rod 
Felton, CA 95018 

Deu Coumy Superti.sori: 

l 2!ll a ~year residezt of ~ C"":l:t Coun:y. My fa.m:.1y Owt!B 17i s.cres of!?Z lmd 
in Pelton 'Where we live.. I am a Ceni5:d EngZ:eerlog ~logis:t azd a CezW.ed }7o~ in 
~Won~~~ ud h!.ve ~in Stma Cr~ O,..mty professio-~ in the$.e fields 
~ 1982 I btve rer~ the l!m3l ~for j'CCl1' ~ ~ to Sectioo. 13.10.695 of the 
Ct:iJmy Code. It it !!tJ fJt' 'retSooaJ ~ 1:b!: ~ of tr=:.s nom ecti:vc or n:o:::tt lardW• atCZ;$ 

. is~~ and rtS.lh:s m posmve e![\o~ ~ Sucll remOT~ ~ gtOlog;c 
- ~ ~ ~ .t:>d iraeases ~ ~- Your~ 13.10.695 prob:ibhs timber 

harvesting in tbe:s.! ~ w:itbxlt ~ cl ~-e 1egiiiatet Sign!&:r.t E.n:vir~ 
lmp-aets.. . The Inrlal Study .ibr tl:;ese onfular<::e mc."J'igt5 fhl.t.eiy. jo..frc:a:tt:s tlm ~ 'W'Jl be to 

~tal~from.~~ 
~ c:ai1 my office ni-:,t ~ ~ {t31) ill-1770. 

/, 
/ 

I 
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BOARD OF SlJPER\'ISORS 
Coun.ty of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz.: Ca 950 

. . 
Dear 1.-fembers of the Board: 

-+4 Robert Court East 
A.r~t:l, CA 95521 

12 October 1998 

_\t the request of Big Creek Lumber Company I have re·viewed your Propose-d 
. .:\.mendments to the California Forest Practice Ruies .and the reb.ted county Ordln.ance. I am 
c.o:cc-emed that some of !he proposed micro-rr~ement of forest pw.ctices may run afoul of the 
•Iaw of unintended consequences~'. Before explaining why I hold this opinion let n1e tell you 
something of myseJf so thlt you mayjndge my qu:ili:fic:rt:ions to ach.i.se you. 

. I h...ry-e been in·vclved ufwaterihed marl.agement resear.;h for 42 3:ears: 33 year.s with the 
Pacific Southwest Research Station and as a private consultant since ret.iri..ng from the Forest 
Service nine years ago (Cuniculum Vitae is attached). !vfy area of cxpertL~ is in the effects of 
forest ~ement activities on streamflow and ( espee..a.lly) sedimentatioiL On four occasions I 
have been asked to advise owners of forest land in your . .COunty and in Sam :M:ateo County 
concerning erosion and sediment .problems. I have also· conducted 12 smdies on private and public 
timber lands in other parts of the state. 

The effect of disturbances to a steep forested en"\ironmeD.t: such as is typical of much of 
the hinterland of your county, is the result of a complicated mixture vegetation, so~ geology, 
geo.morphdlogy and weather: in addition to the nature of the disturbance irsel£ Unforrunately~ we 
have little control over those processes. They combine in a somewhat different manner on each 
site. Furth.erniore. since the weather is th.e immediate drivirur force of anv flood flow or sedL."'D.ent 

J ~ * 
discharge it is very difficult to know if a given event is unusual or "lYnat a water~eds natural 
response would be. Background sediment rates are kno~n ~ith any accuracy only ·.m intensively 
monitored research watersheds. For example the Caspar Creek E.."tperime~tal Vlatersheds have 46 
station-1·ears of data under undisturbed conditions yet the average annual sediment discharge is 
only known to-an accuracy of plus or minus 22'?.~. This uncertainty is the result of the fact that 
flows OCC~lllg only one percerit:Qf the time transport 81 percent of the total sediment (Rice et aL 
1979). As a result of this inherently high variability the background sediment production of less 
intensively monitored watersheds is even more uncertain. 

. By stipulating management actions to such great det:iil I fear tha(your proposed roles ""ill 
discourage correct re5ponses to unique situations. Some opera tors will react as one I met some 
years ago who said, "I couldn't do it right, so I did it legaL" To be sure, you allow exceptions but · 
the complexity and detail of your prescriptions will likely deter all but the most determined and 11 

.ihnovative. .A..ssuming that the protection of water quality and aquatic resources is one of your 
objectives, let me site a few examples where your rules may h.ave a deleterious effect 
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TI1e very· stringent standards that you propose for new roads may discourage new roads 
and encourage the continuing use of old roads, many of which were poorly designed and located. 
Th~y were often near stream channels ·where any road-related erosion has the greatest opportunity 
to reach the stream. Roads so localed favor tractor yarding. The increasingly expensive suriacings 
tied to gradient on permanent roads may lead to the use of seasonal and loVv·er sta..t,da.rd (but longer 
since they at a lower grade) roads. In one of my studies I found that seasonal roads had 20(}'6 more 
erosion per acre of right-of-way than larger permanent roads (.McCashion and Rice, 1983). 

The provision of no-cut corridors on Class I, Class II: and esoeciallv Oass ill watercourses 
~ill discourage cJ.ble yarding. This too ";\-ill fa·vor tractor yarding and more sediment 

I presume that the restrictions on helicopter yarding are aimed at noise abatement goals. 
They appear to me to go beyond ~rhat is necessary to achieve that objective. However, that is not 
my area of e:\'Pertise. I do know something about erosion from timber harvesting. Heli~opter 
)"'arding makes it possible to ret--ieve logs from a forest ~ith the least disturbance to the site. 

Restrictions such as yon propose may: if adopte~ lead to more not less erosion and 
sedlmentation. .. A..s I noted above they foster tractor yarding th~ least ti..esired memod in most cases 

-.from an erosion or sediment point of·view. Beyond thai they likely will foster the con\.·ersion of 
timber land to urban uses. That could be the worst outcome. Dr. LlL.ia Leopold, one of the 
nation's premier hydrologists, has sai~ "Of all land-used changes affecting the hydrology of an 
area, urbanization is the most forceful." (Leopold 1968). Demonstrating that poin~ \Volman and 
Sellick (1967) found sediment rates from urban areas ir(:\.tf~;iand were 10 to 100 times greater 
than those from mainly natural areas. Something sinn1ar likely occu,.-s in California Quite apart. 
from ~sedimentation effect5: the increase of impervious area that aCJ?ompanies the urbanization of a 
watershed increases runoff which ma:y cause do"'nstream flooding and -;yilJ. almost certainly 
destabilize stream channels leading to additional sediment yield, 

I hope yon will give these thoughts of mine careful consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

Ravmond M Rice. Hvdroloci.st - , ., """"" 

Registered Professional Forester No. 394 

I; 

------------~--~-H_,_s_rr~.~L.~~ 
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CURR!CULUH VIT.~ 

Personal Dc:ta 

Nama - Rc.yU'\ond :vi. ·Rice 

2. Educaticna1 Backoround 

a. Colleg~ Degrees 

1951 B.S., Montana State Univar3ity !Or.:s~ry 

1961- M.S., University of California {3erke:3y) 
For.:st .. cv 

1951-56 

1956-60 -

Forester 0:1 

Sierra and Cl~veland Nationa: - . : c·r2 s~ s. 

Forester (Fore~t GS-9, and 

GS-11, PSW Station, Berkeley. R~~~onsible for 
?1_ann.1ng ancl executing re.sea=cr~ .i:1. S:;Jow-pa.ck 
m~:1agemen~ .::..:1 relation tea ::tan.=.g:~.::::: oz fc.rest 
.s~ancs. 

:960-63 - Resesrch Fcrest~r (Wat~rshsd Ma~=;~ment) and 
?roject Leader, GS-12, PSW St=ti~~, Glendora, 
Calif. Responsible for all watershed 

1963-71 Ro.__~~-~_rc"n ~n_r~-~r·~--r (~~tors~e~ M~-~-ement) ·or 
_.. ~\ooool. - .. ,... - 11'1....,..._._._ .1! ;..,.., ··-··-·~ . ' :." ! -

Eydrclagis::, .::.~d Prcjs·:::t Le.:.de.:-r GS-13, PSW 
Station, Gle~dora, Calif. R==~n~~ih1=· ~~r 

.. - - ... - - .. - - ,._ - ..., - ..,.! -

p!'oblem analyses and plc.nni~g a;:.:i =xect:tion of 
\-iate!"she(i mc.nagement resea1:cl-.t i:-~ :: .. c~untcins of 
southern California, with. em;:h:=.:is en flood 
hydrolog-y. 
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1971-73 

1973-82 

Hydrologist, Proj~ct Lead~r, GS-14, PSW 
California. ?-e.spor:sible 

for c.nalyses c.nd pl:::..nr1ing and 
sxecution of watershed manage~ent r~search in 
mountains of southern Califor~ia, with 
.::monas is on FOst-fire ero2ion and 
.r~hcbilitation o£ burned watersheds. 

Supervisory Eydrolo9ist, and Project Leader, 
multi-fu~ctio~al research work unit, Processes 
.n..ffecting M::.nagement of Pacific Cca.stal 
::crests 0:1 Unstable La:1d.:, .:a..rcata, California. 

1982-89 - nydrologistr GS-15, Effects of Forest 
!·1anagemer:.t en Hills lope Processes, ?ishery 
z:~eSOl..lrt::~s, ar:d Stre~u En·vironrnent.:. I:-! ;;harga 
a~ s~ucies o~ the Casoar Creek ~X?erimental 
Watersheds ~n~ survey studies o~ tt~ ero3io~al 
effect3 of logging and forest ro~Cs. 

L2boratory as a volunte-er and {:c·n~ults -..vith .. 
various p~ivate organizations. 

, 
3. P:-cfessiona1 .2\ctiv~ ties .:::nd :R.ecoc:1i tion 

1. Honors and k~ards 

Me!rl.ber of academic hcr;.c.::- ,!;OC:;.e-c:l.ss: ··Sigma Xi 
Xi Sigma Pi {Fore.stryj, ?hi S1.g:na {Bioloq_f) r Kappa Tau 
(Scholastic) . 

Co-recipient of the 1990 Francis H. Raywcnd Award for 
" , -- . t . ,., .. ''h re.searcn or r:ores-.: :::.anagemen on ur;s::~.c..!...e -;:erra.:.n, -w·nJ.cJ.. 
has incre~sed our understanding of the p~ocesses that 
contribute to mass ercsion and degracaticn of aq~atic 
habitat." 

Na~ed P~w Outstanding Scientist in 
ach.ievemen t in all -::;::,r;.ases of wildland hydrology 
research." The incurr~ent was one of twc recioients of 
this award during the first year of its existence. 

Recipient of the Japan Society for the Promotion of 
Science Fellowship in 1985. Lectured-a:1d studied at the 
Laboratory of Erosion Co;Jtrol, Departme::t of Forest.ry, 
Kyoto Univer~ity. 1 

• 
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L' D-~-anta~l·ons • - .:.. 1\::!5 -·.- I.. •• 

a. socie~ies: 
.... , 
.l.J.. .. 

b. Offered papers before scienrific socisties: 17. 

c. Presentations at t~chnical conferences, workshops, 
etc.: 25. 

3~ Societv and Co.rnroittee ?a-tic1;;.=.t~on 

a. 

. ·::;;. 

c. 

societies: 

.U.me:-ican G-::ophysi::c.l vr:ion 
Soc.:Lety of S.:·;;n·= Xi 

Society of ?.rnerican Foresters, lS6.S-l966. 
•.'.2\; , .... h-i r':"'"i::::r'l ~0~,7-~e.-:-~ f"'::::i~ -Fr..r'!""'~::::. C~r-;-i C·7"' C::o.-i =.fo-·· '-'.-.c.-.. ....... .:..&:.~J. ... r ._.. ~ ..... _ _._,.;,.,t '-',_, __ ..... .._ .. _ .... __ ~-- .... -- ·-t ._.. '-----:l 

- :n. · - · - -c--- 1C'"..., ~r:.~.rner~:;an :cre=,:er.s, .!...,·b~J_--~o:. _ . 
Nar.2.ona.L Progra.11 :chc.J..rrns.n, :::.ocl.e-cy c.r .~-ner.:Lc.=.n (3) 
Foresters, l970. 

{ 4) P.rogra.u Chair:nar;, Hydrolog-_i Sesticn ~iest~rn 

National Mee::ing, }l..:.ueric.~n Ge~physic.=.l U:1i.on, 
1973-1976. 

,,...) 
\.::> Working ?arty ChaiDnan, . IUFRO 

51.04-04: . Erc:ion Co~trol 

Managemen~. 1981-1986 

ti.:)rking Party· 
~y ~'~ate.r shed 

{6) Subject Group ~~acer, IUFRO Subject Group 
51.04: Pr~ventio~ of Torre~t 
and Mud Flo¥-... s, Snow· Damage, 
1987 - 1990. 

E.::csion, Floods 
and Jl.valancr.ies. 

Cornrni t tee 

{ 1} 

( 2) 

{ 3) 

Policy Coi:'.I!'littee, So1..!thern Califcr:1ia Section, 
Society of ft~erica~ Forester, 1965-1973. 
Policy Corr~itteer Jedediah S2ith Chapter 1 

Northern California Section. Society of 
P~erican Foreste~s, 1974-1975. 
Chairman, National Task · Fo!"ce on Water 
Quality.~ Society of AJnerica:1 
1975-1976. 

Foresters, 
I I 
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' ...... a. · Professional Registration: 

Registered Professional Forester, State of 
California: license No. 394. 

4. Pcrticioation and technical conferences, workshoos, 
etc. 

Orginized or assisted in the organization and 
conduct of 6 scientific s~~posia. 

Consultations 

Advised 10 governmental and private entities 
concerning erosion, sedimentation and hydrologic 
cor:.sequences . of logging, rca·:: construction, and 
.fire. 

assignments advi=ing or conducting· research 
?ederal, Stata, and local gover~uent enti ~~ 

for 
as 

well as private and 

7. Un; versi tv Invo1 ve!De!it - ?he inc't.l!ilbent is preser-:.tly a!"! 
adjunct professor on the faculty of H~boldt S~ate 
0niversity. In the past decade he has servec on 5 
other faculties ~s a me:r..ber· or 

committees 
ch::ir cf 19 · · 

and 5 Ph4D n1aster' s canC.ic1at:.s 
co:m..rni ttees. In additio~ to giving occasional 
lectures to soils, fire management, and watershed 
classes, the incn~~e~~, during spring quarter 1978, 
taught .... graduate level course~ Fundat-nentals of 
Research, in the School of Natural ·Resources, 

· Hu.Jnboldt State University and. in 1990 taught a 
similar course 22 the School of Busi~ess 
Administration. Th=ee times since 1979, the 
incumbent s2d his staff taught graduate level 
cct:rses on e.=csior;.a2. processes and :nanagement of 
e=osion in forested areas of the Pacific Coast. 

The inctL.rnbent le·-:=tured on hydrologic models, 
processes and systems and statistical methods and 
probability theory in hydrology ·as part of a short 
course on Statistical and Probabilitv Analv.sis of 

- ... I I 
Hycrologic Systems cond~cted by the School of 
Engineering, California State University, Los 
.P-.n g e 1 e .s , 19 7 2 . 
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c .. Reoortinc of Research Results 

.;:. . Publications: Ser1ior or sole author of 52 sci en ic 
papers; junior author of 27 papers. 

b. Translation 

Shimizu, 
mountain 
P..ma }:;Jsa 
6 
Rice. 

Toshio ar.d Yoshihara Ko~o. 1976. Studies on 
devastc.:tion by heavy re.i:ns in July, 1972, on 

District. Bull. C~v. For. Exp. Sta. No. 280, p. 
Translat by Jos.:;ch B. ?..rata and Raymond H. 

/I 

EXHIBIT ..E._ , Page !:.. of .a_ 



·\· '. 

,# . -- .......... 

• 

• ·. 

October 15, 1998 

Dennis Kehoe, Esquire 
311 Bonita .Drive· 
Aptos, Califop:lla 95003 

Dear 11r.' Kehoe: 

Jeffrey Redding, AICP 
2423 Renfrew Street 

Napa, California 94558 

I have been employed as a professional land use and environmental planner, working 
·both for local governments and in the private sector for some 22 years. I have a Master's 
Degree Urban Planning, wi.th a specialization in environmental planning and resource 
management, from UCLA. I am also trained iri landscape architecture. 

During the course of my professional career, I have had an opportunity to J;"eview many 
proposed ordinances, associated initial studies and a variety of environmental docttments. 
It was in this capacity that I vias asked to review the proposed ordinance currently 
pending before the Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors relating to timber harvesting. I also 
had an opportunity to review·the Initial Study prepared for that ordinance. Based upon 
this review, I believe that the Initial Study does not provide adequate information for the 
Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors to make an informed decision on the significant or 
potentially significant effects of adopting the proposed oi-dinance~ Many of the 
statements in the Initial Study are conclusionary without the necessary facts to support 
the conclusion. For example) on page 5 of the Initial Study concludes under Section C 
Biotic Factors section: 

"The proposed ordinance amendments, especially those that require road 
surfacing and riparian buffer in all timber harvests, will aid [emphasis added] in 
the recovery of Coho salmon, California red-legged frog, and steelhead, trout by 
decreasing erosion and sedimentation in streams. This is a beneficial impact" 

There is no evidence in the Initial Study which supports this conclusion. Arguably, the 
paving of roads could adversely affect the habitat value of the stream corridor by 
increasing the rate of run- off into the stream and by channeling heavy metals, associated 
mth brake liming and oil drippings, into the stream. A second example on page 3 of the 
Initial Study concludes under section A., Geologic Factors: 

"The proposed ordinance ... will likely reduce the potential impact of timber 
harvesting on geologically upstable slopes . due to the reduction in the number of/ 1 

properties where timber harvesting V?ill be allowed ... " 

EXHIBIT Page _L of ;5_. 
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Dennis Kehoe/SantaCruz Timber harvest Ordinance 
October 15, 1998 

In fact, nothing in the Initial Study supports this conclusion. The reader and the decision 
maker is left with the impression after reading the Initial Study that adopting and 
implementation of this ordinance not only has no significant or potentially significant 
effects but will in fact benefit the environment The facts just aren~t present to reach 
either, of tb.e~e conclusions. 

A final example is within Section B, Hydrologic Factors on page 4 of the Initial Study: 

"The.proposed ordinance amendnlents are intended to decrease erosion from 
private roads by requiring road surfacing on all new roads. The establishment of 

. a riparian buffer zone for all timber harvesting will allow sediment to be traPped 
within the buffers before it can reach streams'' ., 

_Ibis conclusion may or may not be true but there is certainly no evidence to support the 
conclusion in the Initial Study: In fact, erosion may in fact be increased by the paving of 
roads since erqsion rates depends upon many factors, including the rate of\vater run-off, 

. the slopes between the paved road and the stream in question, and the type of soil and soil 
cover over which the concentrated water will run. The point is that without the evidence 
to support these kind of broad generalizations, the decision-maker cannot make an 
informed conclusion about the environmental effects that might result from hislber 
decision on this ordinance. . . 

. - . 
In summary, I don't believe that the Initial Study as presently constituted meets the 

··._requirements of Chapter 15063[c](5] ofthe State CEQA Guidelines. 

I believe that adoption and implementation of the ordinance may have a significant effect 
on the environment necessitating the preparation of a full or foe~ Environmental 
Impact Report. Tb.is ordinance will ha:Ve both direct and indirect consequences. I believe 
that a fair argument could be made that certain provisions of the o~dinance may have a 
significant or potentially significant effect on water quality and.biotics as discussed in the 
above paragraphs. In addition, adopting and implementing the ordinance may have 
indirect consequences as well. Assuming that there is a demand and market for timber 

· from Santa ·cruz County, timber harvesting will still occur even if this ordinance is 
adopted. The Initial Study assumes this to be tried, albeit at a reduced level and in 
different areas of the County. The indirect effect of this ordinance is to shift those timber 
harvesting activities to these other areas . .Are these parcels suitable for such activities? 
\Vhat environmental constraints to they have? Is/are the environmental effect(s) of 
shifting timber harvesting activities to other areas of the County "better or worse" with or 
without this ordinance? The proper place to examine these issues Js _in an EIR which 
must examine. reasonable foreseeable projects and project alternatives. The Initial Study 
does reference the fact. that property owners may rezone their properties to TP to allow / 1 

l 
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Page Three ·> 
Dennis Kehoe/Santa Cruz Timber Harvest Ordinance 
October 15, 1998 

for timber harvesting to take place. Although I don't necessarily agree. ~~th the 
conclusion of the Initial study that such a rezoning is statutorily exempt from CEQ A, the 
time to assess the impacts of this indirect consequence of ordinance adoption is before the 
ordinance is adopted since the County's process seems to precludeit at a future 
legislative stage. 

In summary, both direct and indirect consequences must be considered by the Lead 
Agency in determining the significance or potential significance of a project (Section 
15064[d] ofthe State CEQA Guidelines. The Initial Study does not consider direct and 
indirect impacts of ordinance adoption and implementation and therefore cannot 
reasonably conclude that adoption and implementation of the ordinance \Vill not have a 

significant or potentially significant impact on the environment. 

_I also had an opportunity to read the excerpts from the local newspaper and letters written 
by interested parties on both sides of the issue. I believe that with the level of public 
controversy over the environmental effects of this ordinance that the County is obligated 
to prepare an EIR prior to adopting· this ordinance pursuant to Chapter 15064 [h] [ 1] of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. 

Please feel free to contact me if I may be of further assistance to you in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

r:::i/:t:fn~c~~-~o 

I I 
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY MUST PREP .ARE AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT 
REPORT BECAUSE THlS PROPOSAL WJLL CAUSE SIGNlFICANT 

ENVIRON.MENTAL EFFECTS 

The following \Vill show that Santa Cruz County failed to adequately analyze the 
environmental effects of this proposal. This led to inappropriate and misleading responses 
in the Initial Study's Environmental Checklist A Negative Declaration on the part of 
planning staff cannot be substantiated by any competent substantial evidence. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Amendments to the Santa Cruz Countv code to limit timber harvesting to the Timber 
Production. Parks. Recreation and Open Space and Mineral Exiraction Industrial Zone 
Districts: To establish imoroved surfacing standards for private roads: to delete timber 
harvesting as a rioarian corridor exemption: to establish helicopter rerru.lations related to 
timber harvesting and to establish locational criteria for timber ha.rvestiru! in the countv. 
Prooosal includes amending Countv Code Sections l3.10.170(d)..Zoning Imolementation.. 
13.10.312(b)- Uses in Arncultural Districts. 13.1 0.322Cb)- Residential Uses, 
13.10.332(b} Commercial Uses, 13.10.342- Uses in Industrial Uses. 13.10.342(b)- Mine 
Site Interim Uses. 13.10.352(b)- Parks. Recreation and Open Snace Use Chart. 
l3.10.362(b)- Allowed Uses in the Public and Communitv Facilities Zone. 13.1 0.372{b)­
TimberProduction Zone Uses Chart, 13.10.382- Allowed Uses in the SJ?eeial Use "SU" 
District 16.20.180- Private Road Standards. 16.30.050- Riparian Conidor Exemntions, 
and Adding Countv Code Sections 13.10.378- Timber Harvestine: Related Helic6oter 
Ree:ulations and 13.10.695- Locational Criteria for Timber Ha.IVesting 

PROJECT EFFECTS 

GEOLOGIC FACTORS 

In Section Xll (add Section13.10.695 to County Code) of the Project under 
'1..ocational Criteria for Timber Harvesting", the County proposes that ~ber harvesting 
and associated activities shall not occur within areas identified as active or recent 
landslides) as determined by a registered Geologist or Engineering Geologist, based on 
the most current mapping, photo-interpretation, and/or surface observation". 

In the Environmental Review Checklist (ERC~ hereafter), Geologic Hazards # 1~ the 
County contends that this portion of the Project will have "no impact" on ~landslides, 
mudslides or other slope instability''. 

*Prohibition of timber harvesting on active landslides can and will cause further 
landsliding, mud flows and slope instabilities by eliminating the ability to remove 
trees from active slide areas. It is a common practice, often suggested by geologists 
from State Division of 1\11nes during harvest plan review, to remove trees from 
unstable areas in order to decrease surface weight and to reduce the negative 
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torsional effects that partially uprooted trees have on active slides. (see attached 
letter, 1\riark Foxx, Engineering Grologist) This portion of the Project will cause 
significant environmental impact. 

In the ERC, Geologic Hazards #8, the County contends thai the Project will have "no 
impact" on possible increases of erosion of soils, either on or off site,'. 

*Failure to remove tipped and unstable trees from active landslides often 
accelerates further sliding and increases instability. This will increase both short 
and long term soil erosion in these affected areas. This portion of the Project will 
cause significant environmental impact nnless very specific mitigation measures are 
proT-ided.. · 

HYDROLOGIC FACTORS 

In Sections: II (13.1 0.312-Uses in Agricultural Districts}. ill (13.10.322-Residential 
Uses) and (13.1 0.342- Uses in Industrial Districts), VI (13.1 0.342(b )-Industrial Uses 
Chart), VII (13.10.352(b)- PR Uses Chart), vlli (13.10.362(b)- Public and Community 
Facilities Uses), IX (13.10.372(b)- TP Uses Chart), XI (13.10.382- Uses in the Special 
Use ''SU" District), and Xll (13.1 0.695- Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting) the 
Project completely eliminates all harvest of timber from a v'ariety of locations/zones by 
stating that ~'timber harvesting is not an allowed use" or that timber harvest is "subject to" 
restrictive criteria 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #2 the County contends that the Project will have "no 
impact on private or public water supply". 

*'When landowners are faced with the prospect of a prohibition of timber harvest 
on their property, there is a high likelihood that they will turn to some type of 
development of the parcel so as not to be entirely excluded from some form of 
reasonable use. In the initial study, this possibility is never discussed yet it is such a 
potential likelihood, that the failure to analyze the potential impacts is both 
inadvisable anq misleading. Public and private water supplies will be threatened by 
increased development in the watersheds. 
*Prohibitions of timber harvest will cause an increase of forest biomass whlch will 
lead to much higher water uptakes and a decrease in ground water supplies. (Water 
in Environmental Planning, Thomas Dunne and Luna Leopold, 1978, studies on 
Waddell Creek, Robert Briggs) 
*Many publicly and privately peld water companies rely on funds generated 
through timber harvest for improvements and maintenance of their infrastructure 
for delivery of their water supply. The Project will result in significant reductions in 
revenues to these water purveyors which may result in an inability to insure an 
ample water supply .. For example, the City of Santa Cruz annually harvests timber 1 1 

from its watershed lands. These are bisected by many streams.. The proposed 
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riparian buffers -will significantly reduce the volume of timber available for harvest 
;;.ithin these forested areas. 

fIn the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #4, the County contends that the Project Vrill have ''no 
impact on increased siltation rates,. 

*Development within the watersheds will increase siltation rates unless significantly · 
mitigated., Testimony by the County Planning officials would indicate that the ·· 
County has insufficient staffing and enforcement to realistically mitigate current 
negative impacts from development let alone what may b-e expected following 
implementation of these proposed ordinances. It may be that there is no realistic 
way to mitigate for this increased development Furthermore, periodic re-entries to 
properties for commercial timber harvest allows for corrective work and 
improvements to already eristing access roads.. ~Ionntainou.s roads require ongoing 
maintenance to prevent siltation (see attached letter by Ray Rice, Hydrologist) • 

. In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #5, the County contends that the Project will have "no 
impact on surface or ground water qua.li1:i' which may be compromised by " 
contaminants including silt-mban runoff: nutrient enrichment pesticides etc.n: 

*Increased rural development will result in significant increases in runoff of 
contaminants, which cannot be mitigated. There .already .is documented eYidence in 
the San Lorenzo Valley that rural development in the forest has lead to significant 
increases in contaminated runoff due to animal enclosures. 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #7, the County contends That the Project will have "no 
impact on groundwater recharge,. 

*See #2 above, also, increased residential development in the watersheds will cause 
significant reductions in. groundwater recharge rates dne to residential 
consumption. Th.i.s has been documented in the Soquel aquifer and the Santa 
Margarita (Scotts V .alley) aquifer. 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #9, the County contends that the Project Vrill have "no 
impact on changes in drainage patterns or rate and amount of runoff". 

*Access roads, honsepad construction and increased imperviou..s surfaces associated 
with residential development will significantly alter drainage patterns as well as the 
rates and amounts of surface runoff. 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors # 10, the County contends that the Project will have "no 
impact on cumulative salnvater intrusion ". 
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*Residential buildout in forestland will require increased water use. This will only 
be accomplished by wells and surface uptakes. This will lead to significant 
cumulative saltwater intrnsion for which there is no current successful mitigation. 

BIOTIC FACTORS 

In Sections: II (13.10.312--Uses in Agricultural Districts), ill (13.10.322-Residential 
Uses) and (~3.10.342- Uses in Industrial Districts), VI (13.10.342(b)- Industrial Uses 
Chart), Vll (13.1 0.352(b )- PR Uses Chart), VTII (13.1 0.362(b )-Public and Community 
Facilities Uses), IX(l3.10.372(b)- TP Uses Chart), XI (13.10.382- Uses in the Special 
Use "S"U, District), and XII (13.1 0.695- Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting) the 
Project completely eliminates all harvest of timber from a variety of locations/zones by 
stating that "timber harvesting is not an allo·wed use" or that timber harvest is ;.\;subject to" 
restrictive criteria 

.In the ERC, Biotic Factors·#!, the County contends that the Project 'rVill. have "less than 
. significant impact on known :habitat of any unique, rare or endangered plants or animals~'. 

*The proposed prohibition on harvesting trees in the riparian zones as defined by 
the County will have a significant negative impact on endangered aquatic species 
vvhlch will not be offset by supposed reductions from other impacts. All fish species 
referenced by the County require the presence and instream inputs of large woody 
material. Fire, wh.ich at one time acted to thln naturally occurring redwood stands, 
is no longer a feasible management tool given the risk to existing human 
deve1opment in the_ forest. Now, selective timber harvest is the only known method 
of increasing tree growth while reducing tree numbers to allow for development of 
these larger trees in second growih redw·ood stands. Selective harvesting is the only 
feasible method which could provide this woody material within a reasonable time 
frame. ·· 

In the ERC, Biotic Factors #2, the County contends tba:t the Project 'Will have 'iess than 
significant impaqt on unique or fragile biotic communities". 

* The naturally occurring Monterey Pine stands located on parcels zoned SU; A and 
CA are infested with Pitch Canker. Many of these trees are dead andlor dying. 
Commercial salvage of these trees reduces the risk of further infestations and 
catastrophic fire. These stands are considered a unique biotic community by the 
County. Prohibitions on harvest of these trees in these locations 'Will have a 
significant negative environmental effect on this ·plant community. The lack of 
timber harvesting in these areas is already impeding the ability to critically research 
solutions and impacts of this disease. Indeed, given the overcrowded and decadent 
nature of these stands, mechanical manipulation (lo~oi.ng) of these stands is the only 1 1 
known method of restoring them to a healthy, natural state. This has been 
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scientifically·replicated many times over the past two decades throughout California 
in areas of high visitor use such as Yosemite National Park. 

i In the ERC, Biotic Factors #3, the County contends that the Project will have ''no impact 
on fire hazard from flammable brush, grass, or trees~'. 

*Prohibition of harvest will, in many cases, create unmanageable fuel loads and 
increase the risk of catastrophic '\Tildfires. This will be compounded by the increase 
in ignition sources as development, and access to development, encroaches on forest 
lands. One significant fire could cause such degradation of a ·watershed that 
multiple years of runs of anadramous fish would disappear and lead to the 
possibility of ertinctio~. 

In the ERC, Biotic Factors #4, the Comity contends that the Project will have ''no impact 
on change in diversity of species, or number of species of plants or animals"'. 

* Selective timber harvesting is the only process that can safely be employed to 
mimic fire's natural ecological effects on vegetative cover reduction and early seral 

· ~-stage inTtiatio·u (regeneration) of all plant and animal species which occupy the 
forest. Prohibition of this management tool will lead to a significant decrease in the 
diversity and number of plant an animal species. Long term effects that can be 
expected include: Increases in hardwoods, decrease in Douglas fir, lack of early 
successional habitats and a fragmentation of habitats due to the inevitable increase 
in rural development. 

Ef.:~RGY A.7',rn NATIJRU RESOURCES 

In Sections~ II (13)0.312-Uses in Agricultural Districts), ill (13.10.322-Residential 
-Uses) and (13.10.342- Uses in Industrial Districts), VI (13.10.342(b)- Industrial Uses 
Chart), VH (13.10.352(b)- PR Uses Chart), VTII (13.10.362(b)- Public and Community· 
Facilities Uses), IX (13.1 0.372(b )- TP Uses Chart), Xl (13.1 0.382- Uses in the Special 
Use "STY' District), and XII (13.10.695- Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting) the · 
Project completely eliminates all harvest of timber from a variety of locations/zones by 
stating that "timber harvesting is not an allowed use"' or that timber harVest is "subject to"' 
restrictive criteria"'. In Section X, Chapter 13.10 of the County Code is amended to add 
Section 13.10.378 (Timber Harvest Related Helicopter Operations), items a-d attempt to 
restrict helicopter operations. 

In the ERC, Energy and Natural Resources #1, the County contends that the Project will 
have "no impact on timber resources". 

*The Project will have a significant adverse impact on the timber resources of the 

• 

• 

county by removing some of them from any possibility of production. This is true 1 1 

wbethe'r accompU..shed by zoning designation, residential buffering or for supp·osed • 
·- riparian protection. The County's resource designation, albeit inadequate, clearly 
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makes recognition of the fact that the forest landscape is limited to particular areas 
within the County. The fact that the County has identified and mapped this 
.resource indicates that they recognize the inherent significance of the resource. The 

1 
Projects failure to update the Timber Resource map will insure that valuable timber 
resourc~ areas are excluded from harvest To emphatically state that the proposed 
ordinance will have no impact on the timber resource is in direct conflict f\-1th the 
County's current General Plan. The assumption that their actions will lead all 
timberland ow-ners prohibited from lo~CTffig to rezone to TPZ is seriously flawed. 
?tfany owners do not have the monetary resources available to fund the rezoning 
application and the County required timber management plan. Furthermore, there 
is no guarantee that all applicants ~ill be allowed to rezone by the County. Once 
landowners are denied an ability to harvest, they will turn to the sale andlor 
development of these properties. The County's initial study is far too narrow in 
scope and must take into account this 'scenario when considering such zoning 
changes. More importantly, from a biological perspective, abolition of selective 
timber harvest 'Within any portion of the forested landscape will lead to significant 
negative environmental impacts. (see Biotic Factors, #4) 

* The._.project will have a significant .adverse impact on timber resources state wide 
in that the proposed prohibitions_ will reduce significantly, the County's ability to 
provide wood products from rvithin the range· of its resources. This most assuredlv 
will lead to the extraction of the resource from areas where timber harvesting is not 
done "With as much environmental care.. The County will have_no control over where 
the timber procurement -will be relocated. Because the County's actions -will likely 
not alter the demand for forest products, timber harvesting will increase 
proportionally elsewhere. This will have a decided environmental impact in those 
areas. 

In the ERC, Energy and Natural Resources #2, the County contends that the Project will 
have "no impact on lands currently utilized for agriculture or designated for agricultural 
use"_ 

*Direct prohibitions of timber harVest on agriculturally designated lands will haYe 
a negative economic impact on agriculture and may cause farmers and ranchers to 
sell or develop all or portions of their lands or alter their operations in such a way 
to compensate ro·r their losses that other significant impacts may occur. 

In the ERC, Energy and Natural Resources #3, the County contends that the Project v,.ill 
have "no impact or encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel 
or energy". 

*The proposed ordinances may reduce so significantly the amount of available 
commercial timber the Santa Cruz Mountains, especially when cumulative remoYals 
for park expansion, development and other neighboring county restrictions are 1 ; 

taken into account, that the sole remaining sawmill in the area ffii1 no longer remain 
~ economically "iable. Closure of the local mill will significantly increase the out of 
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county flow of Jogs to mills in Mendocino County, the Sacramento area and the 
Southern Sierras, whlch ·will result in a significant increase in fuel use for every 
delivered log load (3-4 times 'the amount). It 'Will also increase wear and tear on 
roads and highways .. 

In the ERC, Energy and Natural Resources #4, the County contends that the Project will 
have "no impact or ~ substantial effeet on the potential use, extraction, or depletion of a 
natural resource". 

* See those listed in 1, above. Additionally, the proposal limiting helicopter 
operations will have a substantial negative environmental effect by eliminating one 
of the most enl-1ronmentally sound methods of timber harvest over a significant 
portion of the timbered acreage in county. This clearly will affect both the "potential 
use and extraction of a natural resouree". To assert otherwise is a 
misrepresentation. 

CUL~~~~STHETICFACTORS 

In Sections: .IT (13.10.312-Uses in .Agricultural Districts), ID (13.10.322-Residential 
Uses) and (13.10.342- Uses in Industrial Districts), VI (13.10.342(b}- Industrial Uses 
Chart), VII (13.10.352(b)- PR Uses Chart), VTII (13.10.362(b)- Public and Community 
Facilities Uses), IX (13.10.372(b)- TP Uses Chart), XI (13.10.382~ Uses in the Special 
Use "StY, District), and XII (13.1 0.695- Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting) the 
Project completely eliminates all harvest of timber from a variety of locations/zones by 
stating that 'i:imber harvesting- is not an allowed use" or that timber harvest is .:'subject to" 
restrictive criteria 

In the ERC, Cultural/Aesthetic Factors #5, the County contends t:bB.t the Project 'Will have 
'"'no impact on or interference \Vith established recreational, educational, religious or 
scientific uses of the area,. 

*Proposed ordinance changes will prevent religious, recreational camps and 
Educational centers from being able to harvest timber, and from harvesting some of 
their most productive timberlands. They will not have funds from such harvests to 
support camp activities and road maintenance, nor will they have the educational 
opportunity to teach about plant and animal succession and human responsibility to 
protectnatural resources they must use to support civilization (see attached letters, 
Salesian Society, S.H. Cowell Foundation, Redwood Christian Park). 

SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

In Sections: II (13.10.312-Uses in Agricultural Districts), ill (13.10.322-Residential 
Uses) and (13.10.342- Uses in Industrial Districts), VI (13.10.342(b)- Industrial Uses 1 ; 

• 

• 

Chart), VTI (13.I0.352(b)- PR Uses Chart), VIII (13.10.362(b)- Public and Community • 
·- Facilities Uses), IX (13.10.372(b)- TP Uses Chart)> XI (13.10.382- Uses in the Special 
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Use "SU" DiStrict), and Xll (13.1 0.695- Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting) the 
Project completely eliminates all harvest of timber from a variety of locations/zones by 
.stating that ''timber harvesting is not an allowed use, or that timber harvest is "subject to" 

I . . . . 
restnct:J.ve cntena 

In the ERC, Services and Utilities# 3 a-f, the County contends that the Project will have 
"no impact on a need for expanded governmental services"'. 

*Policies, which will result in expanded development into the forest, will require 
expansion of most public services. The largest expansions will be required in fire 
protection ·and the maintenance of public roads to service residences on a year 
round basis. Additionally, technical restrictions such as riparian no-cut zones and 
residential buffers will require increased monitoring by public agencies with 
concurrent agency cost increases. ' 

In the ERC, Services and Utilities #5:~ the County contends tha! the Project will have "no 
impact or result in inadequate access for fire protection". 

* The elimin-ation of l~aing as a permitted Il.Se will lead to a deterioration of 
adequate fire protection. Roads used for logging will no longer be regularly 
maintained and kept open for emergency fire access. Private roads, previously used 
by l~oing trucks, will in most instances, not have the benefit of periodic equipment 
on site and financial contributions brought about by logging for maintenance and 
improvements. The County's assertion that their ordinance will impro·ve access 
assumes that there will be ample funds available to rnra.llando~'llers for the 
mandated improvement&. Without the ability to harvest timber, where 'Will these 
funds come from? 

TR~C Ai~"D TRA."N"SPORTATION 

In Sections: IT (13.1 0.312-Uses in Agricultural Districts)~ Ill (13.1 0322-Residential 
Uses) and (13.10.342- Uses in Industrial Districts), VI (13.10.342(b}· Industrial Uses 
Chart), VTI (13.10.352(b)- PR Uses Chart), VIII (13.10.362(b)- Public and Community 
Facilities Uses), IX (13.10.372(b)- TP Uses Chart), XI (13.10.382- Uses in the Special 
Use "S1J" District), and XII (13.1 0.695- Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting) the 
Project completely eliminates all harvest of timber from a variety of locations/zones by 
stating that ''timber harvesting is not an allowed use" or that timber harvest is "subject to" 
restrictive criteria 

In the ERC, Traffic and Transportation# 1 , the County contends that the Project "Will 
have "no impact on or result in an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system". 

*As development of the forested lands increases it will place great pressure on 
· · substandard, publicly maintained roads in the mountains. It can be expected that 
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traffic loads lrill exceed the capacity of the mountain road systems. This is already 
evidenced by the daily use of Highway 9 and Bear Creek Road in the San Lorenzo 
.Valley. This increased development will necessitate significant alteration of the · 

1 
County infrastructure. This expansion l'\'ill have seri9us en;-ironmental impacts. 

In the ERC, Traffic and Transportation #4, the County contends that the Project will 
have "no impact on or result in alterations to present patters of circulation or movements 
of people and/or goods. 

* See item "Energy and Natural Resources # 3, above 

~"D USE/HOUSING 

In Sections: II (13.10.312-Uses in Ag!icultural Districts), ill (13.10.322-Residential 
Uses) and (13.10.342- Uses in Industrial Districts), VI(13.10.342(b)- Industrial Uses. 
Chart), V1I (13.10.352(b)- PR Uses Chart), VIII (13.10.362(b)- Public and Community 
Facilities Uses), IX (13.10.372(b)- TP Uses Chart), XI (13.10.382- Uses in the Special 
_Use "StY District), and XII (13.10.695- Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting) the 
Project-completely eliminates all harvest of timber from a variety of locations/zones by 
sta.ting that "timber harvesting is not an allowed u.Se"' or that timber harvest is nsubject to" 
restrictive criteria.. 

In the ERC, Land Use!.Housing #3, the Comrty contends that the Project will have '"'no 
impact on or result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an 
area"' -

*It ~n be expected that substantial alterations of planned Ian~ use will occnr as the 
County's policies result in irreversible development of prime timberland. As 
development spreads outward, continned conflicts over timber harvest not 
addressed by the proposed ordinance, 'Will result in further erosion of the timber 
base.·Thls in turn "Will force many timberland owners to turn to development. 

In the ERC, Land Use!.Housing #5 , the County contends that the Project will have "no 
impact on or re5l:llt in land use not in conformance with the character of the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

*·Clearly, residential housing and all that comes with it, is not in conformance with 
t~e character of a fully functioning forested setting. 

HAZARDS 

In Sections: II (13.10.312-Uses in Agricultural Districts), ill (13.10.322-Residential 
Uses) and ( 13.10.342- Uses in Industrial Districts), VI (13.1 0.342(b )- Industrial Uses 
Chart), VII (13.10.352(b)- PR Uses Chart), VTII (13.10.362(b)- Public and Community 
Facilities Uses}, IX (13.10.372(b)- TP Uses Chart)~ XI (13.10.382- Uses in the Special 

.· Use "SU" District), and Xll (13.10.695· Locational Criteria for Timber Harvesting) the 
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Project completely eliminates all harvest of timber from a variety of locations/zones by 
stating that "timber harvesting is not an allowed use" or that timber harvest is "subject to" 
restrictive criteria. 

In the ERC, Hazards #6, the County contends that the Project will have "no impact on or 
create a potential substantial fire hazard. 

* See Biotic Factors #3 and Services and Utilities #5 

GE~'"ERAL PLAL"S .Al'-t'D PL-\.i"\iNThG POUCY 

In Section II, (13.10.312-Uses in Agricultural Districts), the Project completely 
eliminates all harvest of timber from the "A, CA and RA "zones by stating that "timber 
harvesting is not an allowed use''. In Section~ Chapter 13.10 of the County Code is 
amended to add Section 13.10.378 (Timber F.~..arvest Related Helicopter Operations). 
items b, c, and d. attempt to regulate bow operations of helicopters \vill occur. 

In the ER.4.General Plans and Planning Policy #1, the County contends that the Project 
wiii have "no impact nor conflict with any local, state or federal ordinances." 

* County actions have already violated state CEQA procedures (see letter by Jeffrey 
Redding, AICP). 

.,-
*The Project as reviewed ~.clearly in conflict with existing state law regarding 
county authority to regulate timber harvesting. The reviewed language regarding 
the use of helicopters attempts to regulate the conduct of such operations by limiting 
the timing and amounts of helicopter operations that can occ:ur. The Federal 
Aviation Administration is the government agency which controls all aspects of air 
transportation .. The County proposal clearly infringes on the jurisdictional 
a:trtlrority_ofthis agency. The En;.ironmental Coordinator falsely stated that the 
proposal would not be in conflict 'With state law and this was circulated to all 
affected ?-gencies. This clearly calls for re-circulation of the document for review .. 

*The project is in conflict with State Food and Agric~Itural Code 1997, S~ctions 22, 
Article 8 .. 5 (Cannella Environmental Farming-Act of 1995, Section 564) w·hich: states · 
that: "-Agricultural activities means those activities that generate products as 
specified in section 5004." Section 5004 states"' product' includes any horticultural, 
viticultural, aqua cultural, forestry, dairy, livestock, poultry, bee, or farm product." 
The project also is in conflict with Section 58554 which states " 'agricultural 
commodities' means the products of California's farms and ranches and items 
processed from these products, and includes forest produc~ •.• "· · 

I J 
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MICHAEL E. JAN! 

Cd:. 21, 1998 

~----."-. \...A,_,\....I...Y.:-C..LlOO.: Chief Forester 

LiCEnCes an:i Certificatirns: P,a;jJEtere1 Professicr~ 
'k'rl~.o,.- Ct-:::lh:::l A-f l'"'::lli-fn"Y'ni:::l #1Qt:;.~ ~,.+i-fi~ ~i1 ... '""' .. ........,__,"""""....._._1 .....,~ ..... "'- """"""- ~"""......_._ ............... tt_._ ....... _,....,/ .............._............._. ..................... ~~ 

Er"er~lo.n arrl SEdllr~nLaLion CUiLr:ol ~-· i a 1 isL #126, 
Certified b_y the b"LA.te of C31iforn.ia to J..It±'.affilcgical 
C. ,.,..-.;7:1::1'\ ro f"'lo-,+; -F-i o-i h r t-'ho f"":::J 1 ; -F"'-rn-; ::~ T\_~-rl--rrcnt-
.~-''-"-L- .. '-.1 '-'I .....,........,_ .__.__.._ .................... .....,1 ....... ...._. ~_,__..._.,..t...L. ............ ~ .................... ._ 

iliiE to du IV.arble:l ivlurrclett SUIV'C1'B .. 

Ma'ri:€rsr.tips and Affiliatiar.tS: Y:.atler: Se:"'B.tor Bruce 
bi:Ft.er t?a:l' s Agricultural Advisory G:mnittre1 Marter: 
r-=:J 1 ; -F"'"l"'n; :::l 'Ch, ..... :::~c+'l""''. r 11 c c.-f"V"!..; :=i-; l'""n T ~ c 1 =+-; .... n:::: r'I""T1'T'n'i ;-;- ClC.:) 
~ ............... .L.J...I.A. .._..._.,.._..........,._.;._.1 .._......_.~...t... ............... ._.. ....... , ~..1...1o..I~'-..O...Y'- ............. iLLr...l-'-'-'-"-f 

. rr..erl:er: la 1 i forrlia Lic.ulliE::rl Fore:.ter: s P...ss-...x.."iaticii/ 
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY MUST PREP ARE AN ENVIRONMENTAL Th1P ACT 
REPORT BECAUSE 1BIS PROPOSAL WILL CAUSE SIGNIFICANT 

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The following will show that Santa Cruz County failed to adequately analyze the 
environmental effects of this proposal. This led to inappropriate and misleading responses 
in the Initial Study's Environmental Checklist A Negative Declaration on the part of 
planning staff cannot be substantiated by any competent substantial evidence. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

General Plan/Local Coastal Program amendment to oolicv 5.13.5 to.add Timber 
Harvesting: as a princiual permitted use on Commercial Amcultural zoned land and to 
oolicy 5.14.1 to add Timber Harvestin!:! as an allowed use on Non-Commercial 
A£ricu1tural zoned land: and ordinance amendments to the countv code sections 
13.10.1.170(d)-zoning imolementation. 13.10.312(b}a£Iiculhrral zoning use chart 
13.10.382- special use zoning uses chart. 16.20.180-private road standards and 
16.30.050-rioarian corridor exemptions. and addin2: countv code sections 13.10.386-
Q:eneral plan. consistency criteria for Timber &-vesting: in the suecial use district 

PROJECT EFFECTS 

GEOLOGIC FACTORS 

In Section V (13.10.386 Timber Harvesting in the Special Use "Su Zone Distric~ 
item a-3) the County proposes that" areas within recent and/or active landslides, as 
defined by County Code Section 1_6.10.040 are excluded from harvest" 

In the Environmental Review Checklist (ERC, hereafter), Geologic Hazards #1, the 
County contends that this portion of the Project Vr'ill have "no impact" on "landslides, 
mudslides or other slope instability". 

*Prohibition of timber harvesting on active landslides can and will cause further 
landsliding, mud flows and slope instabilities by eliminating the ability to remove 
trees from actiVe slide areas. It is a common practice, often suggested by geologists 
from State Division of :MJ.nes during harvest plan review, to remove trees from · 
unstable areas in order to decrease surface weight and to reduce the negative 
torsional effects that partially uprooted trees have on active slides. (see attached 
letter, Mark Foxx, Engineering Geologist) This portion of the Project will cause 
significant environmental impact. 

In the ERC, Geologic Hazards #8, the County contends that the Project will have "no 
impact" on pos.sible increases of erosion of soils, either on or off site". 

*Failure to remove tipped and unstable trees from active landslides often 
· · accelerates further sliding and increases instability. This will increase both short 
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and long term soil erosion in these affected areas.. This portion of the Project ~ill 
cause significant en'\-ironmental impact unless very specific mitigation measures are 

.provideo. 
I 

·. 

HYDROLOGIC FACTORS 

In Section 5.14.1 (Uses allo\ved on Non-Commercial Agricultural(A) Zoned Lands), 
Section II- Section 13.10.312(b)- (Agricultural Use Chart), Section IV- Section 13.10.382 
a3, (Uses in the Special Use" SU" District, Section V- Section 13.10.386a-c (Timber 
harvesting in the Special Use "SU" Zone District) and by the exclusion of Timber 
Harvest as a permitted use in the RA zones, the Project eliminates all harvest of timber 
from some areas and proposes various limitations on timber ha.Ivest on others. This 
project would require "Timber Resource" designation before harvest would be allowed 
on certain zones. The existing "Timber Resource"' map, does not accurately portray the 
. timber resources in the cotmty and underestimates the extent of the resource. 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #2 the County contends that the Project will have "no 
impact on private or public water supply. 

*\¥hen Iando;vners are faced with the prospect of a prohibition of timber harvest 
on their property, there is a high likelihood that they will turn to some type of 
development of the parcel so as not to be entirely excluded from some form of 
reasonable use. In the initial study, this possibility is never discussed yet it is such a 
potential likelihood, that the failure to analyze the potential impacts is both 
inadvisable and misleading. Public and private water supplies· Will be threatened by 
increased development in the watersheds. 
*Prohibitions of timber harvest tViil cause an increase of forest biomass which will 
lead to much higher water uptakes and a decrease in ground water supplies. (Water 
in Environmental Planning, Thomas Dunne and Luna Leopold, 1978, studies on 
Waddell Creek, Robert Briggs). 
*Many publicly and privately held water CDmpanies rely on fun~s generated 
through timber harvest, possibly from lands zoned "SU", for improvements and 
maintenance of their infrastructure for delivery of their water supply. The Project 
may result in significant reductions in revenues to these water purveyors which may 
result in an inability to insure an ample water supply. For example, the City of 
Santa Cruz annually harvests timber from its watershed lands. These are bisected· 
by many streams. The proposed riparian buffers will significantly reduce the 
volume of timber available for harvest within these forested areas •. 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #4, the County contends that the Project v.ill have "no 
impact on increased siltation rates". 1 1 
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* Development within the watersheds will increase siltation rates un1ess significantly 
mitigated. Testimony by the County Planning offici~ls would indicate that the 
County has insufficient staffing and enforcement to realistically mitigate current 

'negative impacts from development let alone what may be expected follol\-ing 
implementation of these proposed ordinances.. It may be that there is no realistic 
way to mitigate for this increased development Furthermore, periodic re-entries to 
properties for commercial timber harvest allows for corrective work and 
improvements to already ex::isting access roads.l\iountainous roads require ongoing 
maintenance to prevent siltation (see attached letter by Ray Rice, Hydrologist). 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #5, the Coti:qty contends that the Project will have "no 
impact on surface or ground -water quality" which may be compromised by " 
contaminants including silt-urban runoff: nutrient enrichment, pesticides etc.". 

*Increased rural development will resnlt in significant increases in runoff of 
contaminants, which cannot be mitigated. There already is documented evidence i.n. 
the San Lorenzo Valley that rural developm.ent in the forest has lead to significant 
_increases in conta.minated runoff due to animal enclosures. 

In the ERC., Hydrologic Factors #7, the Cpunty contends that the Project V?ill have 'cno 
inipact on groundwater recharge". 

* See #2 above, also, increased residential development in the watersheds will cause 
significant reductions in groundwater recharge rates due to residential 
consumption. This has been- documented in the Soquel aquifer and the Santa 
1\fargarita (Scotts Valley) aquifer. 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors #9ll the County contends that the Project will have "no 
impact on changes in drainage patterns or rate and amount ofruno.ffn. · 

*Access roads, honsepad construction and increased impervious surfaces associated 
vrith residential development will signific.:intly alter dramage patterns as well as the 
rates and amounts of surface runoff. 

In the ERC, Hydrologic Factors # 10:1 the County contends that the Project \Vill have ''no 
impact on cumulative saltwater intrusion". 

* Residential build out in forestland will require increased water use. This Vrill only 
be accomplished by wells and surface uptakes. This will lead to significant 
cumulative saltwater intrusion for which there is no current successful mitigation. 
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BIOTIC FACTORS 

/In Section 5.14.1 (Uses allowed on Non-Commercial Agricultural(A) Zoned Lands), 
Section II· Section 13.10.312(b)- (Agricultural Use Chart), SeetioniV- Section 13.10.382 
a3, (Uses in the Special Use~" SU" District, Section V- Section 13.10.386a-c (Timber 
harvesting in the Special Use ''SU'' Zone District) and by the exclusion of Timber 
Harvest as a perinitted use in the RA zones, the Project eliminates all harvest of timber 
from some areas and proposes various limitations on timber harvest on others. This 
project would require "Timber Resource" designation before harvest would be allowed 
on certain zones. The existing '~Timber Resource, map, does not accurately portray the 
timber resources in the county and underestimates the extent of the resource. 

In the ERC, Biotic Factors #1, the County contends that the Project will have "no impact 
on known habitat of any unique, rare or endangered plants or animals". 

*The proposed prohibition on harvesting trees in the riparian zones as defined by 
the-t1}Uitty will have a significant negative impact on endangered aquatic species 
which will not 'Qe offset by supposed reductions from other impacts. All fish species 
referenced by the County require the presence and i.nstream inputs of large woody 
material.. Fire, whlch at one time acted to thin naturally occurring redwood stands, 
is no longer a feasible management tool given the risk to existing human 
development in the forest. Now, selective timber harvest is the only lm.oW11 method 
of increasing tree growth while reducing tree numbers to allow for development of 
these larger trees in second gl-owth redwood stmds. Selective harvesting is the only 
feasible method whlch could provide this woody material within a reasonable time 
frame. · -" · · 

. . 
In the ERC, Biotic Factors #2, the County contends that the Project 'Will have "no impact 
on unique. or. fragile biotic communities". 

*The naturally occurring Monterey Pine stands located on parcels zoned SU, RA 
and A are infested with Pitch Canker .. Many of these trees are dead and/or dying. 
Commercial salvage of these trees reduces the risk of further infestations and 
·catastrophic fire. These stands are considered a unique biotic community by the 
County ... Proliibitions on harvest of these trees in these locations will have a 
significant negative environmental effect on this plant community. The lack of 
timber harvesting in these areas is ~lready impeding the ability to critically research 
solutions and impacts of this disease. Indeed, given the overcrowded and decadent 
nature of these stands, mechanical manipulation (logging) of these stands is the only 
kno'WD method of restoring them to a healthy, natural state. This. has been 
scientifically replicated many times over the past two d~des throughout California 
in areas of high visitor use such as Yosemite National Park. 
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In the ERC, Biotic Factors #3> the County contends that the Project \vill have ''no impact 
on fire hazard from flammable brush, grass, or 

'"*Prohibition of harvest will, in many cases, create unmanageable fuel loads and 
increase the risk of catastrophic wildfires.. This ~Till be compounded by the increase 
in ignition sources as development, and access to development, encroaches on forest 
lands.. One significant fire could cause snch degradation of a watershed that 
multiple years of runs of anadramous fish wouJd disappear and lead to the 
possibility of extinction. 

In the ERC, Biotic Factors #4, the County contends that the Project vrill have "no impact 
on change in diversity of species, or number ofs:pecies of plants or animals". 

* Selective timber harvesting is the oniy pr{}Cess that can safely be employed to 
mimic fire's natural ecological effects on vegetative cover reduction and early seral 
stage initiation (regeneration) of all plant and animal species whlch occupy the 
forest. Prohibition of this management tool will lead to a significant decrease in the 
diversity and number of plant an animal species. Long term effects that can be 
·expeeteq include: Increases in hardwoods, decrease in Douglas fir, lack of early 
successional habitats and a fragmentation of habitats due to the inevitable increase 
in rural development. ~ 

E~~RGY ~1) NATURAL RESOURCES 

In Section 5.14.1 (Uses aYowed onNmr-Commercial Agricultural(A) Zoned Lands), 
Section II- Section 13.10.312(b)- (Agricultural Use Chart)), Section IV- Section 
13.10.382 a.3, (Uses in the Special Use" Su District, Section V- ·Section 13.10.386a-c 
(Timber harvesting in the Special Use "SU Zone District) and by the exclusion of 
Timber !Iarvest as a Penmtted use in the RA zones., the. Project eliminates all harvest of 
timber from some areas and proposes various limitations on timb~r harvest on others. 
This project would require "'Timber Resource~ designation before ha.rvest would be 
allowed on certain zones. The existing "Timber Resourcen map, does not accurately 
portray the timber resources in the county and underestimates the extent of the resource. 
In Section III, Charter-13.10 of the County Code is amended to add Section 13.10.378 · 
(Timber !Iarvest Related Helicopter Operations). This portion of Project restricts 
helicopter operations for the harvest of timber. 

In the ERC, Energy and Natural Resources #1, the County contends that the Project 'Will 
have "no impact on timber resources,. 

* The Project will have a significant adverse impact on the timber resources of the 
county by removing some of them from any possibility of production. This is true 
whether accomplished by zoning designation, residential buffering or for supposerl 
riparian protection. The County's resource designation, albeit inadequate, clearly 

·· makes recognition of the fact that the forest landscape is limited to particular areas 

15 

;J 



---------------------------------------------------

\1t'ithin the County. The fact that the County has identified and mapped this 
resource indicates that they recognize the inherent significance of the resource. The 

.Projects failure to update the Timber Resource map will insure that valuable timber 
1 

resource areas are excluded from harvest. To emphatically state that the proposed 
ordinance 'Will have no impact on the timber resource is in diret:t conflict with the 
County's current General Plan. The assumption that their actions will lead all 
timberland o"W-ners prohibited from 1o-o,4Lng to rezone to TPZ is seriously flawed. 
~!any owners do not have the monetary resources available to fund the rezoning 
application and the County required timber management plan. Furthermore, there 
is no guarantee that all applicants will be allowed to rezone by the County. Once 
landowners are denied an ability to harvest, they will turn to the sale and/or 
development of these properties. The County's initial study is far too narrow in 
scope and must take into account this scenario when considering such zoning 
changes. More importantly, from a biologic:al perspective, abolition of selective 
timber harvest withln any portion of the forested landscape will lead to significant 
negative en'\-ironmental imp~cts. (see Biotic Factors, #4) 

* The project 'Will have a significant adverse impact on timb~r resources state wide 
·in tha-t the-proposed prohibitions will reduce significantly, the County's ability to 
provide wood products from within the range of its resources. This most assnredlv 
will lead to the extraction of the resource from areas where timber harvesting is not· 
done with as much environmental care. The County will have no control over where 
the timber procurement will be relocated. Because the County's actions 'lYilllikely 
not alter the demand for forest products, timber harvesting will increase 
proportionally elsewhere. This will have a decided environmental impact in those 
areas. 

In the ERC, Energy and Natural Resources #2, the County contends that the Project M1l 
have ''less than significant impact on lands currently utilized for agriculture or designated 
for agricultural use". 

*Direct prohibitions or arbitrary limitations of timber harvest on agriculturally 
designated lands 'Will have a negative economic impact on agriculture and may cause 
farmers and ranchers to sell or develop all or portions of their lands or alter their 
operations in such a way to compensate for their losses that other significant 
impacts may occur. · 

In the ERC, Energy and Natural Resources #3:t the County contends that the Project will 
have "no impact or encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel 
or energy". 

* The proposed ordinances may" reduce so significantly the amou.nt of available 
commercial timber the Santa Cruz Mountains, especially when cumulative removals 
for park expansion, development and other neighboring county restrictionS are 
taken into account, that the sole remaining sawmill in the area will no longer remain 

. · economically viabl~ Closure of the local mill vril1 significantly increase the out of 
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county flow of logs to mills in ~1endocino County, the Sacramento area and the 
Southern Sierras, which will result in a significant increase in fuel use for every 

. delivered log load (3-4 times the amount). It will also increase wear and tea.r on 
·'roads and highways. . 

In the ERC, Energy and Natural Resources #4, the County contends that the Project will 
have ~'no impact or a substantial effect on the potential use, extraction, or depletion of a 
natural resource~'. 

* See those listed in 1, above. Additionally, the proposal limiting helicopter 
operations will have a substantial negative environmental effect by eliminating one 
of the most environmentally sound methods of timber harvest over a significant 
portion of the timbered acreage in connty .. This clearly will affect both the "potential 
use and extraction of a natural resonice". To assert otherwise is a 
misrepresentation. 

COL TIJRUJ .. ~STHETIC FACTORS 

In Section 5:14.1 (Uses allowed on Non-Commercial Agricultural( A) Zoned Lands), 
Section ll- Section 13.10.31.2(b)- (Agricultural Use Chart),, Section fV- Section 
13.10.382 a.3,'{Uses in the Special Use" SLY' District, Section V- Section 13.10.386a-c 
(Timber harvesting in the Special Use "SU' Zone District) and by the exclusion of 
Timber Harvest as a permitted use in the RA zan~ the Project eliminates all harvest 
of timber from some areas and proposes various limitations on timber harvest on others. 
This project would require 'Timber Resource" designation before harvest would be 
allowed on certain zones. The existing '"Timber Resource" map, does not accurately 
portray the timber resources in the county and 1m.derestimates the e:x'tent of the resource. 

In the ERC, CulturaJJAesthetic Factors #5, the County contends that the Project will have 
"no impact on or interference with established recreational, educational, religious or 
scientific uses.ofthe area". 

*Proposed ordinance changes will prevent religious, recreational camps and 
~dncational centers from being able to harvest timber, and from harvesting some of 
their most productive timberlands.. They will not have funds from such harvests to 
support camp activities and road maintenance, nor will they have the educational 
opportunity tO- teach about plant and animal succession and h nman responsibility to 
protect natural resources they must use to support civil.ization (see attached letters, 
Salesian Socjety, S.H. Cowell Foundation, Redwood Christian Park). 

SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

In Section 5.14.1 (Uses allowed on Non-Commercial Agricultural(A) Zoned Lands), 
Section II- Section 13.10.312(b)- (Agricultural Use Chart),, Section IV- Section 
13.10.382 a.3, (Uses in the Special Use~ ST.J" District, Section v .. Section 13.10.386a-c 

·· (fimber harvesting in the Special Use "Str' Zone District) and by the exclusion of 
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Timber Harvest as a permitted use in the RA zones, the Project eliminates all harvest 
of timber from some areas and pro:poses various limitations on timber harvest on others . 
. This project would require "Timber Resource" designation before harvest would be 

1 
allowed on certain zones. The existing "Timber Resource" map, does not accurately 
portray the timber resources in the county and underestimates the exient of the resource. 

In the ERC, Services and Utilities# 3 a-f, the County contends that the Project vvill have 
"no impact on a need for expanded governmental services n. 

*Policies, which will result in expanded development into the forest, will require 
expansion of most public services.. The largest expansions will be required in fire 
protection and the maintenance of public roads to service residences on a year . 
round basis. Additionally, technical restrictions such as riparian no-cut zones and 
residential buffers will require increaSed monitoring by public agencies mth 
concurrent agency cost increases • 

. In the ERC, Services and Utilities #5, the County contends that the Project ~ill have "no 
impact or result in inadequate access for fire protection ". 

* The elimination of logging as a pern;titted use will lead to a deterioration of 
adequate fire protection. Roads used for logging will no longer be regularly ~ 
maintained and kept open for emergency fire access. Private roads, previously used 
by Io~oing trucks, will in most instances, not have the benefit of periodic equipment 
on site and financial contributions brought about by logging for maintenance and 
improvements.. The Connty.'s assertion that their ordinance will improve access 
assumes that there will be ample funds available to rural landowners for the 
mandated improvements.. Without the ability to harvest timber, where will these 
funds come from? 

·' 

TRAFFfCAN""D TRA..~SPORT.4.TION 

In Section 5.14.1 (Uses allowed on Non-Commercial Agricultural(A) Zoned Lands), 
Section II- Section 13.10.312(b)- (Agricultural Use Chart),, Section N· Section 
13.10.382 a.3, (Uses in the Special Use" SU"' District, Section V- Section 13.1 0.386a-c 
(Timber harvesting in the Special Use "SlY' Zone District) and by the exclusion of 
Timber Harvest as a permitted use in the RA ZOI~es, the ~ eliminates all harvest 
of tim bet from· some areas arid proposes various limitations on tinlber harvest on others. 
This project would require "Timber Resource" designation before harvest would be 
allowed on certain zones. The existing "Timber Resource,, map, does not accurately 
portray the timber resomces in the county_ and underestimates the extent of the resource. 

In the ERC, Traffic and Transportation# 1 , the County contends that the Project will 
have "no impact on or result in an increase in traffic which is substantial 'in relation to the 
existing traffic }oad and capacity of the street system". 1 1 
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*As development of the forested lands increases it will place great pressure on 
substandard, publicly maintained roads in the mountains. It can be expected that 
. traffic loads "nill exceed the capacity of the mountain road systems. This is already 

.' e;-idenced by the daily use of High·way 9 and Bear Creek Road in the ~an Lorenzo 
Valley. This increased development will necessitate significant alteration of the 
County infrastructure. This expansion -will have serious environmental impacts .. 

In the ERC, Traffic and Transportation #4, the County contends that the Project will 
have "no impact on or result in alterations to present patters of circulation or movements 
of people and/or goods. 

*See item "Energy and Natural Resources# 3, above 

LA1~-n USE/HOUSING 

In Section 5.14.1 (Uses allowed on Non-Commercial Agricultural(A) Zoned Lands), 
Section II- Section 13.10.312(b)- (Agricultural Use Chart),, Section IV- Section 
13.10.382 a.3, (Uses in the Special Use'"'Su District, Section V- Section 13.10.386a-c 

· (Timber harvesting in the SJ;>Xial Use "SU-- Zone District) and by the exclusion of 
·Timber Harvest as a permitted use in the R.l\ zones, the Project eliminates all harvest 
of timber from some areas and proposes various limitations on timber harvest on others. 
This project would require "Timber Resource"' designation before harvest would be 
allow-ed on certain zones. The existing ''Timber Resource"map, does not accurately 
portray the timber resources in the cotmty and underestimates the extent of the resource. 

In the ERC, Land Use/Housing #3, the County contends that the Project will have "no 
impact on or result in a substantial alteration of the. present or planned land use of an 
area,.., 

*It can be expected that substantial alterations of planned land use will occur as the 
County's policies result in irreversible development of prime timberland. As 
development spreads outward, continued conflicts over timber harvest not 
addressed by the proposed ordinance, will result in further erosion of the timber 
base. This in tnrn will force many timberland owners to turn to development. 

. . 

In the ERC, Land Use/Housing #5, the County contends that the Project Vrill hive "less 
than significant impact on or result in land use not in conformance \\lith the character of 
the surrounding neighborhood. 

* Clearly, residential housing and all that comes with it, is not in conformance tJrith 
the character of a fully functioning forested setting. 

HAZARDS 

~ In Section 5.14.1 (Uses allowed on Non-Commercial Agricultural(A) Zoned Lands), 
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Section II- Section 13.1 0.312(b )-(Agricultural Use Chart), , Section IV- Section 
13.10.382 a3, (Uses in the Special UsenSU' District, Section V- Section 13.10.386a-c 

1
(Timber harvesting in the Special Use usu Zone District) and by the exclusion of 
Timber :Harvest as a permitted use in the RA the Project eliminates all harvest 
of timber from some areas and proposes various limitations on timber harvest on others. 
This project would require ''Timber Resotrrce" designation before harvest would be 
allowed on certain zones. The existing "Timber Resource''map, does not accurately 
portray the timber resources in the county and underestimates the e>..ient of the resource. 

In the ERC, Hazards #6, the County contends that_the Project will b.ave "no impact on or 
create a potential substantial fire hazard. 

*See Biotic Factors #3 and Services and Utilities #5 

GE~~RAL PL~~S AND PL~WNG POLICY 

In Section 5.14.1 (Uses allowed on Non-Commercial Agricultural( A) Zoned Lands), 
. Section II- Section 13.1 0.312(b)- (Agricultural Use Chart), the Project limits harvest on 
the-"A" zone·and by exclusion as a permitted nse, completely eliminates all harvest of 
timber from the RA "zone .. In Section X, Chapter 13.10 of the CountY Code is amended 
to add Section 13.10.378 (Timber Harvest Related HelicoPter Operations), items b, c, 
d. attempt to regulate how operations -of helicopters -will occur. 

In the ERC, General Plans and Planning Policy #2, the County contends that the Project 
will have "no impact nor conflict 'With any local, state or federal ordinances.~ 

* County actions have already violated state CEQA procednres (see letter by Jeffrey 
Redding, AICP). 

*The Project as reviewed is clearly in conflict with eristi.ng state law regarding 
county authority to regulate timber harvesting. The re'\'iewed language regarding 
the use of helicopters attempts to regulate the conduct of such operations by limiting 
the timing and amounts of helicopter operations that can occur .. The Federal 
Aviation Administration is the government agency which controls all aspects of air 
transportation.- The County proposal clearly iniringes on the jurisdictional 
authority of this agency. The Environments.l Coordinator falsely.stated that the 
proposal· would not be in conflict with state law and this was circulated to all 
affected agencies.. This clearly calls for re-circulation of the document for review. 

*The project is in conflict with State Food and Agicultural Code 1997, Sections 22, 
Article 8.5 (Cannella Environmental Farming Act of 1995, Section 564) which states 
th:at: "Agricultural activities means those activities that generate products as 
specified in section 5004." Section 5004 states,., product' includes any horticultural, 
viticultural, aqua cultural, forestry, dairy, livestock, poultry, bee, or farm product." 
The project also is in conflict with Section 58554 which states" 'agricultural 
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• ·' commodities' means the products of California's farms and ranches and items 
processed from these products, and includes forest products ... " 
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.. < Redwood 
EmP.ire 

P.O. BOX 156 • 31401 McCRAY ROAD • CLOVERDALE, CA 95425 
(707) 894-4242 • FAX (707) 894-4632 

· M~ Yfon:p.houd~ Chair 
B_oard of Supervisors 

. 700 Ocean street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

1395 41ST AVENUE, SUITE 0 • CAPITOLA, CA 95010 
{408) 464-8i 88 • FAX (408) 464-8780 

23 November 1998 

Deai Ms Wori:nhoudt and 11embers of the Board: 

TI:iis letter is bein.g submined to you on behalf of Roger and Michelle Burch to again express 
. opposition and objection to the County~s proposed General Plan and Ordinances. As land 
·managers for :Mr. and :Mrs. Burch, we have participated in the entire process the County of Santa 
Cruz has· precipitated to change timber harvesting regulations and zoning restrictions. There are 
several of your ordinance rules and zoning restrictions which may very well take benveen 15 and 
30 percent of the value of their various properties. The proposed riparian restrictions alone on one 
of their TPZ properties will take an estimated 25% of the value o(the next harvest or over 
$500,000 from ·one harvest alon~. Non-TPZ ·properties will suffer more dramatic losses. 

. . 

The proposed General Plan Amendments and Ordinances which restrict logging on slopes over 
70% and on active (withln the last 10:000 years) landslides· have never been adequately 
demonstrated to be necessary to protect public heal~ safety, and general welfare. The proposed 
General Plan amendments and Ordinances which create residential buffer zones and restrict 
harvesting in stream side riparian areas usurp State regulations. The proposed restrictions have not 
been shown either necessary or effective to protect against a threat to public health, safety, and 
general welfare. · 

There are substantial errors in the some of the photos, descriptions and testimony being used to 
justify your rv.les and zoning. The photos presented to the Board of Forestry have not peen 
verified as to their location, or what they actually portray. Many of them could have been taken 
anywhere since even expert RPFs who know the timber harvest plans well cannot verify them. 
Many of the photos l?dicate oD.ly that large storms cause many human and natural structures to fail 

Although you have made major commitments to approving the general Plan Amendments and their 
supporting Ordinances restricting landowners rights to use their property, you should carefully 
consider the accuracy of the information supporting the restrictions, the necessity for the · 
restrictions, and the effects of the restrictions a·n the future of the County, its environment, and its 
budgets. Such consideration should require you to delay action for further investigations, and/or 
reject the proposed changes outright 

Sincerely yours, 

PL~ .· 
Peter A Twight., F for RoQer & Michelle Burch ""' ..... 

j I 
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Redwood 
Emr.ire 

23 November 1998 
" Mardi Wormhoudt, Chair 
· B_oard C?f Supervisors 

700 Ocean Street 
~anta Cruz, CA 95060 

P.O. BOX 156 • 31401 McCRA.Y ROAD • CLOVERDALEt CA 95425 
.(707} 894-4242 • FAX {707} 894-4632 

1395 41ST AVENUE, SUlTE 0 • CAPITOLA, CA. 95010 
{408) 464-8788 • FAX {408} 464-8780 

Re: County Fo~st P~ctice Rule/ Zoning Justification Photos 

Dear Ms W ormhoudt and Members of the Board: 

There are substantial errors in the some of the photos and descriptions being used to justify your· 
~es· and zoning. The photos presented to the Board of Forestry have not been verified as to their 
location, or what they actually portray. Many of them could have been taken an:yvlhere since even 
eXJ_:ert RPFs who Jmow their _timber harvest plans cannot verify them. These photos show 3 
tb.iri£S; .. 

... 1. That striams are protected from surface erosion, and the amount of the residual stand 
retained show there is no need for a no-cut riparian corridor. There is no scientific evidence that a 

denSer canopy is needed for water temperatures for flsh or any other reason. .1 
2. The photos show the need for long term erosion control maintenance and that the County A 

Erosion Control Ordinance is not ~nforced. The erosion portrayed would not have happened on a W 
property being managed for timber production_ It is typical of the "'abandoned'' properties your 

- - zoillrig and rules 'Will create. · 
3. Many of the photos indicate only that large storms cause many human and natural 

stn:lCtures to fail Streamside riparian zones typicaTiy store logs and debris until a really large storm 

. series, ~uch as o~cutred last 'Willter, mobilizes them and carries them to a new testing place2• I 

. am truly surp~P, to see such pictures representing a justification for new riparian rules when at 
least one of yonr County Staff knows they show a common natural watershed process. The only. 
way such logjarris could be prevented is to log streamside zones and remove all logs, stumps and 
debqs from them. Actnally spending the County Stream Oearance Tax money on cutting all logs 
in riparian areas woufd help bridges, but would be bad for fish and wildllie. 

The following·photographs are actually from Corralitos Creek this month3 and should indicate to 

1 The canopy on the Gamecock 1HP measures above the standard reouested bv Dave Hope of vour Staff. In 

addition see: CDF Biologist Brad Valentine, August 8, 1996, Letter toT Osipo'Wich, & Peter H Caferata in 

Vla1ere0urse Temperatme evaluation Gulde, 1990, CDF, page 4; DF&G Watershed Academy 1996, Bechta et a1, 

1987. Stream Temperatures and Aquatic Habitat: Fisheries and Forestry Interactions; Gaylon Lee, SVr'RCB PILOT 

MONITORJNG PROGRAM_ SUMMARY ... January 1997, page 42. 
2 State Watershed Academv # 2. Mav 5-9 1997 DF & G t1 

l. The three photos in Corralitos Creek that were presented to the Board of Forestry are false or misrepresentations 

' ~.' ·-... -~ ~'-. -. .. _·EXHIBIT._*- , Page. & of ~-
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yori that you are deceiving yourselves as ts> the causes of landslides, and the value of legislating 
against logging. on landslides .. These photographs show three things: 

. L Some landslides are excellent timberland that have no unnatural impacts to the 
. en_vironment from activities on them, therefore restrictions on logging are an unjustified taking of 
·. p~perty; 

_ · · _: >. · 2. Some landslides should be logged and have been logged to protect residential housing. 
1}riS and number 1 above show the folly of your Ru1e against logging on landslides that are or 
have been active within the last 10,000 years 

- -- -<:~·-:- 3~ The residential housing your zoning and rules Vtill encourage are the real sources of 
-__ ~rivironmen~ impacts on Corralitos Creek. 

_- _ S~cerely yours, 

f)d~~ 
=. Peter A Twight. · RPF #2555 

/ / 

of fact 

f:l(HLBIT :z:.. , 



This slide area of about 20 acres is creeping a few 
milimeters per year. 1hls makes it "active." However 
it is so big and deep that nothing will "trigger" activity. 
ltis.nota good.:place for a house, but is an excellent place 
to grow timber as shovm. It has been harvested twice 
since the original clearcut 

Dried up sag pond above Toe of slide below. The 
slide is creeping slowly into the stream which is under- A 
cutting it, allowing it tO continue creeping. If the stream W 

. were not present, slide might stop. Activity on the 
·slide surface has no effect according to geologistS. 



U.vL1.1-Lu..i. housing sites. on Corralitos Creek ............... ,.. .... ,, ..... 
)r exacerbating a landside into the stream. 

'~ .?:'ha~ ...... ~p~nted as a Redwoo~ 



Photo on the left shows ·a large slide into Corralitos 
Creek. There has been no logging in its vicinity, but 
there are several houses, one just above the slide. Is 
it a septic problem? Road or roof drainage? 

The photos on the right are below residences. The 
lower pictUre is of a slide that was logged i!1 the mid 
1980's to remove weigiit ·and leverage from the slide 
to slow or stop its movement The lower part of the 
slide, next to the road, has moved again. 
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CALIFORNIA fORESTRY A S :g;g C I A T I 0 N 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTI OF SANTA CRUZ 
701 OceanS~ 
Saota Cruz, Califhrnia 95060 

December2, 1998 

~lSO RR! · Bca.rd of S.Upe.n-i.s.ors Consideration to Adopt Ripari.a.n Buffer Zolle$ 
M~.r..Nt."i'TT 

CAl-~ 

~l-4 

PWO.'« 9!fi +H ~z 

f.« !l6 ~ 01_~ 

u.u.n.da~ 

.....,.,...l~u:-; 

The California Forest:y Ass<>ciation {CF A) o::msists of oomp~ forest landowners and o.at:ural 
resource professionals committed to em~tany sound policies, the su..ct.ainabk use of ~le 
:resourc.es. and res pons:~. ole forestry. Our membership includes forest :n.an.agemen.t compa.cies aad 
regi~tered professional forestets ~do bus.ine:ss in Santa Cruz county, .as well as persons v.ho own 
land in the OOl.U""-~"Y· 

It is our ~g that the Santa Cruz County Board of Supenisors is ronsic\::rmg a proposal by 
Supervisor AJmquest to adopt a county o..-dinmce cre21ing ''ri~ buff:r ZIY.XS"' fix Timber 
Productivity Zone (TPZ) l~ds trw"''Ushout the coun..]- The Calliornia Forestry Association (CFA) 
strongly opposes any such effort by the Boatd of Supervison. 

\Ve beli~ that Ul)' such action coost.1utcs regulation of t:imb::r ~ open:tia::s. 1'be Forest 
Pr&Ctice Act of 1973 and the Timberland Pn:xincthity Act of 1982 clC3tly e>~ that such 
~..llatoly au!harlty res:ts ~ ~ith. the Stm of Uilii'Orcia through the Board of Forestry and the 
Caiiforcia ~ ofForc:stry and Fire Protecticn. Any cffat by the eotm..} to regulate timber 
:management op::ratiol'IS is pre-empted by the State. So: our COI:IJme.nt5 subrr.it:ted tc the Board.of 
Sup:n.i.sors chru:d Novembc:r 23, 1998. 

If the Board of Supervisors is d...~ to JWI5Ue sucll an ill-~·course of acti~ it is 
oblig~ ~the Administretive Pr~es .Act (AP A) to provide adequate notification and an 
opj)Ortllr&y to comment on the proposed action. We believe that an adoption of S~ 
Almquestts proposal t.~gh a blanket .. conscot vote" is a decial of due process in violation oftbe 
M A =nd the Constitution of the State of Calif'Orniit - · 

V{e strongly en«r~ the Board to reconsider any actict1 to unil!t&ally establish riparian buffer 
.ZO..:leS. If you have any qllestions on t:b.is matte:rt pJ~ f:el free to give me a call at 916/444-65 92. 

MSR/e:a 

Ot;: B~ McCrary, Bis CICci;: LwT.ber Co-.~y 
Cmtrll Coa.stF~· ~tion 

I I 
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SACRA.~'TO -

CALIFOR"t!A 

95814 

PHONE 916444 6592 

FAX 916 444 0170 

CALIFORNIA FoRESTRY Associ.ATION 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

November 23, 1998 

Re: Board of Supervisors Public Hearing to Consider Amendments to the 
California Forest Practice Rules 

... -...wJo~o:-g Dear Supervisors: 

The California Forestry Association (CFA) submits the folloVIing comments to the Board 
of Supervisors ("Supervisors'') on the behalf of our members. CF A consists of companies, forest 
landowners and natural resource professionals committed to environmentally sound policies, the 
sustainable use of renewable resources and responsible forestry. Our membership includes forest 
management companies and registered professional foresters (RPFs) who do business in Santa Cruz 
county, as well as persons who o\VD.land in the county. 

• 

CF A recognizes the increasing complexities that counties like Santa Cruz are facing as the • 
expansion of residential development into the forested countryside continues to accelerate. As we 
approach the 21~ Century the rural counties and the Board of Forestry (BOF) ~increasingly be 
challenged with the responsibility to balance the needs of expanding urban populations while · . 
ensuring "forest resource management calculated to serve the public's need for timber and forest 
resources.~' Z'berg Nejedly Forest_ Practice Act of 1973("Forest Practice Act'}. See Public 
Resources Code (PRC) § 4512(c). ·· . -- -~·-

CPA staff has attended every public hearing held by the BOF on the County's rulemaking 
proposals. We have also provided detailed comments on the proposals. A copy of our comments 
is enclosed for your review. We continue to oppose the operational provisions of the County's 
rulemaking proposal which the BOF declined to enact at its November meeting in Sacramento. 

A.s the Board is aware, Santa Cruz county currently has some of the most restrictive forest 
practice regulations in the State. In addition to the state-wide FPRs, registered professional foresters 
(RPF s ), licensed timber operators (L TOs) and forest landowners in Santa Cruz county are regulated 
by the Southern Sub-District Forest Practice Ru1es. And if there is any doubt as to the adequacy of 
en"Vironmerrtal protections, it should be noted that these same parties are further constrained by the 
terms of the "Coho Salmon Biological Opinion and 2090 Agreement for Timber Harvest Plans South 
of San Francisco. Bay." This agree~ent was entered into by the Directors of the California 
Department ofFish and Game and the Department ofForestry and Fire Protection in early 1996 . 

EXHIBIT 'j" 
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We believe.~ any attempt by the County to incorporate the failed operational provisions 
under the auspices of the County's existing zoning authority would be a violation State law. 

The Forest Practice Act was enacted in 1973 to regulate forest management activities on 
private lands throughout the State. See PRC §§ 4511 et seq. The purpose of the Forest Practice Act 

· is "'to create and maintain an effective and comprehensive system of regulation and use of all 
timberlands ... " ld. at§ 4513. The Timberland Productivity Act was enacted in 1982 to further the 
legislative intent of the Forest Practice Act 

Government Code§§ 11340 et seq. authorizes state agencies and boards such as the Board 
of Forestry to adopt rules and regulations. PRC § 4516.5(a) provides, in part, that "[i]ndividual 
.coun~es ~recommend that the bOard [of forestry] adopt additional rules and regulations for the 
content of timber harvesting plans and the conduct of operations to take into account local needs." 
Emphasis added. Section 4516.5(b) authorizes the Board of Forestry to approve or deny such county 
proposals. 

Regulating ''timber operations" is solely within the discretion of the Board of Forestry. See 
Big Creek Lumber Company v. Countv of San Mateo, "Public Resources Code section 4516.5 

.expressly preempt[s] local attempts to regulate the conduct of timber operations." 31 Cal. App. 
4th 418, 420-421. Emphasis added. PRC § 4527 defines "timber operations" to mean "the cutting 
or ·removal of both timber or other solid wood forest products, ... including, but not limited to, 
construction and maintenance of roads, fuel breaks, firebreaks, stream crossings, landings, skid trails, 
beds for falling of trees, fire hazard abatement, and site preparation. ... " Emphasis added. 

--
The operational proposals rejected by the Board of Forestry, and now ~ing considered by 

the Board of SuperVisors, clearly fall 'Within the statutory definition of "timber operations." And it 
is just as clear that the State legislature intended, and the courts have·concurred, that the Board of· · 
Forestry have sole authority for the passage of regulations affecting timber operations in the State 
of California Once the Board of Forestry rejected the County's rulemakirig proposals regarding 
timber operation$ the County is legally precluded from passing any similar rules as part of a zoning 
effort. · · 

In conclusion; we believe that provisions which regula:te how and vmen helicopter operations 
are to be conducted, what are the appropriate silvicultural (harvesting) prescriptions, and how roads 
associated \Vith timber operations are to be maintained are certainly examples of "timber operations" 
that are beyond the County's authority to impose upon private forest lando\Vllers in Santa Cruz 
county. We are confident that the courts would strike down any such effort by the Santa Cruz 
County Board of Supervisors. We encourage the Board of Supervisors to strongly consider the 
possible legal implications associated with any effort to circumvent the statutory authority of the 
Board of Forestry. · 

/; 
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If you have any questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact me at 916/444-

6592. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 

cncloSUI'"eS (2) 

cc: Bud McCreary, Big Creek Lumber Company 
Central Coast Forest Association 

Vice President, Environmental 
And Legal Affairs 

Chris Rowneyt Board of Forestry 
Richard Wilso~ California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

EXHIBIT J_ , Page 1.:.· of JL. 

I I 

• 

• 

• 



300 CA.PtTOL. MAl..L 

Sl.JTTE350 

SAc::JU.ME:Nro 
CA.l.IFO.R:NIA. 

95814 

PHO!'t't 916 ~ &532 

FAX 916 444 Oli'tl 

£..MA!L~c:.:otn 

.,....,......Jc~ 

CALIFORNIA FoRESTRY AssociATION 

November 2, 1998 

Mr. Robert Kerstiens 
Chair, Board of Forestry 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1506-14 · 
Sacramento, California 95814 

RE: Santa Cruz County Proposal to Amend the Forest Practice Rules 

Dear Mr. Kerstiens: 

TI1e California Forestry Association (CF A) submits the following comments to the Board of 
Forestry ("Board") on the behalf of our members. Members include professional foresters, forest 
landowners and producers of wood products and biomass energy who are directly affected by changes 
to the Forest Practice Rules (FPRs). Our membership includes companies and registered professional 
foresters (RPFs) that do business in Santa Cruz county as well as persons who own land in the county. 

As we stated in our previous comments dated August 28, 1998 (copy attached), CFA 
recognizes the challenges facing counties such as Santa Cruz in dealing with the accelerated expansion 
of residential development in the countryside. CFA staff has attended every public hearing held by" 
the Board on the County's proposal, as well as several meetings of local concerned citizens in Santa 
Cruz county. The challenges inherent with the rapid population growth in a historically rural county 
such as Santa Cruz county are vccurring throughout the state. M we approach the 21st: Century the 
Board offoreslry\\'ill increasirsgly be challenged 'With the responsibility to provide a bal::mce b-:tv1een 
forest ecosystems a.T'ld an expanding urban population while ensuring "prudent and responsible forest 
resource management calc~:Ilated to serve the public's need for timber and forest products". Z'berg 
Nejedley Forest Practice Act of 1973 ("Forest Practice Act't). See Public Resources Code (PRC) § 
4512(c~ · 

We have had an opportunity to review tbe most recently revised proposal submitted by the · 
County of Santa Cruz and, for the most part have come to the same conclusions. We believe that, for 
the most part, the County's proposal: 

and 

(1) inadvertently promotes converting vital forestlands to urban and residential 
development, consequently undermining the integrity of the Central Coastal 
Redwood Forest Ecosystem; 

(2) discourages rather than encourage the enhancement of timberlands as set forth in 
PRC § 4513(a); . 

(3) severely limits forest landowners' abilities to manage their forest lands in an 
environmentally and economically reasonable manner; 

(4) some of the proposals, namely the no harvest zones, .may in fact constitute a taking 
of private property for public benefit without the payment of just compensation in 
violation of the Forest Practice Act (See PRC §4512(d)), the California ConstitUtion 
and tl1e United States Constitution. 
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The followmg issues constitute the major concerns, but not all the concerns, CF A members have with 
the proposed rulemaking package submitted by Santa Cruz County. 

1. Ibe Connty of Santa Craz has failed to establish necessity for most of the operational 
proposals. 

Public Resource Code (PRC) § 4516.5(b X2) provides that the Board shall adopt additional rules and 
regulations proposed by a county if the Board fiods that the proposal(s) are "necessary to protect the needs 

. and conditions of the county recommending them." Emphasis added. The mere fact that the County of Santa 
Cruz has come before Board with a set of proposals does not, de facto, establish necessity. The Board must 
find that the curent Forest Practices Rules (FPRs) and enforcement procedures are inadequate to protect the 
"needs and conditions of the county." 

As the Board is aware, Santa Cruz county currently has some of the most restrictive timber forestry 
restricitions in the State. In addition tn the state-wideFPRs, registered professional foresters (RPFs), licensed 
timber operators (LTOs) and forest landowners in Santa. Cruz county are regulated by Southern Sub-District 
F crest Practice Rules and specific county FPRs. And if there is any doubt as to the adequacy of environmental 
protections, it should be noted that these same parties are further constrained by the terms of the "Coho Salmon 
Biological Opinion and 2090 Agreement for T!IDber Harvest Plans South of San Francisco Bay" enetered into 
by the Directors of the California Department ofFish and Game (CDF&G) and the Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection (CDF) in early 1996. 

Throughout the public hearings, CF A staff and other inte~ parties have continuously requested 
that the Board's F crest Practice Committee require the Cotmtyto provide adequate documentation esmblishing 
the necessity or justification for the additional operational restrictions proposed by the County. To the best 
of our knowledge the County has failed to present such docmnentrtion. This documentation should include 
an analysis of the economic effects of the proposals on landowners, operators and the County. 

For the record, CF A was informed by our members in Santa Cruz county that last week the County 
'submitted to the Board documentation "justifying" the proposed rulemaking. In all fairness to open public-, 
participation, we believe that this documentation should be noticed by the ~card and an adequate opportunity 
(at least 30 days) be given for public review and comment 

2. Proposed Amendments to 14 CCR 926.3: Plan Submittal and Notice of Intent 

CF A realizes that often requests for additional public notification is often a concern best dealt with 
at the local level. In all likelihood the proposals for additional notification are in response to the County's 
increasing concern over the expansion of urban and residential development into rural forest lands throughout 
the county. It truly may be in the best interests of maintaining good neighbor relationships to provide 
additional notification about proposed forestry operations. 

The question remains as to whether the County has adequately considered the additional costs 
associated with proposed requirements under 14 CCR 9263. The proposed amendments include requiring 
the timber harvest plan (THP) submitter to individually notify: (1) all property owners 'Within jQQ feet of the 
proposed planning area;. (2) all property owners and residents (if different from property o~ers) within 3000 
feet of any helicopter operati<?ns; (3) all members of all private road associatio~ with regards to roads to be 
utilized in the forestry operations; and ( 4) all c,ommunity water systems downstream from any location within 
which any operation is proposed. Furtherm.ore, the county proposes that the plan submitter post a notice in 
~conspicuous locations". If the plan involves helicopter operations a notice must be posted "every half mile 
on all public roads within a 2 mile radius of the proposed area of operations." Remember, this is a Notice of 
Intent with renrds to a proposed plan. and NOT a safety notice prior to commencement of operations.. 
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This is in addition to the current rules 'Which require a plan submitter to publish a "Notice of Intent 
in a ne~r of general circulation in the area where the project is proposed concurrent with the submission 
of the plan to the Director." Id. PRC § 926J(d). We l?elieve that the proposed notification requirements are 
excessive. With regards to the posting in conspicuous locations we query as to whether the submitter will be 
responsible for continually monitoring the postings and replacing signs that have been damaged or removed. 
Furthermore, will CDF have additional enforcement responsibilities to ensure that the proposed posting rules 
are complied with? 

It may be in the best interests of all affected parties for the County to revisit its proposed Notice of 
Intent requirements and consider a more reasonable, balanced approach that shares notification responsibilities 
and costs between the County and the plan submitter. 

3. Proposed Amendments to 926.7: Review Team Field Review 

We question the appropriateness or necessity for designating a neighborhood representative to attend 
scheduled THP preharvest inspections, Review Team field inspections and scheduled meetings. 14 CCR 
1037 3, "Agency and Public Review" provides that the CDF Director "shall invite 'Written comments [from 
the public] and will consider these comments." Also see PRC §§ 4582. 6 and 4582.7. Currently, a plan 
submitter has the discretion to bring any interested party onto the land to get an on-the-ground review of the 
proposed THP. In that this proposal allows the landowner to deny admittance to the designated neighborhood 
representative, we believe that this portion of the proposal is merely redundant c 

If the Board decides to move ahead with the County's proposal to designate a neighborhood 
representative there are three issues that need to be resolved as part of the amendments to§ 926.7: 

(1) The Board must i~tify a set of qualifications applicable to possible neighborhood 
representative. This should include a worldng knowledge of technical forestry, silvicultural. 
and timber hruvesting practices, as well as the Forest Practice Rules. 

(2) The Board must make it explicitly clear that the lando"Wner vfill bear no responsibility (i.e. 
liability) for any injury sustained by the representative while participating in THP preharvest 
or field inspections. It is the business of the State or County as to whether either is willing 
to assume any such responsibility. 

(3) The language amending§ 926.7 must expressly state that the decision of the plan submitter 
to denv access to the designated neighborhood representative will have no consequence on 
the decision to accept, reject or modify the THP. Furthermore, given the potential prejudice 
such a decision may have -with regards to any possible administrative appeals or legal action, 
we believe that the decision to deny access should be excluded from the a.d.niinlstrative file 
fortheTHP. 

4. Proposed Amendments to 926.13: Performance Bondini 

Any damage to a private road allegedly resulting from log hauling operations is a civil matter best 
handled between person responsible for log hauling and O'Wller of the private road. We query whether CDF 
wants to assume the additional responsibility for monitoring private roads and determining who are the 
responsible parties and apportioning liability for damages to private roads. 

~ 

EXHIBIT~, of 

I I 



5. Propos~ Amendments to 926.15: Road Construction 

Existing language under 14 CCR 923.l(b), "Planning for Roads and Landings", and 923..2(b) and 0 
already address the County's concerns with regards to road construction on steep slopes. We believe that the 
proposed amendments will create havoc for many road construction projects, and in many cases may cases 
cause unnecessary adverse environmental impa.ct::s.. For example, section (aX2) of the proposed amendments 
would require the operator to excavate all the cut material, remove it from the road site and then bring it back 
for recontorirlng purposes as part of the road abandonment requirements. The additional transport and 
placement of soil may increase the likelihood of sediment transport into watercourses. The proposed 
alternative in section (aX2) retwn of all side-cast materials to the roadbed may also increase the potential for 
sediment transport in situations 'Where a stable roadbed already exists. Foresters and transporta..tion engineers 
should have the flexibility to design and maintain roads in a manner that environmentally responsible as well 
as economically viable. 

We oppose the blanket road surfacing requirements proposed under the amendments to§ 926.15(aX5). 
The proponents have failed to demonstrate the necessity for such surfacing requirements for Ml permanent 
logging roads throughout the County. Furthermore, we do not believe the County has fully addressed aU the 
potential problems associated with determining "ratable costs" not attributable to the plan submitter. For 
. example, how will the County a5.:>-u:re that the costs associated the portion not attn"butable to the plan submitter 
(i.e. associated with "other road usersj will be collected in a timely manner? Or will the collection be the 
responsibility of the plan submitter? If so, what authority mll the submitter have to collect a "road-use fee"? 
These questions were raised before the Forest Practice Committee but have yet to be addressed in the proposed 
amendments~ 

6. Proposal to Adopt a New Section. 14 CCR 926. 25: Special Harvestine- Method:~ 

CF A opposes the proposed. Cutting prescriptions set forth under the new section, 14 CCR 926.25. 
There is no biological, silvicultura.I or logical justification for ·applying different silvicultural prescriptions to 
Non-Timber Production Zone (fPZ) !adds and TPZ lands. While general silvicultural guidelines many~ 
beneficial, the proposed county-wide cutting standards are indefensible. Such a proposal runs completely · 
counter to the basic premise of the Forest Practice Rules- i.e. forest management activities should be designed 
by a registered professional forester_ taking into acCount professional judgment and site-specific conditions. 
See 14 CCR 897, "Implementation of the [Forest Practice] Acf'. 

The main defense for these proposals 'WaS presented by a proponent last month before the Forest 
Practice Committee. The proponent developed a computer "model" which he alleged demonstrated the 
appropriateness of theSe cutting standards. To the best of our knowledge this individual is neither a Ii~ 
professional forester or even educafe4 in forest management or silvicultural applications. The person did admit 
that his model had no scientific peer review. It would be completely inappropriate, and would. tindermine the 
Board's credibility, to accept these stmdards as forest practice rules absent scientifically-credible justification. 

7. Proposal to Adopt a New Section.14 CCR 926.28. Helicopter Operations 

Today, more foresters, hydrologists, geomorpholog:ists, and fisheries biologists, are encouraging 
helicopter logging as an environmentally-sensitive alternative to conventional timber harvesting systems, vmere 
the conditions V{Brrant additional environmental protections. We are astounded with extensive constraints that 
the County proposes to apply to helicopter logging. It would appear that the County W2;Ilts to disco wage the 
use ofhelicopterlogging in Santa Cruz county. We recognize the need to be sensitive to needs ofadj~t 
residences., and understand that some restrictions operating hours and weekend/holiday flights may be 
warranted. But restricting the number of days that a helicopter can be used in a calendar year or a dwing a five 
year period, will force landowners to use other harvesting methods when in fact helicopter logging may be the 
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• most desirable meth~ given the environmental characteristics of the planning area. We strongly encourage 
the Board to reject the proposed restrictions on the number of operating days in a calendar year or five year 
period. The environmental benefits often may outweigh the inconvenience to residents over a short duration. 

8. Proposal to Adopt a New Section. 14 CCR 926.24. residential Buffer Zones 

We believe that the County has failed to provide any legal justification for the 300 foot "no cut" 
residential buffer zone. The proponents have failed to establish any threat to the health and safety of adjacent 
landowners. For many landowners this buffer may impose added expenses that would preclude responsible 

· forest management and eliminate all economically viable use of their property with the possible exception of 
conversion for development pmposes. The consequence of such an outcome would be further loss of the forest 
ecosystem. It is also quite possible that a forest landovro.er could have a legitimate private property 
"takings" claim against the State if the Board were to adopt this proposal. 

This concludes our comments on this proposed rulemaking package. As we stated in ow- August 28, 
1998 comments (copy attached) we encot.rra.ge the Board to defer any action on the silvicultural and operational 
aspects of the County's proposed rulemaking until the Board has conducted an on-the-ground assessment of 
the effectiveness of the current FPRs. Furthermo~ we believe it is imperative that the Board considers the 
full effect additional rulemak:ing may have on the forest ecosystems in Santa Cruz County. Additional layers 
of regulations will make it economically prohibitive for some lando'Wllers to manage their lands to achieve their 
personal goals. A likely scenario is a continued increase in conversion of forest lands to more valuable 
residential and urban development as the San Francisco Bay area continues to migrate south. This is a negative 
environmental impact we would all agree is undesirable. 

If the Board feels that additional notification requirements may improve relations between forest 
lando'Wllers, foresters and operators on the one hand, and the general citizenry on the other hand, we could 
support amendments to the Santa Cruz County Forest Practice Rules, consistent with our comments. 

Ifyou have any questions regarding this matter please give me a call at 916/444-6592. 

i 

81:t2chmcnt (1) 

cc: Mike Ja.n.i, Big Creek Lumber Company 
Central Coast Forest Association 

Sincerely, 

.~AJ 
- t?' v~ S. Ren sq. CJ 

Vice President, Envrronmental 
and Legal Affair 
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CALIFORNIA FoRESTRY AssociATION 

Rubert Ker.;ticns 

Cimi nn::m. 13oanl or FtJn::;tr:: 

I 41 6 Ninlh Sln.:t:l 
s~u.:r.mn:nto, CA. l)5~\l-l 

August 28. I l)lJS 

H.E: S:tn(a Cr~t:!. Cmi;J()' Proposal to A:ucntl the Forest Practicl! Rules 

Dc:tr Ch:tirmatl Kersl i~n:'i: 

Enclosed nre the r..:o,nnu:nls of!hc Cafifon1ia Forcsiry Association (CFA) regnrding t!1c San::\ 
Cruz County OoanJ of Supc:rvi.s~.>rs· proposal to amemi the Forest Pr.1ctice Rules (Fl'Rs) ::s submitte-ti 
lu the Board of Forestry ( GOF.J I:1st month. 

CF:\ cncmn-:1)!t'.5 lfw tH Hi lo d ..... f,·r :!~:y ndk·n on lhc Cvunty's propos=: until the BOF it:1s 

h:ul :~n opportunity lu thrulll,!ldy n:.,·h:n· tile prc!pus:ti in liJ!ht of the prop<lsct.I county oruin:J.nccs 
:tmi lht.: BOF has cnnduckd :HI ntt-Hic-;.!nmm! ~sc::\smcu! of the current forest pr.::.cticcs in S::mt:.1 
Cnr.r: -:nunty. 

CF:\ m:ogui:~.c:s lh;H many t.:OUutics ~uch as s~nt:l Cruz :Ire facing major dmllengcs in dc:.llbg 
wi:.h the ~H.:ceieraleu c:-:p:msinn-of resitfenlt;ll J:e-.:elopmenl into the rur.1l countryside. Unfortun::1.tc!y, 
\v·e do nol bcJicve thnt this prc,pusal rt:Frcscnts a well thought-out opprot1ch that b::1!nnces the 
residential neetls wilh the :n:r:d ln pn:tecl tl1e integrity or fore:;t ccosysterns~ while assuring forest 
Iantlowncrs have nn 1.1pplll trnity tu nwnngc =heir I:mt!s :n :111 environmentaJJy nnd cconom ic:1!!y. 
rc::Isonable m:mm:r. 

As the BOf- is awnr~. Snui.:J Cnrz ctlnnly currcnLI:; hn:; some of the most restric:!ve timber 
forestry regulntions in the :;tate. In ::~tidition tu ~he C:~Iifurni:: Ftx·:st ?rat:tk:e Ruies, forest lelnclo .... vne:-s, 
foresters and timber ryper.tflH"S in .s~nl:'l Cruz ::m:: suhjc:t l·.:> the St>uthenl Sub-District 'Forest Pruc.tice 
RuiC'5.. ns well as spccilk t;t~llnty ruk.-s and :J:I.Jitir-nal n:.,;trictinr:s unue:- the current 2090 Agrecmer.t for 
Ute protection of coh!J salmon in S:ml;. Cnr:: ,:.o.unty. \\'t! heiicv<! that the County of Santa Cut~ :1n..c; 
f:J.ilctl to clcmonslr.Ilc lhc m;r.;e::~ity f<Jr .Hlt.;i.;:ionnl mle.."i :t:u.l regul:!!ory burdens. 

·na.: ti111lx:r h:u--~·r..:;l planning p·r~CL"SS. ::tS .:;~! fo;-th unJi!r the Foreo;t Pr:1cticc Rules, is basc:J on 
pmfcssiumd judgr.:mt:nt and pcr!imn::mc~ it1 I he field. ·n1is pr::-ccss is tk":iignctl to take into n.ccount the 
varying physic::tl conJilion:; f'bum.I within ~hc:Ji....1ic:-Jt.'"tl l::nd~c:tpes anJ o\.·lncrsnips throughout the stnte. 
Some! oftlle g~:tlcst g'=olt,g.it:~ll :mJ geograph:c::l \'=tri<Jiion tJkcs ptnce in S:::mt:J Cruz co,mty. A "c•:lC· 
size-:it:>-all .. npprn;Jd~ as cnvi!;inm:J by 01.: Oo_u.rd of Supcrv!r o;s CIJuiti speH environmental c:lta~:lrophe 
untlcr certain <.:in.:umsl:mccs. Fur r:.~ampJe. the p:--:p:>.;cd lim its on he!icop~er lC'gging opl!r.ltions mny . 
make mnny :mch ep::r .. llion!i t.."Cnnomic:dly ~md ph,:sicaily impractical although Liley may be 
envirnmnenlally ciL~;ir::!:lc. 1 I 

CFA encour:t:~~:; J!a: lk-a:·d tlf Fm·c:H:-y tl~ l:lkc ifs time \.·:h~n icvic·:ting t~c Cc.u;,ty's 
amcudmcnL propos;tls. The :n:riwt tak.!:t b:.· the l3tJF with rc~arJs to Ll1e San{a Cn1z Oonrd of 

Sup~~>isor.; · pro~~:t! ":~c~~~;~l'l tt~c r~r a::~: t~iO ot:: c,o~n~~- TI1c BOF m:y w•m 

-. 

• 
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to conduct its O\vrt investigation. including :1 field trip to review. first hand. forestry operations in Santa 
Cruz County. We believe that an opporrunity to discuss forestry prn.ctices on-the-ground with 
professional foresters may provide gre:1re:- insight tho.n merely relying on in~onnation provided by 
County Planning Department scff. 

Finnlly. it is our underst:Lnding. from St.iper,risor Almques(s presentation to the Board lr::tSt 
month .. and from foilow·up discussions \Virh.our members in Sane Cruz county. the County's proposal 
is basically an "ali-or-nothing~ proposal. In other words, if the Board of Forestry fails to totally 
acquiesce to the Supervisors· demands the Supervisors will do ili1 "end-:J.rounci and pass county 
ordinances. in fact. it is quite possible Liat the Board of Supervisors wilJ pass county ordinances 
regardless what action the BOF takes. 

\Ve encour:tge the Board to resist such "strong-mn"" tactics. As you are aware from the :tdvice 
previously provided by your Iegill counsel at Board of Forestry meetings .. counties have limited 
authority with regards to regulating timber oper:uions. The C:tiifomia Court of App~Is for the First 
Disoict clearly ruled in tht: c::J.Se of the Big Creek Lumber Companv v. Countv of San i'vfateo. 
31 CaL~pp.4th 418, that ~Public Resources Code section 4516.5 expressly preernpr[s] local attempts 
to regulate the conduct of tim her ope~tioo.s." {d. at 4:!0-21. Emphasis added. The BOF and the. 
California Department of Forestry and Fi_re P:otection (CD F) have ::mu1ority over the conduct of forestry 
oper.1tions within the St:lte of California. \Ve believe.that many of the amendmentS proposed by County 
of Santa Cruz ore nothing more than thinly-veiled attempts to regulate forestry operations under the 
guise of their zoning authority. Such actions are· beyond the County" s authority. Absent any action by 
the BOF, any attempt by the County to regulate forestry operations are likely be struck down by the 
courts. 

In conclusion, \ve encolli-age the Boa.rd of Forestry to defer taking any action on the proposed 
amendmentS until the County has provided tt1e Board with its final zoning ordinance proposCJ.Is. This 
information is essential to the BOF makine: a fullv infonned decision. Fw-Jlermore~ we encoune:e t~e · ..... ""' '"'. ..... 
Board to closely scrutinize e:1ch one of the County~ s proposed amendments, especially in light of all 
the current regulatory collStr.lints on foresn:· oper.1tior.s in Santa Cruz county, ~d detennine whether 
the County has es'"I.Clblished adequate necessiry for the proposed changes . 

. Finally, we strongly encourage the Bo::rrd of Forestry to visit S0-11t:a Cruz county before making 
any d~ision on the County·s proposal, to de:ermine, first-h::md. \vhether additional regulations are 
warr.:mted. We believe that you will find that the professional foresters in Santa Cruz t:ounty 1re 

pr.1cticing some of the most environmenuiiy sound forestry in the State. 

cc: 

Sincerelyt 

~S#~ l'vfa.rk S. Rentz.. -es;;;-- . 
. Vic: President for Environmental 

Mike J::mi. Big Creek Lumber Company 
C~ntr::1J Co<JSt Forest Associ::uion 

~d Legal Affairs 
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J.E. GREIG, Inc. 732 

CONSULTING FORESTER 
P.O. Box 90190 
Henderson, NV 89009-0190 
(702) 564-9867 • Fax (702) 564-9876 

Decemb:r 9, 1998 

Santa Cruz County Board of Sup:::n.isors 
C.olll"'.bouse 
iO I O:.:an St 
Santa C.ruz.. CA 95060 

Board Of S~isors: 

Ple:.as: do not enact the proposed ordinanc.: prohibiting timb:t ha...-vesting in ripa.rl.:ln buffer 
zones. as de:scnix:d in your 3gend.s Item 0070 ofNov::mb:!T 24. 199&. 

This elimination of timber ~~est.l.J?.s is not n=ssary ao.d has not be:enju~ed by :m;· mea.T'l.s. 
These streamside areas are ~...11 prot.cd:ed unci.."! e.xisti.ng Sta.te Forest ~Rules. as 
administtred by the <;:aliforni'..3 Department of:Forestry. 

This action 'Will ac.tU3Ily take from ~' landorrners productive forc:s:1l:!.od, 'Without any 
compe.ns:31ion or justifiable J)ublic need. ln tlie case of the T .P Z lands) tim1::er han:es:tir..g is the · 
only finzncially vUlble· Iaiid 1;Se. To t2ke the most product.ivc forest zone from the bndcm'Ilcr c:m 

. jeprod17..e his lands financial viability. · 

JEG/mlg 
cc:D. Le;;· 

I 
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Central Coast Forest Association 

December 8~ 1998 

County of Santa Cruz Board of SuperYisors 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa C~ CA 95060 

Dear l\.1embers of the Board: 

Santa Cruz County forest 1and0\\11~Ts haYe spent more than a year \\itnessing 
county government pursue onerous and unjustified reStrictions of legal land U$e and 
property rights. During this time we have heard anti-Jogging zealots spe·w nonsense 
about t1Sacred Forests'\ listened to \\i.ld c.nd hysterical accusations surrounding the 
perceived. impacts of selective timber harvesting and seen untold thousands of taxpayer 
dollars wasted as public servants conduct what is~ in reality: a modern day \\itch hunt. 

Today's consideration of a county zoning ordinance \\·hich establishes location a! 
criteria for timber harvesting v.ithin riparia.t'1 corridors is no exception. The Central Coast 
Forest Association opposes this ordinance for the follo\\ing reasons: 

1) Any activity v...1thin a legal timber harvest falls solely under the jurisdiction of 
the State of California and is defmed by the State Forest Practice Rules. Operations in 
.and around riparian conidors~ including any lo-uictions, are clearly the purview of state· 
la\\~. 

2) Restriction of timber harvesting acti\ities \\ithin riparian corridors is an issue 
of timber harve~ting operations. not an issue of location. The exclusion of specific 
harvesting·-a:cti_y.ities within a riparian corridor. could drastically alter the operation of 
harvesting on other ponions of a panicula.r Timber HG.t-vest Plan (THP). Furillennore: 
denial of all access to riparian corridors could landlock significant portions of a forested 
parceL thus affecting harvesting operations eise\\"here in the THP. This potential 
isolation of lands which otherv.ise would_ be legally M.rvestable cons~tutes the taking -of 
propeny v.,·ithout just compensation. 

3) This ordinance is a new project. State law and California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) require a separate public noticing and review period. Neither the 
required noticing or reviev..' requirements haYe been met. 

4) There have been serious and legitimate concerns raised regarding the potential 
environmental ·impacts of this ordinance. State ]a\V and CEQA demand- that an 
Environmental Impact Repon (EIR) be proYided for this project. 

5) In lieu of an EIR, a Negative Declaration v.ith proper public review and public 
noticing must be provided on new projects. This has not been done. 
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6) A serious independent statistical survey by Raben 0. Briggs concerning forest 

growth and ground water uptake. wh]ch has significarlt implications on this ordinance~ 
appears to have been intentionally misrepresented by county staff in ongoing effons to 
avoid the requirement of an EIR. C.C.F.A. demands that the County of Santa Cruz Board 
of Supe!"';isors and the County Planning Direc10r conduct an investigation to detennine 
the cause of this misrepresentation of critical documents. 

7) Significant regulations currently exist which restrict timber harvesting 
operations \\·ithin riparian corridors in Santa Cruz County. These regulations are par1 of 
the State For:~st Practice Rules. Additionally~ county streams in which coho salmon 
could be pote-ntially be affecled are subject to further restrictions related to timber 
harvesting., There are no known scientific srudies that indicate these existing regulations 
are insufficient to protect the integrity of riparian resources. 

The timber harvesting issue has gone on for more than a year. During this time~ 
your board has not collectively visited a single timber htrvesting location. You have 
consis1ently relied on hearsay, faulty staff assessments a.nd the ranting of individuals and 
groups \\·ho publicly say they suppon the right to hanrest timber but priYately do 
everything in their power to abolish this activity completely in this county. 

C.C.F.A. urges your board to step back and approach these issues from a 1ogical 
and scientific perspective rather than continuing to allow emotion to drive your actions. 
\Ve urge you to reject this ordinance. 

Sincere]y! 

~Li2£d}1tdc 
Lisa Rudnick 
Interim Executive Director 

C.C.F.A. P.O. Box 1670, Capitola, CA 95010 (831) 469-6016. 
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Law Offices of 

DENNIS J. KEHOE 
Law Corporation 

311 Bonita Drive 

Aptos, California 95003 
(831) 662-8444 FAX (831) 662-0227 

February 11, 1999 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

HAND DELIVERED 

CAL ::~c ::; i\~! A 
CO/\STAL C:Jfv!M lSSlON 
CENTHAL COAST AREA 

Re: Application of Santa Cruz, County, No. 3-98, Proposed Major Amendment to the 
Santa Cruz County LCP and Implementing Ordinances. 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

Pursuant to my correspondence to you dated February 5, 1999, enclosed herewith are the 
following documents: 

1. The large map entitled ltTimber Resources, North Coast Planning Area, Santa 
Cruz County" . Please note that the "red" designated areas constitute significant timberlands 
within the Coastal Zone that are not designated on the out-of-date County Timber Resource Map 
and not zoned TP. These areas, excluding lands owned by the State of California, encompass 
over one-third (1/3) of the existing timber resources within the Coastal Zone in the North Coast 
Area, alone. In addition, there are areas zoned SU (Special Use) which, historically, have been 
timbered that are designated Timber Resources on the County Map. Nevertheless, pursuant to 
the Santa Cruz County Application No. 3-98, all of the above timber resources will be 
eliminated. The photo reduced copy of the foregoing map was previously transmitted to you 
in my February 5, 1999, letter to you. (The large maps are included only with this original 
letter.) 

~. The large map entitled "Timber Resources, Bonny Doon Plannina Area, Santa 
Cruz County". Enclosed also are photo reduced copies of the larger map. As can be seen, 
excluding public holdings, at least 25 percent of timber resources are not designated on the out­
of-date County Timber Resource and are not zoned TP, all of which are within the Coastal 
Zone. The areas in "red" designate timberland resources based on more recent data than the 
out-of-date Timber Resources Map of Santa Cruz County. In addition, there are timber 
resources designated on the out -of -date Timber Resources Map on properties zoned other than 
TP, such as SU (Special Use), which, historically, have been timbered. Nevertheless, 
Application No. 3-98 of the County of Santa Cruz will eliminate all timbering from both 
categories. Further, over 25% percent lands in the Bonny Doon area will be eliminated for 
purpose of timbering as a result of the County Application No. 3-98. 

J_. As just one example of a single parcel not zoned TP and not designated on the 
out-of-date County Timber Resource Map, enclosed is an aerial photo dated 6-22-94, of APN 
086-291-05 located in the North Coast Plannina Area within the Coastal Zone. Application 
No. 3-98 eliminates all timber harvesting from this parcel. The parcel is zoned SU (Special se); 
contains approximately 1, 160 acres with over 823 acres of timberland; and has approximately 
15-20 million board feet of timber. This timberland is eliminated from timber resource 
harvesting by Application No. 3-98. 

Correspondence to Coastal Commission 
February 11, 1999 
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~. Enclosed is a chart listing some of the holdings of my clients in the Coastal Zone 
containing very significant timber resources, all of which are eliminated for timber harvesting 
by Application No. 3-98. 

As a result logging at the tum of the century, the Santa Cruz mountains are now 
primarily stands of young growth redwood. Most of these forest lands are currently being 
managed for growth and productivity. These forest management practices have created vibrant 
forests which provide vital fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, aesthetics, forest products; and 
open space. 

These forests will continue to flourish and provide such activities when using the current 
forest practice rules. Growth, productivity, and wildlife habitat in these forests can be 
maintained in perpetuity. using existin2 forest management practices. If unreasonable and 
restrictive rules and ordinances, such as those in Application No. 3-98, are imposed on local 
forest landowners, they will be forced to consider the only available alternative land use, 
residential development. Application No. 3-98 significantly undercuts "the long-term 
productivity of soils and timberlands." Public Resources Code §30243 Moreover, Application 
No. 3-98 does not "substantially'! advance ltlegitimate State interests." Nollan v. California 
Coastal Commission (1987) 97 L.Ed. 677, 687-688; Pardee Construction Company v. California 
Coastal Commission (1975) 75 Cal.App.3d 471, 479 

Application 3-?8 is in violation of State laws including the California Coastal Act as well 
as the federal and state constitutional rights of my clients to equal protection; just compensation; 
and due process, both procedural and substantive. The application must be denied. 

Please place the undersigned at the above address on your mailing list for all notices, 
public notices, and staff reports concerning Application No. 3-98. Please do likewise for my 
clients, Big Creek Lumber Company and Bud McCrary. Their mailing address is BIG CREEK 
LUMBER COMPANY, ATT:§NTION: ·BUD McCRARY, 3464 Highway 1, Davenport, CA 
95017. ,/ . \ . I Very iruly yours, \ , ... - n 

I (:\ • .~ \·.\· .. .. r:.-" /ft{t-(1" '· .1/ 
:.A. /· t,. I. 1. , . .:.... ~-~ r 
\ ../ _{ \ v ' u 
'·-·DENNIS J. KEHOE I 1• - • ..-

DJK:jlc 
Enclosures 

(_~) 

c: California Coastal Commission, Attn: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Board of Supervisors of Santa Cruz County 
Rick Hyman, Coastal Planner, California Coastal Commission, (Hand Delivered) 
Office of Attorney General, Attn: John Davidson, Deputy Attorney General 
State Board of Forestry 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

Correspondence to Coastal Commission 
February 11, 1999 
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SOME OF THE AFFECTED 
BIG CREEK LUMBER PARCELS-NON TPZ 

INSIDE COASTAL ZONE 
Forested But Without County Timber Resource DesiKnation 

APN ZONING 10fALACREN 

057-081-28 su 170 

057-081-15 su 106 

057-111-14 su 221 

057-111-16 su 160 

057-121-02 A 81 

057-121-21 A 15 

057-121-25 CA 118 

057-121-26 A 14.5 

057-141-02 A 21 

057-251-07 A 40 

057-171-09 su 20 

SOME OF THE AFFECTED BIG CREEK LUMBER PARCELS-NON TPZ 
INSIDE COASTAL ZONE 

Forested But Without County Timber Resource Designation 
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(Santa Cruz County Parcel: APN No. 086-291-05 
Current Zoning Designation: Special Use (SU) 
Total Approximate Acreage: 1,160 
Approximate Acreage in Coastal Zone: 1,144 
Approximate Acreage Heavily Forested Timberland: 823 
The outdated County "Timber Resource Mapping " does not designate any ''Timber 
Resource " on this parcel.) 



Resources 
With 

Affected Zoning 
NORTH COAST Planning Area 
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, CA. 

Application No. 3-98 

Areas in Red indicate significant 
timberland resources which do not 
have the outdated County Timber Resource 
Mapping and are not zoned "Timber Production" 

Approximate affected acreage in Red: 3. 761 
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Areas in Red indicate significant 
timberland resources which do not 
have the outdated Countv' Timber Resource 
Mapping and are not zo~ed "Timber Production" 

Approximate affected acreage in Red: 4.080 

Timber Resources 
With 

Affected Zoning 
BONNY DOON Planning Area 
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, CA. 

Application No. 3-98 
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March 10, 1999 

From: Janet (Favorito) Laidlaw 
14788 Bear Creek Rd. 
Boulder Creek, CA 95006 

To: California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: LCP No. 3-98 

Dear members of the California Coastal Commission; 

Th 3c_ 

._,erv,.:o 

I am very concerned about the decisions being made regarding logging in California, 
specifically in Santa Cruz County. Some of the most important areas of concern to me 
are the threat to property rights, the threat of a devastating forest fire, the threat from 
political officials and activists and the threat to the redwood forest from neglect. I thank 
you for the opportunity to voice my concerns. 

My parents purchased 50 acres in Boulder Creek three decades ago. We were under the 
impression that the purchase included the trees and our right to care for them. We have 
dreamed of someday

1 

buildihg a house on that land so our family could enjoy living 
amongst the beauty that brought us there. Our timber broker has set up a timber harvest 
plan that would allow us to work with most of our neighbors to each chip in together to 
fix our road system and put in a new engineered bridge, to replace the red tagged old 
cement slab crossing. It would also give us an opportunity to clear out most of the fuel 
load lying on the forest floor and make our property more valuable . We thought this was 
a "win, win, situation", until we found out that the Santa Cruz County Board of 
Supervisors were planning ways of usurping our rights and the rights of all the forest 
landowners. They did not even inform us of what they were up to and tried to hold closed 
door sessions whenever ·possible. I must add that Supervisor Symmons chastised them at 
one public meeting for this kind of behavior. He was the most vocal board member who 
acknowledged that their actions are an attempt to violate our property rights. Former 
Supervisor Belgard also understood what the other members of the board were trying to 
do and supported our rights. It's interesting to me that the two senior members of the 
board are the only ones who realized the significance of the other board members actions. 
I wish to thank both of them for their support. 

We have paid our taxes yearly and considered ourselves lucky that our parents had the 
foresight to plan ahead so that part of our families estate included this precious piece of 



land. Now, not only do the supervisors want to restrict our right to log our own property 
but they have come up with new road standards that must be met for else they will come 
in and charge us to implement them. If the land owner can't pay for the road work then he 
will lose his property. For three decades we have worked on the dirt roads leading to our 
property. I thought we lived in the United States of America and were protected by the 
Constitution and Bill of Rights. Did I miss a private revolution and take over by the 
social democrats? I'm ashamed of the politics I've seen at work in our county 
government. 

I was born in 1945 and about a week ago as a part of my birthday celebration I 
went to see "Saving Private Ryan". It made me so thankful to all of the men and woman 
who have died defending this republic. If you allow these attempts by our local 
government officials to take away our rights then you are stomping on their graves with 
shameless disrespect. Would our fore fathers have tolerated such behavior? If someone 
told George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, or Benjamin Franklin and the rest of them 
that they couldn't cut the trees on their property or that if their roads were not kept up to 
someone else's standards that their property would be taken away, I think they would have 
laughed at them and run them out of town. 

I want to speak also of the great fire danger that presently exists in the Santa Cruz 
mountains. Experts have said that with the fuel load that presently exists on the forest 
floor a big fire would get so hot that the redwoods would probably not be able to grow 
back because of the damage to their root systems. Every summer I fear for all of our lives 
in the mountain communities. A large number of parents work over in the Santa Clara 
Valley while their children go to Santa Cruz County Schools. If there ever is a large 
devastating fire in these mountains it could leave the children isolated from their parents. 
On August 7, 1997 there was a fire in Los Gatos. Highway 17, the main artery to Santa 
Cruz and the San Lorenzo Valley was closed forcing everyone to take Highway 9 or other 
longer routes to get home. It took me one hour to go from Los Gatos to Saratoga, 
approximately five miles. It took me another hour to get from Saratoga to my home in 
Boulder Creek were my son was waiting for me. That is when I realized the potential 
danger that existed. Please allow us this opportunity to clean up the forest floor and thin 
our redwoods to lessen the danger not only to the redwoods but to our families and 
communities. Frankly, I'm surprised that we aren't being told that we have to take care of 
this potential danger. 

I know that some people don't think we should cut even one single redwood. I know the 
Sierra Club and other activist groups are trying to shut down the logging industry in 
California. I know that our Supervisors have taken political contributions from the Sierra 
Club and I see the adds for activists in our local newspaper and on the job board at our 
local high school, but that doesn't make them or what they are doing right. Many of the 
eco-nazi environmental groups are listed as terrorist groups by our government, yet they 
are revered by some for their actions. I never liked the politics of our former President 
Ronald Reagon until I recently read on the internet some of his statements on property 
rights. My favorite quote is "A taking is a taking is a taking". 

• 
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It bothers me also to see a trend in this country to close down industries that use our 
natural resources. The closure of the steel mills forces us to rely on other countries for 
steel. If the logging mills are closed in this country I fear that we will become dependent 
on other countries for milled lumber, another building block for our society. With the 
close of these industries goes the knowledge of the men who formerly would have passed 
down their knowledge to the next generation and thus continued our heritage. 

My father wrote me a letter in 1988, putting me in charge of getting information on 
logging our property. He hoped to be able to recover some of the investment of owning 
our land and hoped to build a house on our property some day. Now, we have another 
reason for logging eight of our fifty acres. On December 26, 1995 my mother suffered a 
brainstem stroke that left her with a paralyzed body but a fully active mind. It's called 
"Locked in Syndrome". We had to fight her HMO and some of our siblings for her right 
to live. With help we were able to establish a method of communication where by she 
was able to communicate to her lawyer that she indeed wanted to live and be allowed to 
return to her home to live out her life. Her HMO and some of my siblings were very 
anxious to allow her to die but I'm glad to be able to tell you that she is alive and glad to 
be alive. When I talk to her about the possibility of going up to see her redwoods she 
lights up like a little child. She was the one who secretly saved by fathers overtime 
money, while raising seven children, so that when my father fell in love with that land he 
had a down payment to purchase it with. She loves California and called it "God's 
country". I feel that by using most of the money we would get from the logging to pay for 
her medical care she would reap some of the benefit for the years of sacrifice she made. 
Our parents always told us never to sell that property but to keep it in the family forever. 
The ties I feel for that land are very, very strong. 

I ask you to take into consideration the effect that any new restrictions on logging will 
make to my family and all of the landowners in this state. Even though I've never been a 
political person my parents taught me, by example, to stand up for my rights. 

I ask you to consider before you take away any more of our rights, that we will be using 
the money from the logging to lower the fire danger, improve our roads and bridges and 
care for our mother while improving the forest and being good stewards to the land we 
love. 
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rvrarch 8, 1999 RE: MAJOR AMENDlYIENT NO. 3-98 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area 0±1ice 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Coastal Commission Members: 

Big Creek Lumber Company would like this letter to be made part of the public and 
administrative record regarding Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program iviajor 
Amendment No. 3-98 set for public hearing and Coastal Commission action on l'vJarch 
11' 1999. 

Big Creek Lumber Company opposes this Iviajor Amendment because it is scientifically 
unfounded, imposes severe land use restrictions for which no need has been established: 
lacks state mandated environmental review, attempts to preempt state control of timber 
operations and is illegal for numerous reasons , including violation of this company's 
constitutional rights. Your staff report contains a number of our concerns and objections 
to this proposal, which are included as Exhibit H. This entire proposal has been created 
absent a single scientific study conducted within the Santa Cruz Mountains \vhich 
substantiates or justifies any of the elements of the proposal. Your Commission simply 
does not have the necessary environn1ental information to make a decision on this Major 
Amendment other than to deny it. 

There are in excess of7,500 acres of viable and legally recognizable timberlands within 
the Coastal Zone just in the North Coast and Bonny Doon plarming areas of Santa Cruz 
County 'vvhich are not recognized on the outdated and inaccurate County Tin1ber 
Resource Designation. Additionally~ there are significant viable timberlands \Vhich are 
recognized as Timber Resource but v.rill be excluded from any kind of forest management 
by this .lv1ajor Amendment. Your staff report indicates on page 25 that approxin1ately 
200 acres inside the Coastal Zone have the County Timber Resource Designation and are 
not zoned Timber Production (TP). Using the county's own maps this figure calculates 
to 681 acres. The same section of your staff report makes reference to n1aps and data 
submitted by our company. The staff report states that "Big Creek Lumber has sub1nitted 
a map showing over 1,000 acres in the Coastal Zone of ti1nber land in the Rural 
Residential, Special Use , Commercial Agriculture, or Agriculture zone districts ~ · which 
are not mapped (by the county) as timber resource lands. The maps and data we 
submitted showed in excess of7,500 acres. \Ve are deeply concerned about the 
inaccuracy of this staff report. These data calculations are si1nple and straightfonvard. 
Clearly, your Commission should not make a ruling on the Major Amendment until you 
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have time to ascertain the cause of these miscalculations and determine the accuracy of 
the rest of the staff report. 

Your staff report cites County data on page 25 which states; ''21% of ti1nber harvests 
countywide (both in and out of the Coastal Zone) took place in the Special Use, 
Commercial Agriculture or Agriculture zones; zones where tirnber harvesting would no 
longer be permitted." Although not specifically stated, these data appear to cite figures 
based on timber harvest acreage. The selective use of acreage gives the illusion that few 
timber landowners will be affected by the proposed timber harvest restrictions. Using 
calculations based on known zoning designations, we estimate that 68o/o of the parcels 
involved in timber harvesting in Santa Cruz County from 1992 to 1997 were not zoned 
TP. County records indicate that 80o/o of county landowners vvho conducted timber 
harvests during this same tin1e period had non-TP parcels within their harvest boundaries 
(see attachment 1). Furthennore: both small and large timber landowners vvill be equally 
severely impacted by these proposals. Rezoning into TP for such landowners is already 
financially unfeasible. As stated elsewhere in this letter and as you will no doubt hear in 
public testimony, the county will systematically deny such rezoning to many county 
forest landovvners. 

The California Coastal Act specifically mandates that the State, including the California 
Coastal Commission protects the long-term productivity of timberlands. This State 
n1andate is not optional with the Coastal Commission or the county. The stati 
recommendation before you places the Coastal Commission in legal jeopardy and is 
contrary-to the State Forest Production A:-ct. The staff recommerrdatiun-eliminates--the­
productivity of legal and viable timberlands rather than protecting that productivity as the 
lavv demands. This is evidenced by the proposed nevv language in Section 5.12.9: "it is 
not appropriate to zon~e timberland for timber production if it is recreational. 
environmentally sensitive, visible from rural scenic roads (pursuant to Policy 5.10.11 ), or 
susceptible to hazards that n1ay be exacerbated by logging." Policy section 5 .I 0.11 refers 
to "Development (emphasis added) visible from scenic roads". Timber Har~:esting is 
categorically excluded from development by California Coastal Act, PRC Code Section 
30106. I 

Excluding timber harvesting as an ~·Agricultural Activity" in the County general Plan is 
in conflict with State Lavv. Food and Agriculture Code Section 22 states: " ... the 
production of trees shall be considered a branch ofthe agricultural industry of the 
State ... " 

Both County and Coastal Commission staff reports seem to suggest that any landowner 
can simply apply for rezoning into TP. However, this rezoning is legally impossible for 
many county landowners. Any rezoning must be consistent with the County General 
Plan/LUP; Government Code, Section 65.860. The previously mentioned 7,500 acres 
of viable timberlands are not zoned TP, are not designated as timber resource in the 
General Plan and do not show on the outdated and inaccurate County Ti1nber Resource 
Map. Therefore, it would be legally (and practically) impossible to rezone, as this 
rezoning would be inconsistent and in conflict with the existing General Plan. 
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Your Commission needs to understand that rezoning is not a guaranteed process. Rather, 
it is a discretionary permit process with absolutely no guarantee of approval. The County 
has repeatedly pointed out that they have reduced the application fee (non-refundable) to 
rezone into TP. However, they fail to point out that a Timber Nfanagement Plan is 
required vvith each application. The cost of such a plan (also non-refundable) can vary 
from $5,000.00 to in excess of $30,000.00 and still provides no guarantee of approval. 
This requirement effectively excludes timber harvesting for small parcel landowners 
through financial barriers. 

Any rezoning application vvill be subject to the restrictions inherent in this !vfajor 
Amendment. This includes the prohibition of timber harvesting on any active or recent 
landslides. The County defines a recent landslide as one that has occurred \'v·ithin the last 
10,000 years. Using this criteria, it is possible that every acre in the entire County falls 
under this definition. Not only would timber harvesting be denied in such areas, rezoning 
of these areas into TP would also have to be denied. 

There is absolutely no scientific evidence that selective harvesting poses any danger vvith 
respect to recent landslides. There is significant data which den1onstrates that reasonable 
tin1ber harvesting on or around landslides can alleviate potential problems associated 
vvith the landslide. 

There are current indications that the County intends to use the rezoning process as a 
secondary mechanism to permanently deny timber harvesting on parcels it has 
predetermined should not be harvested. In a recent rezoning hearing before the Plarming 
Comn1ission, a rezoning application was returned to Planning Department staff despite 
staffs recommendation that the rezoning be approved. The Planning Commission's 
rationale for rejection vvas arbitrary, capricious and had no scientific relevance or data to 
substantiate the rejection. Rezoning is a hollow, perceived remedy which intentionally 
puts many forest landowners in a catch 22 dilemma and vvill cost them untold thousands 
of dollars in a futile effort to protect their property and property value. 

Under the guise of addressing ';locational" criteria, this Major An1endn1ent actually seeks 
to regulate "Timber Harvest Operations". Timber Harvest Operations are the sole 
purview ofthe State through the State Board of Forestry and their adn1inistrative agency, 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. This staff report recommends 
what would constitute an illegal preemption of State authority. Through the State Forest 
Practice Rules, the boundaries of legal timber harvests as well as the complete conduct 
within those boundaries is solely regulated by State Law·. Neither the County nor the 
Coastal Commission have any authority to determine or regulate the boundary of a 
particular timber harvest. The creation of residential buffers and riparian ti1nber harvest 
restrictions as well as geological restrictions clearly establishes the boundaries ofti1nber 
harvesting as vvell as severely alters the operations within these boundaries. 

On page 12 your staff repol1 correctly states" 'Timber Operations' means the cutting or 
removal or both of timber or other solid wood forest products, including Christmas Trees, 
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fron1 timberlands for coininercial purposes" . The report goes on to describe many other 
aspects of Timber Operations. The denial of timber cutting and other operational 
restraints clearly regulates Timber Operations by definition. Not only do the County and 
the Coastal Commission not have the authority to create timber harvest boundaries, those 
boundaries (i.e., residential buffers, etc.) clearly regulate and restrict the cutting of trees 
as well as all other operational criteria associated vvith timber harvesting. The cutting of 
trees as well as all other aspects of Timber Harvest Operations are clearly defined and 
regulated within the State Forest Practice Rules. Again, such regulation by either the 
County or the Coastal Commission is preempted by the State Board of Forestry. 

The most immediate and blatant legal shortcoming of this entire IV1ajor Amendment is the 
issuance by the county and the recommendation in the staff report of aN egative 
Declaration. The issuance of a Negative Declaration defies logic, rnorality, common 
sense and is in complete violation of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lavv. 

In recent conversations, Big Creek Lumber has discovered that neither County staff nor 
Coastal Commission staff have the necessary licensing, certification and registration by 
the State of California to evaluate or produce a Negative Declaration on this IVIajor 
i\mendment. 

In essence, a Negative Declaration is a written guarantee by the proposing agency that 
there are no potential negative environmental impacts which may result from this 
proposal. It is incredible, to say the least, that a proposal that a±Tects tens of thousands of 
county acres could be summarily assigned a Negative Declaration. Furthermore, there is 
significant and compelling vvritten evidence in the public record which indicates that 
there are serious potential environmental impacts associated with this proposal. What 
makes this point all the more serious is that the education and professional experience of 
the authors who have raised these environmental concerns far exceeds the experience of 
the individuals who created and signed the Negative Declaration. CEQA and State Lavv 
demand that an Environmental Impact Report be created even if there is a disagreement 
a1nong qualified experts that adverse environmental impacts may occur. Again, there are 
no qualified County or Coastal Commission personnel with the appropriate State 
credentials or experience to evaluate this proposal. Significant documents have been 
submitted by highly respected resource professionals and outside academicians which 
convey extreme concerns regarding endangered species, potential fire hazards, as well as 
watershed and riparian corridor issues. 

The staff report, (in concurring v...rith the issuance of a Negative DeclarationJ suggests on 
page 3 5 that "If there were a case where logging \vas deemed an environmental benefit, 
then there are options, including; ... rezoning, ... applying for a pern1it, (or as) a last 
resort, would be to seek a further amendn1ent to the local coastal program to allow the 
specific circumstance." When (not i±) a catastrophic firestorm occurs as a result of either 
excessive forest fuel buildup or from the encroachment of residential development into 
forest lands (which would have remained in timber production,) neither rezoning, permits 
or an amendment to the local coastal program would save anyone. This State has already 
experienced the negative environmental impacts of residential development and lack of 
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resource management during the Malibu and Oakland Foothills disasters. This Negative 
Declaration would simply be another object going up in sn1oke and ashes. 

The creation and issuance of a Negative Declaration (particularly by unqualified staff) on 
this project sets a dangerous precedent for both the Coastal Comn1ission and the citizens 
of this State . If this proposal is allowed to go forward ·without the legally required 
Enviromnental Impact Report, counties up and down the State will simply resort to 
Negative Declarations every time they create a controversial project or wish to take 
shortcuts. It is ironic and hypocritical that Santa Cruz County routinely demands 
Environmental Impact Reports from pennit applicants for projects '0lhich are dvvarfed by 
the proposal before you. It is inconceivable that a project which has documented 
potentially adverse environmental consequences on well in excess of 100,000 acres in 
Santa Cruz County could be summarily dis1nissed through the application of a Negative 
Declaration. 

The underlying misconception behind the entire effort to severely restrict and ulti1nately 
eliminate timber harvesting in Santa Cruz County relies on the assun1ption that leaving 
the forest untouched is the best solution to forest issues. This might be true if we vvere 
dealing with pristine, old-grovvth forest ecosystems. The truth is, every single acre of 
forest land that is affected by the proposal before you has already been indelibly altered 
by the hand of man. This has been accomplished either by development or the act of 
clearcutting at the turn of the century. Developed lands would only be returned to forest 
land by the demolition of all structures. Absent the presence of fire, the remaining 
existing forest lands can only be returned to conditions \Vhich approximate pristine 
conditions through the careful and scientific use of forest management. There is 
overwhelming ~sci~ntific evidence that substantiates this claim. 

Responsible forest management produces, protects and enhances the health and viability 
of forest lands. V/e have over fifty years of practical and scientific experience which 
demonstrates this fact. The proposal before you is completely contrary to any knoW11 
forest management theory. We ask that you protect yourselves and the citizens of this 
county by demanding that the legally required Environmentalllnpact Report be created 
for this Major An1endment. Because of the numerous problems associated with the 
proposal we feel that your Commission has no alternative but to deny the ivlajor 
Amendment. 

Sincerely, 

/) ·~~ c Q, 0 

1 VLcc:i\LuL L . JJVVL-L/ 

Michael E. J ani 
RPF No . 1856 
CPECS No. 126 
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• SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with . Sruz Co Zoning Categories • 
~DF Plan Yr ' num county APN··r~: 1_:;,'/ '•·t'> ··,·;::':' ;· ... _. ':S'Ji;J:~'-:G?~}Z:;::f$jf{!E,J;!Jf\QQR-!£~:~··t~~11~~1!.sfi~~,~~ _, ,,.,., ?fAt~ :ZIP'6opg fb'f\liNG''- ONING ONIN ' TlMI3ER 
rHP 1- 97 ·-339 SCR 106-301-05 FISCHER MARLENE A P 0 BOX 1238 FREEDOM CA 95019 RA N 

-HP 1-! 97 ;-339 1 SCR 106-301 -06 R COOK ENTERPRISES INC ETAL 408 7TH ST SU 8 EUREKA CA 95501 RA N 

'HP 1-
1 

97 ;-33 1 ! SCR 107-071-02 TELFORD INC 408 7TH ST STE R EUREKA CA 95501 RA SU P 

'HP 1- i 97 1-331 i SCR I ! i I : 

- I i i i I I ' ' 
HP 1- ! 97 •-331 ' SCR ' ; I' I i 

-HP 1 -J 97 ! ~321 scR !o95-121-19,SMI!H WALLA~E __ A~~- & _~AN~ __ o ~~ ____ s7o suGAR LOAF RD ~~cons _~ALLE~ __ CA 1
1
95066 TP j r 

-HP 1- ; 97 !-321 _ SCR ~ 095-241-04 
1
WEBBER MARY I TRUSTEE ETAL 151 PEYTON ST SANTA CRUZ CA 195060 SU ; P 

'HP / 1_-- )--97·1 -321 - SCR - 095-271 -01 MOORES WILLIAM M & TONA E H/W 3880 SLEEPY HOLLOW DR SANTA ROSA CA 95404 SU P 

'HP : 1- : 97 !-306 SCR ! I I : i 

'HP ' 1-· 97 :-306 , SCR 

'HP ! 1- i 97 i -306 ; SCR I ! I I : 

'HP 
1

1- - 97
1

-256 SCR 089-101-84 BURCHROGERA&MICHELLEH/WC 2WSANTACLARAST9THFL SANJOSE CA 95113 TP Y 

'HP . 1- l 97;-256 SCR 089-101-85 BURCHROGERA&MICHELLEHIWC 2WSANTACLARAST9THFL SANJOSE - CA 95113 TP Y 
I 

'HP : V 97 !-256 SCR 089-101 -87 SANTA CRUZ THE CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 101 SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 TP Y 

'HP . 1-: 97 :-256 . SCR 089-491 -09 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELLE HNV C 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE CA 951 13 TP Y 

'HP 1- : 97 ; ~254 . SCR 089-011 -41 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE H/W CP 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FLOOR SAN JOSE CA 95113 SU Y 

'HP 1- i 97 ~ -254 SCR 089-011 -43 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE H/W CP 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FLOOR SAN JOSE CA 95113 SU Y 

'HP 1- i 971-242 SCR 037-161-47 LEOPOLD GARY BRUCE U/M 3427 PORTER GULCH RD APTOS CA 95003 RA N 

HP 1-! 97 1-236 SCR 1087-231-25 !PACHECO KRISTINE TRUSTEES ETAL 18350 KINGS CREEK RD BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 RA SU I Y 

HP _1- ! 97 1'-210 SCR 1063-121-06 
1
BIGHAMMICHAELF&SUZANNAHFO 750FORESTAVENUE PALOALTO CA 

1
94301 TP I i Y 

'HP 1- \ 97 -132 SCR 087-021-24 LIVSON PAUL D M/M S/S 2780 GLORIETIA CIRCLE SANTA CLARA CA 95051 SU Y 
. I 

"HP 
1 

1 -! 97 ~ -124 SCR 
1
093-051 -32 !SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 106 SANTA CRUZ 

1
CA 95060 TP ; Y 

'HP I 1- j 97 -124 SCR 093-051 -47 SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 106 SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 TP P 

'HP ! 1- 1 97 .-124 SCR 093-051-49 SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 106 SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 TP Y 

'HP . 1-- - ~~ 97 ~-- 124 SCR 093-051-48 SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 106 SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 SU TP Y 

'HP ___ _ 1 ~ _ ~7 ,_-124 SCR _ 074-012-07 SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM #106 SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 PR RA N 

'HP 1- 97 -124 SCR 074-041-05 SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 106 SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 PR RA N 

'HP l 1- ) 97 )-124 SCR 093-011 -56 SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 106 SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 PR N 

'HP j 1- ~ 9i l- 122 SCR 104-171 -17 JOST DONALD J CO-TRUSTEES ETAL 9633 RIO VISTA AVE REEDLEY CA 9365<1 RA Y 

HP 1 1-97 1-122 SCR 040-331 -13 BLODGETIROBERTG&EVELYNLH POBOX264 CAPITOLA CA .95010 RA : i Y 

HP · 1- - 97 :-122 SCR i040-331 -16 !BLODGETI ROBERT P 0 BOX 264 icAPITOLA CA !95010 RA ! I P 

HP ' 1-· 97 ·-122 SCR 040-331-17 BLODGETI ROBERT P 0 BOX 264 CAPITOLA CA 95010 RA Y 

l-IP . 1-, 97 ,-122 SCR 040-331-08 ,BLODGETT ROBERT G M/M S/S 1 IRONWOOD LN SOQUEL CA 95073 RA i i Y 

'HP . 1- · 97 :-122 SCR 040-341-05 BLODGETI ROBERT G M/M S/S 1 IRONWOOD LN SOQUEL CA 95073 RA P 
i · I 

'HP ' 1- 1 97 i-122 SCR 040-341-06 BLODGETI ROBERT P 0 BOX 264 CAPITOLA CA 95010 RA P 

HP , 1- j 97 :-122 . SCR 040-341 -07 BLODGETT ROBERT P 0 BOX 264 CAPITOLA CA 95010 RA P 

HP , 1-; 97 .-103 SCR 079-011-22 HULSE CRAIG M SIS P 0 BOX 66921 SCOTIS VALLEY CA 95067 TP Y 

'HP ; 1-1: 971-103 I SCR 079-011-02 LINCOLN TRUST COMPANY CUSTODIA p 0 BOX 5831 DENVER co 80217 su N 

'HP 11 - 971 -103 I SCR 079-201-03 SEROPAN J MIL TON JR 3770 FILLMORE SAN FRANCISCO CA 94123 su N 

HP 1 1- j 97 -103 SCR 079-201 -06 SEROPAN J MILTON JR 3770 FILLMORE SAN FRANCISCO CA 94123 SU N 
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SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with Sa Cruz Co Zoning Categories ·-.-#·· 

fHP 1-1 97 j-081 SCR 062-201 -12 CONLEY GEOFFREY B & SHARON L H 1017 SMITH GRADE SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 RA N 

fHP 1- i 97 i-057 SCR 085- 121 -01 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE FORTUNA CA 95540 su p 

fHP 1- j 97 ,-057 SCR 085-1 21-08 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 1 053 NORTHWESTERN AVE FORTUNA CA 95540 su p 

fHP 1-1 97 i-049 SCR 089-061-07 LAWTON JEFFREY L & PA TTl FERGU 21864 BEAR CREEK RD LOS GATOS CA 95030 TP y 
; I 

fHP 1- ' 97 j -049 SCR 091 -021-20 STOKES GREGORY K & PAMELA S H/ 21428 BEAR CREEK RD LOS GATOS CA 95030 TP y 

fHP 1- ~- 97 ,-049 SCR 091-021 -15 BYINGTON CLYDE 0 & MARY C TRUS 1628 MARIANI DR SUNNYVALE CA 94087 su p 

fHP 1- ! 97 ·-049 ! SCR 091 -021 -14 BYINGTON. CLYDE D & MARY C TRUS 1628 MARIANI DR SUNNYVALE CA 94087 RA su p 

fHP 1 1-1 97 -~ -045 l SCR 089-041-92 HOYT IRVING G 3215 CHENEY CREEK RD GRANTS PASS OR 97527 TP y 

fHP i 1-1 97 !-045 I SCR 089-061-23 LOCATELLI ROBERT E & TERRY K H P 0 BOX 73 BEN LOMOND CA 95005 TP y 

fHP 1- ; 97 1-045 SCR 089-381 -19 HOYT IRVING G U/M 3215 CHENEY CREEK RD GRANTS PASS OR 97527 TP y 

fHP 1- · 97 ' -045 SCR 089-041 -43 STEWART GORDON JR TRUSTEE 833 OREGON AVE PALO ALTO CA 94303 su N 

fHP 1- 97 -045 SCR 089-041 -85 KEELING LEIGHTON H 18373 BEAR CREEl< RD BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 su p 

fHP 1- : 97 -043 SCR 103-011-08 POHL ELLEN I U/W ETAL TC 1003 LAUREL GLEN RD SOQUEL CA 95073 su p 
i ' I I ; 

fHP 1- 97 ·-042 SCR 087-052-05 GABBERT RONALD B & JACQUELINE 28372 BIG BASIN WAY BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 su y I 

j 

\JTMP 1- 97 -027 SCR 091-092-02 MOORE MARTIN ERIC & CATHERINE 10020 CREEKWOOD DR FELTON CA 95018 TP y 
! 

fHP 
: ! I 

SCR ' 110-111 -05 1D & D RANCH 
1
99 ALMADEN BLVD STE 565 - SAN JOSE CA 95113 CA i N 1- ' 97 -027 

: I I . 
SCR 099-011-09 BURTON CHARLES E & JANE M TRUS 717 OLSON RD SOQUEL CA 95073 TP p -.JTMP , 1- i 97 1-020 I 

"TMP l 1- l 97 1-020 ~ SCR 099-061 -05 BURTON CHARLES E & JANE M TRUS 717 OLSON RD SOQUEL CA 95073 RA p 

-.JTMP I-- 1~ 1. 971 -020 I SCR 099-061 -01 BURTON CHARLES E & JANE M TRUS 717 OLSON RD SOQUEL CA 95073 ?? y 
_j 

·-·. . .. . • "·-- . . -- ·- -- ·-- --

fHP .

1
1 -~ 97r014 SCR 

fHP 1- 97 -011 SCR 087-052-02 BAREILLES PAUL A U/M P 0 BOX 6610 EUREKA CA 95502 su p 

fHP . ·1- i 97 -005 . SCR 105-511-08 BERNARDAS su N 

THP ; 1-J 97 -005 SCR 105-511-09 COMPOST! su N 

fHP ~ 1-197 -005 SCR 105-511-10 FARRELL su N 

fHP 1- 96 '-570 SCR 109-071 -10 CULBERTSON ROBERT B Ill & SAMA 201 -2 SUNSET BEACH RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 A su N 
; I 

fHP 1- ; 96 >556 SCR 
1 I i ! I 

fHP ! 1-
1 

96 -551 i SCR 089-231 -02 THEILMAN RACHEL E P 0 BOX 761 BEN LOMOND CA 95005 TP y 

fHP . 1- j 96 -550 SCR 089-231 -04 ROBERTS DAVID P & SUSAN E HIW 1 050 LAUREL AVE FELTON CA 95018 su p 

fHP i 1- ! 96 -550 SCR 089-231-05 WERTKIN STEWART P 0 BOX 985 BEN LOMOND CA 95005 su p 

fHP l 1 -~ 96 -550 SCR 089-231-13 WERTKIN STEWART P 0 BOX 985 BEN LOMOND CA 95005 RA y 
i I 

fHP i 1-1 96 -542 SCR 083-251-72 MAUPIN THEODORE L TRUSTEE ETAL 7424 HEIDI CT FAIR OAKS CA 95628 TP p 

fHP I 1-,96 -542 I SCR 083-251 -73 MAUPIN THEODORE L TRUSTEE ETAL 7424 HEIDI CT FAIR OAKS CA 95628 TP y 
i 

fHP ~ - 1- 96 -542 

I 
SCR 083-251-74 MAUPIN THEODORE L TRUSTEE ETAL 7424 HEIDI CT FAIR OAKS CA 95628 TP y 

fHP I 1-, 96 -542 SCR 083-251 -75 MAUPIN THEODORE L TRUSTEE ETAL 7424 HE IDI CT FAIR OAKS CA 95628 TP y 

fHP 1- . 96 -518 SCR 089-071-54 VARKONY! JANOS J & VIRGINIA HC 67 BOX 70 OCONTO NE 68860 su p 

fHP 1 1- ! 96 -518 SCR 089-071-58 VARKONYI JANOS J & V IRGINIA HC 67 BOX 70 OCONTO NE 68860 su p 

fHP I 1-' 96 -518 SCR 089-491-02 MOSKO JOSEPH ANDREW & FRANCES 121 WHALEBONE GULCH RD BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 su p 
I I 

THP 1- 96 -518 SCR 089-491 -03 DAVIS CHARLES E M/M S/S P 0 BOX 2288 LOS GATOS CA 95031 su p 

THP : 1- 96 -518 SCR 089-491-04 MEYER STEPHEN V & KARIN E HIW 135 WHALEBONE GULCH RD BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 su p 

THP , 1- 96-518 SCR i 089-361 -01 MOSKO ROBERT J S/M 615 WHALEBONE GULCH BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 su i p 

THP · 1- 96 -518 SCR iOB9-361-12 jGROGGER BENJAMIN F & EVELYN M 5392 ROMFORD DR SAN JOSE jCA 195124 su i 
p 
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• SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with • Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

THP 1- 96 !-518 SCR 
THP 1- . 96 1-518 SCR 

THP 1- 96 ~ -518 SCR 

THP 1-· 96 '·518 SCR 

THP 1- 96 ,-5 18 SCR 
• I I 

THP I 1- i 96 j-518 i SCR 
THP 1- i 96 :-518 . SCR 

THP ' 1- : 96 :-518 SCR 

089-361-14 !EVANOFF KATHLEEN E 

089-361 -15 !EVANOFF RICHARD B & BETTY J TR 

089-361-16 !EVANOFF RICHARD B & BETTY J TR 

089-071-57 !NICHTER JAMES M 

089-361-02 !MOSKO JOSEPH A & FRANCES C JT 

089-361-03 !MOSKO MICHAEL & ELFRIEDE TRUST 

089-361-05 !EVANOFF RICHARD B & BETTY .J TR 

089-361-07 !MOSKO MICHAEL & ELFRIEDE TRUST 

THP ! 1- ! 96 i-518 

THP i 1-1 961-518 

THP···-1-- 1~ ~-- 96_~~429 
THP : 1- j 96 -429 

SCR l089-361-10 EVANOFF RICHARD B & BETTY J TR 

SCR 089-36 1-11 MOSKO MICHAEL & ELFRIEDE TRUST 

SCR 099-181-05 CHY COMPANY THE 

I . I 
SCR .099-251-01 CHY COMPANY THE 

THP . 1- 96 -429 SCR 1099-171-03 ICHY COMPAN~ THE 
THP 

THP 

THP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

1 1- 96 -397 SCR EEL KIVl:K SAWMILLS INC 

i 1- 96 -397 SCR LEVAN DORIS B UNV ETAL JT 

1- 96 -397 SCR iSEATH STEVEN & JUDY HMJ JT 

1-: 96 -388 : CR/SMO 

1- ; 96 -388 (SCR) 

1- , 96 -388 , (SMO) 

5392 ROMFORD DR 

5392 ROMFORD DR 

5392 ROMFORD DR 

P 0 BOX 874 

121 WHALEBONE GULCH RD 

615 WHALEBONE GULCH 

5392 ROMFORD DR 

615 WHALEBONE GULCH 

5392 ROMFORD DR 

615 WHALEBONE GULCH 

2555 3RD ST SU 200 

2555 THIRD ST SU 200 
2555 3RD ST SU 200 

1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE 

2057 ISABELLE AV 

170 VERDE DR 

SAN JOSE 

SAN JOSE 

SAN JOSE 

CAMPBELL 

BOULDER CREEK 

BOULDER CREEK 

SAN JOSE 

BOULDER CREEK 

SAN JOSE 

BOULDER CREEK 

I
. SACRAMENTO 

SACRAMENTO 
SACRAMENTO 

FORTUNA 

SAN MATEO 

!SANTA CRUZ 

! . 

fHP 1- · 96 -369 SCR 408 7TH ST EUREKA 

THP ! 1-i 96 i -354 SCR 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 
CA 

CA 

CA 

.CA 

I 
CA 

95124 

95124 

95124 

95009 

95006 

95006 

95124 

95006 

[95124 

95006 

95818 

95818 
95818 

95540 

94002 

95060 

95501 
i 

su 
su 
su 
RA 

RA 

RA 

RA 

RA 

RA 

RA 

TP 

M-3 
M-3 

TP 

TP 

TP 

TP 

· --· 

I 

su i 

I 
I 

I 

) I ,. I '... .. . ... . .. .. ... ..... . I . . ... .. - . 
THP I 1-! 96 ~ -354 SCR I I l ' 

I ' ' I I ' 

N 
p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

y 

y 

y 
y 
p 
p 

N 
y 

y 
y 

y 

THP i 1-j 96 !-354 SCR ' 1 I i 
THP 1-\ 96 ~ -316 SCR 082-241-43 R COOK ENTERPRISES INC ETAL 408 7TH ST SU 8 EUREKA CA 95501 TP Y 

THP 1-! 96 j-316 SCR 082-241-71 TULL ROSEMARY J TRUSTEE 2210 W CUFF DR SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 SU N 

THP 1- 1 96 1-316 SCR 082-241-73 TULL ROSEMARY J TRUSTEE 2210 W CLIFF DR SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 SU P 

fHP 1-196 ·~-315 SCR 098-151-03 MASON PHILIP G & MARJORIE E 14830 STETSON RD LOS GATOS CA 95030 SU Y 

fHP 1-!96
1
-315 l SCR 098-151-11 MASONPHILIPGANDMARJORIEE 14830STETSONRD LOSGATOS CA 95030 SU . Y 

rHP 1-j 96~;-314 i scR I 1 1 ! . 
fHP 1- 1 96 -312 SCR 103-241-07 HUBBACK PETER B U/M 3381 ALLRED LANE SOQUEL CA 95073 SU P 1 

fHP 1-196 -312 I SCR 103-241-05 I-lAVEN INVESTMENT CORP 3373 ALLRED LN SOQUEL CA 95073 RA su p 

fHP 1-~96~-312 I SCR 103-231-11 HAVEN INVESTMENT CORP 3373ALLRED LN SOQUEL CA 95073 RA P 
fHP 1- 96 -312 SCR 103-241-06 HAVEN INVESTMENT CORP 3373 ALLRED LN SOQUEL CA 95073 RA P 

THP ·1- 96.:-297 I SCR •087-231-27 IRIVERO PATRICIA J TRUSTEE ETAL p 0 BOX 521 BOULDER CREEK ·CA 95006 TP y 

THP , 1- : 96 :-297 ! SCR :087-231-27 ~RIVERO PATRICIAJ TRUSTEE-·ETAL·- -· ~~ OB0X. S21 . -. . . .. .. .. IB?ULDER-CREEK_ CA - 95006 TP Y 

THP 1- 96 -297 SCR 087-321-06 :LANOIE PAUL A SR & CHARLENE S 11 7700 HWY 9 I BOULDER CREEK CA 195006 SU Y 

THP 1- ' 96 :_. -297 ; SCR 087-321-05 jLANOIE PAUL A SR & CHARLENE S 17700 HWY 9 BOULDER CREEK CA 195006 SU Y 
THP 1- , 96 i-297 1 SCR 087-321-04 'LANOIE PAUL A SR & CHARLENE S 17700 HWY 9 BOULDER CREEK leA 95006 SU Y 

I j i 

THP 1- 96 -297 SCR 087-321-03 LANOIE PAUL A SR & CHARLENE S 17700 HWY 9 BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 SU P 

THP 1-i 96 !-281 SCR 076-181-27 CONNER MATTHEW W & ALYSSA K H/ 1275 RIDGE RD BEN LOMOND CA 95005 SU P 

THP . 1-,96 1-275 --------------------- ---------- SAN JOSE CA 95113 TP Y SCR 1106-12 1-41 I BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE H/W CP 12 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL 
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SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with Sc .· Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

----

1-! 96 -275 -. -l - I 
l fHP SCR ' ' . I ' M '00 0 OM'' ' ' ' ·· - · 0 ' 

.. ........ ____ --
-~ - --·- - I I 

fHP 17; 96 -275 SCR ; l ; 
fHP 1- ! 96 -252 ! SCR 106-131 -1 9 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE H/W CP 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE CA 9511 3 TP y 

i I 
fHP 1- 96 -247 : SCR i 090-1 31-05 RA no LAWRENCE J 4219 BLACKBERRY LN SOMIS CA 193066 TP I y 

: I i ! ! 

fHP 1 1-1 96 -247 i SCR 090-131-06 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE FORTUNA CA 95540 TP y 

fHP i 1-1 96 -247 I SCR 090-131 -15 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE FORTUNA CA 95540 TP y 

fHP 1- · 96 -247 · SCR i 090-281-02 
1 
URDAHL GARY L P 0 BOX 354 CALPELLA CA :95418 su I I y 

fHP .l .1- j_ 96 -243 SCR 078-091-01 ENGEL MARK E TRUSTEE ETAL 12600 ALBA RD BEN LOMOND CA 95005 RA N 

fHP I 1- ; 96 -243 SCR 078-091 -02 ENGEL MARK E TRUSTEE ETAL 12600 ALBA RD BEN LOMOND CA 95005 RA N 
I i 

fHP I 1-J 96 -243 SCR 078-091-24 ENGEL MARK E TRUSTEE ETAL 12600 ALBA RD BEN LOMOND CA 95005 RA N 

fHP ! 1- j 96 -243 . SCR 078-091 -27 ENGEL MARK E TRUSTEE ETAL 12600 ALBA RD BEN LOMOND CA 95005 RA N 
fHP . 1-• 96 -239 ' SCR 

1 
! fHP 1-' 96 ·-239 SCR ; ! I ! 

I I i I 

fliP 1- 96 -239 SCR i ; 

fHP 1- . 96 -239 SCR 
I i 

I j i 
fHP 1- 96 :-239 SCR : 

! I 
fHP 1- 96 -239 SCR I i 

: I fHP 1- 96 ,-239 SCR I ! 
I 

1- ' 96 
1

-239 ' 1 ! I I ! 
fHP SCR I 

rHP . 1- ; 96 :-239 l 
- I i i I 

SCR I ' i I 
I I . ' I I I 

I : I SCR ! 

I 
I I· 

I fHP i 1-! 96 
1
-239 I I ' 

t .I .... -- . . . .. i 
fHP i 1- 96 1-239 SCR i 

! 
I 

' i .. .. - · . . .. .. - . . I THP j 1-1 96 !-239 SCR ' 
fHP I 1-! 96 1 ~239 

i 

i SCR I Assessors parcel number unknown .. 
' fHP I 1-! 96 :-239 SCR 

I 
I 

,: 
fHP / 1- ! 96 1-239 

I 

T 
. . . ·-·-···-, .. 

SCR 
! I I II 

fHP i 1-196 !-239 I SCR ! I 

I i i I 
fHP 1- : 96 ! -239 SCR I 

i 
! ! I ! 

fHP 1- 96 -239 SCR 

fHP i 1-j 96 i -239 i SCR : 
i 

n-tP i 1~ : 95 -i~239 · SCR i i 
, i I I rHP 1 1-1 96 -239 SCR 

I I I ... 
· ·~ - ... 

fHP 1 1-1 96 -239 SCR 

I I I 
fHP i 1-i 96 -239 SCR i 

I 

fHP i 1 -1 96 ~ -239 SCR 

i 

.. 
! i 

fHP ! 1-, 96 -239 SCR ! THP I 1-, 96 .-239 SCR I 

THP 1- 96 -239 SCR i 

THP ; 1- ; 96 ~ -239 ; 
: ! -·r- ·-

SCR 

i .. - . . -· ·- ·· ..• -· .. .. \ .. 
THP ; 1-! 96 1-239 : SCR i 

' THP 1- . 96 >239 . SCR __ I 
I 

I ' : ! - --·-
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e SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with . C: ruz Co Zoning Categories . j 
1- j 96 -239 

1-1 96 -239 
1-. 96 -239 

1-t 96 -228 . 
1-i 96 -212 I 

1- : 961-212 
1- 96 -182 

1- 96 i-170 
1- 96 -169 

i I 

1- 96 i-149 

1- 96 !-145 
I 

1- 96 ,-145 

1- 96 ,-145 

1- 96 i-145 

1- 96 :-144 
. I 

1- 96 -1 44 

1- 96 -144 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

Assessors parcel number unknown 

089-011 -39 lKRUPOCKI PETER J & EXIE A P 0 BOX 38 

040-101-60 I HETZER ARTHUR MALCOLM JR TRUST IP 0 BOX 1569 

040-101-09 !HETZER ARTHUR MALCOLM JR TRUST 13121 MULBERRY DR 

106-151-08 !CARPENTER PETER R U/M ETAL 1710 EUREKA CANYON 

078-171-48 !GERBER MARYS TRUSTEE 2634 SAKLAN INDIAN DR. #1 

100-101-01 !CULVER DAVID R & MARIA A HIW J 2975 JARVIS ROAD 

MTVIEW 

APTOS 

SOQUEL 

WATSONVILLE 

WALNUT CREEK 

SANTA CRUZ 

CA 94042 su 
CA 95001 RA RA-L su 
CA 95073 R-1-15 

CA 95076 TP 

CA 94595 TP 

CA 95065 A 

SCR l ! I ! f ! : 

y 

p 

N 
y 

y 

p 

SCR 078-111 -04 CONLEY WILLIAM H U/M ETAL 240 88TH AVE SANTA CRUZ CA 95062 SU Y j 
SCR 078-121-22 CONLEY WILLIAM HUGHES U/M ETAL 240 B 8TH AVE SANTA CRUZ CA 95062 RA ·- P 

SCR 078-121 -24 TOJO YUJI S/M 875 FANNING GRADE BEN LOMOND CA 95005 RA P 

SCR 078-121-20 CONLEY WILLIAM HUGHES U/M ETAL 240 88TH AVE SANTA CRUZ CA 95062 R-1 -1A N 

SCR REDTREE PROPERTIES L P - -- POBOX1041 SANTACRUZ CA 95061 TP Y 

SCR , REDTREE PROPERTIES L P P 0 BOX 1041 SANTA CRUZ CA 95061 TP Y 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

; I 

1- ; 96 i-133 
SCR 080-131-26 rREDTREE PROPERTIES L P 

' SCR !087-261-46 I GRIM JON R & TERRI RAMEY HNV J 
P 0 BOX 1041 SANTA CRUZ CA 95061 RA : ! P 
28283 BIG BASIN WAY BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 SU I I Y 

1- 96 :-133 

1- 96 -133 

fHP 1- : 96 -113 

fHP 1- · 96 -113 

fHP 1- ! 96 -112 

I ' I THP . 1-l 96 1-112 
I . I 

THP .! 1- i 96 1-103 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

087-261-48 !GRIM JON R HIW JT ETA!,_ 

087-261-34 !GRIM JON R HIW ETAL JT 

093-141-06 IUHTE JOHN CARL & BONITA L HIW 

l SCR 093-141-42 KOPPALA GREGORY J U/M ETAL 

SCR 095-181-15 NELSON KEVIN & HOLLY HNV JT 
i 
l SCR 097-201-05 AALFS CHARLES D & REBECCA HIW 

SCR 063-011-26 OSTERBERG WILLIAM M/M 

28283 BIG BASIN WAY !BOULDER CREEK ICA 195006 I SU I I I Y 

28283 BIG BASIN WY !BOULDER CREEK ICA 195006 I RA I I I P 

25324 MTN CHARLIE RD !LOS GATOS ICA 195030 I SU l I I Y 

408 7TH ST SU 8 EUREKA CA 95501 RA SU P 

P 0 BOX 986 SOQUEL CA 95073 TP Y 

POBOX2159 ARCATA CA 9552 1 SU P 

P O,BOX 992 I SANTA CRUZ ICA 195061 I TP I I I Y 

THP [ ·1- 1 96 ,-103 

THP II 1- , 96 -74 
THP 1- ~ 96!-74 

SCR 063-01 1-33 IMC CRAY VADEN & GRACE TRUSTEES 11853 BRANCIFORTE DR SANTA CRUZ ICA 195065 I RA I SU I I P 

SCR 106-171-02 !CARROLL DAVID C & DIANE C HNV 

1 
SCR 106-471 -13 CARROLL DAVID C & DIANE C HIW 

THP : 1-• 96 1. 74 SCR 

THP ! 1 -~ 96 !-74 SCR 
THP 1-

1

1 96 J·53 
1 

fHP 1- 96 ,-53 i 

fHP 1-1961-49 I 
THP 1- ! 96 -49 I 
THP 1-1 961-39 I 
~~: ~ ~ I ~: ~~: ~ 

l I I 

THP 1- 96 1-39 

THP 1- 96 -31 

NTMP 1- 96 -018 

THP l 1- i 96 1-4 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

107-551 -01 lPODRATZ RICHARD G & CHRISTINE 
107-021-33 IPODRATZ RICHARD G & CHRISTINE 
087-171 -02 !THOMPSON GEORGE A & ANITA K TR 

087-161-49 !THOMPSON GEORGE A & ANITA K 

085-222-14 I DURLER EDWARD J & SHARON M HIW 

085-222-15 lDURLER EDWARD J & SHARON M JT 

058-011 -10 !LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

063-031-02 !LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

063-071 -01 I LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

058-022-04 !LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

103-011 -09 ILA ROSA ROBERT U/M 

092-011-04 ELAM HARVEY T S/M ETAL 

087-053-51 

4600 TROUT GULCH RD 

4600 TROUT GULCH RD 

1208 E LAKE GENEVA RD 
1208 E LAKE GENEVA RD 

421 ,ADOBE PL 

421 ADOBE PLACE 

15490 TWO BAR RD 

15490 TWO BAR RD 

137 MAPLE ST 

137 MAPLE ST 

137 MAPLE ST 

137 MAPLE ST 

1000 LAUREL GLEN RD 

1400 SUN MOUNTAIN RD 

Page 5 

APTOS ICA /95003 I TP I : : y 
APTOS CA [95003 ITPl I ! y 

ALEXANDRIA I MN 156308 I TP I I I Y 

ALEXANDRIA I MN 156308 I SU I I I Y 
PALO ALTO ICA 194306 I SU I I I Y 

PALO ALTO ICA 194306 I RA I I I Y 

BOULDER CREEK lCA 195006 I SU I I I P 

BOULDER CREEK ICA !95006 I SU 1 1 I N 

DECATUR IGA 130030 I TP I I 1 Y 

DECATUR ]GA 130030 I TP I I I Y 

DECATUR IGA 130030 I TP I 1 1 Y 

DECATUR IGA 130030 I SU I I I N 

SOQUEL ICA 195073 I RA I TP I I Y 

FELTON ! CA 195018 I I ! : y 
I ! su : I y 



THP 1- 96 -4 

THP 1- 95 i -578 

THP 1- 95 !-549 I 
i 

THP I 1- 95 1-549 ! 

I i I 
THP i 1- 95,-549 · 

THP j 1- 95~-502 l 
THP 1- 95 J-491 

THP ; 1- 95 !-491 

THP 1- ! 9s1-490 I 
I I · 

SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with Sa . ·cruz Co Zoning Categories 

SCR I 087-053-52 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

UtlJ-151-05 I FARKAS JOHN A U/M 

089-011-04 I PIERCE HIRAM C JR OR ARDENE C 

089-011-32 I PIERCE HIRAM C JR & ARDENE CO 

089-011-63 IWAL TERS CLIFFORD 0 

213 RIVER ST BOULDER CREEK 

3498 SOUTH COURT PALO ALTO 

349t3 SOUTH COURT PALO ALTO 

2666 SAN CARLOS AVE SAN CARLOS 

CA 95006 

CA 94306 

CA 94300 

CA 94070 

su 
su 
su 
su 
su 

SCR l . I I 

., 
--~---/ 

y 
y 
p 

y 

y 

SCR 089-111-08 HOBBSPATRICIAJTRUSTEE POBOX 1015 BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 SU P I 

SCR 089-111-09 HOBBS PATRICIA J TRUSTEE P 0 BOX 1015 BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 SU P 

SCR 089-051-11 JOHNSON ROBERT 0 & TERRY L HIW 16305 TWO BAR RD BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 RA Y 

THP 1-· 95 ·-489 : SCR I I ' I 

THP 1-1 95 1-429 i SCR 064-201-14 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE FORTUNA CA 95540 SU Y I 
THP -1 ~ -95 -, -429 .. I SCR 064-201-20 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE FORTUNA CA 95540 su y 

: I . 
THP 1- l 95 ,-429 I SCR 064-201 -82 GRISCOM ANDREW JR 409 7TH AVE MENLO PARK CA 94025 R-1 -1A R-1-15 su p 

THP 1-1 95 !-399 SCR 087-053-05 MARINER ROBERT H P 0 BOX 270 MENLO PARK CA 94026 SU P 

THP 1-
1 

95 _
1
1-_399 1 SCR 087-053-06 EARL WILLIAM J & MARION K HNV 28720 BIG BASIN WAY BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 SU P 

: I 
THP 1- . 95 1-388 SCR 090-071-10 PACIFIC SKYLINE COUNCIL BOY SC P 0 BOX 51538 PALO ALTO CA 94303 TP Y 
THP 

THP 

THP I 

1- 95 -388 SCR 090-071 -11 PACIFIC SKYLINE COUNCIL BOY SC P 0 BOX 51538 PALO ALTO CA 94303 TP Y 

1- 95 -377 

1- ! 95 i-360 

SCR 

i SCR 

087-261-51 HAYDEN DON W U/M 900 HOPKINS GULCH RD BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 SU Y 

097-071-03 IIADIANO FRANK & BARBARA HIW JT 115950 REDWOOD LODGE RD I LOS GATOS ICA 195030 I SU I I I Y 
' ' I 

THP 1- 95 -340 SCR 

THP , h 95 ;-336 SCR :087-053-15 :coCKRELL JIM S/M 

THP 1- 95 -336 SCR 087-053-21 :TRUONG HEN P H/W ETAL JT 

077-011-04 ! 
077-011-02 !GROSS RUSSELL ED\!VARD & ALANA J 

077-011-03 

THP I 1-j 95 ;-332 SCR 

THP 
1 1- j 95 1-332 SCR 

THP 1- 1 95 -332 SCR 
i ' 

THP 1- ~ 95 - ~
1

-322 SCR 
THP 1- 95 -322 SCR 

THP 1- \ 95 1-322 SCR 

THP 1-1 95 j-311 . SCR 

THP 1- i 95 j-278 ! SCR 

GROSS RUSSELL EDWARD & ALANA J 

106-201-01 GAUS PATRICIA 

106-201-02 HAMIL TON PATRICIA A MIW SIS 

106-201-06 IGAUS PATRICIA 

089-391-23 I CONLEY WILLIAM HUGHES U/M ETAL 

062-221 -10 !CALIFORNIA STATE OF ETAL 
. ; SCR 062~22T_-06-JCALIFORNIA STATE OF ETAL THP I 1- i 95 :-278 

THP 1-· 95 '-278 

THP I 1- ! 95 1-242 
SCR 062-221 -11 1CAUFORNIA STATE OF ETAL 
SCR I 

THP 1~ l 95 j-238 SCR i· 
SCR I 

!250 VIA PALOMA 

ip 0 BOX 3322 

, ___ . .... ·-· .-

I

PO BOX 1~83 

P 0 BOX 1183 

355 GAMECOCK CANYON RD 

355 GAMECOCK CANYON RD 

355 GAMECOCK CANYON RD 
240 B 8TH AVE 

P 0 BOX 942896 

P 0 BOX 942896 

P 0 BOX 942896 
i 
I 

·i 
- ! THP 1 -~-95 !-238 

THP 1- 95 [-238 

THP 1- ~ 95 -238 

SCR I 
SCR I 

Assessors parcel number unknown 

THP 1- 95 -238 SCR 

THP 1- 1

1 

95 -238 

THP 1- 95 -238 
SCR 

SCR 
fHP 1- . 95 -238 SCR 
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I BOULDER CREEK 

jSARATOGA 

1:~~-~~~g~r 
WATSONVILLE 

WATSONVILLE 

WATSONVILLE 

SANTA CRUZ 

SACRAMENTO 

SACRAMENTO 

SACRAMENTO 

I 

!CA 
i 
jCA 
i 
j, __ 

I
CA 

CA 

I 
I 

I 
I 

! 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

95006 

95070 

95005 

95005 

95076 

95076 

95076 

95062 

94296 

94296 

94296 

su 
su 
su 
RA 
RA 

TP 

RA 

RA 

su 
TP 

CA 

CA 

e 

y 

y 

N 

N 

N 
y 

y 

y 

p 
y 

N 

N 



- --
THP 1- : 95 ~-238 SCR 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 

THP 

THP 

I I 

1- 95 1' -238 ' 
I 1- 9s -238 i 

t l 
1- 95 ·-238 

! 1- 95 1-238 
, I 
I 1- 95 ~ -238 

1- 95 1-238 
i 

~ 1- 95 !-238 
1- 95 i -238 

1- 95 ·-238 

THP 1- 95 :-238 ' 

SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 

THP 1- ; 95 i-238 SCR 
THP , 1-! 95 -238 i SCR 
THP i 1-i 95 -238 SCR 
THP j 1- l 95 -238 SCR 
THP i 1_j 95 -23B SCR 
THP ! 1 -~ 95 -238 SCR 

i ' i 
THP : 1-1 95 -238 i SCR I 

THP 1- . 95 -238 SCR 
THP . 

-I 
THP ' 

1- : 95 1-238 

1- 1 951-238 

1- 95 :-238 

1- . 95 ' -238 

SCR , 
I 1 SCR ' 

THP 
THP 
THP 

THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 

THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 

THP 
THP 
THP 
THP 

1- 95 .-238 

1- 95 -238 
1- . 95 :-238 ' 

I • I 

1- , 95 i -238 i 
i ' . 

1-i 95 i-238 
• I I 

1- : 95 t-238 I 

: I 
1- ~ 95 ~; -238 1 

I I 

1-[ 95 I ·238 ' 

1-. 95 :-238 i 
I I I 

1- i 95 1-238 
I ' 

1-i 95 1-238 

1-i 95 1:-238 
1-1 95 -238 
1 .~

1
· 95 ,-238 

1- 95 ,-238 

1- 95\ -238 i 
1- ; 95 :-238 i 

1- 95 ·-238 

SCR 
SCR 
SCR 

SCR 
SCR 

SCR 

SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 

SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 

SCR 
SCR 
SCR 
SCR 

SCR 

SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED witr-e_ Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

--

Assessors parcel number unknown 

I .. --
' 
I 
I 

! 

I ... -.. .. -. r - -
, .. 

I' 
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I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

! 

I 
i 

I 
I 
I 

i 
i' 
! 
i 
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SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with Sa Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

fHP 1- 95 '-238 I I i 
SCR 

i ! 
THP 1- 95 -238 SCR 

' fHP 1- 95 -238 SCR 
1-- i I : 

I ! 
fHP 1- 95 -238 SCR ! 

~ 

: I ; 

fHP 1- : 95 .-238 SCR 
! ! 

fHP I 1-; 95 ;-238 ; SCR I I ! ' I 
fHP : 1- ~ 95 :-238 ; SCR ' I 

I . • : I . .. ! I 

fHP 1- 95 :-238 SCR Assessors parcel ntnnber unknown i ! I I i 
fHP ~ 1- i 95 j-238 : SCR I I 

i I I I 

fHP . 1-. 95 1-238 SCR 
i I i I . : I ! I 

rHP . 1- . 95 ·-238 SCR I 

I i I I i i 
I 

. I i 
fHP I 1- · 95 -238 : SCR I 

! I 
i 

: I I ! I 
fHP I 1- i 95 i-238 SCR I : 

rHP 1 1-1 95 1-238 SCR I 
I 
I I 

THP i 1- l 95 -238 
I I 

SCR 

1---·-
. . I fHP ; 1- ! 95 1-238 SCR ·! I I . . . I .. 

fHP . 1- ; 95 :-238 SCR i 
I 

I i ... i 
fHP 1- 95 ;-238 SCR 

! I i 
I 

fHP 1- 95 -238 SCR I - l i 
! 

fHP 1- 95 -238 SCR 

fHP 
I I I 1- 95 -238 SCR i .. 

I I 

fHP ~ 1- : 95 !-238 
I i 

SCR I l I ! ! I 

THP 1- 95 -238 SCR I 
i l I 

' j I 

THP 1- 95 -238 SCR I I : 
: 

THP 1- . 95 . -238 SCR 
i ; I I 

THP I 1- 95 ~ -238 ; SCR 
! I I . I 

I 

THP I 1- 95 j-238 i SCR I 
I I 

I 
l 

I ! 
fHP I 1- 95 1-238 I SCR I I 

' I : : I I 
THP i 1- 95 ~ -238 , SCR . I I i i 

l" 
- · - ~ .. ··- - ~ 

fHP i 1- 95 j-238 j SCR i I 
. I I 

fHP · 1- 95 !-238 · SCR I : 
1 1- 95! -238 i I I ! 

fHP SCR i . ; 

' I : I .. I - .. ~ . - ...... i I 
fHP . 1- 95 l-238 SCR i ! 

fHP 
; ! ' 1- 95 ' -238 SCR I I I 

I 
I I I 

fHP 1- 95 -238 SCR 
I I 

i I 
THP 1- 95 ·-229 SCR 093-401 -04 BISCEVJC OTTO & DIANE JT P 0 BOX 66671 SCOTTS VALLEY CA 95067 su N 

THP 1- 95 1-228 SCR 089-051 -10 BUSHNELL ERIC M/M S/S P 0 BOX 146 BOULDER CREEl< CA 95006 TP y 

THP 1- 95 l-219 SCR 105-051-1 6 PRINCE JONATHAN MICHAEL HJ\1\/ ET 2975 FERN FLAT RD APTOS CA 95003 su p 
I THP 1- 95 1-199 SCR 091 -161 -06 WILLIS BRIAN M & ETSUKO M JT 9415 S W BUCKSKIN TER BEAVERTON OR 97005 su p 

THP 1- . 951 -199 SCR 091 -161-09 HOLLAWAY JOHN & JUDY JT P 0 BOX 1854 LOS GATOS CA 95030 su y 

THP 1- 95 1-199 SCR 091 -161 -33 GROVE CHARLES E & BARBARA J H/ 13800 E ZA Y ANTE RD FELTON CA 95018 su i I 
p 

-- · -
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~. SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED With e Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

fHP 1- 95 -199 

fH P 1- · 95 -199 

fHP 1- 95 -199 

fHP 1- 95 -199 

fHP 1- ~ 95 ~ - 199 
fHP 1 ~~- 951~199 
fHP 1- ! 95 j-199 

. ~ r l 

fHP j 1- j 95 j-199 

fHP j 

fl-IP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 

1-i 95 ,-199 
1- 95 -178 
1- · 95 :-178 

1- 95 ·-178 

1- 95 -176 
. l 

1- · 95 -175 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

093-272-28 !GARCIA EDWARD U/M 

093-011 -35 I NELSON THOMAS A & CAROLYN A H/ 

093-011-41 !KENNEDY BRUCE B M/M 

093-011-42 !KENNEDY DIANE C M/W ETAL 

093-011-43 !KENNEDY BRUCE B TRUSTEE 

093-011-44 I KENNEDY BRUCE B TRUSTEE ETAL 

093-282-06 IHESS TOM MJM 

093-282-75 !KENNEDY BRUCE B & DIANE C TRUS 

091 -161-33 

074-012-07 !SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 

097-161-02 !WILLHElM JOHN S/M 

SCR 096-101 -01 SHORE MARTIN D & MARIE K JT 

fHP 1- 95 ~ -175 SCR 095-011-01 MATHIAS CONDE & SYLVIA H/W JT 

fHP , 1- 95 ,-175 SCR 095-012-06 TAAJE EIVIND F & BEVERLEE J H/ 

fHP ; 1~ 95 :-175 SCR ;095-012-07 SHORE MARTIN D & MARIE K JT 

fHP : 1- 95

1

!_142 ! SCR .097-241-02 ' soOUELCREEKWATERDISTRICT 

rHP 1- 95 -142 SCR 097-222-07 SOQUEL CREEK WATER DISTRICT 

rHP 1- 95 1-116 SCR 090-081-01 LONG DONALD A & ANNE P H/W JT 
I 

rHP 1- 95-112 SCR 095-011 -14 CIRAULOANGELINAMTRUSTEEETA 

rHP 1-: 95 i-104 SCR 105-411-03 FIELDS DONALD GENE & KATHRYN B 

fHP : 1- ~ 95 j-103 i SCR 067-261 -58 CRESS JONATHAN ETAL JT 

THP 1- 95 -102 SCR 

23050 OLD LOGGING RD 

935 FOOTHILL DR 

25300 HUTCHINSON RD 

25300 HUTCHINSON RD 

25300 HUTCHINSON RD 

25300 HUTCHINSON RD 

P 0 BOX 63 

25300 HUTCHINSON RD 

809 CENTER ST RM #106 

P 0 BOX 5074 

23000 S C HWY 

P 0 BOX 668 

22970 SANTA CRUZ HWY 

23000 SANTA CRUZ HWY 

P 0 BOX 158 

P 0 BOX 158 

P 0 BOX 728 

1435 LAUREL GLEN RD 

P 0 BOX 526 

145 BA YONA DR 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

fHP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

1- 95 -102 

1- 95 -102 

1- 95 -102 

1- 95 '-102 

1- · 95 -052 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

Assessors parcel nun1ber unknown 

j I 
1- j 95 j-039 

i I 
1- ! 95 :-033 

I I 1-: 95 ,-027 

1- ! 95 !-027 
I ' 

1-: 95 !-027 

1- i 95 i-027 

1-1 95 :-027 
1- 1 95 :-024 

SCR i 
i 

SCR i 

SCR 1086-151 -17 'MOORES WILLIAM M & TONA E H/W 

SCR 103-091-03 jCURY DAVIDD U/M 

SCR 097-241 -03 MCGREW RODRICK ELLIOT & ROSAL 

SCR 100-021-31 BLANCHETTE TAHRA SINGH U/M ETA 

SCR i 100-02 ·1-32 
1
BLANCHETTE TAHRA SINGH U/M ETA 

SCR 100-021-33 BLANCHETTE TAHRA SINGH U/M ETA 

SCR 100-021 -34 BLANCHETTE TAHRA SINGH U/M ETA 

SCR 089-051 - 10 BUSHNELL ERIC M/M SIS 

3880 SLEEPY HOLLOW DR 

200 7TH AVE 

2008 SAN YSIDRO DR 

P 0 BOX 1467 

P 0 BOX 1467 

P 0 BOX 1467 

P 0 BOX 1467 

P 0 BOX 146 

LOS GATOS I CA 

WINDSOR ICA 

LOS GATOS I CA 

LOS GATOS I CA 

LOS GATOS ICA 

LOS GATOS ICA 

RANCHO SANTA FE ICA 

LOS GATOS I CA 

SANTA CRUZ I CA 

SHERMAN OAKS CA 

LOS GATOS CA 

HEALDSBURG CA 

LOS GATOS CA 

LOS GATOS ICA 

SOQUEL ICA 
SOQUEL CA 

BEN LOMOND !CA 

SOQUEL ICA 

SOQUEL ICA 
SANTA CRUZ CA 

!SANTA ROSA !CA 

I sANTA CRUZ lCA 

BEVERLY HILLS CA 

SOQUEL CA 

SOQUEL CA 

SOQU EL CA 

SOQUEL CA 

BOULDER CREEK CA 

95030 

95492 

95030 

95030 

95030 

95030 

92067 

95030 

95060 

91413 

95030 

95448 

95033 
L--
)95030 

95073 

95073 

95005 

95073 

95073 

95060 

95404 

·195062 

90210 

95073 

95073 

95073 

95073 

95006 

su 
su 
su 
su 
su 
su 
RA 
RA 

PR 

TP 

su 
RA 

RA 

RA 

TP 

RA 

TP 

su 
su 
su 

su 

TP 

su 
su 
su 
su 
su 
TP 

• ·~' 
< :/ 

RA 

SCR I I I . . 

p 

p 

N 

p 

p 
p 

N 

N 

N 

y 

p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
y 

N 
y 

N 

p 

y 

N 
N 

N 
N 
N 
y 

THP 

THP 

NTMP 

THP 

1-195 1-004 
1- 95 -003 

I . 
SCR 107-021-10 MICHAUD GEORGE K & MICHELLE E P 0 BOX 1117 jAPTOS CA !95001 RA J j N 

1_- i 951-001 . 
1-: 94 !-602 

SCR 087-021 - 11 FIELDHOUSE TERRY TRUST THE 1149 s 6TH STLD WY jSAN JOSE CA j95112 TP I I y 

SCR 091-1 7 1-08 BRINKMAN DANIEL & DIANE H/W JT 21048 BEAR CREEK RD j LOS GATOS !CA !95030 TP / : Y 
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SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with S?· ·-,Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

THP 1- ; 94 ,-602 

THP 1- ' 94
1

-601 

THP 1- 94 -601 

THP 1- 94 -601 

THP 1- 94 -601 

THP 1- , 94 :-601 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

1- 94 -589 

1-1 94 -589 
! . 

1- : 94 :-588 
1-1 94 1-568 

l I I 
1- , 94 :·566 

; · I 

: 1- ! 94 l -551 
' i 

1- 1 94 !-551 

THP ' 1- ; 94 i -551 ; 
THP - i 1_1 94 :-551 . . I . 
THP I 1- 1 94 !-551 

THP 1 1-1 94 1-551 

THP __ j 1- j 94 1 -~51 
THP ! 1-1 94 !-526 

I - , 
THP . 1- ~ 94 ,-514 

THP 1-; 94 ;.514 ; 

THP 1- 94 ' -514 

THP I 1- 94 :-472 

THP 1-
1 

94 -472 
I . I 

THP 1-' 94 ' -472 

THP 1- 94 -472 

THP 1-' 94 '-42 1 

SCR 091-171 -09 iTEALL DWIGHT E TRUSTEE 

SCR 
1
080-011 -03 ~ LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

SCR 080-011 -06 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

SCR 080-011-35 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

SCR 080-011-36 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

............... ......._ ...... . ~ . ._. -
Ut1U·Vli-4V ILUNt:. ~TAR CEMENT CORP 

109-011 -05 I NEVINS JOSEPH PAUL HIW ETAL TC 

109-011-06 !FI NCH JOHN PATRICK TRUSTEE 

097-231-46 IAALFS CHARLES D & REBECCA HIW 

107-531-01 !RANDOLPH JOHN C & CECILY L HIW 

107-531-02 !RANDOLPH JOHN C & CECILY L HIW 

107-531-04 I RANDOLPH JOHN C & CECIL Y L HIW 

107-531 -12 !RANDOLPH JOHN C & CECILY L HIW 

107-531 -13 !RANDOLPH JOHN C & CECILY L HIW 

107-531 -16 !RANDOLPH SCOTT C U/M ETAL 

107-531 -03 !RANDOLPH JOHN C &CECILY L H/W 

091 -181 -10 !BURCH ROGER & MICHELE HJVV JT 

106-181 -08 lLANO TRUST OF SANTA CRUZ COUNT 

107-041 -02 lLANO TRUST OF SANTA CRUZ COUNT 

107-051-32 lLANO TRUST OF SANTA CRUZ COUNT 

086-021 -02 IREDTREE PROPERTIES L P 

086-021-03 IREDTREE PROPERTIES L P 

086-021 -04 !CALIFORNIA STATE OF 

086-031-04 CALIFORNIA STATE OF 
SCR 089-1 21 -77 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 

THP 

THP 

THP 

, 1- , 94 ·-42 1 SCR 089-121-78 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 

; 1- j 94 !-421 SCR 089-121 -80 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 

1 1 -~ 94 1 -421 SCR 089-121-81 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 

THP ! 1- . 94 ~ -421 SCR 089-281-30 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 

THP 1-) 94 1-421 SCR 089-1 21-79 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 

1-j 94 1-409 SCR 091-061 -30 HUNSINGER GREGORY C U/M 
I I I 1- !94 -409 SCR !091-061-31 HUNSINGER GREGORY C 

1-1 94 ~ -409 SCR 091 -131-04 DAVIDSON CARLE & BETTY I 

1-; 94 ,-398 SCR !089-051-2 1 NIELSEN LEIF BJERREGAARD & MAR 
' i 

1- 94 -392 SCR 

·1- 94 1-392 SCR 

1- 94 !.392 SCR 

· 11351 _WRIGHT AVE 
137 MAPLE ST 

137 MAPLE ST 

137 MAPLE ST 

137 MAPLE ST 

137 MAPLE ST 

1745 GREEN VALLEY RD 

1745 GREEN VALLEY RD 

P 0 BOX 96 

1097 PLEASANT VALLEY RD 

1097 PLEASANT VALLEY RD 

1097 PLEASANT VALLEY RD 

1097 PLEASANT VALLEY RD 

1097 PLEASANT VALLEY RD 

1097 PLEASANT VALLEY RD 

1097 PLEASANT VALLEY RD 

2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL 

P 0 BOX 1287 

P 0 BOX 1287 

P 0 BOX 1287 

P 0 BOX 1041 

P 0 BOX 1041 

400 R ST STE 5000 

i 1416 9TH ST RM ·114 7 
1 053 NORTHWESTERN AVE 

1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE 

1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE 

1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE 

1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE 

1053 N WESTERN AVE 

20999 BUSHNELL RD 

20999 BUSHNELL RD 

5821 APTOS VI EW RD 

380 RIDGE DR 

THP 

THP 

THP 
THP 

THP 
TI--IP 

THP 

THP 1- 94 i-391 SCR 096-32 1-11 !MONTGOMERY JOHN J & MAXINE.TRU IPO BOX 1-H 
THP ! 1- i 94 i -371 SCR !089-061 -23 !LOCATELLI ROBERT E & TERRY K H P 0 BOX 73 
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~ ~~~-~~~LE 
DECATUR 

DECATUR 

DECATUR 

DECATUR 

WATSONVILLE 

WATSONVILLE 

WILLOW CREEK 

APTOS 

APTOS 

APTOS 

APTOS 

APTOS 

APTOS 

APTOS 

SAN JOSE 

SANTA CRUZ 

SANTA CRUZ 

SANTA CRUZ 

SANTA CRUZ 

SANTA CRUZ 

SACRAMENTO 

I SACRAMENTO 

i 

! 

FORTUNA 

FORTUNA 

FORTUNA 

FORTUNA 

FORTUNA 

FORTUNA 

LOS GATOS 

LOS GATOS 

APTOS 

BOULDER CREEK 

J
LOS GATOS 

BEN LOMOND 

ICA 194087_. 
·GA ;30030 

GA 30030 

GA 30030 

GA 30030 

GA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

ICA 
CA 
CA 
CA 

CA 
CA 
CA 
CA 
jCA 

CA 
CA 

jcA 
jCA 

30030 

95076 

95076 

95573 

95003 

95003 

95003 

95003 

95003 

95003 

95003 

95113 

95061 

95061 

95061 

95061 

95061 

95814 

,95814 
95540 

95540 

95540 

95540 

95540 

95540 

95030 

i95030 

I 

i 
I 
I 

95003 

95006 

1

95031 

195005 

TP 

TP 

TP 

TP 

TP 

su 
su 
su 
TP 

su 
su 
su 
su 
su 
su 
RA 

TP 

su 
su 
su 
TP 

TP 

su 
su 
su 
su 
su 
su 
RA 

PF 

su 
su 
su 
su 

RA 

TP 

TP 

su 

e 

y 

y 

y 

y 
y 
p 
p 

N 
y 

N 
p 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 
y 

p 

p 

y 

y 

y 

y 

N 
p 

p 
y 
y 
p 
y 
y 
p 
p 
p 

N 
y 



• SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with - Cruz Co Zoning Categories • 
THP 1- . 94 ·-363 SCR 106-151-16 WEBSTER RAYMOND C & MARJORIE R 730 SUGAR PINE RD SCOTTS VALLEY CA 95066 SU P 

THP 1- 94 -353 SCR 106-101-13 DIESEL ERIC JOHN U/M 2905 EL CAMINO REAL PALO ALTO CA 94306 SU N 

THP : 1- ; 94 ~ -353 SCR 106-101-15 GOLITZIN GEORGE M/M SIS 720 GLENJCE ST PETALUMA CA 94954 SU N 

THP 1- 94 -353 SCR 106-101-25 DIESEL ERIC S/M 2905 EL CAMINO REAL PALO ALTO CA 94306 SU N 

THP 1- 94 -347 SCR 103-161-08 ?? ?? ?? PR P 

THP 1- 94-347 SCR 103-161 -09 WOODRICHARDW&PAMELALHIW 8204GLENHAVENRD SOQUEL CA 95073 PR Y 

THP : 1- , 94 ,-342 SCR 1 
I ~ I I I 

THP ; 1-
1
· 94 i-342 , SCR · 

I I I i 1-
THP I 1- [ 94 :-342 SCR . I l 

THP 1- ~ 94 !-342 I SCR ! ' I 

THP I 1_i 94 1-326 I SCR 087-261-28 TERRY MC BRIARTY TRUSTEE 1340 s DEANZA BLVD su 201 SAN JOSE CA 95129 ' su y 
THP i 1-i 94 1-326 ! SCR 087-261-41 LOVETT HUDSON & TANYA HMJ JT 28380 BIG BASIN WY BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 SU Y 

I I i . ! 
THP 1 1- i 94 j-326 ! SCR 087-261-23 KAMINAR NEIL & LINDA JT 28380 BIG BASIN HWY BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 RA Y 

THP , 1-' 94 :-326 
1 

SCR 087-261-27 SCOTT JEFFREY M S/M ETAL 28375 BIG BASIN WY BOULDER CREEK · CA 95006 RA Y 
, : I . . 

THP 1- 94 -312 SCR 105-421-09 BENNETT LISA GAIL SMJ 932 ALMADEN AVENUE SUNNYVALE CA 94086 SU Y 

THP , 1-i 94 :-312 : SCR 105-421-24 SU Y 

THP · 1- : 94 -312 SCR 105-431-05 MARKS VIRGINIA B P 0 BOX 1266 APTOS CA 95003 SU Y 
: ; I 

THP ! 1- j 94 i-307 SCR 098-161-06 TEHAMA COUNTY BANK CO-TRUSTEES P 0 BOX 944246 SACRAMENTO CA 94222 TP Y 

THP f 1- j 94 !-299 i SCR 105-031-37 ANGUIANO RADEENE MIW 4450 TROUT GULCH RD APTOS CA 95003 RA Y 

THP ! 1- : 94 i-299 
1 

SCR 105-031-31 BROWN RADEENE 4450 TROUT GULCH RD APTOS CA 95003 CA Y 

fHP : 1- i 941~299 SCR 105-031-38 ANGUIANO BENJAMIN E 3763 FERN FLAT RD APTOS CA 95003 CA Y 

THP j 1- i 94 i-299 SCR 105-031 -39 BROWN RADEENE 3763 FERN FLAT RD APTOS CA 95003 CA Y 
' ' .I 

THP : 1- j 94j-298 ; SCR 106-111-01 WATSONVILLECITYOF POBOX50000 WATSONVILLE CA 95077 TP Y 

THP . 1-: 94 ·-298 . SCR 106-111-02 WATSONVILLE CITY OF P 0 BOX 50000 WATSONVILLE CA 95077 TP Y 
' I I i 

THP 1- 94 -294 SCR 064-362-02 DELLENBACH KENNETH K & MAXINE P 0 BOX 584 FELTON CA 95018 RA Y 

THP ; 1-l 94 !-294 j SCR 064-362-03 DELLENBACH KENNETH K & MAXINE· P 0 BOX 584 FELTON CA 95018 RA Y 

THP 1- · 94 -282 SCR 073-121-12 VROLYK NICHOLAS J & JEANNE R T P 0 BOX 67'187 SCOTTS VALLEY CA 95067 TP Y 

THP 1- 94 ·-282 SCR 073-121 -13 VROLYK NICHOLAS J & JEANNE R T P 0 BOX 67187 SCOTTS VALLEY CA 95067 TP Y 

THP 1- 94 -282 SCR 073-121-11 VROL YK NICHOLAS J & JEANNE R T P 0 BOX 67187 SCOTTS VALLEY CA 95067 RA TP P 

THP 1- 94 ;-280 · SCR 089-131-29 •MORITZ FRIEDRICH E & MELANIE J i 14289 BEAR CREEK RD iBOULDER CREEK CA [95006 R-1-1AC SU : 1 N 
THP 1-: 94 !-274 SCR 107-401 -12 HElM MARK & JYNEL HIW CP 147,RJDER RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 SU P 

THP 1- . 94 ·-274 SCR 107-411-01 LEACH ERIC B & JODI LYNN HMJ C 141 RIDER RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 RA N , 
; I 1 

fHP 1- · 94 '-263 SCR i I 

THP 1- · 94 i-263 . SCR ; ! 
1 

I ! · j i 
fHP 1- 94 i-263 : SCR . 

1 ' I I 

THP 1- 94,-263 i scR ! Assessors parcel nmnber unknown 1 • ' 

THP 1- 94 -263 . SCR l l 
THP 1- 94 1-263 : SCR i . I 

THP 1- 94 -263 : SCR I ~ \ 
I I I j I 

THP 1- -263 , SCR I i ; 

THP -246 l SCR SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 106 SANTA CRUZ CA TP I _I I y 
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SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with Sa ·Cruz Co Zoning Categories 
'"--......·· 

fHP 

rHP 

fHP 

rHP 

fHP 

fHP 

IHP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP 
~HP 

1- i 94 ;-246 SCR 
I I i I 

1- 94 -246 SCR 
I I 1- . 94 , -246 SCR 

"HP 

'HP 

~HP 

IHP 

1- : 94 !-202 

1- 94 -201 

1- 94 -184 

1- 94 -182 

1- 94 -182 

1- 94 ; -182 

1- 94 -173 
; I 

1- 94 -173 

1- . 94 :-173 

1- ; 94 '-160 

1 ~ i 94 -160 

1- ' 94 -160 

i 1- · 94 -160 fHP 

'HP 

-HP · 

"HP I 

1- 94 -160 

1- j 94 -160 

1- ) 94 ~14 1 
1- , 94 -124 "HP 

"HP 

"HP 

fHP 

rHP 

iHP 
rHp 

"HP 

"HP 

"HP 

I 

1- ! 94 -124 
' .. I 
' 1-1 94 -124 

j· 
1- 94 -124 

1< 94 -124 

1- 94 -124 

1- 94 -124 

1- : 94 ~-124 

1- 94 -124 

1- 94 -71 

-HP 1- 94 -71 

"HP 1- 94 -71 

-HP : 1- 94 l -66 

"HP I 1- 94 l -66 

"HP ! 1- 94 !-66 

1- 941'-66 
1- 94 -66 

"HP . 
"HP I 

"HP 

"HP 

"HP 

"HP 

l I 
1- j 94 :-66 

I ! 
1- i 94 j-66 

1- 94 -66 

1- 94 1-66 

SCR 104-171-02 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 

SCR 104-171-16 EEL RIVER SAWMILLS INC 

SCR 106-301-22 DRAKE JERRY W 

SCR 089-071-71 DOYLE MICHAEL J & CAROL A HNV 

SCR 089-071-73 DOYLE MICHAEL J & CAROL A HIVI/ 
SCR 089-071-74 DOYLE MICHAEL J & CAROL A H/W 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE 

1053 NORTHWESTERN AVE 

P 0 BOX 6345 

1107 PILGER RD 

1107 PILGER RD 

1107 PILGER RD 

Assessors parcel nun1ber unknov1n 

FORTUNA CA 

FORTUNA CA 

KETCHUM 10 

BOULDER CREEK CA 

BOULDER CREEK CA 

BOULDER CR5EK CA 

. i 

l 
I 

95540 

95540 

83340 

95006 

95006 

95006 

su 
RA 

su 
su 
su 
su 

y 

y 
p 
p 
p 
p 

SCR 

SCR 
. I . 

SCR . l I , . 
SCR l089-121 -72 GUZMAN BRIAN J & RONA.LE DOUX 823 N OAK AVE FILLMORE JCA 193015 I TP Y 

SCR !106-471-03 BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY 3564 HIGHWAY 1 DAVENPORT ICA !95017 : su y 
SCR 1106-471-05 BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY 3564 HIGHWAY 1 DAVENPORT ICA '95017 . SU Y 

SCR :106-471-04 I BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY :: .. ~ 1356d HIGHWAY 1 ' II DAVENP()RT I CA 11
1

95017 ~ su y 
SCR ' 106-471-01 !BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY 3564 HIGHWAY 1 DAVENPORT leA ,95017 SU Y 

SCR 
1
106-471-02 :BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY !3564 HIGHWAY 1 !DAVENPORT .. ·:cA ;95017 SU Y 

SCR 106-471-08 :BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY 13564 H-IGHWAY 1 . . . :DAVENPORT . f . :cA :95017 SU Y 

SCR 106-471-07 BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY !3554 HIGHWAY 1 !DAVENPORT leA !95017 SU Y 

SCR ' 106-471-09 iBIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY J3564 HIGHWAY 1 I DAVENPORT jcA J95017 l SU Y 

SCR 106-471-06 BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY !3564 HIGHWAY 1 jDAVENPORT ICA !95017 : SU Y 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

! SCR 

I SCR 
1 SCR 

! SCR 

! SCR 
I 
' SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

I I FOUNDATION ADMIN oFF BL 15 I sAN LUIS OBISPo leA 194307 I TP I Y 057-1 21-07 !CALIFORNIA f-lUL Y II:.CHNIC ::i I A! 1:: U 

057-121-10 !SPAFFORD STEVEN ETAL TC 410 ROBERTA AVE PLEASANT HIULS ICA 194523 I TP I I I Y 

057-121-22 !CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE U FOUNDATION ADMIN OFF BL 15 SAN LUIS OBISPO ICA 194307 I TP I I I Y 

106-022-12 !BURCH ROGER & MICHELLE HIW CP 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE ICA 195113 I TP I I I Y 

106-022-14 I BURCH ROGER & MICHELLE HIW CP 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE ICA 195113 I TP I I I Y 

106-261-04 !BURCH ROGER & MICHELLE HIW CP 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SANJOSE ICA 195113 I TP I I I Y 

106-022-10 !BURCH ROGER & MICHELE HIWCP 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SANJOSE ICA 195113 I SU I I I N 

106-022-11 I BURCH ROGER & MICHELLE HIW CP 12 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE ICA 195113 I SU I I I P 

106-251-33 !ROBERTS MARGUERITE VALERIA TRU 1933 TROY CT SUNNYVALE ICA 194087 I SU I I I P 

106-251-34 !ROBERTS J H 1701 FRONT ST STE B SANTA CRUZ ICA 195060 I SU I I I P 

106-251 -35 !ROBERTS J H 701 FRONT ST STE B SANTA CRUZ ICA 195060 I SU I I l N 

106-022-13 !BURCH ROGER & MICHELLE HIVI/ CP 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE ICA 195113 I RA I I I P 

"HP I 1~ i 94 :-55 I SCR 1058~011-01 I LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 137 MAPLE ST DECATUR GA 130030 TP I I I Y 
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· ···--
SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED wite. Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

1- : 94 :-ss 
1- 94 '-ss 
1- 94 -54 

1- 94 -48 

SCR 058-011-10 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

SCR 058-011 -11 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 

SCR 086-051-02 BROWN BRADLEY U/M 

SCR 

137 MAPLE ST 

137 MAPLE ST 

18674 HIGHWAY 9 

THP 1- · 94 .-47 SCR 089-031-90 IMC CLEAD DEAN M & BEITY A TRUS 12189 GLEASON DR 

THP 1- 94 -47 

THP 1- 94 -23 

THP 1- 94 -23 

THP 1- 94 -23 

fHP 1- : 94 :-23 

fHP 1-! 94 1-23 

fHP 1 1- i 94 !-23 
THP 1- 94 ,-20 

NTMPf 1-! 94 ,·10 

THP 

fHP 

fHP 

fHP . 1- 93 -346 

fHP I 1- 93 -346 : 
i I fHP : 1- 93 -346 : 

THP i 1- 93 -346 
1

: 

THP l 1- 93 -346 j 

THP i 1- 93 -346 I 

THP 1- 93 -346 

THP I 1- 93 -345 

THP 

THP 

THP 

\- ~3 -345 
I ! 

1- : 93 !-342 

1- 93 -340 

THP 1- 93 -340 

THP 1- 93 -340 

THP 1- 93 .-298 

fHP 1- 93 i-296 

fHP . 1-
1 

93 j-296 
fHP I 1- · 93 i -296 

fHP ; 1- i 93 1-296 1 

fHP ' 1- ! 93 :-296 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

089-471-11 !WASSMAN PAUL W M/M SIS P 0 BOX 1570 

089-011-04 !PIERCE HIRAM C JR OR ARDENE C 3498 SOUTH COURT 

089-011 -22 I HAJDUK JOE A & CYNTHIA J HIW C 113 RECINO ST 

089-011-32 I PIERCE HIRAM C JR & ARDENE CO 3498 SOUTH COURT 

089-011-48 !SCHWEICKERT THOMAS R SR M/M S/ 512 PRIMROSE RD 

089-011-49 I SCHWEICKERT THOMAS R SR M/M S/ 512 PRIMROSE RD 
089-011-65 10 NEAL DENNIS G & KATHLEEN S J 431 VALLEY OAK DR 
086-051-01 !COWELL S H FOUNDATION p o.sox 63700 

110-031-23 ID & D RANCH 199 ALMADEN BLVD STE 565 

110-111-05 ID & D RANCH I99ALMADEN BLVD STE 565 

110-111-06 ID & D RANCH 199 ALMADEN BLVD STE 565 

106-351-15 !CONLEY WILLIAM HUGHES U/M ETAL 1240 B 8TH AVE 

079-201 -05 I HAYES CHARLES E TRUSTEE IP 0 BOX 181 

095-172-66 IIWARREN DIANE TRUSTEE . 2900JARVISHD 

095-181-05 ,WARREN DIANE TRUSTEE 2900 JARVIS RD 

09S-271-06 joUNLAP DOUGLAS HIW ETAL JT -- 490 QUAIL RIDGE RD 

095-271-12 IDE KATER ANNELIES W U!W 1480 QUAIL RIDGE RD 

095-181-03 !CULVER DAVID & MARIA HIW JT 12975 JARVIS RD 

095-221-11 ISTONE PAUL U/M 1250 QUAIL RIDGE RD 

097-251-16 I LUTHER JIM 7107 OLD SAN JOSE RD 

109-071-09 ITARP THOMAS H JR & PATRICIA AN 201 PINE CANYON RD 
109-081 -01 ITARP THOMAS H JR & PATRICIA AN 201 PINE CANYON RD 
109-121 -10 ISUNER JAMES U/M 121 MIRA FLORES ROAD 
106-111-03 IELLIOIT ANDREA UIW PO BOX 148 

SCR ' 107-021 -09 ;BREILING THEODORE JOHN & MAR!L 

SCR i 1 07-081-11 I BEESON RON S/M 

163 BUZZARD LAGOON RD 

1006 IRIS 

SCR 1107-021-64 JNOHRDEN GREGORY C & CYNTHIA R 

SCR 

SCR 

177 BUZZARD LAGOON RD 

fHP ! 1-i 93 -286 I SCR 
' I ' 

fHP ; 1-; 93 -279 SCR 

fHP : 1-: 93 -279 SCR 

I 

I 
I 
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DECATUR GA 

DECATUR GA 

BOULDER CREEK CA 

MADERA 

BOULDER CREEK 

PALO ALTO 

FREMONT 

PALO ALTO 

BURLINGAME 

BURLINGAME 

MORGAN HILL 

SAN FRANCISCO 

SAN JOSE 

SAN JOSE 

SAN JOSE 

SANTA CRUZ 

BEN LOMOND 

.SCOTIS VALLEY 

!scOTTS VALLEY 
l ... 

1 scans VALLEY 

SCOITS VALLEY 

SANTA CRUZ 

SCOITS VALLEY 

SOQUEL 

SALINAS 

SALINAS 

SCOTTS VALLEY 

MT HERMON 

WATSONVILLE 

REDWOOD CITY 

WATSONVILLE 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

ICA 
·leA 

!cA 
CA 

1
cA 
CA 

CA 
CA 
CA 
CA 
CA 

ICA 

leA 
CA 

l 

30030 

30030 

95006 
L 
i 
93638 

95006 

94306 

94539 

94300 

94010 

94010 

95037 

94163 

95113 

95113 

95113 

95062 

95005 

!95066 

195066 

j95066 

95066 

195065 

95066 

95073 

93908 

93908 

95066 

95041 

.95076 

194061 

95076 

! 

TP 

TP 

TP 

su 

su 

su 
su 

su 
su 

su 
su 

TP 

su 
CA 

CA 

RA 

TP 

su 
su 

su 
su 

RA 

RA 

su 

A 
A 

A 

su 
su 

su 
RA 

• ..... · 

. .. 

su TP 

su 

su 

y 
y 
y 

p 

N 
p 

y 
y 

y 

y 

y 
y 

N 

N 

N 
p 
y 

N 
p 

p 

p 
p 

p 

p 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 
N 



SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with S2 . _Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

fHP 

fliP 

THP 

THP 

1- 93 -279 
i ; SCR ' i I 

SCR 1057-071-05 !RANCHO DEL OSO OPERATING COMPA l1 CARTER AVE 1- 93 -272 . 

1- 93 -272 

1- 93 -272 

1- 93 -272 

1· S~:~ 27'/. 

1- 93 -272 

1- 93 -248 

THP 1- 93 -248 

THP 1- 93 -248 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

~en 

SCR 

SCR 

057-081-46 

057-081-45 !WILLIS MILDRED H ETAL 1 CARTER AVE 

057-071-12 

057 -07 1 15 IMC LEAN CHARLES ALEXANDER Ill 619 SAN JUAN AVE 
057-081-54 

085-071-07 DHARMA REALM BUDDHIST ASSOCIAT /800 SACRAMENTO ST 

SCR SCHROEDER WESLEY & DARLEEN TRU 375 NORICH 

SCR SCHROEDER WESLEY & DARLENE TRU 375 NORICH 

fHP 

THP 

fHP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

fHP 

1- 93 -248 

1- 93 -241 

1- 93 -241 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

085-291-25 I SCHROEDER WESLEY & UAKLI=NI= I KU lj/~ NUKICH 

087-231 -02 !JACKSON JOHN D M/M S/S 1900 HOPKINS GULCH RD 

i I I 

1-
1 

93 ' -241 . 

1- 93 .-240 

1- 93 -234 
' ' 1- 93 -234 

1- 93 -234 

i 1- 93 -233 ! 

087-231 -19 lEATON ELIZABETH A W!W 

087-231-20 I JACKSON JOHN D M/M S/S 

089-081-04 I PORTER DONALD G AND L YVEDA 

106-501-03 !BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE H/W CP 

SCR :106-501-02 !BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE HIWCP 

SCR ·1 06-501-01 •BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE H/W CP 

SCR 
•• •• a .-.. a 

062-191 -08 I CALIFORNIA~ I A It:. Ur I= I AL 

THP 1-1 93 ~ -233 SCR 062-191 -09 CALIFORNIA STATE OF ETAL 

THP 1-1 93 -233 SCR 062-221 -10 CALIFORNIA STATE OF ETAL 

THP 1-1 931-233 SCR 062-221-12 REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF C 

THP 1-1 93 :-233 SCR 062-221-06 CALIFORNIA STATE OF ETAL 

THP . 1- i 93 ~ -200 SCR 095-091 -05 HUTCHINS BRUCE A & BESSIE T TR 

THP \ 1-1 93 :-194 . SCR 1098-141 -10 1PELICAN TIMBER COMPANY 

THP I 1- . 93 :- 194 I SCR :098-141-11 'PELICAN TIMBER COMPANY 

THP 1- , 93 :-194 , SCR 

900 HOPKINS GULCH ROAD 

900 HOPKINS GULCH RD 

1101 HOPKINS GULCH RD 

2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL 

2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL 

1
2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL 

P 0 BOX 942896 

P 0 BOX 942896 

P 0 BOX 942896 

300 LAKESIDE DR 17TH FLOOR 

P 0 BOX 942896 

6625 MT ROYAL DR 

700 EMERSON ST 

700 EMERSON ST 

THP ; 1-: 93 ~ - 193 ! SCH 104-171 -19 !FOUNDATION FOR PRESERV OF MAHA IP 0 BOX 1778 

THP 1- 93 -172 SCR 083-2 51-71 BIGBASINWATERCOMPANY!NC 

THP 1- 93 :-164 SCR 070-011-02 WERNER RUSSELL H ETAL 

THP 1- 93 -158 SCR 106-151 -1 8 HUGHES GRETA G U/W 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

THP 

1- 93 ·-158 

1- 93 -158 

1- , 93 ' -158 
1- : 93 ! -158 

1 I I I 
. 1- ' 93 -158 

l ; 
1- : 93 -157 

i 1.1 93 -155 : 
! I ! 

1- 93 -154 : 
i I I 

1- 1 93 - 153 . 
! I I 
' 1- I 93 -129 . 

• 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

SCR 

106-151-34 IHINZ 1-'AIKICIA G U/W 

106-151-2 1 !BLACKWELL GORDON B & LORRAINE 

106-151-25 !MOLINA MARJORIE JUNE U/W 

106-181-03 IBATIINICH PETER A TRUSTEE 

106-181-07 !GRAUER ROM ILLY S 

095-091-04 IDODGE ROBERT L & DOROTHY T 

089-081-37 I HARVEY NEIL & BARBARA HIW JT 

089-081-34 IBIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY ETAL 

089-081-38 !HARSHMAN CYRIL A 

090-271-01 !CHADWICK DUNCAN S/M 

p o ,BOX 197 

P 0 BOX 1613 

1500 REDWOOD ROAD 

425 REDWOOD RD 

22 BLAI<E AVE 

260 REDWOOD RD 

207 REDWOOD RD 

490 REDWOOD RD 

170 TWIN OAKS DR 

1027 DOEG RD 

3564 HIWAY 1 

P 0 BOX AM 

P 0 BOX 1498 
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SIERRA MADRE CA 

SIERRA MADRE CA 

SANTA CRUZ CA 

;SAN FRANCISCO CA 

BOULDER CREEK CA 

BOULDER CREEK CA 

BOULDER CREEK CA 

BOULDER CREEK ICA 

BOULDER CREEK ICA 

BOULDER CREEK . ICA 

BOULDER CREEK ICA 

(SAN JOSE 

!
SAN JOSE 

SAN JOSE 

SACRAMENTO 

SACRAMENTO 

SACRAMENTO 

OAKLAND 

SACRAMENTO 

SAN JOSE 

!
.PALO ALTO 

,PALO ALTO 

SOQUEL 

BOULDER CREEK 

DEWEY 

WATSONVILLE 

WATSONVI LLE 

WATSONVILLE 

CORRALITOS 

WATSONVILLE 

CORRALITOS 

LOS GATOS 

BOULDER CREEK 

DAVENPORT 

LOS ALTOS 

BOULDER CREEK 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

AZ 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

CA 

91024 

91024 

95065 

94108 

95006 

95006 

95006 

95006 

95006 

95006 

95006 

:95113 

i95113 

! 95113 

94296 

94296 

94296 

94612 

94296 

95120 
1-----

1

'94301 

;94301 

95073 

95006 

86327 

95076 

95076 

95076 

95076 

95076 

95076 

95032 

95006 

95017 

94023 

95006 

TP 

TP 

su 
PR 

PR 

CA 

TP 

RA 

RA 

RA 

TP 

RA 

RA 

su 
su 
su 
su 
TP 

TP 

TP 

CA 

CA 

su 
su 
su 

RA 

TP 

TP 

TP 

RA-0 

RA 

A 

A 
A 

TP 

su 
TP 

su 
TP 

TP 

TP 

TP 

su 

• 

y 

p 

y 

N 

N 
N 
p 
y 
y 
y 
y 
y 
y 

p 

p 

y 

p 
y 
y 

y 
p 
N 
p 
N 

N 

y 

p 

y 
y 
y 
y 

p 

p 

p 

p 

y 

y 
y 

y 



•- SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED wit~ 'CrUz Co Zoning Categories 

· -"-"' 
THP 1- 93 -129 SCR :089-171-02 !CHADWICK DUNCAN H M U/M JP 0 BOX 1498 I BOULDER CREEK ICA \95006 I su ; p 

THP 1- 93 -101 SCR 106-231-22 HANUMAN FELLOWSHIP 445 SUMMIT RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 TP Y 

THP ! 1- 93 -101 : SCR 1106-231-23 HANUMANFELLOWSHIP J445,SUMMITRD WATSONVILLE ICA !95076 i TP Y 

THP ' 1- 93 -072 ' SCR 105-301-02 HAINES DANIELE 
1

747 RIDER RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 SU P 

THP 1- · 93 '-072 SCR 105-301-03 HAINES WALTON P 711 RIDER RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 SU P 1 

THP 
1 

1-1 93 1-072 
1 

SCR 105-301-05 LA FRENTZ DUARD W & KATHLEEN E 747 RIDER RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 A-0 P 

HlP 1- 93 -072 SCR 105-301-06 DE BENEDETII RONALD & LOIS JT 731 RIDER RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 A-0 P 

THP 1- 93 ·-072 SCR 105-301-07 HAINES DANJEL EARL 747 RIDER RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 A-0 Y 

THP 1- 93 -072 SCR 105-301-08 HAINES WALTON PETAL 731 RIDER RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 A-0 P 

THP 1- 93 -058 SCR 062-111-05 SCHMIDT KENNETH & BRENDA HIW J 2785 SMITH GRADE RD SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 RA N 

fHP 1- 93 -38 SCR/SCL 1 

fHP 1- 93 -38 SCR/SCL Assessors parcel number unknown I , I : : . 

I I ' I I THP , 1- 93 ;-38 (SCL) 1 ! I ! 

THP k93 t-31 SCR 080-011 -06 LONESTARCEMENTCORP 137MAPLEST DECATUR GA .30030 TP Y 

THP 1- ! 93 ;·31 SCR 080-011-09 LONESTARCEMENTCORP 137MAPLEST DECATUR GA 30030 TP Y 

THP i 1-i 93 1-31 i SCR 080-011-10 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 137 MAPLE ST DECATUR GA 30030 TP Y 

THP 1- 93 '-31 SCR 080-011-12 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 137 MAPLE ST DECATUR GA 30030 TP Y 

THP · 1- l 93 l-31 • SCR 080-011-35 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 137 MAPLE ST DECATUR GA 30030 TP Y 

fHP ! 1- i 93 t-31 
1 

SCR 080-011-40 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 137 MAPLE ST DECATUR GA 30030 SU TP P 

fHP 1- 93 ;-29 SCR 081-361-08 BURCHROGERAM/MS/S 2WSANTACLARAST9THFL SANJOSE CA 95113 TP Y 

fHP 1- 93-29 SCR 081-361 -03 ·BURCHROGERAM/MS/S ,2WSANTACLARAST9THFL SANJOSE CA !95113 . TP I : y 
fHP · 1- : 93 1.-29 ' SCR io81-241-0B iBURCHROGERAM/MS/S 12WSANTACLARAST9THFL SANJOSE icA !95113 : SU i ·

1 
l P 

I I ! I I I : I I I 
THP : 1- 1· 92 1-423 SCR ' 1 i i 

I I I I 

THP ~1- ! 92!-390 i SCR 073-111-03 CUMMINGS LOIS A TRUSTEES ETAL 1041 tA QUINTA CT NAPA CA 94558 TP Y 

THP : 1-192 :-327 . SCR :085-262-01 !BIG CREEK LUMBER COMPANY 13564 HIWAY 1 DAVENPORT !CA !95017 j PR 
1 

SU , ! P 

THP ; 1- l 92 1-327 : SCR : I I i ! ; 

THP i - ~ J 92 j ~322 i SCR ioa9~011-51 .! sANCHEZ BYR?N &- 1-fiLDA _H'Y'f~!- .. ·- _
1

·18349BEAR CREEK RD . . _ -- IBO.~LDE.RCREEK jcA 195006 su ; Y 
fHP . 1- ! 92 !-322 . SCR 1 

: • . ! · 
1 

THP ) 1 ~) 92 1·315 : SCR i 106-181-06 'KOENIG I(ARL. N!C~OLASHlW ET.AL . · ~~8~ ~~D"YOOD RD .. ... _ j wA~So~\/1~~-E . ---- ~ ~A · 195076 A j P 
fHP 1- 92 ·-299 SCR 083-251-47 'CODIGA CHRISTOPHER M 525 HIGH ST !SANTA CRUZ 1CA :95060 SU i N 

rHP 1 1- : 92 ;-299 scR .oB3-251-48 1cODIGA CLARK w 
1

525 HIGH sT ISANT_I" ~R~z j c~ ·l'gso6o i su ; 1 N 
fHP 1- 92 -299 SCR 083-251-49 

1
CODIGA GRANT M ' 525 HIGH ST ISANTA CRUZ rCA 95060 SU N 

fHP 1- 92 -299 SCR 083-251-50 CODIGA BARTON G !525 HIGH ST !sANTA CRUZ icA 195060 SU . N 
I I I i I 

fHP 1- 92 -299 SCR 083-251-51 CODIGA GRANT M 525 HIGH ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 SU N 

fHP 1- 92 -299 SCR 083-2 51-54 CODIGA CHRISTOPHER M 525 HIGH ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 SU N 

fHP 1- 92 ·-299 SCR ;083-251-55 !CODIGA GRANT M !525 HIGH ST !SANTA CRUZ CA ;95060 SU N 

THP 1- 92 -299 SCR 083-251-56 .CODIGA CLARK w 525 HIGH ST I SANTA CRUZ ICA !95060 su N 

THP : 1- : 92 :-299 SCR !083-251-57 jCODIGA CHRISTOPHER M 525 HIGH ST SANTA CRUZ 
1
cA [95060 SU N 

fHP 1- 92 :-299 SCR 083-251 -58 CODIGA BARTON G 525 HIGH ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 SU N 

fHP j 1- 92 !-299 ~ SCR 083-251-59 CODIGA GRANT M 525 HIGH ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 SU N 
: I I 

fHP 1- 92 \-299 SCR 083-251-60 CODIGA CLARK W 525 HIGH ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 SU N 
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SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED with Sc Cruz Co Zoning Categories 

--

THP 1- 92 -299 SCR 083-251-61 CODIGA CLARK W 525 HIGH ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 su N 

THP 
I I 

083-251-62 CODIGA BARTON G 525 HIGH ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 su N ! 1- 92 -299 SCR 
i 

THP 1- 92 -296 SCR 099-141-01 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE HNV JT 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE CA 95113 TP y 

THP I 1- : 92 -296 SCR 099-1 51-01 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE HNV JT 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE CA 95113 TP p 
I i 

THP i 1-1 92 -296 i SCR 099-161-08 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE HNV JT 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE CA 95113 su N 
i i N THP . 1- ! 92 -296 I SCR 099-161-12 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE HIW JT 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE CA 95113 su 

THP ' 1- : 92 -296 i SCR 099-131-03 BURCH ROGER A & MICHELE HIW JT 2 W SANTA CLARA ST 9TH FL SAN JOSE CA 95113 RA N i 

THP 1-
1 

92 -268 SCR '073-201-02 'SEICK MARION MILTON & HAZEL LA :699 RYDER RD .scans VALLEY iCA 1 95066 TP y 

THP 1- . 92 ,-268 SCR I r I I ! ' fHP 1- 92 -268 SCR 

fHP 1- 92 -268 SCR Assessors parcel number unknown 
THP 1- 92 -268 SCR 

: I I 

fHP 1- 92 -268 SCR 

fHP 1- 92 -268 SCR ! 
i I I I 

THP 1- 92 -237 SCR 104-031-26 DILLER ROBERT J & BARBARA J TR BOO LAGUNITA DR SOQUEL CA 95073 TP y 

fHP ' 1- . 92 :-219 SCR .098-091-17 jNIELSEN RONALD & SONJA BRITTA 14650 STETSON RD LOS GATOS !CA j95030 su i I y 
! 

fHP 1- : 92 :-180 SCR 083-251-12 DEFFINGER THEODORE L TRUSTEE E 13699 SARAHILLS DR SARATOGA CA 95070 TP y 

fHP t 1-! 92 :-170 i SCR 062-181-10 DE LA ROSA RAUL D M/M S/S P 0 BOX 3657 SANTA CRUZ CA 95063 TP y 
I I ; I 

fHP ' 1- : 92 ' -162 ' SCR 093-051 -07 RUDY GARY ELWYN TRU?TEE 5814 PILAR CT SAN JOSE CA 95120 TP y 

fHP ; 1- l 92 j_162 ' SCR 093-051-09 RUDY GARY ELWYN TRUSTEE 5814 PILAR CT SAN JOSE CA 95120 TP y 
. ; I 

fHP ; 1- i 92 f-162 : SCR i093-051-10 
1
RUDY GARY ELWYN TRUSTEE 5814 PILAR CT SAN JOSE 1CA j95120 I su N 

fHP 1-: 92 . -162 . SCR 
I I i 

fHP 1-! 92 j-162 1 SCR 

fHP 1-i 92~-162 ' SCR 
I I 

fHP I 1-l 92 -154 : SCR 089-011-59 ROWE JIM D & SUSAN L 1011 VIA PALO LINDA SUISUN CA 94585 su y 

fHP . 1- : 92 :-139 I SCR 059-021-05 CAMPBELL ASSOCIATES 560 REMILLARD DR BURLINGAME CA 94010 TP y 

fHP I 1- ; 92 1-139 ! SCR 1062-211-02 CAMPBELL ASSOCIATES 460 REMILLARD DR BURLINGAME ICA ,94010 I TP ! y 
I • I I ' 

fHP ! 1_j 92 f-139 I SCR 062-211-30 CAMPBELL ASSOCIATES 560 REMILLARD DR BURLINGAME CA 94010 CA-0 N 
I ~ ; : ' 

fHP 1- : 92 ·-125 SCR 089-051-31 RUTMAN SERGEI H/W ETAL JT 17100 TWO BAR RD BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 su p 
I 

fHP 1 ~ 92 :-115 SCR 106-171 -12 GATES GREGORY J S/M 900 OLD EVANS RD CORRALITOS CA 95076 TP y I 
THP 1- 92 ·-115 SCR 106-171-13 KOENIG GEORGE & DIANE G F MARV 1060 OLD EVANS RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 TP y I 

rtiP 1- 92 - 115 SCR 106-1 71- 14 KOENIG GEORGE M/M S/S ETAL 1060 OLD EVANS RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 TP y 
! 

; 

fHP 1- 92 -115 SCR 106-171 -09 KOENIG GEORGE 1060 OLD EVANS RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 su p 

fHP 1- 92 -104 SCR 087-054-02 HOLMES LESTER T & MILDRED M H/ 31 WILLIS RD SCOTTS VALLEY ·cA 95066 TP y 

fHP 1- 92 -102 SCR 092-011-39 MEDINA ALVIN A & MARIE B TRUST 1803 MISSION ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 TP y 

rt-tP 1- 92 -93 SCR 091-012-43 CORRIGAN PATRICK T M/M SIS ETA 114 WEBSTER ST MONTEREY CA 93940 TP p 

fHP 1- · 92 -93 SCR 091 -012-50 KOERNER MARY SNV 2583 GREENWICH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94123 TP y 

! 1- i 92 -93 
i 

fHP 
I I ! 

SCR 091-012-56 SAMPSON PHILIP M OR MAXINE E T 20301 BEAR CREEK RD LOS GATOS CA 95030 su N 

fHP . I 1-l 92 -93 
I 

SCR 091-012-55 SAMPSON PHILIP M OR MAXINE E T 20301 BEAR CREEK RD LOS GATOS CA 95030 RA p 

fHP ! 1-
1

92 -67 i SCR 080-011 -06 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 137 MAPLE ST DECATUR GA 30030 TP y 
. I - - . 

fHP 1-, 92 -67 I SCR 080-011-35 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 137 MAPLE ST DECATUR GA 30030 TP y 
---- - ---
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e SCR PLANS ASSOCIATED wit-'a, Cruz Co Zoning Categories ----~ · · -

THP 1-1 92 ! -67 
: i 

SCR 080-011-36 LONE STAR CEMENT CORP 137 MAPLE ST DECATUR GA 30030 TP y 

THP 1- i 92 ,-56 SCR 099-011-07 JAKI LUISE F 60 ALTA VIST DR SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 A p 

THP 1-l 92 1-41 SCR 106-141-05 HENRI DONALD J & MABEL M TRUST 1560 TINDALL RANCH RD WATSONVILLE CA 95076 TP y 
i i 

THP 1- · 92 i -037 SCR 087-053-11 MUSCATELL STEVE P 0 BOX 256 BOULDER CREEK CA 95006 su y 

THP 1-: 92 :-34 SCR ! 106-431-01 ESTRADA RICHARD DANIEL ~sao MT MADONNA RD 
1 
WATSONVILLE ICA 95076 TP y 

THP I 1-i 92 i-34 I SCR 1106-441-01 ESTRADA RICHARD DANIEL 500 MT MADONNA RD WATSONVILLE 95076 y 
I 

CA i TP I i I I 
THP 1- 92 :-34 SCR 

THP 1- 92 -34 SCR 

THP 1- 92 -29 SCR 076-251-24 SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST RM 106 SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 R-1-15 TP p 

THP 1- 92 -2~ SCR 090-09 1-01 SANTA CRUZ CITY OF 809 CENTER ST SANTA CRUZ CA 95060 PR p 

NTMP 1- 92 -004 SCR 059-021-05 CAMPBELL ASSOCIATES 560,REMILLARD DR BURLINGAME CA 94010 TP y 

NTMP 1- 92 -004 SCR 062-211-02 CAMPBELL ASSOCIATES :460 REMILLARD DR !BURLINGAME CA j94010 TP : y 

j BURLINGAME j94010 CA-0 j 
I 

NTMP 1- 92 -004 SCR 1062-211-30 !CAMPBELL ASSOCIATES 1560 REMILLARD DR leA I , ______ ] N 
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One group of leaning alders collapsed into the stream creating this log jam. 
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As the stream re-routes around the logjam, significant streambank erosion occurs. These materials then 
move downstream raising stream gradients r. g in even more stream bank erosion . • 



This wind fallen tree was allowed to remain adjacent to the stream. Water was diverted into the right side 
of the stream resulting in stream bank erosion. 



e 
Stream bank undercutting of redwood root mass caused trees to collapse, blocking creek and causing 
significant damage to adjacent county road ups I-



_fl <.. 

For over 100 years this tree's growth was severely retarded due to overcrowded conditions. Following 
selective harvesting, growth rate increased immediately. 
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This stand has been selectively thinned twice in the last 25 years. This type of management provides the 
only realistic method of re-creating late seral for- om 2"' growth forests in the Santa Cruz Mountains. e 



ROBERT 0. BRIGGS 

Rancho del Oso 
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California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, California, 95060 

March 10, 1999 

Subject: Need for an environmental impact study before considering proposed timber 
management actions 

Dear Commissioners, 

My family has owned timber property in the Waddell watershed of the Santa Cruz 
Mountains for most of this century, much of it in the coastal zone. We believe that the present 
quality of the forest and creek attests to our past conscientious) competent care. Now we are 
concerned about possible negative environmental and economic consequences of the forest 
management changes proposed by the Santa Cruz County government. 

I am an engineer and physicist and for many years I have studied the hydrologic effects 
of reforestation following the clear-cutting of the last century. Brevity does not permit recounting 
all the environmental consequences of forest management decisions, but one such 
phenomenon requires your awareness. In the Santa Cruz mountains, particularly in dry years, 

•

forests compete with streams for the. limited available dry season stored water supply, thus, 
Jhere is an inverse correlation between total forest biomass and late summer stream flow. My 
study shows that if the Waddell forest were to grow unchecked by harvests or fires, Waddell 
Creek (which has always been perennial) would cease flowing toward the end of the summer 
with increasing frequency in the next few decades. 

I enclose a paper on this subject that is currently in editorial review by the Journal of 
Forestry. Awareness of this effect does not dictate a particular course of action since that 
depends on the result desired. However, It is mandatory that forest policy decisions consider 
this interaction in order to avoid unintended, catastrophic consequences. 

The' County Staff has denied any significant interaction between forest and stream and 
has filed a negative declaration which they must know to be bogus since it contradicts the 
qualified technical opinion of the County Hydrologist, Bruce Leclergue. A responsible, 
professional environmental impact report as mandated by state law is unequivocally necessary 
before any action is taken on the proposal now before your commission . 

• nclosure 



COMPETITION FOR LIMITED DRY SEASON GROUND-STORED WATER 

BETWEEN FOREST USE AND STREAM FLOW IN THEW AD DELL VALLEY 

By 

Robert 0 . Briggs 
Rancho del Oso 

Davenport, CA 95017 

ABSTRACT 

During the late 1800s, logging and fire deforested the 25 square mile Waddell 

Creek watershed on the central California coast. Subsequently redwood and fir have 

partially recolonized, resulting in a long-term increase in summertime forest water uptake 

and consequent reduction of water available to supply the creek during the six month 

summer dry season. Since the stream has no permanent gauging station, the very gradual 

summer flow reduction has not been obvious, but comparison of recent discharge 

measurements with anecdotal reports and the few available hard, historic records from 

the 1930s is conclusive. Over the next few decades, as the forest demand approaches the 

limit of the stored water, the historically perennial late summer creek flow will become 

intermittent with increasing frequency. 

This dry season water competition.between the forest and late summer stream 

. flow could be significant in future forestry, agriculture and environmental policy 

planning. 

Revised, February 13, 1999 
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COMPETITION FOR LIMITED DRY SEASON GROUND-STORED WATER 

BETWEEN FOREST USE AND STREAM FLOW IN THE WAD DELL VALLEY 

Introduction 

Waddell Creek is a perennial, central California, coastal stream. It drains a 25 square mile, 

forested, mountainous watershed to the Pacific Ocean about 20 miles north of the city of Santa Cruz (3 7° 

5' 49" latitude, 122° 16' 43" lot1gitude) . The map in Figure 1 places Waddell Creek in its geographic 

context. 

The precipitation pattern on the central California coast consists of a half-year wet season from 

about mid October to April or May, followed by a half-year dry season. Mean annual rainfall is 31.9 

inches, with a range from 13.6 to inches 60 . 1 inches during the past six decades. Water is stored in the 

,ground during the rainy season. This ground stored supply feeds the summer creek from numerous 

• , springs and is the water source for the forest during the redwood-growing season from May through 

August. Fog drip can make a contribution to summer water supply on the windward side toward the peak 

of the first coastal mountains, but the Waddell Valley is shielded from ocean winds by a the coastal range 

and thus, summer fog in this watershed is quite unusual. 

A significant decrease in dry season Wad dell Creek discharge noted over the past six decades is 

not an artifact since only trivial diversion has occurred above the gauging stations. Geologic changes have 

been considered but no evidence supports this possibility. The single definitive geological event in the 

Waddell valley in the in the past half century has been the Lorna Prieta earthquake (Richter 7.2) of 

October 17, 1989. This resulted in short-lived transient changes in spring and stream behaviors all of 

which disappeared in a short time (Briggs, 1994). 

The long term changes in the stream behavior over the past half century are almost certainly 

• caused by removal of stored water by the flourishing forest biomass in the watershed. The time sequences 
2 2/13/99 



·~ and magnitudes of these two progressions are closely correlated. A similar pattern of long term depletion 

has been observed in other nearby watersheds in the Santa Cruz Mountains range, but quantitative study • 

of these is difficult due to an extensive, mostly unrecorded history of agricultural diversion from these 

streams. 

This phenomenon is generally overlooked in environmental planning, but it may be significant. 

For example, federal and state government agencies are concerned with the condition of anadromous fish 

in Santa Cruz Mountains' streams; however, ecologists report that habitat quality improves almost 

linearly with summer stream flow up to the level of bank overflow. (Snyder et al., 1995). 

This study examines the long-term dry season behavior of Waddell Creek, demonstrates the effect 

of reforestation on its flow pattern over the past six decades and estimates the magnitude of an anticipated 

ongoing decrease in its summertime discharge as functions of time and rainfall as the forest continues to 

grow. 

History of the Waddell Watershed and Forest • Prior to European settlement, the Waddell watershed was forested with redwoods, Douglas fir and 

a scattering of hardwoods such as tan oak and madrone. Local natives periodically set fires to clear the 

forests and enhance game hunting opportunities and natural fires were frequent. These fires had minor 

impact on large trees, kept small trees and underbrush at a minimum and deforested marginal growing 

areas. (Bonnicksen, 1997) 

The first major impact by European settlers on the Waddell Valley was the timber harvest 

activities of William Waddell from 1862 to 187 5. Contemporaneous reports and physical archeological 

evidence indicate that Waddell cut a majority of the merchantable trees in the valley (perhaps 90% of the 

total biomass) and further impacted the watershed by burning the waste and slash in situ. He left only a 

few large, isolated redwood trees, some stands of smaller, unmerchantable trees and a few small groves of 

larger trees in steep, inaccessible canyons. In early September of 1904, following Waddell's harvest, a 

3 2/13/99 • 



''! major fire destroyed many of the remaining smaller and emerging trees in the watershed. A 

.contemporaneous local newspaper "Santa Cruz Daily Surf" reported that this ftre engulfed the coastal 

slope of the mountain range from Pescadero to Santa Cruz. Following that event, a smaller fire burned 

the lower Waddell Valley in August of 1910. Since then, for most of this century, logging in the Waddell 

Basin has been curtailed or practiced on a selective harvest basis with continued regrowth encouraged, 

and forest fires artificially controlled. The result has been a steady regrowth of the forest throughout the 

watershed. Professional foresters report that the total forest area in the Waddell Basin is greater than 

during the pre-Waddell era and estimate that the timber biomass growth rate in this watershed is currently 

on the order of3o/o/year. 

The growth rate of the biomass in this forest will, of course, eventually decline but does not yet 

appear to be approaching the plateau of a mature forest. Unless interrupted, it will continue to increase 

for many years until it approaches some limiting constraint (Holderman, 1985). Figure 2 compares tree 
. . ' 

.cover of Waddell valley hillsides as they appeared in the early 1930s with a recent view, illustrating 

changes in forest cover of the watershed. 

Discharge Patterns of Wad dell Creek 

Waddell Creek discharge varies over a huge range: 1) from winter to summer, 2) from year to year 

as rainfall varies and 3) from decade to decade in a long-term decline. Following a January 3, 1982 rain 

storm which delivered 10 inches in 24 hours in the lower valley and probably more at higher elevations, 

Waddell discharge was estimated by the author at 11,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) . By contrast, on 

August 20, 1977, following two years of drought, a discharge of0.17 cfs was measured using a 9 inch 

Parshall flume. This is a discharge range of 64,000,000:1. 

During the half-year wet season from early autumn till mid spring, the mean rainfall at the lower 

elevations of the Waddell watershed is currently 31 .9 inches and about 1. 5 times that amount at the higher 
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elevations (Rischbieter and Waldron, 1998). During the 6-decade period of this study, the annual total 

has varied from 13 .26 inches in the 1975-76 season to 60.1 inches in 1994-95 . 

Rain runoff produces heavy, transient winter discharge . Summertime flow, however, is almost 

totally spring-fed by ground storage from winter rains. During the six-month dry season, the water table 

drops and stream flow decreases proportionately. From the time of the last rains of the season untill the 

onset of the following rainy season, the summer recession pattern empirically approximates the first order 

exponential function: 

Q2 = Q1 e -CL'l.t) / T 

discharge at time 1 

discharge at time 2 

L\t = elapsed time between Q2 and Q1 

(Equation 1) 

T = time constant of the system (time required for the dependent variable to reach 1/e of 

an original value) 

e = base of the natural log 

The fidelity of the summer discharge patterns to the exponential recession model is apparent in 

figure 3 since the data approximate the straight line of an exponential function plotted in semi-log space. 

Early 20th Century Anecdotal Reports of Waddell Creek Character 

Anecdotal and engineering descriptions of Waddell Creek in the first half of this century tell of a 

bountiful late summer flow, even in the driest years . Theodore Hoover, a noted engineer and geologist 

and owner of the Waddell Valley for the first half of the 20th century studied the valley in 1898. From his 

1913 journal (Hoover, 1939) Hoover remarks: 

"It has a stream with a minimum September flow of 1800 gallons per minute flowing through its 

long axis. " 

Commenting again in 1939, Hoover, wrote: 

5 2/13/99 
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"The flow of Waddell Creek at the lowest water and driest year ever known is a nzinimum of 1200 

• gallons per minute" (Hoover, 1939) 

By contrast, in 1967-77, with a season total of 16.23 inches of precipitation, the minimum flow 

was 0 .17 cfs (7 6. 5 gallons per minute) and that was the lowest discharge ever recorded (Briggs, 1991, 

Briggs, 1994). It was probably lower in 1975-76, the year of the lowest rainfall on record, (13.26 inches) 

but no discharge data are available for that year. The disparity between the earlier reports of bountiful 

summer flow and recent much lower measurements suggested that something in the Waddell hydrologic 

system has changed. Other information contributes to and clarifies this observation. 

Discharge Data, 1933 to 1942 

Between 1933 and 1942 an extensive study of Waddell Creek anadromous fish by the California 

State Department ofFish and Game and Stanford University was conducted. The researchers constructed 

a dam with a fish trap to catch, count and study all fish moving either up or down the stream. The dam 

• included a weir for continuous measurement of creek discharge. (Shapovalov and Taft, 1954) this study 

provides a rigorous reference for comparison of recent discharge to that of more than half a century ago. 

Recent Discharge Data 

Since the study covering 1933 to 1942 (Shapovalov and Taft, 1954), Waddell Creek has not had a 

continuous discharge-recording program and, until 1988, only occasional measurements were recorded. 

Due to the lack of better information, important decisions concerning water usage, fish habitat etc. have 

been based on the 1930s Shapovalov and Taft information which we now know is not valid for present 

conditions. 

In 1987, the California State Coastal Conservancy contracted with hydrology consultant Robert 

Coats ofPhillip Williams and Associates to study Waddell Creek in conjunction with the Conservancy's 

interest in diverting Waddell water for agricultural applications to a nearby watershed. Correlating the 

• fragmentary Waddell data with continuous U. S. Geological Survey records for nearby Pescadero Creek, 
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Coats constructed a model of'\V"addell flow in the form of monthly flow duration charts (Coats, 1988). A 

comparison of Coats' 50th percentile figures with mean monthly summer flow (Shapovalov and Taft, • 

1954) suggested a significant reduction in discharge over the intervening half-century. The implications of 

this observation led the author in 1988 to begin a program of recording summer Waddell discharge by 

open stream survey. With ten years of recent data to compare with the 9 years of 1930's data, the 

observation of reduced summer discharge is unequivocally demonstrated. Figure 3 compares the mean 

summer monthly discharge during the 1934-42 period with the mean monthly discharge from 1988 to 

1997. The deviation ofthe data from the exponential line in early fall probably shows the reduced water 

demands of the trees in the watershed and riparian zone as they become less active toward the end of the 

growing season. During the 9 year record of flow for the period of the Shapovalov and Taft study, the 

mean late summer discharge was higher than in all but the wettest 5th percentile of the past 10 years. 

Figure 4, displaying the summer discharge pattern for 1995, is especially interesting. Precipitation 

for that rainfall year was 50.02 inches and the discharge throughout the summer is nearly identical to that • 

of the earlier 9-year mean flow pattern with an average rainfall of31.9 inches. This suggests that the 

difference in creek flow for the two periods is equivalent to 18 inches of rainfall. That is, in 1994-95 it 

took 50 inches of rainfall to produce the same summertime stream discharge as caused by 31.9 inches 

during the 1930s. Information on redwood forest for direct comparison to Waddell Valley is not 

available but the figure is similar to that reported for the Oregon Cascades (Dunn and Leopold, 1978). 

The Cascades are forested predominantly in douglas fir with some western pine and other species (Cobb 

and Debell, et all961). The early growth pattern ofthese trees is similar to that of redwoods but firs 

reach maturity and consequently a condition of stable water uptake earlier in their lives than do 

redwoods. 
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· 'l Competition Between Trees and Streams 

• The explanation for the summer flow depletion that seems to fit the Waddell Valley observations 

is that of increased summer water use by the growing forest. Trees remove remarkably large amounts of 

water from the soil and during the dry season this water is not available to supply the stream (DeCoster 

and Herrington, 1988). The following is a quote from the DeCoster and Herrington report. 

"A medium sized tree (40-50 feet tall) will take 10,000 gallons (83,000 pounds) of water from the 

soil in a growing season." 

The report further states: 

HA tree uses 55 pounds of water to make 100 pounds of cellulose, the main constituent of wood. 

but it evaporates more than 90,000 pounds of water in the process. " 

This report also cites a study done by the Baltimore City Watershed wherein young pine trees 

were planted on a bare watershed and the annual surface water yield was reduced by 283,000 gallons per 

ecre per year, (which is equivalent to 13.3 inches of perception per year). 

Dunn and Leopold ( 1978) also discuss the competition bern:een trees and streams in the book 

Water in Environmental Planning This source states: 

((Over hundreds of square kilometers of the eastern United States, farm abandonment andre-

colonization of the land by pines, spruce, or cedar have been occurring throughout this century. 

There is reason to believe that this vegetation change has reduced streamjlo1v by important 

amounts, and that it will continue to do so at a time when water supplies for some eastern cities 

are becoming critically short. Regrowth of conifers on the 1027 square kilometer Sacandaga 

River catchment in the Adirondack Mountains, for example, caused increases in interception and 

evapotransiration losses. The increase in the loss of water has risen to over 200 n1illion cubic 

n1eters per year by 1950. This amount of water is large enough to supply more than one million 

• people." 
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This is equivalent to 7.4 inches of rainwater per year. 

(Larcher, 1975) shows the amounts of water and the percentage of the total annual precipitation • 

consumed by colonies of various plants in numerous worldwide geographic locations. Trees of a wide 

variety and under a broad range of growing conditions are shown to use from 43% to 160% of incident 

annual precipitation. 

Although healthy forests are part of a balanced ecology, it must be realized by environmental 

planners and others that the forests, no longer limited by uncontrolled fires, compete with streams for a 

limited summer supply of stored water. Water used by the forest is, of course, not available to the streams. 

Dunn and Leopold (1978) examined the quantitative effect of forest growth on watershed 

performance, providing a mathematical basis for prediction of flow depletion as the forest grows. These 

investigators analyzed several studies and conclude the following: 

"The data indicate that increases in stream flow caused by deforestation decline exponentially 

with time. " 

This is expressed by an exponential relationship: (Dunn and Leopold, 1978) 

Q2 = Q1 (1 - r)N (Equation 2) 

Where: discharge at time 1 

Q2 discharge at time 2 

N time (years) between Q2 and Q 1 

r annual rate of decrease 

Solving equation 2 for r: 

(Equation 3) 

To find the annual rate of discharge decrease for the month of September for normal rainfall we 

can take a numerical example using values from figure 5, for each time period at 30 inches of rainfall 

Q1 = 4.25 cfs 
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Q2 = 1.5 cfs 

N = 55 years 

and solving for r yields a decline rate of 1.9% I year. 

Although Hoover's estimates are of limited accuracy and cannot be related to a specific annual 

rainfall, applying equation 3 to his casual observations from 1913 to 1939 gives a flow depletion rate (r) 

of2o/o per year. This is very close to the 1.9% calculated from the hard data of the 1930s and the 1990s. 

Correlation of Summer Discharge With Rainfall 

Wad dell Creek summer discharge correlates well with the total rainfall of the preceding season~ 

however, there is very little correlation with the distribution of rain throughout the season or with the 

rainfall of earlier years. Figure 5 plots mean discharge for the months of June, July, August and 

September for each year of each of the periods for which hard data are available, showing the year as a 

single point of discharge vs. rainfall. The difference in flow between the two periods for a given rainfall is 

e, apparent. 

Equation 2 tells that if discharge (Q1) for a giv~n date of a year with known rainfall is compared 

with the discharge (Q2) on the same date of a later year with identical rainfall, the Waddell Creek summer 

discharge can be predicted by using the r value of 1. 9 % per year flow decrease from equation 3 for any 

given rainfall and any nearby future year. As the forest matures the value of r will asymptotically 

approach zero but the time scale of that recession is indeterminate with presently available information. 

Present Flow Intermittence Threshold 

The lowest flow ever recorded in Waddell Creek, 0. 17 cfs, occurred in August of 1977 with total 

previous season precipitation of 16 inches (Briggs, 1989). Observation of 1977 creek behavior, as the 

flow diminished, disclosed that a discharge of less than 0.2 cfs causes intermittent flow at various stations 

along the creek. Thus, for the purpose of predicting creek intermittence, a discharge of 0.2 cfs is the 
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critical threshold. Extending the best-fit line for recent September discharge to intersect the 0.2 cfs level 

demonstrates that, with rainfall of less than 15 inches, flow intermittence may currently be expected. e 
Future Trend of Intermittent Flow 

The Waddell forest growth rate has not yet begun to approach its u~per asymptote. Over the next 

few years it is reasonable to estimate the summertime stream discharge vs. rainfall assuming that the rate 

of decrease (r) remains constant. Figure 6 represents this approximation of future August discharge. It 

shows that around the year 2014, August creek intermittence will occur with 20 inches of rain, and as time 

progresses, the rainfall threshold for intermittent flow will continue to rise. 

Rainfall exceedence curves (McCrary and Briggs, 1997) establish the probability at 5% for 15 

inches and 18o/o for 20 inches of annual precipitation. Knowing the probability of the rainfall level 

permits placing a probability on intermittent flow for a future date. Thus, for the current intermittence 

threshold of 15 inches, the probability is approximately 5% and in the year 2016 when the threshold for 

intermittence is 20 inches of rainfall, the probability of intermittent flow increases to 18o/o. 

Conclusion 

Waddell Creek late summer discharge has significantly diminished over the past half century due 

to reforestation of the watershed. Following a very unproductive rainy season, the creek flow ceases 

toward late summer and the rainfall threshold of this effect will advance with time as the forest continues 

to grow and expand. If the forest biomass increase continues with no limiting events such as major fires or 

timber harvest~ Waddell Creek will increasingly become seasonal. Therefore, it is of great importance 

that policy makers recognize the competition in some watersheds between forests and streams for limited 

available 

dry season water reserve and realize that the two environmentally attractive goals of maximizing forest 

:growth and maintaining or increasing dry season stream flow may be incompatible. 
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Page 3 

hikers, and berry and mushroom pickers. Landings can provide accessible campsites for weekend 
visitors. Timber harvesting improves forage for wildlife species such as deer and elk and can 
enhance biodiversity by providing sunlight to shade-intolerant species. In some instances the 
removal of trees can improve aesthetics by providing viewsheds across the landscape. 

We encourage the Commission to reject your stafrs proposal to prohibit timber harvesting 
and associated operations in "Parks, Recreation and Open Space zone districts in the coastal 
zone. The existing forest Practice Rules and THP process provide adequate assurances that the 
resources such as recreational amenities will receive adequate protection from envirorunental 
degradation. 

3. Helicopter logging is an operational activity outside the County's zoning authority. 

We concur with your staffs conclusion on page 29 of the Staff Report that "neither the Coastal 
Commission nor any local cities or counties have permitting authority over commercial timber 
harvesting operations subject to the Forest Practices Act. The proposed amendment's limitation on 
helicopter operations is clearly beyond the purview of the County." 

The long-term environmental benefits derived from helicopter logging operations often outweighs 
the temporary inconveniences to nearby residences arising from the noise of helicopters. 

We encourage the Commission to reject the County's proposal to restrict the use of helicopter 
logging operations. 

4. The County has failed to justify th~ need for the proposed changes to the ro;:td design 
criteria. 

We disagree with the Staff report conclusion on page 34 that the proposed modification to the 
County's existing design standards for roads and driveways is "a minor change." The proposal to 
require oil and screenings for all gradients b~tween 1 0 and 15 percent is a major increase over the 
current oil and screening requirement only for those portions of road that are in "high erosion areas.'' 
The County proposes requiring six inches of drain rock or rock base for all gradients less than 1 0 
percent. Currently, ther.e is no such requirement. The County offers little quantitative evidence that 
environmental gains justify either of these major capital investments. 

We encourage the Commission to reject the County's proposed changes to the road design 
criteria • 
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· This concludes CFA.'s comments on the Santa Cruz county proposal to modify the Local Coastal 
Program. We encourage the Coastal Commission to reject the proposal in its entirety. If you have 
any questions regarding our comments please feel free to give me a call at 916/444-6592. 

cc: Bud McCrary, Big Creek Lumber Co. 
CF A Member Representatives 
Lisa Rudnick, CCF A 

. ) Dennis Kehoe 

Sincerely, 

~:fs.f{t;f? 
Vice President, Envirorunental 
and Legal Affairs 
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FROM CASA t'lAR I POSA r'1Ar-~8GEMENT 

William H. Cook 
P.O. Box 913 
Pescadero~ CA 94060 

March 11, 1999 

California Coastal Commission 
clo Carmel Missjon Inn 
3665 ruo Road 
Carmel~ CA 

RE: Agenda ltem 4c 

))ear Commission Members, 

PHONE NO. 650 879 9202 Mar. 11 1999 09:59RM P02 

Receiv[ed at Co~mic::1::rm 
/tc!i!':H:•~' 

MAi~< l 1 1999 

] am the founder and pa.st president of the Natural Heritage Foundation~ Inc., a ~Ol(c"3) 
organization with a primary focus on the prote.ction and conservation of wetlands. The 
NHF has local, state, national and international projects that ;nclude management of the 
land containing the highest COllcentra.tion of rare, threatened and endangered plants and 
animals in the entire continental United States. We own or manage tens of thousands of 
acres of critical habitat. 

J am a coastside resident and 1 am vety familiar with Dig Creek Lumber and their activitie~ 
in the Santa. Cruz Mountains. Big Creek is an ext.remely valuab]e resource and caretaker in 
these 1ocal watersheds. Their management practices exemplify the kind of sensitive 
stcwardshiJ) our environment deserves. I an1 also familiar with the repeated uninformed 
attacks by passionate oonservat1on1sts that Jlig Creek endures,and wit.h the honesty and 
integrity whh which Big Creek responds to the .community. 

1 urge you to trust and to carefully listen to Big Cl'eek' s representatives. It is not a 
coincidence that the streams on Big Creeks land are the healthiest on the coast.. l am very 
concerned that actions that decrease the financial viability of responsible local operations 
like Big Creek wiD have long term negative impacts on our cnviromnent) not to mention 
thai we would be unfairly punishing one of our best friends and allies in the protection of 
our coastal watersheds. 

Respectfully, 

~(~ 
William H. Cook 
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(HAND DELIVERED) 

Law Offices of 

DENNIS J. KEHOE 
Law Corporation 

311 Bonita Drive 

Aptos, California 95003 
(831) 662-8444 FAX (831) 662-0227 

March 5, 1999 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

~3 1 ,:; r~J 
f\ l~l E. .f:\ 

Re: Santa Cruz County: Local Coastal Program Major Amendment No. 3-98, for 
Public Hearing and Commission Action at its meeting of March 11, 1999. 
(Carmel, California) 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 
I. 

BACKGROUND. 

- Please be advised the undersigned represents Big Creek Lumber Company (Big Creek) 
and Homer (Bud) T. McCrary, in connection with the above matter. Previously, the 
undersigned has transmitted correspondence to you concerniQ.g this matter in letters dated 
February 5, 1999; February 11, 1999; October 22, 1998; November 17, 1998; and December 
2, 1998, all of which correspondence are in your files and, by this reference hereto, are 
incorporated herein. My February 5, and 11, 1999, correspondence are attached to your 
February 25, 1999, staff report except for two (2) large timber resource maps, which are in your 
Santa Cruz office files but not attached to your staff report. Photo reduced copies are attached 
but the large, colored maps must be viewed by you at the hearings. These maps were prepared 
from recent aerial photographs (1994); data from the United States Government, USGS; and 
County documents subsequent to 1995. 

II. 
OVER 7,500 ACRES OF TIMBERLAND IN THE COASTAL ZONE 

WILL BE PRECLUDED FROM TIMBER HARVESTING. 

A. North Coast PlanninK Area Santa Cruz County In the Coastal Zone 4. 

There is a large map entitled "Timber Resources, North Coast Planning Area, Santa Cruz 
County". Please note that the "redn designated areas constitute significant timberlands within 
the Coastal Zone that are not designated on the out-of-date County Timber Resource Map and 
not zoned TP. These areas, excluding lands owned by the State of California, encompass over 
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one-third (1/3) of the existing timber resources within the Coastal Zone in the North Coast Area, 
alone. These areas exceed 3,750 acres of timberland. In addition, there are areas zoned SU 
(Special Use) which, historically, have been timbered that are designated Timber Resources on 
the County Map. This exceeds an approximate additionall,OOO acres. Nevertheless, pursuant 
to the Santa Cruz County Application No. 3-98, and your staff's recommendations, all of the 
above timber resources will be eliminated from timber productivity. 

B. Bonny Doon Planning Area, Santa Cruz County in The Coastal Zone. 

There is a large map entitled "Timber Resources, Bonny Doon Planning Area, Santa 
Cruz County 11

• Excluding public holdings, at least 25 percent of timber resources are not 
designated as such on the out-of-date County Timber Resource Map and are not zoned TP, all 
of which are within the Coastal Zone. These areas exceed 4,000 acres of ti.t:fiberlands. In 
addition, there are timber resources designated on the out-of-date Timber Resources Map on 
properties zoned other than TP, such as SU (Special Use), which, historically, have been 
timbered. Nevertheless, Application No. 3-98 of the County of Santa Cruz and your staff 
recommendations will eliminate all timbering from both categories. 

C. Bi& Creek .. 

As just one example of a single parcel not zoned TP and not designated on the out -of­
date County Timber Resource Map, enclosed with my February 11, 1999, letter is an aerial 
photo dated 6-22-94, of APN 086-291-05located in the North Coast Planning Area within the 
Coastal Zone. Application No. 3-98 and your staff recommendations eliminate all timber • 
harvesting from this timberland parcel. This parcel is zoned SU (Special Use); contains 
approximately 1,160 acres with over 823 acres of timberland; and has approximately 15-20 
million board feet of timber. This timberland is eliminated ftom timber harvesting by 
Application No. 3-98 and the staff recommendations. 

Further, Big Creek, alone, owns approximately 1,000 acres of timberlands in the Coastal 
Zone not designated Timber Resources on the out-dated County maps and not zoned TP. Most 
of this land is zoned SU or A, within which zones the County and the State Board of Forestry 
have historically permitted timber harvesting. The County Application and your staff 
recommendation eliminates timber harvesting from my clients' timberland properties. 

III. 
OBJECTIONS. 

Big Creek Lumber Company and Mr. McCrary object to any approval of the Santa Cruz 
County Application No. 3-98 and, also, they object to the Coastal Commission staff 
recommendations, modifications, motions, resolutions, and proposed findings, and each of the 
foregoing. The essence of the position of both the County and your staff is to regulate the 
conduct of timber operations, a preempted matter under State law; the same violate the mandates 
of State law including those set forth in the California Coastal Act of 1976; they are a blatant 
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attempt to eliminate the harvesting of timber, altogether through unreasonable over-regulation 
with no supporting substantial evidence; the major LCP amendment and implementation which 
cause lasting significant adverse effects, are not addressed in any credible environmental 
documents; and County and staff violate the State and Federal Constitutional rights of my 
clients. 

IV. 
THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT AND OTHER DECLARED STATE POLICIES 

REQUIRE THE ENHANCEMENT, INCREASED PRODUCTIVITY, AND 
PROTECTION OF TIMBER HARVESTING, A DECLARED AGRICULTURAL USE. 

FURTHER, THE LAND USE PLAN (LUP) AMENDMENTS WITH THE PROPOSED 
IlVIPLEMENTATION ARE· .INCONSISTENT WITH AND CONTRARY TO THE 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT. 

A. Timber Harvesting is a Preferred Agricultural Use and Must Be Permitted 
Where the Timberlands are Located .. 

"Inasmuch as the planned productions of trees is distinguishable 
from the production of other products of the soil only in relation 
to the time elapsing before maturity, the production of trees shall 
be considered a branch of the agricultural industry of the State for 
the purposes of any law which provides for the benefit or 
protection of the agricultural industry of the State. 11 (emphasis 
added) Food and Agricultural Code §22 

~ Furthermore, the State Legislature has determined that agriculture is an important natural 
resource which must be encouraged and enhanced as a matter of State policy. For example, §1 
of Statutes 1993, Chapter 812(SB 850) provides, in part, as follows: 

"The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the following: (a) 
Agriculture is the State's leading industry and is important to the 
State's economy. (b) The continued productivity of agricultural 
lands in California is important in maintaining a healthy 
ag;ricultural economy." (emphasis added) (Statutory Notes, Public 
Resources Code §21095) 

Moreover, the California Coastal Act specifically mandates that the State, including the 
California Coastal Commission, protect the long-term productivity of timberlands. Such State 
mandate is not optional with either the staff, the County, and/or the Commission. 

"The long-term productivity of .... timberlands shall be protected. 11 

Public Resources Code §30243 

Your staff, (pg. 25) makes only a passing reference to the State mandate that timber harvesting 
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is a preferred agricultural use which requires the "protection" of State and local agencies. 
Nevertheless, State law mandates that timber harvesting is a preferred agricultural use and the 
long-term productivity of timberlands "shall" be protected. In contravention to this mandate, 
the essence of both the County application and your staff recommendation is to eliminate timber 
harvesting on significant sections of timberlands which in the North Coast and Bonny Doon 
Coastal Zone Planning areas, alone, total over 7,500 acres of timberlands. 

Both the County and your staff suggest that you eliminate timber harvesting from all 
zones except TP, PR (public property generally) and M-3 (mining).· The County practice in the 
past and the practice of the State Board of Forestry has clearly pennitted timber harvesting in 
the RR, (Rural Residential), R-M (Mountain-Rural), A (Agriculture), CA (Commercial 
Agriculture), RA (Residential Agricultural), SU (Special Use) and TP (Timber Productivity) 
zones. The current LCP approved County Code §13.10.172(d) (General Plan LCP Consistency) 
essentially acknowledges timber production in such zones. Now, County and your staff will 
eliminate any timbering in all zones but TP. (There is reference to allowing timbering in "PR," 
Parks, Recreation, & Open Space Zone [which is land owned by public agencies] and the "M-
3," Mining Zone, [which has very limited application in the entire Santa Cruz County area]). 

In addition, the Timber Resource Map in the LUP, based on an out-dated 1975 map of 
the County of Santa Cruz, omits very significant land masses with timberlands located thereon. 
Your staff seems to suggest only "200 acres." (Pg. 25) Nevertheless, based on data and recent 
aerial photographs and more recent County EMIS data, more than 3, 7 50 acres of timberlands 
are located in the Santa Cruz County North Coast planning area within the Coastal Zone are not 
zoned TP and not mapped as by the County as timber resources. In addition, more than 4, 000 
acres of timberlands in Santa Cruz County Bonny Doon planning area within the Coastal Zone 
are not zoned TP and are not included in the out-dated County Timber Resource Map. Further, 
as set forth in my letter dated February 11 , 1999, with the attached aerial photo, APN 086-291-
05 is in the Coastal Zone and zoned S U, (Special Use); is approximately 1, 160 acres with over 
823 acres of timberland; and has 15-20 million board feet of timber. Thus, in those two 
planning areas within the Coastal Zone, alone, more than 7,500 acres of prime timberland will 
be specifically precluded from timber harvesting contrary to the agricultural preference mandated 
by State law and the requirement that such timberland "productivity" be "protected." Public 
Resources Code §30243 

In addition, the staff is recommending that the implementing County Ordinance 
previously approved by the Coastal Commission in 1994, County Code §13.10.170(d) (copy 
attached) be severely restricted. In the County's current zoning code, timber harvesting shall 
be permitted in several County zone districts including but not limited to the TP zone. Also, 
the TP zone is consistent with many of the current County Zones Table and "Rezoning of 
property to a zoned district which is shown in the following Zone Implementation Table as 
implementing the designation applicable to the, property, shall not constitute an amendment of 
the Local Coastal Program." (emphasis added) 

Such designations now relating to timber production are: 
SU- Special Use 
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AG- Agriculture 
R-M- Mountain-Residential 
0-R- Parks, Recreation, & Open Space 
0-C- Resource Conservation 
Agricultural Resource Lands 
Timber Resource Land 
R-R- Rural Residential 

As a further indication that staff wants to eliminate the productivity of timberlands rather 
than "protect" the productivity of timberlands, staff is now suggesting (pg. 9) that: 

nEncourage timberland owners to apply for timber production 
zoning where appropriate. (The following is staff's added new 
language) It is not appropriate to zone timberland for timber 
production if it is recreational, environmentally sensitive, visible 
from rural scenic roads (pursuant to Policy 5.10.11), or 
susceptible to hazards that maybe exacerbated by logging. 
Such rezonings must be in accordance with the procedures set forth 
in the TP Ordinance. " 

Initially, the staff's reference to "visible from rural roads" citing LCP §5 .1 0.11 is misdirected 
in that §5.10.11 refers to "Development visible from scenic roads." Nevertheless harvesting 
of major vegetation for agricultural purposes including timber harvesting is not "development." 
California Coastal Act, Public Resources Code §30106 Second, Santa Cruz County has many 
rural roads in mountainous timberland. To preclude timber harvesting where it can be viewed, 
at least in part, from a rural road is to, essentially, eliminate timber harvesting altogether. 
Third, the staff's suggestion that there should be no timber production where there is 
recreational, environmental sensitive, and/or susceptible hazards, is nebulous, vague, ~nd 
unenforceable as a matter of constitutional law. Productivity of timberlands should be 
"protected" not 11 precluded" from timber harvesting. Public Resources Code §30243 

In addition, staff's criteria invades the preemption of the State Board of Forestry because, 
in essence, your staff is delving into the coriduct of timber operations. The Forest Practice Act 
and the Forest Practice Rules deal with these issues of environmentally sensitive areas, hazards, 
riparian corridors, and the like. What both County and staff are attempting to do is a not so 
subtle slight of hand; namely--to regulate timber operations ·and the conduction thereof, and 
eliminate by unreasonable over regulation timbering, notwithstanding that it is a "protected" 
agricultural land use. 

In summary, both the County application and your staff recommendations violate declared 
State policies including those in the California Coastal Act of 1976. 
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v. 
PREEMPTION. 

Staff makes reference to Big Creek Lumber Company v. San Mateo (1995) 31 
Cal.App.4th 418. Nevertheless, the San Mateo case is not applicable. Among other items, the 
San Mateo restriction was not a comprehensive scheme (as here) which overlapped the Forest 
Practice Act and Rules. Further, the San Mateo case dealt with a "residential" land use (Pg. 
422). Moveover, the San Mateo case did not apply to any TP zone properties. It "only 
imposed the restrictions in districts that had not been so zoned." (Pg. 422) 

Here, the County of Santa Cruz and, now, the staff is proposing a broad, comprehensive 
regulation of the conduct of timber operations including helicopter logging regulations, riparian 
corridors regulations, hazardous and landslide regulations, residential buffer regulations, and 
road grading and surfacing requirements, all of which are specifically dealt with in the Forest 
Practice Act and the Forest Practice Rules. Public Resources Code §§4516.5(d)(t), 4516.6(f), 
4527; Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) §§897-1034. The County's scheme in this 
proposed major amendment to the LCP and the implementing ordinances involves many facets 
and regulations specifically dealing with conduct of timber operations, a preempted matter within 
the sole jurisdiction of the State Board of Forestry. Public Resources Code §§4516.5(d)(f); 
4516.5(f); Westhaven v. County of Humbolt (1998) 61 Cal.App.4th 367, 370-372 The 
Commission is referred to the attached COMPARATIVE CHARTS which demonstrates that 
the County application and the staff recommendations are preempted because their overall 
scheme is primarily to regulate the conduct of timber operations. 

The County, itself, admits that its major amendment to the LCP and the implementing 
ordinances now before the Coastal Commission are within the preempting jurisdiction of the 
State Board of Forestry. The County, pursuant to Public Resources Code §4516.5(a), made 
recommended changes to the Forest Practice Rules to the State Board of Forestry. After the 
State Board of Forestry held a public hearing on the County's recommendation, the County 
adopted Resolution No. 441-98, on November 24, 1998, entitled "Resolution Adopting 
Amendment to the County General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and 
Implementing Ordinances Relating to Timber Harvesting," a copy of which is enclosed. County 
Resolution 441-98 states, in part: 

"WHEREAS, the Board of Forestry, on November 3, 1998, approved a 
humber of proposed Forest Practice Rules changes but did not approve 
those affecting riparian corridors, residential buffers, helicopter 
operations or various rules regarding road construction, maintenance, · 
or abandonment, and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors determines that the Forest 
Practice Rules adopted by the Board of Forestry are not adequate 
to protect the environment and neighborhoods of the County, and 
the Board intends to continue to seek changes to the Forest 
Practice Rules as a means to reduce the impact of timber 
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harvesting on the environment and neighborhoods in the County, 
and ... " (emphasis added) 

Thus, the County clearly acknowledged that these subject matters (now included in the proposed 
LCP amendments and implementation such as "riparian corridors," "residential buffer," 
"helicopter operations," and "various rules regarding road construction") are within the 
preemptive jurisdiction of the State Board of Forestry. The Coastal Commission must deny the 
County application as a matter of law. 

VI. 
THE COASTAL COMMISSION DOES NOT HAVE SUFFICIENT ENVIRONMENTAL 

DOCUl\f.ENTS AND INFORMATION AND THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT HAS BEEN VIOLATED. 

The Coastal Commission regulations require that "any environmental review documents, 
pursuant to CEQA, required for all or any portion of the amendment to the LCPrr shall be 
submitted by the local agency to the California Coastal Commission. 14 CCR §13552(e) 
Further, "CEQA shall apply to the certification of local coastal program. n 14 CCR 15265(a) 
Here, the County did a Negative Declaration without any mitigating conditions for this major 
amendment to the LCP, notwithstanding that over 7, 500 acres of timberland will be eliminated 
from timber production. Moreover, the Negative Declaration ignores both the substantial written 
and oral evidence presented to the Board of Supervisors, clearly confirming the fact that there 
will be significant adverse environmental effects caused by the County major amendment to the 
LCP and implementing ordinances. 

Further, there appears lo be a presumption in Commission's staff report that the 
prevention of timber harvesting willt in some unexplained way, preserve or possibly enhance 
the environment. This unsubstantiated implication by the staff and, previously, blatant error by 
the County, is in direct conflict with qualified experts in the field of environmental conservation 
and timber harvesting. Many of these experts are disconnected from Big Creek Lumber 
Company and Bud McCrary. Nevertheless, their written and verbal evidence has been totally 
ignored by the County and, now, by the staff. "Ignoring" these adverse impacts does not 
"eliminate" these adverse impacts. 

The staff passingly attempts to cover environmental concerns and CEQA on a half-page 
unsubstantiated commentary. (Pg. 35 of staff report) There is no response, whatsoever, by 
either the County or your staff to the significant adverse environmental effects listed by the 
experts in environmental conservation and timbering. As stated by the United States Supreme 
Court, craftful staff "findings" consisting of confusing verbiage, conclusions, and unsubstantiated 
opinions, carry no weight, whatsoever, in law. Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council (1992) 
505 u.s. 1033. 

Here, both the County and the staff merely ignore substantial evidence set forth by such 
experts in this field. The experts reports are attached to my correspondence to you dated 
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February 5, 1999, and attached to your February 25, 1999, staff report although not commented 
upon by the staff in its report. Such experts include the following. (The references are to the 
particular Exhibit attached in my February 5, 1999, correspondence.) 

1. Dr. Joe R. McBride, Professor of Forestry Ecology in the Forest Science 
Division of the Department of Environmental Science, Policy, and Management. University of 
California at Berkeley. He is currently the Chair of the Forest Science Division, University of 
California at Berkeley. (See Exhibit C) 

2. Dr. Walter Mark. Doctor in Plant Pathology, California State University, Cal 
Poly, San Luis Obispo. (Exhibit D) 

3. Mark Foxx, Certified Engineering Geologist and Certified Professional in Erosion 
and Sediment Control. (Exhibit E) 

4. Raymond M. Rice, Hydrologist and Registered Professional Forester. (Exhibit 

5. Jeffery Reddin2, Masters Degree, Urban Planning with Specialization in 
Environmental Planning and Resource Management from UCLA. (Exhibit G) 

6. Mike Jani, Registered Professional Forester, Certified Soil Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Specialist. (Exhibit H) 

7. Peter A. Twiaht, Registered Professional Forester. (Exhibit I) 

8. James Grei~f, Registered Professional Forester. (Exhibit K) 

The staff has not, apparently, read the reports of these expert witnesses since there are 
no staff comments. Moreover, the Commission staff and the County staff that prepared the 
Negative Declaration do not have the necessary expertise and experience to evaluate these areas 
of environmental science. Also, there was no response to this substantial evidence that the 
proposed major amendment to the County LCP and implementing ordinances will have a 
significant, substantial adverse environmental effect. 

In addition, Professor Joe McBride, the current Chair of the Forest Science Division, 
Department of Environmental Science, Policy and Management, University of California, 
Berkeley, corresponded with the Coastal Commission on this major LCP amendment and 
implementing ordinances. In his March 4, 1999, letter to the Commission, he states, in part: 

"This letter is to express my concern over the proposed changes in 
county ordinances and zoning which seek to limit timber harvesting in Santa 
Cruz County. I am opposed to these changes because of the impact they 
would have on the timber resources of the County, the lack of an appropriate 

Correspondence to Coastal Commission 
March S, 1999 

Page 8 



• 

·~ 

environmental review of their potential impact and their restrictions on the 
conduct of operations which are governed by State regulations .... 

It is my conclusion that the proposed changes in County ordinances 
and zoning will affect timber resources in Santa Cruz County. The 
restrictions proposed by these ordinances and zoning changes will eliminate 
the timber supply from that portion of the County where these changes 
apply. It will, furthermore, have a ripple effect in reducing timber 
production from the adjacent Timber Production Zone. America is a net 
importer of forest products, many of which are harvested in foreign countries 
where environmental regulations are minimal, if non-existent. When we fail 
to properly manage and utilize our timber resources, we off-load onto forest 
ecosystems in other countries a demand for forest products which has had 
and continued to have devastating effects on these forest ecosystems. I think 
it is time for us to recognize the consequences that local restriction of timber 
harvesting will have on forests outside of our local area. To borrow a phrase 
in common currency in Santa Cruz County, 'It is time to think globally and 
act locally.' 

My second concern is with the lack of appropriate environmental 
scrutiny that was given to the proposed changes in County ordinances and 
zoning. The negative declaration issued by the County concerning these 
changes disregards the positive environmental benefits proper forest 
management. For example, proper forest harvesting reduces fuel loading in 
the forest, a condition which was previously controlled by periodic natural 
fires. In the absence of forest harvesting, human safety will be negatively 
impacted by increased fire hazard. Likewise biodiveristy will be negatively 
impacted if forest lands in the County are allowed, lhrough the restriction of 
forest harvesting, to succeed to late serial stages. Biodiversity depend on a 
mosaic of serial stages. Forest harvesting is our most efficient tool for 
maintaining a shifting mosaic of all the serial stages. The negative 
declaration also fails to recognize the urban growth promoting consequences 
of the proposed changes in County ordinances and zoning. It is my opinion, 
based on my observations in other coastal counties in California where timber 
harvesting has been restricted, that the proposed changes will stimulate 
further residential construction. The impacts of this development were not 
properly addressed in the issuing of the negative declaration. 

My last concern has to do with the use of locational criteria to limit 
the conduct of operations in the harvesting and management of forest 
properties in this County. The State of California, through its Forest 
Practice Act, has given authority over the conduct of operations to the State 
Board of Forestry. The proper way to adjust or amend rules concerning the 
conduct of operations is through petitioning the State Board of Forestry for 
the adoption of specific rules to govern forest harvesting in the County. I am 
aware that an attempt to establish certain rules for Santa Cruz County in 
1998 failed before the State Board. The County has announced that it will 
present a new package of proposed rule changes for the new Board of 
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Forestry to consider. Some members of this County Board of Supervisors has 
stated that they will repeal the zoning ordinances if the new rules are 
adopted. It is my opinion that the County should have exhausted the proper 
means of modifying the conduct of forest operations, rather than using the 
zoning they have proposed. It also seems inappropriate to me that the 
Coastal Commission should be asked to spend its time addressing an issue 
which is outside of its authority (i.e., conduct of forest operations) and which 
will be reversed once the new County proposed rules are adopted. In my 
opinion, control of conduct of timber harvesting operations by rules should 
continue to be pursued through appropriate channels rather than through the 
use of the locational criteria you have been asked to review." 

The County is well aware that it should deal with the State Board of Forestry, directly, rather 
than attempt to implicate the Coastal Commission. See County of Santa Cruz v. State Board of 
Forestry (1998) 64 Cal.App.4th 826 

The reality is that timber resources, the natural environment and restoration of water 
ways are all benefitted by selective timber harvesting. Moreover, Big Creek Lumber Company 
and Bud McCrary have won numerous awards from different environmental groups as well as 
the State of California for the environmentally sound selective harvesting performed by them in 
their profession. Your staff and County staff as well as the Board of Supervisors have blithely 
ignored the significant adverse environmental effects caused by the clear anti-timbering major 
amendment to the LCP and implementing ordinances. 

As a result of timber harvesting at the tum of the century, the Santa Cruz mountains are 
now primarily stands of relatively young growth redwood. Most of these forest lands are 
currently being managed for growth and productivity. These forest management practices have 
created vibrant forests which provide and enhance vital fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, 
aesthetics, forest products, and open space. These forests will continue to flourish and provide 
such activities when using the current forest practice rules and timbering in the various current 
zones, within which the County and the State Board of Forestry have historically permitted 
timber harvesting. Growth, productivity, and wildlife habitat in these forests can be maintained 
in perpetuity using existing forest management practices. 

VII. 
CONCLUSION. 

If unreasonable and restrictive rules and ordinances, such as those in Application No. 3-
98, and as recommended by your staff, are imposed on local forest landowners, they will be 
forced to consider the only available alternative land use, residential development. Application 
No. 3-98 and your staff recommendations significantly undercut "the long-term productivity of 
soils and timberlands." Public Resources Code §30243 Moreover, Application No. 3-98 and 
your staff recommendation do not advance any "legitimate State interests." Nollan v. California 
Coastal Commission (1987) 97 L.Ed. 677, 687-688; Pardee Construction Company v. California 
Coastal Commission (1975) 75 Cal.App.3d 471, 479 Further, Application 3-98 is in violation 
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e. 
I 

of State laws including the California Coastal Act as well as the federal and state constitutional 
rights of my clients to equal protection; just compensation; and due process, both procedural and 
substantive. 

Based on the foregoing and the earlier correspondence transmitted to you as referenced 
above together with all exhibits therein contained, the application of the County of Santa Cruz 
for the major amendment and implementing ordinances as well as the suggested 
recommendations of your own staff must all be denied as a matter of law, as a matter of 
declared State policies including the Coastal Act, and as a matter of common sense. 

DJK:jlc 
Enclosures: 1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 

March 4, 1998, letter of Dr. Joe McBride to the Commission. 
Resolution 441-98; 
COMPARATIVE CHART; 
County Code §13.10.170. 

c: Board of Supervisors of Santa Cruz County 
Rick Hyman, Coastal Planner, California Coastal Commission, 

Santa Cruz Office (Hand Delivered) 
California Coastal Commission, Attn: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000, San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
Office of Attorney General, Attn: John Davidson, Deputy Attorney General 
Big Creek Lumber Company, Attn: Bud McCrary 
State Board of Forestry 
California Department of Forestry 
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Joe R. McBride· 
1611 Rll,ton Way 

Berkeleu, CA 94783 

Cal1fornla Coa&"tal. Com.mis.sion 
O!n tral Coa!t Area Office 
1.~~ ~fStreetl Ste.. 300 

· -&mta ~ CA 95060 

Dear Comm.issioo.en: 

~ Thi.& letter is to express :rn:r w.n<"crn o\'er. Lhe proposed changes in oe:=:--=· .~-.:~ ·:- .. 

c:ount)r ord:l.n2ncu and zontng .... hir:h s.e.ek tn lhnit timber harvestilli in Santa 
Cruz County. I am oppo~cd to thr:se chan~c!'i hcraWi~ of' ~he impac~ tbey WO'\lld 
hive on the timber resourcc.s uf thr.: coutH)', \he lack of an appropriate 
e.tvt.ronm..ental review of their polcntial impa.t:l1 and their restriction~ on the 
COllduct of operation& whkh are ~ovcrnc;.i by suu.e regulfUio.n~ My concerns 
over these lsauea are based on my know1cd~c: :1nd experience in forestrY and 
land we planning in Cal.ifomla and my attendance at Santa Cruz Timber ~ 
Technical Advtaory Corrm:iliu:c m~"tin~ in 1997 a~d 1998, and the meeting or 
the County Board of Supervisors ~rlicr this year. I am a Professor of forest 
B:ology 1~ the Fore:it Science Divi~cm of the Department of Environmental 
Sd.en.cc, Policy'a and Manqeme.nt: aud Professor of Landscape Ecology m the 
Department of Lands.cape Architecture ut tbe Univenity of California. 1 
C'JJ"Tentl)' $UVe a! Chair of the )'orcsl Scient~ Divbion.. 

It is: my con.clucion that the propo~d cntL.O.gas 1o. coun~y ortUnant.'fU and 
%on.fng will a1iect timber resources 1n SaJtta Cri!.z county. The restrictions 
PfOPO&ed by th~ ordin~n<"es and r:~mmg cbu.nges will elhninate the timber 

·rn.i.pply from that portion of the rounty where these r:haoges apply. lt will, 
furthermore1 have a ripple effcrt jn rcdudn~ timber production fn:>tn the 
adjacent Timber Produ...~on Zoo~. Am~rku. i~ a net importer o! forest produc1.3, 
many of which are harve:stoo in foreign c:otmtrlcs where environmental 
resulations are minimaL, if nnn-c~stcnt. Vvncn we fall tc properly manage 
ru1d ·u.tf.lize our t:imher resources, we off-load onto foreat ecosystem.& lll other 
countriG:S a dt!mand for forest pn>du.c.·u whkh has had and continues to have 
~g effects on these forest ecosystems. I think it h: dme for us to 
·recogn.lze the con~qwnce£ that lOt.a.l r'=~trir.Hon of ~mber htal"''\·'>~sting wJll 
ha~ foreit.s ouu.tde of our local :i:.r-.!'a. To borrow a phrase in common 
~cy in Santa. Cruz county, "11 Is time tc Lhink. globally and act locallY". 

My st:!eond concern is with the lack of appropria..e enviroomeo.\al 
·scrutiny that was given to \he prurx.Js.i:U t:hxnF;t!1"i in county ordinance. and 
zoning, ~ neptive dedw-~titm i~~-ucd by the county roncer:t1ing ~ 
·~ana:es di&r~gardt the positive c:m.-ironmf:."lltnl benef1ts. proper forest 
·.mana:sem.ent. For example, proper forc:t.-t h~n.·csting reduces fuel loading in 
the forest, a condition which w.u prt:viou1:Jy controlled by periodic natural 
firea. In the abkncc of forc:st h.ilrVcsting human safety will br: neptfvaly 
in:tpacted by the increase fire hiii'.zirtl. Ukc..>vvise biodiversity will be negatively 
tmpacted if forest lands 1n the county arc rulcwed) through th~ rertrt~ion of 

.. ~fore&t harverting, tO SUCCeed tO l~t C £cr4} S1;tJ~t:S. Biadivenity depeDd On· a 
I{lOs~~~ta.U ~ ita.ges. Fore~t harvesting if our most efficient tool for· 

· " · ~!ili.irl~g a sb.iftir,_g mos3ic of all of tht· IKrd.l stages. The negative · 
~ ~-~: ·;: ~~~~ also ·fails to recogniz~; the exurh<;In growth promo.tini · · ·~ 

·~sequences of the proposed chanHt.•s in county ordinances and zoning. It 1s 
·my opi:aioa.. ba&eci on rn.~ obcGTVation s: in ath.::r co.a.et.~ counties ln Califon:Ua 
whe~ timber .ha.rve&ttng hli.li bc!...'il rcstricu~rJ, lhat the proposed change~ will 

.. . : ... .. .. 
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mmulate further reaide.!ltial construrtlon. The impacts of this development 
·were not properly ad~ed LD the issuing of \.he r..cgat1ve dedarat1on; 

My wt concern has to do wilh lh.e usc oi' locatlonal criteria to l.inlit the 
.conauct of opera\ionA in the h.a.. ....... ·c~ting und rue:n~e.~e:nt of fore-at J'rop-erties 
'it, .. tllc ~ounty. The S\ate of ~'allfornial tJ·n·uugh ~ts !'or-est Pra.ctic~ Act, ha3 
i.iven authority over the conduct nf o~~Jon~ tn the State Board of f"'Orestry, 
The proper way to adjust or amend rules c.on<"crning the conduct of operations 
is through petlti0.1"1fng the Stale Bot\nl of l~tro5try for the adoplion of 1peclflc 
ruleS to govern forest harvesting in the count;t. I am aware that an attempt to 
·establish certa!.o. nili:a for Santa t"nJ;: Count'' in 1998 f~ed before the State 
Boaa~; 'The County has announced that it will present a nerv pa~e of 
propos~d rule changes fer the n~ lkw.rJ or f-orestrY to ~onsider. Some 
,memben of the Ccra.ntf Board of Supe:rviso:~ has stated that the>' ~Jl repeal 
the zon.in2 ordinances if t.he new ruics ·~ ~dopted. It is triY opinion that the 
~~~)' ~ N.ve ~iau.sted the prnper mc-ms of modifying the comiuct of 
fdrest operations1 rather than u~ing the :zoning they have proposed. It also 
seems inappropriate rome LhaL !Jle Coast;~.l ('.()mmisslon should be asked to 
·spend its time addres.&,ing an lssuc·whkh is :mtsidc of lt.t authority {Le., · 
conduct of forest op~ation~) a.nd which will b~ re.Yened once the new coy,nty 
propoaed rules are adopwd. ]n my ()pinion) rmnrol of conduct of timber 
hari'e~ opera\.!oru. by rules d-.ou1d continue to be pursued through 
~propriate ch.an.n.els rather than t},u-ou.gh the UBt! of t.he loca~iooal criteria 
:~ou have been a.&kOO to review. . 

I an your co:uidtratlon in. 1 hcgc mutters. Your respon!!bllity as 
memt.en· California Coastal Commission ts tn all of the dtil.en.s of bO(h the 
.cqunr-; and the nate. 1 hope tbat you "'ill welgh rhc long term nmlfication! of 
tl:i.ese proposed chan.gc:s in counly of"d3nmccs imU r.onlng on the future role of 
:~e f~ in the eounty . 
. :. · ... 

Sincerely1 

c;w?f?#lt~ 
c:/Joe R McBride 
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ATTACHl\tiENT 3 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

RESOLUTION NO. 441
-

98 

On the Motion of Supervisor Almquist 
duty seconded by Supervisor "t.J'ormhou_d t 

the. following Resolution is adopted: 

RESOLUTlON ADOPTING AMENDlvfENTS TO THE COUNTY GENERAL PLA.t"'!LOCAL 
COASTAL PROGRAM LAND USE PLAN AND HvfPLEMENTING ORDINANCES 

RELATING TO TfMBER HAR VESTJNG 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors. in 1 established the Timber T echnicai Advisory 
Committee to prepare a recommendation regarding the use of zoning or other mean for the purpose 
of regulating timber harvesting in the unincorporated areas of the County; and 

·WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors, in February 1998, considered the recommendations 
ofthe Timber Technical Advisory Committee regarding the actions necessary to address the issues 
raised at various public hearings regarding timber harvesting and directed that, by June 3, 1998, a 
package of Forest Practice Rules changes be developed for review by the Board and submittal to the 
Board of Forestry and, further, that a package of ordinance amendments be prepared to identify the . 
zone districts where timber harvesting would be allowed and to address other concerns such as 
helicopter logging: and 

WHEREAS~ on June 3. 1998, the Board of Supervisors considered a report prepared by the 
Planning Department which recommended that the Board approve the proposed For est Practice Ru1es 
changes, directed staff to submit the Rules package to the Board of Forestry and directed staff and 
Supervisor Almquist to attend the Board of Forestry hearing to represent the County~ and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors, on June 3, 1998, also approved,· in concept, the 
preparation of two packages of proposed policy and ordinance amendments to be considered by the 
Board following the action of the Board ofF orestry on the proposed For est Practice Ruies changes 
for implementation on January 1, 1999; and 

WHEREAS. the Planning Commission, on October 28, 1998, adopted a Resolution 
recommending approval of the proposed amendments to the County General Plan/Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan and County Code; and 

i 



ATTACHMENT 3 

\VHEREAS, the Board of Forestry, on November 3, 1998, approved a number of the • 
proppsed Forest Practice Rules changes but did not approve those affecting riparian corridors, 
residential buffers, helicopter operations or the various rules regarding road construction, 
maintenance or abandonment: and 

WHEREAS. the Board of Supervisors determin.es that the Forest Practice Rules adopted by 
the Board of Forestry are not adequate to protect the environment and neighborhoods of the County, 
and the Board intends to continue to seek changes to the Forest Practice Rules as a means to reduce 
the impact of timber harvesting on the environment and neighborhoods in the County; and 

WHEREAS, a Negative Declaration for each of the amendment packages has been issued by 
the County Environmental Coordinator in conformance with the provisions of the California 
E_nvironmental Quality Act and the County of Santa Cruz Environmental Review Guidelines; ·and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed public hearing on November 24, 
1998, to consider the amendments to the General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and 
Implementing Ordinances, the staff report and all testimony and evidence received at the public 
hearing: and 

\VHEREAS, the proposed amendments to the County General Plan/Local Coastal Program 
are consistent with the County General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and all other 
provisions of the implementing ordinances. · 

NOW, THEREFORE .. BE IT RESOLVED A1'lD ORDERED that the Board of Supervisors 
of the County of Santa Cruz approves in concept the amendments to the County General Plan/Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan and implementing ordinances, as set forth in Exhibits A and 13.~ 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED Al'ID ORDERED that the Board of Supervisors directs that 
this General Pla~ocal Coastal Program Land Use Plan and Implementing Ordinance Amendment 
be referred to the California Coastal Commission for its review and certification, and to return for 
final adoption and certification of the environmental documents by the Board of Supervisors. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa C~ State 
of California, this 24th day of November , 19 ~. by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

SUPERVISORS Wormhoudt, Almquist & Beautz 

SUPER VISORS Symons and Belgard 

SUPERVISORS None 

SUPERVISORS None 
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!Jil3/4.'99 0515PM 

HELICillTER QPERATION_S_ 

.COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ ACTION OF 11/..2.4/J!fu 
ADD COUNTY CODE 13.10.378 ·Timber Harvest Related Helicopter 
Operations 

EXISTING APPLICABLE EQREST PRACTICE RULES: 
CCR 897 Intplementation of Act Intent 
CCR 89j(a) RPF shall consider the range of ... operating methods and 

procedures .... in seeking to avoid .•. significant adverse impacts 
on the environment from timber harvesting 

CCR 89i(d) Due to the· variety of individual circumstances of timber 
harvesting in California and the subsequent inability to adopt 
sHe-specific standards and regulations .... By necessity, the RPF. 
shall exercise professional judg1nent in ... determining which of a 
range of feasible silvicultural systetns, operating methods, and 
procedures shall be proposed to substantially lessen significant 
adverse impacts in the environment from timber harvesting. 

CCR 1034 Helicopter yarding 

IN ADDITION, THE WROtE OF THE FOREST PRACTICER ULES apply to 
all aspects of timber harvest related helicopter operations. 

f()REST PRACTICE ACT: PRC 4582.5 ... Applicability of Plan to Specific 
Property 

HEUCOPTER_FLI GH.T REt"lULATIQNS. ARE UNDER 1HE SOLE 
J!J.RI.SDICTIQN OF THE FED_ERAL A VlATIONS .A.D.r¥11NISTRATION (EAA) 

COUNTY RULES REJECTED BY THE STATE BOARD OF FORESTRY11/.3/..2S.i 
CCR 926.28 Helicopter Operations 

COMPARAT~VE CHARI 

;:] 'i /1 



($5:12PM 

.c_om..Y..OE.S.ANIA..CRULA..C.TIQNS on 11/.24/]JJ: 
ADD COUNTY CODE 13.10.695(3) -Criteria for Timber Harvesting A 
Within zone districts which allow timber harvesting, timber harvesting and associated W' 
activities shall not occur within areas identified as active or recent landslides .... 

F.xi.SilN.G...A.ff.LlCABL.E.EQRESI PRACTICE RUlES: 

CCR895.1 
CCR 921.5(b)3 
CCR 923.1(c) 

C CR 923.2(b) 
CCR 923.5 

CCR923.8 

CCR 926.8(c) 

CCR1034 
CCR 1034(x)10 

Definitions· Slide area, Unstable areas, Unstable soils 
Logging practices- Road restrictions near slide areas 
IJlanning for roads and landings according to slope 

instability 
Road constru.ction measures to minimize slope instability 
Landing Construction measures to minimize slope 

instability 
Planned abandonment of Roads, Watercourse crossings, 

and landings to minimize slope instability 
FueJwood operations - no timber operations on slopes itt 

excess of 60% 
Con tents of Plan 
!vlap location of known unstable areas or slides 

FORESTPRACTICEACI:.. PRC 4582.75 Rules are intended to pt·ovide the exclusive 
criteria for reviewing THPs. 

EXISTING_EQRESI.£RACDCE R'ULES APPtiCABLE TO EROSION CON1l<Ol: 
CCR 914.6 Waterbreaks 
CCR 916.7 Reduction of Soil Loss 
CCR 923.4 Road maintenance 
CCR 923.6 Conduct of Operations on Roads and Landings 
CCR 923.8 Planned Abandonment o£ Roads, Watercourses crossings, and 

Landings 
CCR 926.19 Erosion ControllVIaintenance 

COUNTY_RTJLES APPROV.ED .. BY 1HE. STATE .BOAR.D OF FORESTR.Y lll3/.9B: 
Am~ndment to CCR 926.19 Erosion Control !\t1aintenance .. Requires 
reseediug and mulching on all areas and allows county to inspect finished job. 

COUNTY RULES REJECTED BY'THE STATE BOARD OFFORESTRYII/3/98: 
CCR 926.15 Road construction and 1\.1aintenance (Two pages of amendtnents 

rejected) 
CCR 926.16 Additional flagging for unstable areas 
CCR 926.17 Abandonment of Roads and Landings, Recontouring 

CQI\IPARATIVE CHARI 



RD.AI2SLLO G HAJJLIN.G 

LNIYQESANIA CRUZ ACTIQN QU]j24/.2SJ 
· ; AlVlEND COUNTY CODE "16 .. 20.180(h)- PRIVATE ROAD STANDARDS 

-Surfacing Requirernen.ts on all Private Roads 
ADIJ COUNTY CODE 1.3.10.695 .. LOCATI.ONAL CRITERIA FOR TI!V1BER 

HARVESTING .. Applies to all timber operations indudiug t·oads 

EXlS.TI.N_C~AfPll.CAliLE..EQRESI.ffiA.C.TI.CE.RULES; 
CCR 923 Logging Roa&s and Landings 
CCR 923~1 Planning for Roads and Landings 
CCR 923.2 Road Constru<:Hon 
CCR 923.3 Watercourse Cros,sings 
CCR 92,3 .. 4 Road !VIaintena11ce 
CCR 923.6 Conduct of Operations on Roads and Landings 

(~5 28 PM 

CCR 923.i Licensed Timber Operator Responsibility for Roads and Landings 
CCR 923 .. 8 Planned Abandonment of Roads, \.V;ltercours~ Crossings, and 

Landings 
CCR 926.15 Road Construction 
CCR 926 .. 17 Abandonment of Roads and Landings (San.ta Cruz County) 
CCR 103~1 Contents of Plan 

D 1/i 

EQRE.sT_ERA_CII.CEA.cr: PRC 4527 Timber Operations- 11Timber Operationsn means the 
~utting or removal or both of timber ... from thnberlands ... together with aH the work 
~ncidental theretoF including, but not limited to,. construction and naalntenan<:e of roads, 

.... stream crossings, landings, skid trails .... and site prepa.ration ..... " 
.. 

C{1UNIY...RULES.~4££ROVED B_Y_IHE STATE BOARD OE.E.QRE511l.Y.lll3l28_; 
CCR 926.10 Log Hauling- Amended to restrict log hauling on private roads 
CCR 926 .. 11 Flagging .. Atnended to increase flagging requirements to include any road 
1-vithin 100 feet o£ a property line 
CCR 926.1a Performance Bonding,.. Amended to include private roads 
CCR 926.23 Contents of Plan .. Adopted: 
(a) 1 Infonnation disclosing legal right to access. 
(a)2 Estimated nutnber of truck loads, nu.mber of haul days, and location of logging trucl< 
staging areas.. · 
(a) 3 State1nent of obligations to maintain the road commensurate with use 
(a) 4 Nieasures for safe use of the road 
(a)5 Document existing conditions of the road 
(d) Statement that .uany rodd or bridge constructed pursuant to a THP for purposes other 
than forest manageme11t activities shall be considered new and subject to all County design 
standards and applicable policies including County gradi.ng and bridge permits/' 

CQJJ.L."\fTY RULES RE.JE ... CIE.D BY THE STATE BO.AR.LLQ.EFORESTRY 1113/.2fu 
A CCR 926,15 Road Construction and lVIaintenance (Tlvo pages of Amendments rejected) 
.CCR ·926.17 Abandonment of Roads and Landings C~mendments rejected) 

mMPARATI\7E CHr\RT 



lfil3/ '-1199 '3i6 09 PM 

WATERCOURSE NO-ENTRY ZONES 

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ ACTIONS onll/2.4/..28.: 
ADD COUNTY CODE l3.10 .. 695(b)1 .. Prohibits Operations near 
Watercourses/Riparian Corridors 

COUNT)' OF SANTA CRUZ ACTIONS on lZ/15}..28 
ADD COUNTY CODE 13.10*695(a)l, (a)2 -Prohibits Operations near 

~212 

. Watercourses/Riparian Corridors Effective Within 30 days, for a One year period. 

EXISTING APPLICABtE FOREST PRACTICE RULES: 
CCR 895.1 Definitions 
Article 4 Harvesting Practices and Erosion Control 
CCR 915.3 Protection of Natural Resources 
CCR 916 Watercourse and Lake Protection 
CCR 916.2 , Protection of the Beneficial Uses of Water 
CCR 916.3 General Limitations Near Watercourses ... and Other Wet Areas 
CCR 916.4 Watercourse and Lake Protection 
CCR 916.5 Procedures for Determining \¥ atercourse and Lake Protection 

Zone (WLPZ) Widths and Protective Measures 
CCR 916.6 Alternative Watercourse and Lake Protection 
CCR 916.7 Reduction of Soil Loss 
CCR 916.8 Sensitive Watersheds 
CCR 916.10 Domestic Water Supply Protection 
ARTICLE 11 Coastal Commission Special Treatment Areas 
CCR 921.7 Watercourse and Lake Protection (C.C. Special Treatment) 
CCR 921.8 Buffer Zones Within the Coastal Zone (Coastal Zone) 
CCR 921.9 Alternatives (Coast, CZ) 
ARTICLE 12, CCR 923 • Logging Roads and Landings 
CCR 923 .l(d) Planning for Roads and Landings (near WLPZ) 
CCR 923.1(h) Road construction to be p launed to stay out of ltVLPZ 
CCR 923 .. 2(d) Road Construction (fills near WLPZ) 
CCR 923.2 (v) Road Construction in WLPZ prohibited 
CCR 10.34 Contents of Plan 
FPR APPENDIX· TECHNICAL RULE ADDENDU:rv1 #2 

FOREST PRACTICE ACT: PRC 4562.7, PRC 4582(e), PRC 4582.5 and 
DEPT. OF FISH & GAME 2090 AGREEI\·IENT also apply to WATERCOURSE 
PROTECTION. 

COUNTY RULES REJECTED BY THE STATE BOARD OF FORESTRY 11[3l28.; 

CCR 926.16 
CCR 926.26 

ADDITIONAL FLAGGING WITHIN THE WlPZ 
W}\ TER COURSE AND L .. L\.KE PROTECTION 

C0~1PARATIVE CHART 
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{b) Local Coastal Program Amendment. Any revision to this 

1 Chapter which applies to the Coastal Zone shall be reviewed by 
the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission to 
determine whether it constitutes an amendment to the local 
Coastal Program.When a revision constitutes an amendment to the 
Local Coastal Program such revision shall be processed pursuant 
to the provisions of Chapter 13.03 and a Level VII approval 
pursuant to Chapter 18.10 and shall be subject to approval by 
the California Coastal Commission. (Ord. 2823, 12/4/79; 
3186. l/12/82; 3344, 11/23/82; 3432t 8/23/~3) 

13.10.160 ENVIRONMENTAl PROTECTION. All approvals and Zoning Plan 

amendments pursuant to this Chapter shall be processed in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act and Guidelines and 
County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines and Rules adopted 
pursuant to Chapter 16.01. (Ord. 2117, 4/22/75; 3186. l/12/82; 
3344, 11/23/82; 3432, 8/23/83) 

13.10.170 GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY 

(a) Consistency Requirement. The Zoning Plan and Regulations 

established by this Chapter shall be consistent with the Gener­
al Plan. "Consistent with" as used in this section means that- · 
the allowable uses and development standards established by 
this Chapter and the Zoning Plan created pursuant to section . 
13.10.210 are in harmony with and compatible with the County 
General Plan including the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, 
and that they implement the objectives, policies and programs 
of the General Plan and do not inhibit or obstruct the orderly 
attainment of the General PJan within its time frame. · 

(b) Discretionary Uses. Land uses which are allowed by 

discretionary approval shall be deemed to be c~nsistent with 
the General Plan, provided the approving body finds such con­
sistency before approving the use. 

(c) Maintaining Consistency. The Zoning Plan and regulations 

established by this Chapter shall not be amended out of confor­
mity with the Genera 1 Plan. '\'lthenever an amendment to either 
the Zon1ng Ordinance or the General Plan is considered, a 
concurrent amendment to the other document shall be considered 
where necessary to maintain consistency • 
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(b) Local Coastal Program Amendment. Any revision to this 

1 Chapter which applies to the Coastal Zone shall be reviewed by 
the Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission to 
determine whether it constitutes an amendment to the Local 
Coastal Program.When a revision constitutes an amendment to the 
Local Coastal Program such revision shall be processed pursuant 
to the provisions of Chapter 13.03 and a Level VII approval 
pursuant to Chapter 18.10 and shall be subject to approval by 
the California Coastal Commission. (Ord. 2823, 12/4/79; 
3186. l/12/82; 3344, 11/23/82; 3432, 8/23/~3) 

13.10.160 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION. All approvals and Zoning P1an 

amendments pursuant to this Chapter shall be processed in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act and Guidelines and 
County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines and Rules adopted 
pursuant to Chapter 16.01. {Ord. 2117, 4/22/75; 3186, 1/12/82; 
3344, ll/23/82; 3432, 8/23/83) 

13.10.170 GENERAL PLAH CONSISTENCY 

{a) Consistency Requirement. The Zoning Plan and Regulations 

established by this Chapter shall be consistent with the Gener-. 
al Plan. "Consistent with" as used in this section means that- · 
the allowable uses and development standards established by 
this Chapter and the Zoning Plan created pursuant to section · 
13.10.210 are in harmony with and compatible with the County 
General Plan including the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. 
and that they implement the objectives, policies and programs 
of the General Plan and do not inhibit or obstruct the orderly 
attainment of the General PJan within its time frame. 

(b) Discretionary Uses. Land uses which are allowed by 

discretionary approval shall be deemed to be consistent with 
the General Plan, provided the approving body finds such con­
sistency before approving the use. 

(c) Maintaining Consistency. The Zoning Plan and regulations 

established by this Chapter shall not be amended out of confor­
mity with the General Plan. Whenever an amendment to either 
the Zoning Ordinance or the General Plan 1s considered, a 
concurrent amendment to the other document shall be CQnsidered 
where necessary to maintain consistency. 
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Consistent Zone Districts. The following table denotes the basic and 
combining zone districts which implement and are consistent with the 
various General Plan land use, resource and constraint designations • 
Rezoning of property to a zone district which is shown in the following 
Zone Implementation Table as implementing the designation applicable to 
the property. shall not constitute an amendment of the Local Coastal 
Program. 

ZONING IMPLEMENTATION TABLE 

General 
Program 

All land Use Designations 

Agricultural: 

AG - Agriculture 

CoiTillerc.i a 1: 

C-N - Neighborhood Commercial 

C-C - Community Commercial 

C-V - Visitor Accommodations 

C-S - Service Commercial/ 
light Industry 

C-0 - Professional and 
~dministrat1ve Offices 

Public Fac111ty/Institutional: 

Page 13A-35 

PF - Public Facilities 
SU - Special Use 

A - Agriculture 
RA - Residential Agriculture 
CA - Commercial Agriculture 
TP - Timber Production 
PR -·Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
AP - Agricultural Preserve . 

(for existing AP districts only) 

C-1 - Neighborhood Commercial 
CT - Tourist Comercial 
PA - Professional and Administrative 

Offices 

C-2 - Community Commercial 
C-1 - Neighborhood Conrnercia1 

·· CT - Tourist Cormtercial 
VA - Visitor Accommodations 
PA - Professional and Administrative 

Offices 

VA - Visitor ACCOITiilOdations 

M-1 - light Industrfal 

PA - Professional and Administrative 
Offices 

C-4 - Commercial Services 

PA - Professional and Administrative 
Offices 



I 

P - Public/Institutional 
Facilities 

Residential: 

R-M - Mountain Residential 

R-R - Rural Residential 

R-S - Suburban Residential 

R-UVL ~ Urban Very Low 
Residential 

R-UL - Urban Low Residential 

R-UM - Urban Medium 
Residential 

R-UH - Urban High Residential 

All Residential Designations 

PF - Public and Community Facilities 
A - Agriculture 
CA - Commercial Agriculture 
TP - Timber Production 

RR - Rural Residential 
RA - Residential Agriculture 
TP - Timber Production 
A - Agriculture 

R-1 - Single Family Residential** 
(5,000 square feet to 1 acre lot size) 

RR - Rural Residential 
RA - Residential Agriculture 
TP - Timber Production 

A - Agricultural 
R-1 - Single Family Residential** 

(5,000 square feet to 1 acre lot size) 

RR - Rural Residential 
·RA - Residential Agricult~re 

R-1 - Single Family Residential** 
(5,000 square feet to l acre lot size) 

R-1 - Single Family Residential* 

R-1 - Single Family Residential* 
RB - Ocean Beach Residential* 
RM· Multi-Family Residential* 

R-1 - Single Family Residential* 
RE - Ocean Beach Residential* 
RM- Multi-Family Residential* 

R-1 .. Single Family Residential* 
RM Multi-Family Residential* 

PR Parks, Recreation and Open Space 

* Zone district designations shall be considered consistent with 
the General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan when in 
conformance with the residential density allowed by Figure 2-3 of 
the General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. 

** This zone district is established for the sole purpose of recogniz­
ing as conforming parcels those legal parcels of record located outside 
the Urban Services Line of the County that, prior to the adoption of 
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the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, were 
zoned R-l-5, R-1-6, R-l-7, R-l-8, R-1·9, R-l-10, R-1-12, R-1-15, 
R-1-20, R-1-32, R-1·40 or R-1-1 acre and developed with or intended for 
development of a single family residence and any permitted accessory 
structures. Such development, including additions or remodels, is 
subject to the site and development standards of the specified zone 
district for the parcel. All land divisions must be consistent with 
the provisions of the Rural Residential Density Determination Ordinance 
(Chapter 13.14 of the County Code) and with the residential density 
allowed by Figure 2-2 of the General Plan and Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan. 

Open Space Uses: 

• 0-L Lake, Reservoir, Lagoon PR - Parks, Recreation and Open 
Space 

• 0-U - Urban Open Space PR - Par~s, Recreation and Open Space 
(parcels entirely within the 
Urban Open Space designation) 

• O-R - Parks, Recreation 
and Open Space 

• 0-C - Resource Conservation 

General Plan/Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Oyerlay Designations 

• I - Heavy Industry 

• Q - Quarry 

• PP - Proposed Parks and 
Recreation 

General Plan/Local Coastal Procram 
Resource 

Agricultural Resource Lands 

Page 13A-37 

PR ... Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
PF - Public Facilities 
TP- Timber Production 

Pi - Parks, Recreation and Open Space 
PF Public Facilities 
TP- Timber Production 
A - Agriculture 

CA - Commercial Agricult~re 

.H-1 - Light Industrial 
'· M- 2 - Heavy Industrial 

M-3 - Mineral Extraction 

PR 
PF • 
D ... 

Parks, Recreation anq Open Space 
Public Facilities 
Designated Park Site Combining Zone 
District with any other zone dis­
trict 

AP - Agricultural Preserve Zone 
District 



I 

• Timber Resource Lands 

General Plan/Local Coastal 
Program Constraint 

• Coastal Bluffs and Beaches 
Fault Zones 
Liquefaction areas 
Landslide areas 
Floodplains and tsunami 
.inundation areas 

Qther Designation or Condition 
Designated Assisted Housing Site 

Property issued a Statement of 
Intention 

Designated Historic Landmark 

Mobile Home Pa~k 

Property restricted by an Open 
Space Contract 

Santa Cruz Long-Toed Salamander 
Habitat 

A-P - Agriculture with Agricultural 
Preserve Combining Zone District 

CA - Commercial Agriculture 
TP - Timber Production 
PR - Parks, Recreation and Open Space 

(for land owned and maintained by 
the public for recreation and 
related uses) 

TP • Timber Production 

GH • Geologic Hazards Combining Zone 
District with any other zone 
district (see 13.10.400) 

H - Assisted Housing Combing District 
with any other zone district 

I - Statement of Intention Combing Dis· 
trict with any other zone district 

L - Historic Landllark Combining District 
with any other zone district 

MH - Mobile Home Park Comb~ing District 
with any other zone district 

0 - Open Space Combining District with 
any other zone district 

· SP - Salamander Protection Combining 
District with any other zone dis­
trict 

(Ord. 1739, 6/27/72; 2142, 6/17/75, 2824, 12/4/79; 3186, '1/12/82; 3344, 
11/23/82; 3432J 8/'23/8:3; 3632, 3/26/85; 3943, 8/9/88; 4346.; 12/13/94; 4370, 
5/23/95; 4460!t 6/3/97) . 
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ORDrN'Al'iCE·NO. 4460 
I 

Al'-1 ORDil'lA.!"\ZCE ~\fENTIING V . .\.RIOUS COUNTY CODE SECTIONS 
INCLUDING LOCAL COAST.AL PROGR.A..t\111\fPLENf.ENTDJG ORDINA.l'\CES 

A.!vrEl\TIIT\GSECTIONS 13.10.170(d), 13.10.322(a)1, and 13.10.323(a)2. 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz ordains as foilo\vs: 

SECTION I 

The Resldentiai section of the ZONL\!G L\fPLElvfENTAJION TABLE that is part of Section 
13.10.170(d) ofthe County Codeis hereby amended as fOllows: 

Residential: 
R-~1- !¥fountain Residential 

R-R- Rural Residential 

_ .. 
R-S - Suburbc:.n Residential 

R·UYL- Urban Very Lo\v 
Residential 

R-{JL - Urban La~· 
Residential · 

R-U1\1 - Urban !\1edium 
Residential 

R-UH- Urban Hi2:h 
. Residential 

All Residential Designations - . 

RR- Rural Residential 
RA.- Residential Aszricuitural 
TP -Timber Production 
A - Agricultural 
R-1 -Single Family Residential** 

(5,000 squc.re feet to I c.cre lot size) 

RR- Rural Residentic.I 
R.--\- Residential Agricuituial 
TP -Timber Production 
A- Ag:ricuitural · 
R-l - Sin!2Ie Family Residential** 

(5.000 square feet to 1 acre lot size) 

RR -·Rurai Residential 
R..i. -Residential Agricultural 
R-1 - Sing:le Family-Residential** 

(S.QbO square feet to 1 acre lot size) 

R-1- Single Family Residential* 

R-1 - Single Family Residential* 
RB - Ocean Beach Reside:t.tial * 
R.\'f -1vfu1ti-Famiiy Residential* 

R-1 -Single Family Residential* 
RB - Ocean Beach Residential* 
R.r\f -?vfulti-Family Residential* 

R-1 -Single Family Residential*' 
R.:.\f- rvfu1ti-~ami1y Reside:uial * 

PR - Parks, Recreation and 
Open Space 
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* Zone district desio;;rnations shall be considered consistent with the General Plan and 
Local Coastal Program Land use Plan when in conformance with the residential density 
a1lov .. ·7d by Figure 2-3 of the General Plan and the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. 

** This zone district is establish.ed for the soie purpose of recognizing as conforming 
parcels those legal parcels of record locateq outside the Urban Services Line of the County 
rhar, prior to the adoption of the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan, \vere zoned R-1-5, R-1-6, R-1-7. R-1-8, R-1-9, R-1-10, R-1-12, R-1-15, R-1-20, R-1-
3 2, R-1-40 or R-1-1 acre and developed with or intended for development of a single family 
residence and any permitted accessory structures. Such development, including additions or 
remodels, is subject to the site and development standards of the specified zone district for · 
the parceL All land divisions must be consistent with the provisions of the Rural Residential 
Density Determination Ordinance (Chapter 13.14 of the County Cos]e) and with the residential 
density allowed by Figure 2-2 of the General Plan and Local Co~stai Program Land lTse Plan. 

SECTION II 

Section 13.10322(a) 1 of the County Code is hereby amended to read as follo\\:s: 
4 

1. In the Coastal Zone, the principal permitted uses in the residential districts shalt be· as 
·follows: . . . . 

.. R_A." : sing!e-fami!y residential and agricultural (rural) 

"R.R." : single-family residential (rural) 

"R- I tl : single; family residential (urban, rural) 

.. RB tt : singfe-famiiy residerrtiai (oceanfront, urban) 

'' R.-\1" ; multiple-family residential (urban) including appurtenant accessory uses and 
struO?ures . . . 

SECTION III 

Section 13.10.323(a)2·ofthe' Coun·ty Code is hereby amended t<:> read as foilO\VS: 

2. The ''R-1" and "&\111 Residential Districts shall be combined "With a number which 
shall indicate the minimum land area in thousands of net developmental square feet 
required for each dwelling unit on each site in the district. For example: "~-1-6" means 
a minimum land area of 6,000 net developable square feet per dweiling unit; "&\1-3" 
.means a minimum land area of 3,000 net developable square feet per d"W·elling unit. 
Definition of "developable land and net developable area" are found in Section 
13.1 0. 700. District de~.Jgpations shall be consistent ',;V·ith the adopted General Plan, 
Local Coc.stal Program Land Use Pian, and the Geologic Hazards Ordinance (Chapter 
16.10), and the t.-1inimum Parcel Size Standards in Section 13.10.510(2:). 

' . . ~ 
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The '~R-1 Singie Family Residential'' District located outside the Urban Services Line 
recognizes as conforming parcels those parcels which are generaHy l~ss than 1 acre in 
size. and that-; prior to the effective date of the 1994 General Plan/Local Coastal · 
·'Program Land Use Plan, \vere legal lots of record and developed with or intended for 
development of a singfe family ~esidence. 

SECTIO:f IV 

If any section, subsection, division, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance is for 
any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by .the decision of any court of competent 
jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this 
Ordinance. The Board of Supervisors of this County hereby declares that it \vould have 
adopted this Ordinance and each section, subsection~ division, sentence, clause, phrase, or 
portion thereof, irrespective of any such decision . 

. SECTIO~ V 

This ordinance shall take effect on the 31st d2.y after finai passage or upon certification by the 
California Coastal Commission, which ever occurs later. 

PASSED A..\'\;1) ADOPTED.BY the Board of Supervisors ofthe County of Santa Cruz this 
3~d day of June, 1997, by the foiio'l.ving vote: · · 

AYES: 
NOES: 

ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Eaautz, ·sy;:no::s, 
None 
None 
Kone 

--

Belga::d, ...-i~rr.c;.uist a::d Kor:rrhot:cit 

~tTE"sr: · ~ /t-rf.J 
Clerk/of the Board (/ 

APPRO \"ED AS· T 0 F 0 R.:\f: 'D-.:._.S:>- ';;<i!'!"""----=-===--­
County Counsel 





. DINAPOLI COMPANIES 

March 8, 1999 

California Coast Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street,' Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commissioners: 

MAR 111999 

CAUFORN!~\ 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

W~ at Rancho Santa Maria, 94 Hecker Pass Road in Watsonville are vehemently opposed to .the 
Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors proposed amendments to the Local Coastal Program. 

They are overstepping their authority. They are passing ordinances which are in violation of 
Federal and State ordinances. 

The attached sheet fully sets forth our opposition to specific areas. 

Sam C. Ni on 
Propert anager 
by dire tion of owners 
ofD &DRanch 

99 ALMADEN BOULEVARD, SUITE,565, SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95113 • (408] 998-2460 • FAX (408] 998-2404 
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POINTS Regarding Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program (LCP) A 

Major Amendment No. 3-98, for Public Hearing and Coastal Commission • 
Action at its meeting March 11, 1999 in Carmel, California. 

1. Excluding Timber Harvesting as ari II Agricultural Activity'' in the County General 
Plan is in conflict with State Law. Food and Agricultural Code §22 states " ... the 
production of trees shall be considered a branch of the agricultural industry of the 
State .... " 

2. The California Coastal Act specifically mandates that the State, including the 
Califomla Coastal Commission, protect the long-term productivity of timberlands. Such 
State mandate is not optional with the County or the Coastal Commission. 

3. · In opposition to the above points, the County and Coastal Cornmission staff 
recommendation is to eliminate timber harvesting on significant sections of timberlands, 
which in the North Coast and Bonny Doon Coastal Zone Planning areas alone, total 
over 7,500 acres of viable and legally recognizable timberlands. 

4. The County and the State Board of Forestry historically have permitted timbering 
in the RR, R-M, A, CA, RA, SU, PR, M-3, and TP zones. The current Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) approved County Code §13.10.172(d) acknowledges timber harvesting 
in such zones. Now, County and Coastal Commission staff recommendations will 
eliminate any timbering in all these zones except TP, M-3, and PR. 

5. Coastal Commission staff wants to eliminate the productivity of timberlands 
rather than protect the productivity of timberlands as evidenced by their proposed new 
language to policy 5.12.9: "It is not appropriate to zone timberland for timber 
production if it is recreational, environmentally sensitive, visible from rural scenic roads 
(pursuant to Policy 5.10.11), or susceptible to hazards that may be exacerbated by 
logging." This reference to §5.10.11 refers to ~~Development visible from scenic roads." 
Timber harvesting is not development. California Coastal Act PRC Code §301 06. 

6. The existing Forest Practice Rules and Forest Practice Act successfully address 
environmentally sensitive areas, hazards, riparian corridors, and special treatment areas 
such as scenic viewsheds. Both County and Coastal Commission staff are attempting to 
regulate timber operations, and by unreasonable over-regulation, eliminate the act of 
timber harvesting in all of these areas. 

7. The County of Santa Cruz and Coastal Commission staff are proposing a broad, 
comprehensive regulation of the conduct of timber operations including helicopter logging 
regulations, riparian corridors regulations, hazardous and landslide ·regulations, 
residential buffer regulations, and road grading and surfacing requirements, all of which 
are specifically dealt with in the Forest Practice Act and the Forest Practice Rules. The 
County recommended these same changes to the Forest Practice Rules to the State Board 
C?:f ~,Qr~stry. Thus, the County clearly acknowledged that these subject matters are 

··'"~o',~.Hd_ ... f.~;preemptive jurisdiction of the State Board of'~Fores'try. 
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POINTS (CONTINUED) 

8. 'This LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM (LCP) MAJOR A.M:ENDMENT is 
significantly similar to Special County Rules which were rejected by the State Board of 
Forestry. These rules were rejected for legal, constitutional, administrative, and 
procedural reasons. Additionally, the County failed to provide the State Board of 
Forestry with sufficient justification and need for the rules. The current proposed LCP 
Major Amendment is flawed for the same reasons. The professionals at the Sta~e Board 
of Forestry have provided a clear message to both the County and the Coastal 
Commission through the State rejection of those rules. 

9. Extensive documentation exists which clearly shows that trees utilize massive 
amounts of water and diminish stream flow quantities. This competition for water will 
significantly increase if timbering is eliminated to the extent that is being recommended 
by staff proposals. Additionally, the road surfacing requirements will actually increase 
erosion in some instances due to increased concentrated run-off caused by the 
redirection of water flow. 

10. It is hypocritical that this project would be approved without mandated 
environmental review. If a project of this magnitude were submitted by a private party, 
to either the County of Santa Cruz or the Coastal Commission, both of these agencies 
would immediately demand an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) . 

11. This project is being advanced by both the County and the Coastal Commission 
without a single peer-reviewed scientific study that specifically addresses the effects of 
current timber harvesting practices in Santa Cruz County and the effects these practices 
have on the environment. 4 

12. The County has only one Registered Professional Forester (RPF). Neither the 
County nor the local office of the Coastal Commission have an RPF on staff who has 
written or managed a single Timber Harvest Plan (THP). Therefore, neither the County 
nor the Coastal Commission have the expertise to pass judgment on the specifics of 
local forestry regulations. 

13. Similarly,. neither the County nor the Coastal Commission have the staff 
expertise to recommend a Negative Declaration in place of an EIR on the proposed 
project. An EIR is required to fully inform the Board of Supervisors and the Coastal 
Commission of adverse effects before any adoption of the project. 

14. The LCP Major Amendment will confiscate significant property and property 
value, through both the elimination of harvesting on particular zoning designations and 
the continued reliance on the outdated and inaccurate County Timber Resource 
Designation. The taking of property without just compensation violates the 
Constitution of the United States. · 
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1\Jir. Rick Hyman 
California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Mr. Hyman: 

642 Hazel Dell Road 
Corrali1os, CA 95076 
March 8, 1999 

Via Fax: (83 1) 427 ...4877 

As timberland (TPZ) owners and residents of Santa Cruz County, we OPPose Santa Cruz 
County LCP Major Amendment No. 3-9&. The existing California Forest Practice Rules 
adequately address riparian oorrldors, residential buffer zonest and road design crlteri~ and in 
addition exaa..une timber b&-vest plans on Iii individual basis rather than through blanket 
legislation. Timber harvesting is a legitimate agricultural activity recognized as such on both a 
state and national 1evd. We are currently applying for a Forestry Incentive Program Grant tor 
pre-commercial thinning through the United States .Department pf Agriculture. Many of our TPZ 
neighbors have also applied to Ag Forestry programs so that they may continue to provide quality 
wood tiber products to ·our nation. 

Apparently, there are some members of the Santa Croz County Board of Supervisors and 
the Coastal Commission wbo wish to eliminate tlmber harvesting in Santa Cruz County by usioa 
pseudo-scienti& ~~racut• and other bogus methods which undermine our constitutional pr.openy 
rights and which in the -long run will do nothing but tum our valued forests into areas of urban 
development. 

s~ 

D~~Smelt 
S.C. County Assessor's Parcell00-201...03 



California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 3.00 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

California Coastal Commission 

691 Cragmont Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94708 
March 7, 1999 

MAR 1 9 1999 

CALIFORNIA 
C 0 AS TAL. C 0 tvHvil S S I 0 N 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

D 

We understand you are holding a hearing on March 11, 1 999 in Carmel 
to discuss a proposal by Santa Cruz County to restrict logging operations. 
We are writing to urge you to not approve the proposed Santa Cruz county 
forestry rules. Our family has harvested timber selectively under the 
current rules in an environmentally responsible manner since the 
inception of the Forest Practice Act, practicing sustained yield forestry . 

The Santa Cruz county rules are far more restrictive than is 
necessary. If the board adopts anything, it should be rules targeted to 
specific abuses and not the draconian measures proposed by Santa Cruz 
county. The rules give too much discretion to local officials and will 
prevent landowners from managing their property according to sound 
forestry principles. 

Thank you. 

Sin-cerely, 

Susan and Bruce Stangeland 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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March 9, 1999 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: LCP Ammendment No. 3-98(Major) 
Request from County of Santa Cruz 

I wish to submit the following comments to the proposed ammendment: 

The proposed request by the County of Santa Cruz has been 
debated within the county for the the last 18 months. Considerable 
opposition has been expressed due to the belief that the provisions 
would 11 take" private property rights and values, in disrespect to 
historical and traditional custom. Those landowners and involved 
citizens that object to the proposed provisions of the ammendment 
have called for an expr·ession of "need 11

, for justification of 
cause/ and for scientific support for specific requirements of the 
provisions. There has been NO reply, 'No need, No justification, and 
No scientific support. 

The provisions of this ammendrnent were previously submitted to 
the California State Board of Forestry for adoption as state law. 
The review of these provisions by state agencies and professionals 
resulted in reject ion. The rejection was due to reasons of law, 
science, and custom. Reasons which the County of Santa Cruz have 
continued to ignore in their quest for 11 new law". 

As a member of the-central Coast Forest Association, I concur 
with all POINTS outlined within the enclosed review of the 

t. Please register my opposition to the ammendment. 

Patrick Emmert 
Forester, RPF #1839 

P.O. Box 305 • 6801 Avenue 430 • Dinuba, CA 93618 • (209)591-2000 • FAX (209}591-6264 




