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County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4’” FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ,  CA 96060

(831) 464-2690 FAX: (931) 464-2131 TDD: (931) 464-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

January 15, I999

AGENDA: January 26, I999

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Crux
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz.  CA 95060

RE: (‘ONTINI JED CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES CHANGES
FOR PROCESSING IN I999

Members of the hard:

On January 12. 1999, your Board continued consideration of the proposed Forest Practice Rules for
submittal to the Board of Forestry to this date. The purpose for this continuance was for staff to
provide your Board with a copy of the set of Forest Practice Rules changes approved by your Board
and considered by the Board of Forestry in November.

As directed, statf‘has  prepared the attached material (Attachment I) which includes the Rules changes
approved by your Board in October 1998 (excluding those approved by the Board of Forestry in
November 1998),  statrs proposed 1999  Rules changes, and an explanation of any differences
between the two sets of Rules. Any relevant comments from the Forest Practice Committee or Board
of Forestly  regarding the Rules are included as appropriate. In addition, several minor modifications
to staffs proposed Rules are included, as explained in Attachment 1. Hopefully, this analysis and
information will help your Board in your deliberations on the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes
for 1999.

Staff has attempted to craft a set of Rules which protect riparian habitats and provide protections for
adjacent  residential propcrtics within the framework and language of the Forest Practice Rules. As
noted in our January 5, 1999, letter and reiterated here, it is RECOMMENDED that your Board:

I. Approve the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes, as presented by staff in Attachment
2, and

2. Direct Planning stat‘f  to submit the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes to the Board
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of Forestry, along with all necessary documentation, for processing; to participate in the review
and processing of these changes through the Board of Forestry process; and to present the
Board of Forestry’s actions to your Board on May 25, 1999, and

3. Direct Planning statfto return with a status report on the processing of the 1998 Forest
Pratt ice  Rules by the Ottice  of Administrative Law on March 23, 1999.

Sincerely.

Planning Director

County Administrative Offker

Attachments: I. Comparison of Board of Supervisors’ Approved 1998 Forest Practice Rules
and StatYs Proposed 1999  Forest Practice Rules Changes
2. Staff Proposed I999  Forest Practice Rules Changes
3. I,ettcr of Alvin D. James, Planning Director, dated January 5, 1999(with
attachments)
4. Correspondence

cc: County Counsel
California Department of Forestry, Central Coast Ranger Unit
Santa Crux Farm Bureau
Big Creek I .umber
Mark Morganthaler
Steven M Butler
Citizens for Responsible Forest Management
Sierra Club
Summit Watershed Protection League
Valley Women’s Club
J. 17. Greig,  Inc.
City of Santa Crux Water Department
Redwood Empire
Roy Webster
Central Coast Forest Association
Cate and Eric Moore
Dick Burton
Mark Rentz
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ATTACHMENT1

COMPARISON OF THE
1999 PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE CALIFORNIA FOREST PRACTICE

RIJLES  AND THE 1998 FOREST PRACTICE RULES APPROVED BY THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

+ New text is ~rnderlined
4 Deletions  arc shown with s&ikeo&
+ All other text is esisting language or, where applicable, language approved by the Board of

Forestry in I998 and not in elect  yet.

BOARD OF StJPERVISOR.3 OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

I. 926. I I Flagging of Property Lines [Santa Cruz  County]

&Htddititttt- to othel-  tla~~iflg-f~-k~e’”1
v to proteet  adjoining preper&s+ay-  The RPF br his/her supervised
&&nee  shall, p+Qr to pIa! submission to the Department, flaa the approximate property lines of the
timberland owner  :s pa[qeJ  on the site where any truck road, tractor road or harvest area is proposed
within IO0 ft. of a property line, and the auDroximate  boundaries of all residential buffer zones.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

I. 926.  I I Nagging of’ Property Lines [Santa Cruz  County]

The RPF or his/her supervised designee shall, prior to plan submission to the Department, flag the
approximate property lines ofthe timberland owne?s  parcel on the site where any truck road, tractor
road or harvest area is proposed within IO0 ft. of a property line, and the approximate boundaries of
ail reside!l!.ia!.butt’er  SHWS areas.A----
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ATTACHMENT 1

BOARD OF SIIPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

2. 926.  I5 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to Article 12 (14 CCR Sections 923 through 923.81,  the followinn shall aDDlv in Santa___-.- -
Cruz Cou~~ty:
la_1 ljc.w._!owins-roads  shall be subject to the following.J.imitations:

(11 New road-c~istruction-shall  be proh&ited  where any of the following conditions are
pIesti:

Ci.l
(ii)
(iii)

Slopes $e3e_Der  than 65%.
Slopg3>jeqpec_than  50% where the erosion hazard rating is hinh or extreme.
Slopes_over  50% which  lead to a watercourse or lake. without flattening to
su!ticiently.dissipate  water t-low and trap sediment.

Any exqqtions  to these standards granted bv the Director will reauire abandonment
of tjle  newly  created, tempo_r_arv  road in compbe  with 14 CCR 923.8 immediately
following ..cessation  of active logging  operations.N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  t h e  g e n e r a l
presq-iptions  of 14 CCR 923.8. abandonment shall include recontourina to the sloDe
!~EI! existed pri~r_t.o  construction, re-establishment of all drainage to me-existing
condition_s,  and installation of gates and/or other devices at the perimeter of the
la!l~~.wll_~~~syroperty  to prevent vehicular access, including motorcycles.W h e r e  t h e
flPF determines that such recontourimr  is not feasible either because it will do more
s&,njticant  environmental damage than other means of abandoning. the road. or
because the property owner..wishes  to maintain some utility of the road for accesb
small licensed vehicles or ATV for forest management purposes, an alternative
method  Inay-be.proxgsed  and if suffkientlv explained and iustified, may be approved
by !h_e_Director.  The alternate method shall include at a minimum the return of all
sid+c-a-s!  materials to the roadbed with sufficient  compa_ction  and stabilization to
mG!-njz~diSp~r_Si.o~  of runoff. and minimize erosion and loss of soil from the roadbed,
and shall also include removal of all fill material in order to restore all drainage
courses,

ia Whenever new road construction is proposed and the plan submitter owns or controls
any property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which timber operations are
proposed, and such contiguous property contains timberland, the RPF shall include
a map and esplanation of how the new road is integrated into the existing or proposed
truck road and associated transportation system for all the contiguous property owned
or controlled by the plan submitter on which timberland is found. Such proposed
integrated truck road and associated transportation system shall be reviewed in
connection with review of the proposed plan, and the plan shall be modified, if
necessary, to assure that the approved plan will be compatible and consistent with
timber operations on the contiguous property.
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ATTACHMENT 1
723

Pu New road construction or road reconstruction on areas of active mass movement,
inner gorge slopes (except at approved stream crossings) or headwater swales  shall
be reviewed by a Certified Engineering  Geolocrist  or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer
with experience in forest road construction.

.Anr..new~permanent  logging roads or bridges.  that will be used to serve purposes
other than forest management activities or Ion haulinp  shall be subiect  to all Countv
road standards and applicable
and bridseperm-.-__

/\]]Hrje\?i  and csistmlg  pe!anent lo&x-roads  used for hauling or for any purpose other than
forest ma_na~eme~~t  activities during the winter period,asdefined  by 14 CCR Section 926.18,~-
shall be-treated. to prevent.excessive  loss of road surface materials bv the use of non-erodible
surfacing materi&  meet&the  followinrr  minimum standards:

Cl1 Roads withgradj.ents between 0% and IO% require a gravel surface to a depth of 6- -
inches, and.renewed treatment uponresurfacing  of bare soil.

Roads \~jul  gradrnts  between IO% and 15% require a 5-inch layer of baserock and
oil. .and sqeen

Roads xitlrsadients  greater than I 5% require  a S-inch layer of Class TT  baserock with
I - I /2 inches ofasphaltic concrete overlay.

If‘ the impr~~.vements  required by this subparagraph must be made by the plan submitter to a
private road not exclusively owned by the plan submitter. the plan submitter shall only be.-__
obligated to- pay. .&l-or  develop his ratable share of such road improvements based on the~-___
total road footaye  and the relative use made of such road by other users. The “ratable cost”
to be paid bytheplarr  submitter shall be determined by agreement between the plan submitter
and the other road users, or in the absence of such an agreement, as provided bv law.

f!2 Until abandoned, all new and existing seasonal roads in the plan area shall be regularly
maintainedp~ursuant  to an erosion and drainage plan app___-- roved by the Countv of Santa Cruz.

0 All new tractor roads shall be abandoned and recontoured pursuant to 14 CCR Section
926. I5(a)(2j immediately  followina cessation of active IoaRina  operations. 14 CCR
9&2(2Cf)(.J_)L(‘o.ast  only]shall not a&in Santa Cruz County.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

2. 926. I5 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]

In additiontlj-l2rticle  I2 (I.4 CCR Sections 923 through 923.81,  the followinrz  shall applv  in Santa__...-
Cruz Counfy.
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ATTACHMENT 1
724

fal .-__New loggjr~y roads,.ktdinc!  all temporary, seasonal and permanent roads. shall be subject
to the following  hr]iitations:~-__
C!.l r\lew~road construction shall be Prohibited:

Ci.1 Across slopes steeper than 65% for more than 100 feet.
gj Across slopes steeper than 50% for more than 100 feet where the erosion

hazard rating is& or extreme.
(iii) Across slopes over SO% which lead to a watercourse or lake, without

flattening to suficientlv  dissipate water flow and trap sediment.

Any exceptions to these standards granted bv the Director shall rectuir-review  bv a
Certified Engirneering  Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer with experience
in forest road construction.

Any exceptiorlnto these standards granted by the Director for construction of
tergorary roads shall require  the abandonment of the temporary road in
compliance with I4 CCR 923.8 immediately following cessation of active logging
operations.

(4) Whencvcr new road construction is proposed and the plan submitter owns or controls
any property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which timber operations are
proposed, and such contiguous property contains timberland, the RPF shall include
a map and explanation of how the new road is integrated into the existing or proposed
truck road and associated transportation system for all the contiguous property owned
or controlled by the plan submitter on which timberland is found. Such proposed
integrated truck road and associated transportation system shall be reviewed in
connection with review of the proposed plan, and the plan shall be modified, if
necessary, to assure that the approved plan will be compatible and consistent with
timber operations on the contiguous property.

New road construction or road reconstruction on areas of active mass movement,
@y.go!pe slopes (except at approved stream crossings) or headwater swales shall
be reviewed by a Certified Engineering Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer
with experience in forest road construction.

0 All new seasonal and permanent roads shall be treated to m-event excessive loss of road
surface materials by--the use of non-erodible surfacim-materials  meeting the following
minimum standards:

L!l Roads with gradients between 0% and 10% reauire a drain rock surface compacted
“to a 4 inch sub-base of Class II baserock.

Roads with gradients between 10% and 15% require a 5-inch  layer of Class II
baserock and oil.ail_screenings  seal coat.___~
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725
ATTACHMENT 1

Roads with gradients nreater  than 15% require a 5-inch layer of Class II baserock with~.-___.--
I - I /2 jriches  of asphaltic  concrete overlav.

(4) Existing permanent.  appurtenant roads used for any purpose durinn the winter period,
as defined by j4CCR Section 926.18, may be required to be surfaced. as specified
me, ifi upon-  the determination of the Director, such surfacing is necessatv to

prevent escessive loss of road surface materials.

f!a Until abandoned, a!Hnewand  existing seasonal roads in the plan area shall be regularly
tllailltainedyursuant  to an erosion and drainage plan approved bv the County of Santa Cruz.

All new tractor roads shall be abandoned pursuant to I4 CCR Section 923.8 immediately__-
foll~ll~~rg  cessation of active loaaing operations. I4 CCR 914,2(f)(3)[Coast  only1  shall not
applyin  Santa Cruz  County.
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ATTACHMENT1

BOARD OF SIJPERVISORS’  OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

3. 926. I6 Fiagginp  [Santa C’ruz  County]

The  location of proposed truck roads, constructed tractor roads, landings, and watercourse
crossings pt-_oposecij.i._b_e_  used or constructed during7 the timber harvest, as well as residential
but& area_s  a!!d.iparjan  corridor areas where timber operations are prohibited pursuant to
I4 (‘CR 926.24 or 14 CCR 926.26, shall be designated on the plan map and shall be located
in the field with Ilagging. Such flagging shall occur prior to the preharvest inspection if one
is to be conducted. Flagging for truck roads and constructed tractor roads will be intervisible
along the proposed alignments.

(by Tl&RPF  or supervised des?gnee  shall flag the location of all water breaks which are within
the WL,P~~~_o_n  !~_lq~pc_d  unstable areas or on slopes over 65% regardless of erosion hazard
ratins

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

3.

(a)

0

926. I6 Flagging [Santa Cruz  County]

The location of proposed truck roads, constructed tractor roads, landings, and watercourse
crossings proposed  to be used or constructed duria-the  timber harvest, as well as residential
buffer areas and riyarian  corridor areas where timber op_erations  are prohibited pursuant to
I4 CCR 926.25 or I4 CCR 926.26, shall be designated on the plan map and shall be located
in the ticld  with flagging. Such flagging shall occur prior to the preharvest inspection if one
is to be conducted. Flagging for truck roads and constructed tractor roads will be intervisible
along the proposed alignments.

The RPF or supqrised  deshee shall flag the lqcation  of all water breaks which are within
the W t.,Pz,,._ oti..n!app~~lnstable areas or on slopes over 65% regardless of erosion hazard
r-a! i ng,
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ATTACHMENT 1

BOARD OF SllPERVISORS’  OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

4. 926. I7 Abandonment of Roads and Landings [Santa Cruz  County]

When an existing truck road, tractor road, or landing is wholly located within the property of the
landowner submitting t_he plan  in an area in which it could not be newly constructed in conformance
with kse the Forest Practice Rules, or when the landowner is unwilling or unable to otherwise
modifi  the truck road or landing to comply with the road surfacing requirements of 14 CCR
t h e n  w h e r e  f e a s i b l e ,  s u c h  r o a d  o r  l a n d i n g  s h a l l  b e  a b a n d o n e d ,  s t a b i l i z e d ,926. I S(b), rules
recontouEred,  revegetated, and restricted from vehicular use, including motorcvcles.  bv the installation
of gates.-mdJor  other devices  toprevent access prior to the Work Completion Inspection, unless the
use ofsuch road or landing would produce less environmental impact than the use of a new road or
landing constructed in accordance with these rules.

.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

4. 9% I7 Abandonment of Roads and Landings [Santa Cruz County]

When an existing truck road, tractor road, or landing is located within the propertv of the landowner
s&n$tiny  the plan in an area in which it could not be newly constructed in conformance with these
the Forest  .F’!-a.cli_c_e.  _Ru!es, rules  then~kxAast&7 such road or landing shall be abandoned,
pursuan! to--l&  CCR 9&&, stabilized, re-vegetated. and restricted from vehicular use by the
installation_x!I~  sgtesand/or other devices to prevent access, followina cessation of active loaaing
operations. prior to the Work (?on$etjfSff-w-
~~~lessetlwr~t?~t~al~~~tke- ..,,,C,
w&t these 4es

‘/he .vtc!~~‘l?t.ollo.~ct(  Rule ttml~fie.s  /he earlier version by elimina/ing the option qf a
1mtdowttc~r 10 tttod~~i~  /he twd or Iwtding 10 meei currcn/  .s/andar& Instead, the road or
Imdittg tttrtst  bc mitrttdotrctl according /o /he ahandonnlen/  slandard~ of Ihe Forest
/‘ruclicc  I~r~lcs, ittclrttlittg whicttlm reslric~ions, inmcdia~ely  qfier logging ceases. The
is tmw .vtrittgvtt/  thtrtt 1hc1 etrrlier version, hecattsc the caveat ‘whcre.feasibEe ’ has been
clitnittu/ed  mtd /her-c i.v tw cxcp/ion  which allows /hcsc  roads /o remain.

BOARD OF SllPERVISORS’  OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

?2(,.22  Treatment of I,o~i~~ Slash [Santa Cruz CountyJ

In addition !Q requircmcn!s  ,f I4 CCR 9 17.4 limbs on tree totx shall be lopped to 8 in. (20.3 cm) or
less from~jt~bole  of the tree.
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ATTACHMENT1

Ihis lWe NILS ttot /~ro~~o.sc~l~fi)t~  re-.submi//al  becatt.se
the cwttcctxs  of‘~ht~ I*‘lY  ’ rcgwding .wfAy of /he limber operators atfempting to comply
wilh ~hca .spc~c~jJici!?~  c?f ‘lhc  1-M. Siu~str /realmen/  near residenlial areas is proposed in
I-I C 7 ‘I( Sklioti  926.25

BOARD OF SlJPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

926.24 Residential Buft‘er  Zone [Santa Cruz County]

Harvesting or o!hey_timber~o~)~rations  are prohibited within 300 feet of any occupied legal dwelling___~  -.-.
used for reside_l_jqj  purposes on non-TPZ parcels without unless the residential property  owner’s
written consent  in writing is Sub!nitted  with the plan. This prohibition does not apply to the removal
of escept  for-dead,  dying;l!!dliseased  trees which are imminentlv threatening any occupied lenal
dwelling or- which constitute an imminent fire hazard._---...  ----L If timber operations do occur within 300 feet
of an occupie_d!egaldwellin~:,~aslash  shall be lopped to 30.5 cm (12 in.)or less or removed. within
10 workins  &ys,fjQg re!~l~val  operations but no later than 60 davs of the felling of trees.

BOARD OF SlJPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

5. 926.25 especial  Harvesti!lnh&thods  [Santa Cruz County1

In addition to I4 CCR 9 13.8 subsection (a), the harvesting limitation, re-entry period and leave tree
standards shall be modified as follows:

(I) For areas where theq_r_posed  harvest rate is 5 l-60%  of the trees greater than 45.7 cm
(M-in._) d.b.h.. tile minimum re-entry period shall be 14years.

Forareas_  where the pIgposed  harvest is 50% o,r less of the trees greater than 45.7 cm
(I 8 in 1 d b..h.,  a ! O.ycx-re-entry-period shall JJJIJ

Rcnardless  of t-e-entry period, no more than 40% of the trees at-eater than 35.6 cm.
(I 4 in,)~an&ss  than 45.7 cm (I 8 i0rxJd.b.h.  shall be harvested.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Lbl ~~lc_clr!!~!l~tatldards  for non-TPZ parcels are as follows:

III For areas where  the harvest rate is 25% or less of those trees greater than 61 .O cm (24___-
in.) c@.h.  pcegse]-p_rior  to commencement of current timber operations. the re-entrv
peJkxJ  shgl!  &JO years,

I21 ~For areas where the harvest rate is 26-35% of those trees greater than 61 .O cm (24 in.)
d.b.h. present prior to commencement of current timber operations. the re-entry
period. ;hall be I4 years.

&gaxd!ess of re-entry perxd- no more than 40% of the trees greater than 30.5 cm.
Cl.2-in.)and  less than 6 I .O cm (24 in.) d.b.h.  shall be harvested.

No conifer  shall be cut which is more than 22.9 m (75 ft.) from a leave tree of eaual
size class. .E-qu.al  $ce class is defined as follows:

Iid Over 81.3 cm (32_lito 91.4 cm (36 in.) d.b.h.

SLI Over 91.4 cm (36 in.) to 106.7 cm (42 in.) d.b.h.

CC) Over 106.7 cm142in.j  to 121.9 cm (48 in.) d.b.h.

Any Ireepver  12 I .9 cm (48~in.)  d.b.h.

II No old grov& qpnifer  shall be harvested in a_nv  non-TP zone propertv.  As used herein
“old growthconifers”  are described as pr--eminant trees that are at least 200 vears old.

Trees that.c~&_!?ave  been cut harvested in a the riparian  no cut zone, but for the txovisions
Q~‘J-~~C<‘R  920,26  or in the residential buffer zone, buI&r the provisions of 14 CCR 926.24,
a!nd-  trees that co&t have been cut in a WLPZ but for the provisions of 14 CCR 926.26 shall
be counted for the_pl!rpgseof  determining compliance with the cutting standards under 14
CUR ‘)26.2CCal~a~rd..C~~.may_be  credited one time only, by the allowed harvest of additional
trees  over 45.7 cm ( I8- in.1 d.b.h. outside the WLPZ.A t  n o  t i m e  c a n  t h e  c r e d i t  o f  t r e e s  r e s u l t
in a harvest ofgver 60% of the trees over 45.7 cm ( 18 in.) d.b. h. on TPZ Darcels,  or 40% of
tlx~trees  over 45.7 cm (I 8 in.) d.b.h. on non-TPZ parcels.

0 W&n a Non-industrial Timber Management Plan (NTMP) or a Sustained Yield Plan (SYP)
asprov$cd  in Article 6.5 and 6.75. Subchapter 7. is submitted to the Director. an alternative
inethod may be approved if the RPF submits a stratified random sample of the timber
resources on the property qr harvest area. with growth data that supports a cutting
percentasman_dUcutting_cycle  that can be predicti  to achieve a substantially similar yield of
Q!Jgber  on each successive harvest with a degree of statistical certaintv  of +/- 5%. In no event
m--the  re-entry period  be less than IO years.___--- Before commencement of harvesting
operations the propcertlyowner  shall record with the Countv  Recorder a Declaration of
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ATTACHMENT 1

@!!-tio!ls  which cites the aaIg.ved cutting  percentass  and re-entry period as stated in the
NIYFmmP_ g r S Y P

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

5. 926.25 Special f farvesting Methods [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to I4 CCR 9 13.8 subsection (a), the harvesting limitation, re-entry period and leave tree
standards shall be modified as follows:

(a) The  cutting standards.@+5?-  for all harvests approved aAer January 1, 2000, are as
follows:

(1) For areas where the proposed harvest rate is 5&--68  4 I - 50% of the trees greater
than 45.7 cm (I8 in.) d.b.h.,  the minimum re-entry period shall be 14 years.

(2) For areas where the proposed harvest is 58 40% or less of the trees greater than 45.7
cm ( I8 in.) d b.h., a IO year re-entry period shall apply.

(3) Regardless of re-entry period, no more than 40% of the trees greater than 35.6 cm.
(14 in ) and less than 45.7 cm (I 8 in.) d.b.h. shall be harvested.

0 On non-TPZ  parcels the cutt.&g.standards  are as follows:

(11 [farvesting  or of_l:er timber operations are prohibited within 200 feet of anv &ed
le+@ dwellitt~  t& +br reside&~  permanently located structure currentlv
maintained for human habitation unless the residential propertv owner’s written consent is..-___
submitted with the  plan. This prohibition does not apPlv  to the removal of dead, dvina and
diseased trees which are imminently threatening any occupied lenal  dwelling or which
constitut~e~n.~i~lminent  tire hazard.

(21 If ti!:l&r -operations  do occur within 200 feet of anv m
perrllanxnlb  l~cq!.ed.  5tructure  currently maintained for human habitation. all slash shall be
koqed  to 30.5 cm.(l2in.  )or less or removed. within IO working davs of log removal
opcprait?ns  but no later than 60 davs of the fell& of trees.

fG.J No old gowtjl  conifer shall be harvested. As used herein “old growth conifers” are described~-~___
aspredcinjnant trees that are at least 200 Years  old.
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ATTACHMENT 1

‘lhc prolmwtl lurt,qtttrg~J  twlrrccs  the cwing perccniugc in all zone dimicfs. The inlent  qf
utldittg ~itcp c;/fCc’/iw  cltr~cj  of‘~hc  harws/ wa.s lo clearly .s/aic when lhcse cwting and re-enlry
.s/trttdurds hwmv c;f/Ccvi\v. S@‘has rwiewed  /he proposed non-TPZ mtting srandurds
propowl it1 /hc~ HOzS ttppro~~c~d  1~r1lc.s  Any cltl:ing and re-enlry prescription m14sf he
j11st~/icd  f?r* stl~~icwlmrul  .s/uttduru!s,  /he hcnchnlark  eslahlixhed by S/aie larv.fi>r  ROE’  review
of ‘l*‘l’l(  ‘s. 7 Iw.sc .s/trtt~lurc~s  cm’ bmed on resmrce ms~ainability  and economics. Staff has
rcr.setwchc~tl  trttcl  pt.otl?o.scl(/  iho upproprialc  cwing s/undards  Ihal cmld he justtjied based
on writttl .srlrVc~rillrirc~  iti Smilu ( ‘ritz C’orinly.

7 he .stc?~~‘/)t’oll)o.sLl~j  l~ufc~s ittcVltde  /he rcsidenlial  br@r as a cvrting prescription on non-
7’I’Z prolwrli0.s. 7‘Iw t*c~.sitl~~n~ial  bt@r areas were proposed as 200+et  became of the
rewwco prolcc’fiott  cwoliu~~~  wi/h /he exisfing agricltlfwai  btjffers in /he Cowtty  General
l’lutt uttd ordinuttcw, dc~.sigtwd  lo provide noiw, du.s/ and nuisance pro fecfion. The
propo.wl  200-Jim brtf/>r  ul.so provides an adeyltuic  wind-lhrow  setback as well as
pro\*i(/ittg u tt;,i.sc & C/II.S/  b#r. 7he slash trea/ment  and old growth proteclion
Inrig~~g~ is l/w .sutttcp (7.s liic I 99X wr.sion. Slq~~ha.s  changed /he phrase “occnpied  legal
dlc*cllitig  ” lo “ut!\* pcrtmnet~~l~~  localed strttc/ltre cwren/ly nlainfained *for human
hubilu/iott ‘* us .sug~q~cd itr lhc~ ie//cr of’Herbcrt cf al.fiv consistency with FPR Ianglrage.

BOARD OF SlIPERVISORS’  OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

6. ‘)20.20~W_atcrcourse  and Lake Protection rS_anta  Cruz County1

In addit& to the requi~:c!nent  of Article 6 ( I4 CCR Sections 9 16 to 916.10 the followinn shall apply
in Sant~a  C.rr~z:  Cknty:

On TPZ parcels,.!!o_timber  harvesting-operations are allowed within riparian corridors.T h e
widthof‘ this no cue,  !KJ enxry-.zze is defined as follows:

Page 12
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1111 At least I 5.2 1~~00  feet) from Class I and II watercourses and wetlands wet meadows
aqd. other wet areas.

& least 3. I m ( IO feet) from Class 111 watercourses.

131 ~The width of the r$Gan corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each side
of the watercourse bank.

Esqeptio!ls  are allowed for temDoraty  stream crossings (fords, bridpes.  culverts) if no
other  f&GbGe_q!ternative  exists as emsdained  and &tjfied  in the THP and approved by
the Director.

Qn.!jon-TPZ pat-c&, JO timber harvesting -operations  are allowed within non-TPZ riDarian
cor~idors~~The.width  of this no cut. no entry zone is defined as follows:

Cl) At least 38.0 111~ [ I25 feet) from Class I and II watercourses and wetlands wet
meadows and other wet areas.

At !ea$t 3. I m(I ~..fee?)._ti-orn  Class 111 watercourses.

lj!e..Bidth  oft he.rjparian  corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each side
of the watercourse bank.

Exceptions are allowed for temDorary  stream crossings (fords, bridges.  culverts. cable
corridors) if-no  other feasible alternative exists as explained and justified in the THP
and appIoved  by the Director; provided that no cable corridor shall be cut within the-.- .-
ri~~airil  corridor. Full suspension yarding across the riparian corridor shall be
permitted only. it‘;t  can be accomplished without falling; or harvesting. trees inside the
r&rian corridor.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

6. 926.26 Watercourse and Lake Protection [Santa Cruz Countv]

In addition t_o  ther~qu@!~~ent  of Article6J4 CCR Sections 9 I6 to 9 16. IO) the followina shall apply
in Santa Cruz CounQ:--__

m T.&lber  harvesting-op.crations  are not allowed within riparian corridors. The width of the
ripariarl.  _corridor  is defined as follows:

Cl) At least 50 feet from Class I and Class II watercourses: and wet meadows and other
wet areas.-2

.Aj. least IO feet from Class III watercourses.

Page 13



ATTACHMENT 1

The width of the rtiG&qn  corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each side-~
oft he watercourse bank.

0 Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (fords. bridges, culverts and
cable corridors) if no other feasible alternative exists as explained and iustified  in the
THP and app!oved by th_e Director.C a b l e  c o r r i d o r s  s h a l l  b e  l i m i t e d  t o  1 0  f e e t  i n
width for every100  feet of lineal stream leq@h.

‘/‘Ito  pt~~po.sc~cl  o.vc1~p11011.s  (IIT (he sumc m lhc 1998 \vr.sion exceptjiw Ihe cable corridors.
( ‘uhlc~ .\wrdittx i.s (I .supcriot*  allcrnuliw lo lraclor yarding, primarily because qf the
.si~~t?ificw/  twjuc*liou  in rocltl cwtwtrrrclion and grmrnd  distwbance. To conduct a cable
opcmliou, /wo ptrr~rllcl cnhlc~s  are Idid across /he ground between tower locations.
C?gultrliort  nw.s/ tw ~~iwr~~d it? lhis corridor lo alior~l, fiw lhc lightening and dropping of the
ccrhl~~.s  drlritt,q 0pc~rtrliott.s. Hccmsc  lhcrc is no growtd disturbance under lhese cable
utw.s, tit~~w is (I W~IKIYI clro.siott polcnlial. However, s fqff’recognized fhaf there have
bcctt oL’(‘III.I’(‘tlc’c’.s  (?f ‘tttulliplc inlcrsccling  cable corridorSs /ha/ have rewlted in excessive
ripwitrtt  cwridot* di.slru*btrticv. 7hcwfim, slqff’has proposed a linliied exception to allow
ctrhlc~  corwdot:s  wr0.s.s ripcuVcln weas. 7ksc cable corridors are limited to a maximum
of’l(l,fi,cv of’witllit~fiw  cj\vt:\’  I OO~fi,cl  of’lincal Sslrean~  icnglh, mainlaining at least 90% of
lhc riptrt*itrti  ww iuiih.slr~rhcd  by logging ac1ir)ilic.s. lf’wider  corridors are necessaty  for
pmtic’ulm  hcwr~esl,  .sq* /3.fi’cl wide, lhcn /5O~f&l  of ‘corridor is nece,ssary  to allows for that
exwptio~t  trtttl /o mrinltrin  lhc 9M rutdi.s/urbcd area.

BOARD OF SllPERVISORS’  OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

7. 926.27 Non-native Plants L&uta Cruz County1

Maintenance activiti.cs.for  the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native plants as____-~
defined by alist provided by t-he County along harvest roads and landings  should occur on the first,
third and ~fiti  year after- t!lc-initial  site disturbance occurs. Where seeding  is needed for erosion
control, !lle-~use  of appropriate native or non-invasive exotic plants.  such as cereal barlev.  is
recommended.

601
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ATTACHMENT I

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

7. 926.27  Non-native PlanrSanta  Cruz County]

Maintenance activitkfor  the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native plants as
defined.bJ a~listyrrvicled-by the Coun_ty  alonrl  harvest roads and landings  shall occur on the first,
third and fitth year after the initial site disturbance occurs. Where seeding is needed for erosion
control,-_the  use of appropriate_ native or non-invasive exotic plants, such as cereal barley, is
recommended

Smw Kulc~ c~.rwpt it is proposed  to bc mandatory (shall), not advi.sory (Ishozzid).

BOARD OF SliPERVlSORS’  OCTOBER.1998 APPROVED RULE

8. 3X,28 I IemterOperations  [Santa Cruz CountyJ

IIeIicopt~er  yarding  .oftimber  shall only&permitted  for timber  harvested from propeflies zoned TP.
Helicopter service and los landing zones must be sited within the THP boundaries on either proper@
zoned TP ororlcontiguous  properties to propertv zoned TP that is owned bv the owner of the TP
propeerty.  Helicopt.er-flights  for lo~:transport  between the area where the felling is occurring and the
landingmust oc~r~_clrrly  over property contained within the approved THP. No helicopter flight mav
occur witl!nr-1,000  feet horizontally_pf;  occupied legal dwelling. provided that the Director may
Educe  this~_r_e_<luiyernent~~  to 500 feet with the written concurrence of the residential inhabitant.
Helicopter operat.ions~~~~-e  restricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. and shall be
prohibited.on  Saturdcis, Sundays and nationally designated legal  holidavs.  Within a calendar vear,
no nlore  than !O cunrulative  dzs.ofoLal  helicopter varding&all  be allowed within each Resource-_
Conservatiol!_C?lstrict  watershed by all possible plan submitters combined.---.___-- W i t h i n  a  f i v e  y e a r  p e r i o d ,
no more.tIran  IO cumulative days of total helicopter yarding  shall be allowed within a two mile radius
offny.prior helicopter yardingoperation occurring within such period.A s  u s e d  h e r e i n .  o n e  day s h a l l
be defined--as  a total of IO hours of flitit time, which may occur on more than one calendar day.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

8. 926.28 1 Ielicopter Operations [Santa Cruz County]

Helicopter yard-i!, oftinlber shall onlv be permitted for timber harvested from properties zoned TP.- -
Helicopter service and. lo2 landin?  zones must be sited within the THP boundaries on either property
zoned TP or-on cont&rous~properties to property  zoned TP that is owned bv the owner of the TP__--
property, Helicoptt_!li$ts  for~log  transp-ort  between the area where the felling is occurring and&
landing must occur only over propeacontained within the approved THP. No helicopter  flight may

Page 15
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ATTACHMENT1

&cur within I 000 feet horizonta!_ly  of an of2-e~- .,-- ‘s tiny  permanently located structure
currenIly  maintainLd.for  human habitation. provided that the Director may reduce this requirement
to 500 feet with the written concurrence of the residential inhabitant. Helicopter operations are
ccs-figced  to thq..ll_og:~s~  between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.-and shall be prohibited on Saturdays,
Sundays and nationally desistl.ated  legal holidays

BOARD OF SUPERVISOR,!? OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

9. ~~I~2~~J  Emer~ency_~C.onditiolis  [Santa Cruz County]

A “financialc!!!ey~e_t!cy’l.asdctined  in 14 CCR 895. I (Emey-ency (b)) and tirther referred to in 14
CCR 1052.j  CI:~!l~r~ctlcy  Conditions_)._ssall  only constitute an emergency for the purposes of the
Santa Cruz County Rules if the work proposed to be done under the emergency authorization is
minor in scope q!!d can be done without any significant adverse impact on any adioininn  landowner,
itn.tudi!-z  others with tbs-ri&t t-o use priyate roads pr_oposed  to be used by the plan submitter, or on
the environ!lm!lt_

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

9. 926.29  Emqency  Conditions LSanta Cruz  County1- - - -

A “financial emer~e~y’~  as_detined  in I4 CCR 895.1 (Emergence (b)) and f+-ther  referred to in 14
CCR 103.2.1 (Emer~cncy Conditions) shall only constitute an emergency for the purposes of the
Santa Cruz.C.oltij_ty  ~Rulcs  jfthe_.work  proposed to be done under the emergency authorization can
be done without any $g!jficant adverse impact on the environment.

80 -
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ATTACHMENT 1

BOARD OF SllPERVISORS’  OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

IO. 926.30 Mry by~Clo_utl!y...~ep~esentative  for Inspectioaanta  Cruz County1

The Counjy_reprcsentative  who is designated to participate &it..  or who Darticipated  in the Review
Team may enter and inspect the property that is subject to alimber harvest application during normal
business hours at any time after commencement during  the conduct of timber harvest plan activities
on the land and after 24 hours notice to the landowner, the RPF and the LTO if any of his emulovees
are engagedxi.bj  activities  on the site. for the purpose of reviewing the methods being  utilized in the
&it~bg~harvest  plan activities and efforts to complv  with the requirements of the Forest Practice Rules.
In carryjng  out  such inspgccGg&he  may utilize anyaeasurement  or evaluation tools or aDparatus,
irxluding  teeiperature  measuremen_tquipment.  cameras or video eaulpment.  Anv photos or videos
shall be clearly.~labeled  as to time, date and location. and shall remain the property of the Counts  of
Santa Cruz.but  shall constitute pux&!j.c  records.___-.-.. ____- If such representative becomes aware of any material
lack of co!~ny!iancx.w$h  such Rules or any other provisions of the California Forest Practice Rules
gqplicable  to suc!hjjaj.ygg  gctivities,  s/hes h a l l  uromp_y.notifir~  t h e  D i r e c t o r  i n  writing  o f  s_uch a l l e g e d
fig!l-cgnlpJq!-gc~ccl

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

IO. ~~&,.Ql~n~~-y  by (‘ou.~ty Repr_esentative  for Inspection fSanta Cruz County1

The County reprcscntat~iveM;ho  is designated to participate  in or who participated in the Review
T&m may enter and inspcct~!_h_e_prgperty  that is subjest  to a timber harvest application during; normal
business hours at any time atfer-commencement during the conduct of timber harvest plan activities
on the land and after 24 hours notice to the landowner, CDF, the RPF and the LTO. if any of his
employees arc-engaged in activities on the site. for the Duruose  of reviewing the methods being
utilized in t&Giiber  harvestplan activities and efforts to comply  with the requirements of the Forest
Practice Rules. If such representative becomes aware of any.material  lack of comuliance  with such
Rules or ally other-provisions of the California Forest Practice Rules applicable to such harvest
activities s/he shall pm!-ongtly  nxighe  Director in writingof  such alleged non-compliance.--_I... ---~-

FPR 1 I 2?9il .wpdillll~ld Page 17 January 19, 1999 8 0
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ATTACHMENT 1

Slaff “.s cklc~~~~c~  /he .spcc(fic Iangnagc regarding /he m-e of’photographic
in.s~twtcttt.s 10 rccwd ~~ioltx~ions. I/ i.s inhcrenf  in the inspeclion  authority that

wid oliicr lechnical  cW.knce can he collccled
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ATTACHMENT  2
.. 7 a 9

I PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES

2 FOR 1999 BOARD OF FORESTRY REVIEW

3

4 . New text is bold and underlined

5 . Deleted  text is shown as eve+&ke
I

8

9 The RPF or his/her supervised designee shall, prior to plan submission to the Department, flag the

IO approximate property lines of the timberland ownw’.s  parcel on the site where any truck road, tractor

I I road or harvest area is proposed within 100 A. of a property line, and the aDDroximate  boundaries

I2 of al1 residential buffer areas.

14 2 920.  I5 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]

I6 In addition to Article 12 (14 CCR Sections 923 throuph 923.8), the following shall aDply in

I7 Santa (Truz County:
/I

I9 (r?) New logeine  roads, includinp al1 temDorary,  seasonal and Dermanent  roads, shall be

20

21 ,

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

subiect to the followinp  Iimitations:

(I) New road construction shall be prohibited:

i.Q Across sIoDes  steeper than 65% for more than 100 feet.

(ii) Across sloDes  steeper than 50% for more than 100 feet where the erosion

hazard rating is hiph or extreme.

(iii) Across slopes over 50% which lead to a watercourse or lake, without

flattening to sufficiently dissipate water flow and trar, sediment.

0 Any excentions  to these standards Franted  bv the Director shall require review

by a Certified Engineering GeoloPist  or Licensed Geotechnical EnPineer with

exnerience in forest road construction.



I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

IO

I I

12

13

14

15

I6

17

18

I9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

ATTACHMENT N4 o
15

0 Any exceptions to these standards Franted  by the Director for construction of

temporary roads shall require the abandonment of the temuorarv road ine..

compliance with 14 CCR 923.8 immediatelv  following cessation of active logging

operations.

(4) Whenever  new road construction is proposed and the plan submitter owns or controls

any property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which timber operations are

proposed, and such contiguous property contains timberland, the RPF shall include

a map and explanation of how the new road is integrated into the existing or proposed

truck road and associated transportation system for all the contiguous property owned

or controlled by the plan submitter on which timberland is found. Such proposed

integrated truck road and associated transportation system shall be reviewed in

connection with review of the proposed plan, and the plan shall be modified, if

necessary, to assure that the approved plan will be compatible and consistent with

timber operations on the contiguous property.

0 New road construction or road reconstruction on areas of active mass

movement, inner porpe sloDes (exceDt at aDDroved stream crossings) or

headwater swales  shall be reviewed by a Certified Engineering Geologist or

Licensed Geotechnical Enpineer  with exaerience in forest road construction.

0 All new seasonal and permanent roads shall be treated to m-event  excessive loss of road

surface materials bv the use of non-erodible surfacing materials meeting the following

I minimnm standards:

(I) Roads with Pradients  between 0% and 10% require a drain rock surface

comnacted into a 4 inch sub-base of Class II baserock.

I f-l
-L-
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9

IO

I I

I2

I 3

I4

15

I6

17

I8

I9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

0 Roads with gradients between 10% and 15% require a S-inch layer of Class II

baserock  and oil and screeninvs seal coat. a-

(3) Roads with gradients Preater  than IS!! require a 5-inch laver of Class II

baserock  with l-112 inches of asphaltic concrete overlay.

(4 Existinp  permanent aDDurtenant  roads used for any purpose durinp the winter

period, as defined by 14 CCR Section 926.18, may be required to be surfaced, as

snecified  above, if, upon the determination of the Director, such surfacing is necessary

to Ijrevent  excessive loss of road surface materials.

kl [lntil abandoned, all new and existinp  seasonal roads in the ulan area shall be regularly

maintained nursuant  to an erosion and drainape  ulan aDDroved  bv the County of Santa

Cruz.

0 All new tractor roads shall be abandoned uursuant  to 14 CCR Section 923.8

immediately following cessation of active logging operations. 14 CCR 914.2(fM3)ICoast

onlvl shall not aDuly in Santa Cruz Counts.

3. 926. IO Flagging [Santa Cruz county]

The location of‘ proposed truck roads, constructed tractor roads, landings, and watercourse

crossings proposed to be used or constructed durinp the timber harvest, as well as

residential buffer areas and riparian  corridor areas where timber oDerations  are

prohibited nursuant to 14 CCR 926.25 or 14 CCR 926.26, shall be designated on the plan

map and shall be located in the field with flagging. Such flagging shall occur prior to the

preharvest  inspection if one is to be conducted. Flagging for truck roads and constructed

tractor roads will be intervisible along the proposed alignments.

- 3 -
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ATTACHMENT a2

(b) The RPF or supervised designee shall flag the location of all water breaks which are

within the WLPZ, on maD,ped  unstable areas or on sloues over 65% repardless  of

erosion hazard ratine,

I. 926. I7 Abandonment of Roads and Landings [Santa Cruz County]

Nhen  an existing truck road, tractor road, or landing is located within the uropertv of the

andowner submittinp the Dlan in an area in which it could not be newly constructed in

:onformance  with t&e the Forest Practice Rules, r&es  then such road or landing shall be

Ibandoned,  pursuant to I4 CCR 923.8, stabilized, re-vegetated, and restricted from vehicular use

)y the installation of gates  and/or other devices to m-event  access, followinp cessation of active

o&ng onera t im p&He&e&3

WttM pr#duce  less et~ro~-

tex+rdanee  with these rttks

i, 926.25 Special Harvesting Methods [Santa Cruz County]

n addition to I4 CCR 9 13.8 subsection (a), the harvesting limitation, re-entry period and leave tree

;tandards  shall be modified as follows:

The cut ing standards for all harvests approved after January 1, 2000, are as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3) Regardless of re-entry period, no more than 40% of the trees greater than 35.6 cm.

For areas where the proposed harvest rate is W-&N& 41 - 50% of the trees greater

than 45.7 cm (18 in.) d.b.h.,  the minimum re-entry period shall be 14 years.

For areas where the proposed harvest is 50%~  40% or less of the trees greater than

45.7 cm (I8 in.) d.b.h.,  a IO year re-entry period shall apply.

-4-
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ATTACihMENT 2

( I4 in.) and less than 45.7 cm (18 in.) d.b.h. shall be harvested.

On non-TPZ parcels  the cuttinP  standards are as follows:

743

(I) Harvesting or other timber ouerations are Drohibited  within 200 feet of any

permanently located structure currently maintained for human habitation used for

residential uuruoses unless the residential uronerty owner’s written consent is

submitted with the ulan.  This urohibition does not auulv  to the removal of dead, dying

and diseased trees which are imminently threatening anv occuuied legal dwelling or

which constitute an imminent fire hazard.

0 If timber ouerations do occur within 200 feet of any uermanentlv  located

structnre  currently maintained for human habitation, all slash shall be lopued to 30.5

~111  (I 2 in.)or less or removed, within 10 workinp  davs of IOP removal ouerations but no

later than 60 days  of the fellinp  of trees.

No old Prowth conifer shall be harvested. As used herein “old growth conifers” are

described as uredominant  trees that are at least 200 years old.

3. 926.26 Watercourse and Lake Protection ISanta  Cruz County1

In addition to the requirement of Article 6 (14 CCR Sections 916 to 916.10) the followinp shall

xnulv in Santa Cruz County:

(a) Timber harvesting operations are not allowed within riparian corridors. The width

of the riparian corridor is defined as follows:

(I) At least SO feet from Class I and Class II watercourses: and wet meadows and

-5-



ATTACHMENT 3

County of .Santa Cm2 Z4sr

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4” FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ,  CA 95060

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (931) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

January 5. I999

AGENDA: January 12, 1999

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Cruz
70 I Ocean Street
Santa Cnrz.  CA 95060

RE: PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES CHANGES FOR PROCESSING I-N 1999

Members of the Board:

On November 24, 1998, your Board considered a report from the Planning Department regarding the
results of the Board OF Forestry’s processing of the 1998 Forest Practice Rules changes submitted
by the County. As your Board will recall, approximately one half of the requested Rules changes
submitted by the County were approved by the Board of Forestry. However, a number of the most
important Rules changes were not approved and your Board directed the Planning Department to
prepare a set of proposed Forest Practice Rules changes, for consideration by your Board on
December 15, 1998, to be submitted to the Board of Forestry for processing in early 1999.

On Deccmbcr  15, 1998,  your Board continued consideration of the proposed Forest Practice Rules
changes to January I 2, 1999, to allow staff sufficient time to circulate draft Rules changes to
interested persons for comments and to complete the preparation of the new set of Rules changes.
Staf’f also infi,rmed  your Board on December 15, 1998, that the Board of Forestry had not yet
forwarded the approved ftules package to the Oflice  of Administrative Law and, because of the delay,
the 1998 Rules changes would not become efl’ective  until January 1, 2000. Staff was directed to
prepare a report and recommendations regarding the implementation of the Forest Practice Rules
approved in 1998 by the Board of Forestry.

1999 Forest Practice Rules Changes

Planning staff’has completed the preparation of the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes for your
Board’s consideration. Staff distributed a preliminary draft of the proposed Rules changes to the list
of interested parties noted in this letter’s distribution list on December 23, 1998, and requested that
comments be returned by January 4, 1999,  for inclusion into this report. Staff received five responses
regarding the proposed Rules changes (Attachment 2), but additional comments are expected to be

Page I
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7 926.27 Non-native Plants ISanta  Cruz County1

0

0

0

other wet areas.

ATTACHMENT 2-

^P T ’ ’
Y -

At least IO feet from Class 111 watercourses.

The width of the riparian corridor shall be measured horizontallv  out from each

side of the watercourse bank.

Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossinPs  (fords, bridges, culverts

and cable corridors) if no other feasible alternative exists as explained -and

justified in the THP and approved by the Director. Cable corridors shall be

limited to IO feet in width for everv 100 feet of lineal stream lenpth.

Maintenance activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native

plants as defined by a list provided bv the County alone  harvest roads and landings shall occur

on the first, third and fifth year after the initial site disturbance occurs. Where seedinp is

needed for erosion control, the use of appropriate native or non-invasive exotic plants, such

as cereal barley, is recommended.

8. 926.28 Helicopter Operations ISanta  Cruz County1

Helicopter yardinv of timber shall only be permitted for timber harvested from properties

zoned TP. Helicopter service and lop IandinP  zones must be sited within the THP boundaries

on either property zoned TP or on contiguous properties to property zoned TP that is owned

by the owner of the TP property. Helicopter fliphts  for lee transport between the area where

the felling is occurring and the landing must occur only over proper@  contained within the

approved TH P. No helicopter flight may occur within 1,000 feet horizontally of anv

-6-
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ATTACIiMENT iif
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At least IO feet from Class 111 watercourses.

The width of the riparian corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each

side of the watercourse bank.

Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (fords, bridpes, culverts

and cable corridors) if no other feasible alternative exists as explained .and

justified in the THP and approved by the Director. Cable corridors shall be

limited to 10 feet in width for every 100 feet of lineal stream length.

926.27 Non-native Plants ISanta  Cruz County{

Maintenance activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native

Aants as defiued  by a list provided by the County alone  harvest roads and landinps shall occur

)II the first, third and fifth year after the initial site disturbance occurs. Where seedinp is

leeded for erosion control, the use of appropriate native or non-invasive exotic plants, such

IS cereal barley, is recommended.

s. 926.28 Helicopter Operations ISanta  Cruz County1

Helicopter yardinp of timber shall only be permitted for timber harvested from properties

zoned TP. Helicopter service and IOP IandinP  zones must be sited within the THP boundaries

on either property zoned TP or on continuous properties to property zoned TP that is owned

bv the owner of the TP propertv. Helicopter fliphts  for lop transport between the area where

the fellinp  is occurrinP  and the IandinP  must occur only over propertv contained within the

approved Ttf P. No helicopter flight may occur within 1,000 feet horizontally of any

-6-
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I

2

other wet areas. ^P T- 4 *
fi -

3 0 At least 10 feet from Class 111 watercourses.

4

5 0 The width of the riparian corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each

6
I/

side of the watercourse bank.
I

7

8

9

IO

I I

I2

I3 7.

0 Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossinPs  (fords, bridpes,  culverts

and cable corridors) if no other feasible alternative exists as explained ‘and

justified in the THP and approved bv the Director. Cable corridors shall be

limited to IO feet in width for every 100 feet of lineal stream length.

926.27 Nou-native Plants [Santa  Cruz County1

I4

I5 Maintenance activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native

I6 plants as defmed  by a list provided by the County alone  harvest roads and landinps shall occur

I7 on the first, third and fifth year after the initial site disturbance occurs. Where seeding is

18 needed for erosion control, the use of appropriate native or non-invasive exotic plants, such

I9 as cereal barley, is recommended.

20

21 8. 926.28 Helicopter Operations ISanta  Cruz Countvl

22

23 Helicopter yarding of timber shall only be permitted for timber harvested from properties

24 zoned TP. Helicopter service and log landinp zones must be sited within the THP boundaries

25 on either property zoned TP or on continuous properties to property zoned TP that is owned

26 by the owner of the TP property. Helicopter fliphts  for log transport between the area where

27 the fellinp  is occurrinp and the landing must occur only  over property contained within the

28 approved Tlf P. No helicopter flight may occur within 1,000 feet horizontally of any

8 0 i 6-
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I permanently located structure currently maintained for human habitation, provided that the

2 Director may reduce this reuuirement to 500 feet with the written concurrence of the

3 residential inhabitant. Helicopter operations are restricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and

4 S:OO p.m. and shall be prohibited on Saturdays, Sundays and nationally designated IePal

5 holidays.

6

7 9. 926.29 Emergency Conditions ISanta  Cruz County1

8

9 A “financial emergency” as defined in 14 CCR 895.1 (Emereencv (b)) and further referred to

IO in I4 CCR 1052.  I ( EmerPencv  Conditions) shall only constitute an emerpency  for the purposes

I I of the Santa Cruz County Rules if the work proposed to be done under the emerpency

I2 authorization can be done without any sipniticant adverse impact on the environment.

13

I4 IO. 926.30 Entry by Countv Representative for Inspection ISanta  Cruz Countvl

I5

I6 The County representative who is desipnated  to participate in or who participated in the

I7 Review Team may enter and inspect the property that is subiect to a timber harvest

I8 application during normal business hours at any time after commencement durinp the conduct

I9 of timber harvest plan activities on the land and after 24 hours notice to the landowner, CDF,

20 the RPF and the LTO, if any of his employees are enpaped  in activities on the site, for the

21 J,urpose  of reviewing the methods being utilized in the timber harvest plan activities and

22 efforts to comply with the requirements of the Forest Practice Rules. If such representative

23 becomes aware of any material lack of compliauce with such Rules or any other provisions of

24 the California Forest Practice Rules applicable to such harvest activities, s/he shall promptly

25 notify the Director in writing of such alleped  non-compliance.

- 7 -
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County of ,Santa Cruz 745:

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4”’ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(831) 454.2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TOO: (831) 454-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

January 5, I909

AGENDA: January 12, 1999

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

RE: PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES CHANGES FOR PROCESSING IN 1999

Members of the Board:

On November 24, 1998, your Board considered a report from the Planning Department regarding the
results of the Board of Forestry’s processing of the 1998 Forest Practice Rules changes submitted
by the Col~nty. As your Board will recall, approximately one half of the requested Rules changes
submitted by the County were approved by the Board of Forestry. However, a number of the most
important Rules changes were not approved and your Board directed the Planning Department to
prepare a set of proposed Forest Practice Rules changes. for consideration by your Board on
December 15, 1998, to be submitted to the Board of Forestry for processing in early 1999.

On December 15, 1998,  your Board continued consideration of the proposed Forest Practice Rules
changes to January I 2, 1999, to allow staff sufficient time to circulate draft Rules changes to
interested persons for comments and to complete the preparation of the new set of Rules changes.
Staf’f also infi~rmed  your Board on December 15, 1998, that the Board of Forestry had not yet
forwarded the approved Rules package to the Office of Administrative Law and, because of the delay,
the 1998 Rules changes would not become effective until January 1, 2000. Staff was directed to
prepare a report and recommendations regarding the implementation of the Forest Practice Rules
approved in 1998 by the Board of Forestry.

1999 Forest Practice Rules Chances

Planning staff has completed the preparation of the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes for your
Board’s consideration. Staff’distributed  a preliminary draft of the proposed Rules changes to the list
of interested parties noted in this letter’s distribution list on December 23, 1998, and requested that
comments be returned by January 4, 1999,  for inclusion into this report. Staff received five responses
regarding the proposed Rules changes (Attachment 2) but additional comments are expected to be

Page 1
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submitted directly to your Board. “347

The proposed Rules arc not a re-submittal of the same Rules from 1998 that were not approved by
the Board of Forestry. Rather, the proposed Rules build upon the comments from the Forest Practice
Committee and the various speakers at the numerous public hearings before your Board and the
Board of Forestry. The proposed Rules also incorporate wording from t.he Forest Practice Rules
definitions and other existing  Rules to provide consistent language, interpretation and enforcement
of the proposed Rules. The proposed Rules include specific language regarding the construction of
new logging roads, residential  buff’ers,  riparian corridor protection, helicopter logging restrictions,
entry by County staff control of non-native, invasive plant species and limiting emergency
exemptions.

Following your Board’s review and approval of the 1999 set of Forest Practice Rules, staff will
prepare the materials for submittal to the Board of Forestry. These materials will include information
to support the proposed Rules as well as any other information required by Board of Forestry staff.
Staff intends to submit this material to the Board of Forestry by January IS, 1999. The Board of
Forestry’s Forest Practice Committee will most likely consider the proposed Rules package in March
or April 1999.

Status of I998 Forest Practice Rules Changes

The Forest Practice Rules approved by the Board of Forestry (BOF) in November 1998 have not yet
been submitted to the Otlice of Administrative Law by the staff of the Board of Forestry. As of
January 4, 1999, BOF staff has not completed their responses to the correspondence and comments
made during the public hearings and do not expect to submit the Rules package to OAL until later
this month. OAL will likely require the entire 30-day review period to complete its review of the
Rules package The County will not know what is necessary for the final adoption of these Rules
until at least the end  of March 1999.

Etnergency adoption of the statutes is an option provided for in State statutes. Staff has reviewed
these statutes and the findings required to be made by the Board of Forestry for such an action. The
findings require that there be irrefutable evidence that there is an immediate health and safety issue
that must be addressed. It is unlikely that this finding would be made by the Board of Forestry as we
have been  processing these rules changes since June 1998. Staff recommends that your Board not
pursue this  option at this time.

It is, thcrcfi)rc.  R[:COMML:NDED  that your Board:

I. Approve the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes  as presented by staff (Attachment I),
and

2. Direct Planning staff to submit the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes to the Board
of Forestry for processing, to participate in the review and processing of these changes through
the Board of Forestry process, and to present the Board of Forestry’s actions to your Board
on May 25, 1999, and

Page 2
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3. Direct Planning staff to return with a status report on the processing of the 1998 Forest
Practice Rules by the Ofice of Administrative Law on March 23, 1999.

Sincerely,

Alvin D. James
Planning Director

County Administrative Of’Xcer

Attachments: I. Proposed Forest Practice Rules for 1999 Board of Forestry Review
2. Correspondence Received on the Draft Rules

cc: County Counsel
California Department of Forestry, Central Coast Ranger Unit
Santa Cruz Farm Bureau
Big Creek Lumber
Mark Morganthaler
Steven M. Butler
Citizens for Responsible Forest Management
Sierra Club
Summit Watershed Protection League
Valley Women’s Club
J. E. Greig. Inc.
City of‘santa Cruz Water Department

Page 3 January 6. 1999
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ATTACHMENT 3

PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES

FOR 1999 BOARD OF FORESTRY REVlEW

New text is bold and underlined

926. I I Flagging of Property Lines [Santa Cruz County]

The RPF or his/her supervised designee shall, prior to plan submission to the Department, flag the

approximate  property lines of the timberland owner*:s  parcel on the site where any truck road, tractor

-oad  or harvest area is proposed within IO0 fI. of a property line, and the approximate boundaries

Df all residential buffer zones.

.5.
7L. 926.15 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to Article I2 (14 CCR Sections 923 through 923.8), the followinP  shall apply in

Santa Cruz County:

Newuine roads, including  all temporary, seasonal and permanent roads, shall be

subiect to the followinp limitations:

0 New road construction shall be Drohibited:

f2 Across slopes steeper than 65% for more than 100 feet.

(ii) Across slopes steeper than SO”/n for more than 100 feet where the erosion

hazard ratinp  is high or extreme.

(iii) Across slopes over SO’!! which lead to a watercourse or lake, without

flatteninp to suficientlv  dissiuate water flow and trap sediment.

12) Any exceptions to these standards granted bv the Director shall require review

bv a Certified Engineering Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Enpineer with

experience in forest road construction.

8 0 7
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750
0 Anv exceptions to these standards Pranted  bv the Director for construction of

temporary roads shall reouire the abandonment of the temporary road in

compliance with 14 CCR 923.8 immediatelv followinP  cessation of active loeging

onerations.

6 (4) Whenever new road construction is proposed and the plan submitter owns or controls

7 any property contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which timber operations are

8 proposed, and such contiguous property contains timberland, the RPF shall include

9 II a map and explanation of how the new road is integrated into the existing or proposed 1

IO truck road and associated transportation system for all the contiguous property owned

11 or controlled by the plan submitter on which timberland is found. Such proposed

12 integrated truck road and associated transportation system shall be reviewed in

13 connection with review of the proposed plan, and the plan shall be modified, if

14 necessary. to assure that the approved plan will be compatible and consistent with

IS timber operations on the contiguous property.

17 .(!5J New road construction or road reconstruction on areas of active mass

18 movement, inner gorge  slopes (except at approved stream crossings) or

I9 headwater swales shall be reviewed by a Certified Enpineerine  Geologist or

20 Licensed Geotechnical Enp;ineer  with experience in forest road construction.

21

22 (b) All new seasonal and permanent roads shall be treated to prevent excessive loss of road

23 surface materials bv the use of non-erodible surfacing materials meeting the following

24 minimum standards:

25

26 (I) Roads with Pradients  between 0% and 10% require a drain rock surface

27
I/

compacted into a 4 inch sub-base of Class II baserock.
I

28

8 0 i
-2-



I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

IO

11

12

13

14

I5

16

17

18

I9

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

xii
fa Roads with Pradients  between 10% and lS!! require a S-inch laver of Class II

baserock and oil and screenings seal coat.

0 Roads with gradients greater than 15% require a 5inch layer of Class II

baserock with l-1/2 inches of asphaltic concrete overlay.

(4 Existing permanent appurtenant roads used for any purpose during the winter

period, as defined bv 14 CCR Section 926.18, may  be required to be surfaced, as

specified above, if, UPOII the determination of the Director, such surfacinP is necessary

to prevent excessive loss of road surface materials.

i.d lInti abandoned, all new and existing seasonal roads in the plan area shall be regularly

maintained uut-suant  to an erosion and drainage ulan approved bv the County  of Santa

Cruz.

0 All new tractor roads shall be abandoned pursuant to 14 CCR Section 923.8

immediatelv  following cessation of active logging ouerations. 14 CCR 914,2(f)(3)ICoast

onlvl shall not apple in Santa Cruz County.

3 . 92(3.16 Flagging [Santa Cruz County]

).d The location of proposed truck roads, constructed tractor roads, landings, and watercourse

crossings proposed to be used or constructed durinv the timber harvest, as well as

~ residential buffer areas and rinarian corridor areas where timber operations are

prohibited pursuant to 14 CCR 926.25 or 14 CCR 926.26, shall be designated on the plan

map and shall be located in the field  with flagging. Such flagging shall occur prior to the

preharvest inspection if one is to be conducted. Flagging for truck roads and constructed

tractor roads will be intervisible along the proposed alignments.

- 3 -
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75 2
0 The RPF or supervised desipnee shall flag the location of all water breaks which are

within the WLPZ, on mar>Ded  unstable areas or on slopes over 65% regardless of

erosion hazard rating,

4. 926. I7 Abandonment of Roads and Landings [Santa Cruz County]

When an existing truck road, tractor road, or landing is located within the property of the

landowner submitting the plan in an area in which it could not be newly constructed in

conformance with the Forest Practice Rules, then such road or landing shall be abandoned,

pursuant to I4 CCR 923.8, stabilized, re-vegetated, and restricted from vehicular use bv the

installation of gates and/or other devices to prevent access,followinp  cessation of active logging

operations.

5- 926.25 Special Harvesting Methods [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to I4 CCR 9 13.8 subsection (a), the harvesting limitation, re-entry period and leave tree

standards shall be modified as follows:

(a) The  cutting standards for all harvests approved after January 1, 2000, are as follows:

For arcas where the proposed harvest rate is 50% of the trees greater than 45.7 cm

( 18 in.) d.b.h.,  the minimum re-entry period shall be 14 years.

(2). For areas where the proposed harvest is 40% or less of the trees greater than 45.7 cm

( I8 in.) d.b.h.,  a IO year re-entry period shall apply.

(3) Regardless of re-entry period, no more than 40% of the trees greater than 35.6 cm.

( 14 in.) and less than 45.7 cm (18 in.) d.b.h. shall be harvested.
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On non-TPZ parcels the cuttin? standards are as follows:

Lu Harvesting or other timber operations are prohibited within 200 feet of any

occupied IePal  dwellinp used for residential purposes unless the residential uroperty

owner’s written consent is submitted with the plan. This prohibition does not applv

to the removal of dead, dying and diseased trees which are imminentlv threatening any

occupied legal dwelling or which constitute an imminent fire hazard.

0 If timber operations do occur within 200 feet of an occupied legal  dwelling, all

slash shall be lopped to 30.5 cm (12 in.)or less or removed, within 10 working davs of

lop removal operations but no later than 60 davs  of the felling of trees.

No old growth conifer shall be harvested. As used herein “old Prowth  conifers” are

described as predominant trees that are at least 200 Years  old.

6. 926.26 Watercourse and Lake Protection ISanta  Cruz Countvl

In addition to the requirement of Article 6 (14 CCR Sections 916 to 916.10) the followinP  shall

applv  in Santa Cruz Countv:

(a) Timber harvestinp operations are not allowed within riparian corridors. The width

of the riparian corridor is defined as follows:

0 At least SO feet from Class I and Class II watercourses: and wet meadows and

other wet areas.

0 At least IO feet from Class 111 watercourses.

-5-



1 0 The width of the riparian corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each

2
II

side of the watercourse bank.
I

4 0 Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossinps (fords, bridges, culverts

5 and cable corridors) if no other feasible alternative exists as explained and

6 justified in the THP and approved by the Director. Cable corridors shall be

7 limited to 10 feet in width for every 100 feet of lineal stream IenPth.

9 7. 926.27 Non-native Plants [Santa Cruz County1

IO

11 Maintenance activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive. non-native

I2 plants as defined by a list provided by the County alone harvest roads and landings shall occur

13 01: the first, third and fifth year after the initial site disturbance occurs. Where seeding is

14 needed for erosion control, the use of appropriate native or non-invasive exotic plants, such

15 as cereal barley, is recommended.

I6

17 8. 926.28 Helicopter Operations ISanta  Cruz Countvl

18

I9
II

Helicopter yardinp of timber shall only be permitted for timber harvested from properties
I

20 zoned TP. Helicopter service and log IandinP  zones must be sited within the THP boundaries

2 I 01: either property zoned TP or on continuous  properties to property zoned TP that is owned

22 by the owner of the TP propertv. Helicopter fliphts  for log transport between the area where

23 the fcllinp is occurring and the landing must occur onlv over property contained within the

24 approved THP. No helicopter flight may occur within 1,000 feet horizontallv  of an occupied

25 legal dwelling, provided that the Director may reduce this requirement to 500 feet with the

26 written concurrence of the residential inhabitant. Helicopter operations are restricted to the

27 hours between 7:00 a.m. and 500 p.m. and shall be prohibited on Saturdavs, Sundays and

28 nationally designated IePal holidays.

8 0 -6-



I 9. 926.29 Emerpency  Conditions ISanta  Cruz County1

3 A “financial emewencv” as defined in 14 CCR 895.1  (Emerpency (b)) and further referred to

4 in 14 CCR 1052.1 (Emerxency  Conditions) shall only constitute an emergencv for the uurDoses

5 of the Santa Cruz County Rules if the work urouosed to be done under the emerpencv

6 authorization can be done without any significant adverse imuact on the environment.

7

8 IO. 926.30 Entry by County Representative for Inspection (Santa Cruz Countvl

9

IO The County representative who is designated to participate in or who particiuated in the

I I Review Team may enter and inspect the property that is subiect to a timber harvest

I2 application durinP normal business hours at any time after commencement durinp the conduct

I3 of timber harvest plan activities on the land and after 24 hours notice to the landowner, CDF,

14 the RPF and the LTO, if any of his employees are enpaged  in activities 011 the site, for the

I5 purpose of reviewing the methods being utilized in the timber harvest ulan  activities’and

I6 efforts to COJIIP~Y  with the reauirements  of the Forest Practice Rules. If such reuresentative

I7 becomes aware of any material lack of compliance with such Rules or any other provisions of

18 the California Forest Practice Rules auulicable to such harvest activities, s/he shall uromutly

19 notify the Director in writing of such alleged non-compliance.

-7- Januar):  6, 1999
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This package is m improvement wer 1998 versions, but I stjll have some concerns. ,.

2. Road Construction and Maintenance

If a portion of a new rusd is to be constructed across ‘an area addressed by one of t.4e probibitioas.  but the
majority of new road does not meet any ofthese constraints,  I am &uming tbst the only portion  of the road
that has to be “abandoned” is that portion xvi&h crosses the restricted  area. Is this correct?

The first  two of the three prohibitions reference “100 feet.” The third does not. Was this the intent?

The intent  of rule section 2(a) (I) and (2) is a good one- road construction which occurs io a mamxer  where
dirt can enter a watercourse should be avoided. l3ut blanket  prohibitions and abaudonuxut tc&niques are not
helpful. Rather, I urge that the tie require a reasoned written &ssesSmem  by the RPF of the potential for fill
or sidecast  material to enter a watercourse if any portion of the road (which is conz$ructed  across the any
identified  steep slopes)  is proposed to be ‘permanant.” This may necessitam  that the MT colnrmlt  ~341  an
engineeriug  geokgist  who is familiar with logging roads. If ths lWF’s  assessmeut,  in combination  with the
proposed  design for the construction, is not convlnclng  (per the  review conducted hy licensed foresters and
cn&s* or gooteetid  engin-)  then the appli-ble  sections  of the road  should be abandoned as
outlined i.x~ your rule.

Au of us workir~ ti the forestry pr&ssion  in the Santa Cruz mountains cww the past decade have first hand
knowledge of the problems with  permanent culverts. Over the years, I have observed that fewer permanettt
culverts are being installed, and some existing c&erts  are being removed, But removing the option for a
‘Imdown0r  to install a permanent  culvert, which has been gek~rously  sized  with its iill  face protscted, and
designed to “a~ommodate f&r&’ (through removal of most of the fill over the culvert) could remove
access to the property for forti mmgernent  purposes (assuming that the watercourse channel  is so deep
that it cannot he crossed with a vehicle). h’could  also result in fm more ground disturbance if the culvert is

ifWilled,  pullsd,  and r&nstaUed  over time. There are many  examples of sudl culverts that have been
instailed  on steep  slopes,  and there are many examples of failed culverts that have been installed in areas lhat
do not meet  any of your prohibition conditions. The review and approval for every culvert,  and each section
of road across steep slopes, should fkus on the potential fw dkt to enter a watercourse.

IWe Z(b): as written,  this rule is unclear. Does “winter  period” refer to the two preceding conditions? If log
hauling  does not occur during the winter period, but the landowner wishes to use his ,roads for tire&
management  purposes during dry portions of the winter period, does the road have to be rocked? If a
permanent  mad is to be used for b.auhg during the non winter  season, does it have to be rocked?
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The same concern  expressed above is applicable here. If a new permanent  road is coIlsttllcted  is a loc&o~
and marmer  -h that delivery of dirt to a watercourse is not an issue, then why should the road be surf&cd?
It wodd be better to require that any permanent road (icludin~ eristing  permanent roads) be rocked where
deliveq of dirt to a watercuurse  is an issue. The same sort of individual and reasoned assessment should be
undertaken  by the IZPF and revie~ecl  by licensed professionals.

The didon of ‘%atile  cost” is problematic. If zm agreement cannot  be reached  between all parties who
use the roacL add the “ratable  cost” is thus to be determined per some formula ‘aS provided in the law.)’ then
this Yaw”  shorrJd  be disdosed.

Rule section 443 kgukes  that an erosion and drainage control plan to be approved by the &mty for new and
existii seasonal roads. Because the approval or disapproval of this plan appears to be vested  with the
county,  it is unclear a~ to when it would become &&t&e and who would  enforce it. Under the c-urra law,
the county cannot regulate how timber operations occur, therefore, 1 would suggest that the erosioxl control
plan be made a part of the THP that is approved and enforced by CDF for the duration of the THP and
m&tenance period.’ the this period kqxes, the county could  enfbrce  its existing erosion coded
ordinances. J.f the county wishes to maintain primary author@  on this issue, it should .incorporate  #is
concern into tits applicable ardimmces  that address seasonal road maintenance.

Rule sectiooa 4(d) suffen  the same problem as sections 2(a) and 2@}, which is that the solution  (an ouhi&
prohibition, and required  abandonment) is not tied to an assessment of the conditions that will result if a
tractor trail is constructed across steep slopes or if a cx,-mstructed trail, regilrdless  of the slope and proximity
to watercourses, is not abandoned. There is simply no justitication  to require that all tractor roads be
abandoned! M.auy of them are constructed in absolutely beni@ wss where failure is not even a concert
The determination of whether a tractor road should be abandoned should fbllow the same individual
assessment proposed above, and the requirement to abandon a skid trail should not &t refer to c(proposed”
trails. APZJP  skid trail with a potential to deliver dirt to a watercxmwe  should be adequately treated to preclude
such potential, or it should be abandoned

3 _ Abmdoment of Roads and Land&s

L&e some of the slier rules, this rule provides a “solution” in the absence of an identified problem. Foresters
have tdlizd a~ of the listed  measwes when condiions so necessitate. An exist@ road that is not causing a.s&m&&ion problem should  not be required to be surfaced; an existing road that does not have a t.~spass
issue should?rqquire  a gate ox’ blocking device.
klutt needs &be addressed,

And even if a road is nof  abandon4  trespass may be an issue

6. Special Harvesting Methods

Concems  that neighbors may have about a select& harvest adjacent to t-km should  be addressed with  a
restriction un the cutting  dc, not an outright prohibition of cutting within 200 feet. On nvn-TPZ parcelq the
removal of a 200 foot tip of lmd adjacent to all neighboring homes could result in the elimination of a harvest
option, especially when this rule is considered along with the other rest&ions thart have been  proposed  by the
-e

8 0
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7. Watermurse  and Lake kmction

The laced  for this  rule has not been substantiated. It is a getleiic  solution to an undc&ued  problem.

Measurkg  the ripark  ccaidor hmizoatalty  requires the use of a dEetern  rneasurexneut  techuique  than  b
currently required far measwing  WLZ widths. The tatter  are measured along the gmm~ and become  wider ti
the side slope  becomes steeper. The county’s qproach just takes more work to calculate  the riparian  Mer
width What is the ‘bvatercourse  bank”? There are some watercourses that have cut a deep channel over time.
The bank may be many feet above the ‘bvatercourse  and lake transition line” referenced in.the  Forest Practice
rules.

9. Helicopter Operations

lhxause  the county’s “rexxuce conservation districts” have not been identified, 1 am not able to.comment  on this
rule. There are certainly neighborhoods where helicopter logging should be restricted as~proposed  in this rule.
There me other,  more rural areas of the coullfy,  where the restrictions in this ruk f3re overly prohibitive.

10. Emergency Canditiom

What is a “csigrMcant  adverse kxpact  on. au adjoining landowner”? Smnds  like it’s adjacent lz@owner  specific.
How. does a forester comply with this  rule and how does CPF enforce it? The existing Board of Foresky n&s
define a ‘%ig&~t Advase fmpar;t  on the &V~MJIXWZP’  so that concept is e&xc-cable.

11. Entry by County Representative.

I support the intent of this rule which  I believe affords an opportunity for the county ta aflirm whether a &en
tk&er  opeMon has beeu  implem&ed  as required by the THF and whether the applicable rules are bekq
enfareed  by CIX. Kf this is the intens  cummunication  is essentiff~ It is very difkult to talk about a perceived
fkilure  and its causal factors on the phone when  one party has seen the failure and the other has not Thus it is
ingmahe  that any county inspection occur in the company of the RPF who prepared and supervised the plan,
and the CDF inspector. At a minimum, at least one of these persons should accompany the cou@
qxse&aGve. This ensures that all parties remain  mind&l  of the applicable rules and regu.la.tkms,  and, ifthere
are diiences  between the county’s, the RPF’s and/or CDF’s inkrpretation  of these rules or their applkabiity,
a cxmu.non  inspectiw can hopeMy  daylight  this issue and lead to a more prompt resolution.

d, RPF #1979
Division Chief, Forest Practice



01/85/1999  11: a3 8314760624

.‘

BIG CREEK .LUMBER PLP mbt KJl/tll

ATTACHMENT 3

759

Mark M. Deming
Planning Department
count.y of s&a crllz
701 Ocean Street
Santa CI-UZ,  CA.
95060

Jan. 4,1999

Dear Mr. Deming:

The following are our comments on the most recent draB of proposed special rules for
timber harve~ti~~g  in Santa Cruz County.

I. Flagging- We stro&y oppose any attempt by t&e County to impose buffiirs of any
kind

2. Road Con5tcuction and maintenance- Tb.is is an improvement over the last effort. I
would recomehd some additional language at the end, page 2, line 13, whi& would
require  any watercourse  cnxxings, once the channels are restored to have backup
failure points and some form of non-erosive armoring if &ey are to be used for
limited access provided in lines 6-7.

2-4 Clppwe- this provision is unnecessary. The current Review Team process always
protides for a review of areas like these by either State Geologists and/or with
consuMions from private geologists/en.g&eeti  provided by the applicant This is
necessitated on a site-specific basis. T&e is no evidence that the current process has
fXed to address stability issues ade+ateIy  during plan review.

24b- Road surfacing requirements- Oppose- We do not believe the County intends to
enforce this provision equit&Iy  throughout the Councty and that GMerland owners will
be targeted throu& the petit process. Furthermore, we do not believe that the $oard of
Forestry will. pass this regulation and subject CDF forest practice officers to the
impossible task of enforcinglc&uIating  these “YaIable costs”.
Z4c- Oppose- This is not necessary. These roads are subject to the County’s erosion
control ordinance and it should be up to the County to enforce, where necessary the
ordinance. Once again, because of the permit requirements, timberland owners are bkng
singled out. Additio~~ally,  0x1 a site-specific basis, the Cour.@ has requests and CDF has
required, erosion. control plm. IIere is no demonstrable need for this rule.
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. . . .

2-4d- Support with the same additional provisions we suggested for 926.15(a)(2)
3a. Flagging- Qppose for obvious reasons
3b. Support- This has been Company policy for many years.
3. Abandonment ofroads- Support
6b-( 1) Residential buffers-  Oppose
6b-(2) Residential buffers, lopping- Approve
6c Oppose
7. Riparian I3uffers-  Oppose- IJntil such time that the Board of Supervisors supports and
undertakes an extensive, unbiased scientific review of the necessity ofthese proposed
buffers we will remain opposed to these unnecessary and costly restrictions.
8. Non-native plants- Oppose- This singles out forestlaud  owners. Furthermore, the use of
the phrase “should occur” is so vague that we do not believe it is enforceable and will not
be accepted by OAL.
9. Helicopter operations- Support lines 16-27. Opposed to the 3 year prohr%itions  on lines
27-5(next  page). It should be pointed out that we believe that the 1,000 foot regulation on
page 8, lines 19-23 are illegal and. fall  within the scope ofthe FAA. We believe that the
OAL will not approve’this rule as written.
10.. Financial emergency- Oppose as written- the phrase ‘%ny  significant impact” is far
too open to fluctuating interpretation and will cause enforcement difficulty.
11. County rep.- support

Despite the fact that the witch hunt continues, we find that some of these rule changes
have merit and will support them. I want to express our strongest concern that the rules
we are opposing are contrary to good forest management and will over time most
certainly cause an erosion of the open forest land base and result in significant
environmental degradation. It’s udotinate  that the cienvironmentalists” on the Board are
blind to the obvious.

Sincerely,

MICIIAELE. JAN-I 0
RF’F# 18.56

8 0 1
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January 4, 1999

Mark M, Dcming
Planning Dcpartmcnt
County of Santa Gut
701 Ocean St.
Santa Cruz, C-4 95060

‘PI 408-4232279

Elizabeth Herbert, Dtiector
Citizens for Responsible

Forest  Managcmcnt
150 Thdyer Rd.
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Jodi Frediani, Chair
Sierra Club, Santa Cniz

Regional Group
Forcst.ry  Task Force
1015 Smith Grade
Sama  01.12,  CA 95060

m/4/99

“‘:~‘i”CA&tiE~NP 5$
kdrly Prdther, Chair
Environmental Committee
Valley Women’s  Chib
P.O. Box 167 761

Boulder Creek, CA 95006

Mark Morgenthaler, Director
Citizens for Responsible

Forest Management
2540.1  Spanish Ranch Rd.
Los Gatos, CA 95030

Dear Mark:

We propose the following amendments to the Planning Department’s Draft 1999 Forest Pmctice  Rules
Changes, dated 12/‘23/98.  Deletions are indicated by strike-thru  type, and additions are indicated by
bold underlined type.

1.

bend Section 926.15 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz  County]:
(a) New logging roads, both kmporaty and pcrmancnt, shall hc subjcilt.  to the following limitations:

(1) New road construction shall be prohibited:
(ii Across slopes steeper than 65% C,,r: :ha,r I!.%&&.
(ii) Across slopes stccpcr than 50% ~%MX+WC th,r, .I% f& whcrc the erosion hazard

rating is high or extreme

Justification:
‘l’his exception, which we have stricken, creates a loophole that defeats the purpose of prohibiting
roads on steep slopes. It would allow roads to cross steep inner-gorge swales-exactly  the places SW
ceptible to the worst erosion. Much environmental damage could potentially result, since many steep
swales can be crossed in less than a hundred feet.

(2) The alternate method shall include at a minimum the return of side-cast materials to the
roadbed with sufficient compaction and stabilization to maximize dispersion of runoff, and minimize
erosion and loss of soil from Lht: roadbed, and shall also include removal or fill malerial  in order Lo
restore all drainage courses, and shall also include installation of pates and/or other devices at
the perimeter  of the landowner’s propertv  to prevent vehicular access, includinp motorcv-
*.

Justification:
The installation of gates to prevent vehicular access was agreed to by all members of the TTAC, and
was pan of the June 10, 1998 rule amendments.

Re-insert section:
(5) Any new p-n? roads or bribes that will be used to serve purooses

other than forest manaecmcnt  activities under an active  plan shall hc subicct to the rcquirc-
ment for a Countv pradinrr  and bridge permit.

8 0 i
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JMification:
An ongoing codicl exisls between CDF and Lhe CounLy  on how Lo resolve Lhe problem created by -
the use of permanent logging roads for subsequent land development purposes. Often these logging
roads do not meet county standards for road constmction.When  the landowner applies to use the

762

now “exisling”  road for anolher  use:  Lhe CounLy  musl either accepL the sub-slandard  road as already
“existing” or require the applicant to construct a second road. Consticting  two roads is always a less
environmenta.lly sound choice than initially constructing one that suites both purposes. Bridges con-
structed for logging operations also may not meet county standards for other uses. This rule amend-
ment would help toward solving both problems.

(b) u new yermdnent roads used for hauling, or for any purpose other than forest mdrlagement
activities &i=&g :hz 7V~~,~, Uti de&ed 1;” II S-6 18, * 2 shall be treated to prevent
cxccssivc less  of road s1lrfar.c  materials by t.hc 11s~ of non-crodiblc surfacing materials meeting the
following minimum standards:

(1) Roads with gradients betmreen 0% and 1036 require a gravel surface or baserock  to a depth
of 6 inches, and rcncwcd t.rcatmcnt  upon resurfacing of bare soil.

(2) Roads with gradients between, lO?h and 15’95  require a 5-inch layer of baserock  and oil and
screen.

(3) Roads with gradients greater than 150/i;  require a j-8 inch layer of Class II baserock  with l-
l/2 inches of asphaltic concrete overlay,

Existing permanent roads used for hauling, or for any purpose other than forest management activi-
,,‘lties 6&i+& ti::: w&&+p~&,  MU &G&t&by 14 CC??  S:CSG 325 18.I ’ ’ 9 may be required Lo be surhced

as specified above, if, upon the determination of the Director, such surfacing is necessary to prevent
excessive loss of road surface materials. .

Justification:
The stricken clauses are confusing and nonsensical. As currently written, this amendment exempts
roads LllaL  are used du*g Llie winier  period Irom sudacring  requirements.

2.
Amend Section 926.16  Fla@ng [Santa CIUZ County1
($1 The RPF or supervised designee shall flag the location of all water breaks which are within the
\XLPZ, on mapped unstable areas or on slopes over 50% with hi& or extreme erosion hazard
rathe or on slopes over 65?4 regardless of erosion hazard rating.

Justification :
Al1 waterbreaks in these steep areas should be f-lagged so that they can be inspected to prevent sig-
nifkant  environmental damage.

3.
A4mend  fkctiion  926.17  AbandonmenL  ol‘ hads and L.q-dings [Sanla  Cruz Counly]:
When an existing truck road, tractor road , or landing is wholly located within the property of the
landowner submitting the plan in an area in which it could not be newly constructed in conformance
wilh &se Lhe Forest Practice Rules, or when Lhe landowner is unwilling or unable lo dherwise
modify the truck road or landing to comply with the road surfacing requirements of 14 CCR
5)26.15(b)  (1X2) or (3), & then V such road or landing shall  be a.bandoned,  pur-
suant to 14 CCR 923.8, stabilized, revegetated, and restricted from vehiLxlar use by the installation  of

2
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gates and/‘or  other devices to prevent access prior to the Work Completion Inspection, W&+&MWZ

Justification:
This paragraph is meaningless wiLllout  &se changes. The intent 01 [he rule is thal the landowner is
given two choices; either sihe surfaces the road to comply with the new standards, or s/he abandons
the road. The words “where feasible” create a loophole which nullifies the intent of the rule. The
words “unless Lhe use of such road or landing would produce less environmental impacl  lhan 11~ use
of a new road or landing constructed in accordance with these rules”  also create a loophole which
nullifies the intent The determination of the environmental impact is left up to the RPF and CDF who
currently allow the construction  of roads to low standards, which cause environmental degradation.
Introducing loopholes such as these will do nothing to fix the problem.

4.
Amend Section 926.25 Special Harvesting Methods [Santa Cruz Countyl:
(a) The cutting standards for oarccl..  zoned TP arc a.$ follows:

(1) For areas where the proposed harvest rate is 519&60?1b  of the trees greater than 45.7 cm (18
in.] d.b.h., the minimum re-entry period shall be l/1 years.

(2) For arcas whcrc  the proposed harvest  rate is 50% or less of t.hc  t.rccs  grcatcr than 45.7 cm
(18 in.) d.b.h., a ten year re-entry period slyall apply.

(3) Regardless of re-entry period, no more than 40% of the trees greater than 35.6 cm. (14 in.)
and less than 45.7 cm (IS in.) d.b.h.  shall be harvested.

Justification:
Two-tiered cutting standards fundamental to the proposed rule changes. The idea is that heavier cuts
are appropriate on lands zoned primarily for commercial timber harvesting, while lighter cuts are
more in lune wiLh parcels zoned primarily for other purposes. A twti-tiered se1 of cutting sLandards
was originally proposed by the county, based on months of hearings and research. If the Board of
1:orestry does not approve the proposed two-tiered system, then the county should put zoning restric-
tions into place which prohibiL commercial limber  harvesting except on lands zoned TPZ.

3) On non-TPZ parcels the cutting standards are as follows
(1) For areas where the harvest rale is 25% or less of lhose lrees vrealer than

61.0 cm (24 in.) d.b.h. oresent  prior to commencement of current timber
operations. the re- entrv period shall be 14 wa.rs.

J2) For areas where the harvest rate is 26-3SVo of those trees weater  than 61.0
cm (24 in.) d.b.h. present prior to commencement of current timber
operations, the re-entrv period shall be 10 wars.

13) Reeardless of re-entrv Deriod no more than -@?/o of the trees greater  than
35.6 cm. (14 in.) and less than 45.7 cm Cl8 in.1 db.h.  shall be harvested.

Justification:
‘l’wo-tiered cutting standards are fundamental to the proposed rule chanses.  ‘l’he intent is that heavier
culs are appropriale on lands zoned primarily for commercial Limber harvesting, while lighler  culs art:
more in tune with parcels zoned primarily for other purposes. A two-tiered set of cutting standards
was originally proposed by the county, based on months of hearings and resea.rch.  If the Boa.rd  of
Fores&r does not approve the proposed two-tiered system, then the county should put toning restriic-
tions into place which prohibit commercial timber harvesting except on lands zoned TPZ.

3
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A I 1 nhdVitNT
(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of ParaPraphs  926.25(%)(i)  through
926.25(b)(3)  above. at least three (3) coniferous leave trees in each orotected
eaual size class shall be left Der acre after everv  re-entrv.  The Drotected  eaual
size classes are defined as follows:

(a) Over 81.3 cm (32 in.) to 91.4 cm (36 in.) d.b.h. 7&q
(b) Over 91.4 cm (36 in.) to 106.7 cm (42 in.) db.h.
@J 0vcr 106.7 cm (42 in.) to 121 .O cm (48 in.) db.h.
(d) Any tree over 121.0 cm (48 in.) d.b.h.

Justifi cat.ion :
The original 75 foot leave tree rule amendment approved by the County Board of Supervisors for
nun-TPZ land was intended to result in a forest that contained 3 leave trees oC each size class per
acre. However, discussions with the Board of Forestry revealed that the 75 foot leave tree require-
ment could result in a forest that was much denser than this, depending on the placement of the
trees. The new amendment (3) above would allow the larger leave trees LO be anywhere wkhin the
acre, rather than spaced by an arbitrary distance, and resulting in a more natural forest.

@J (5) Harvesting or other timber operations are prohibited within 288 300 feet of wrgz
em all Dermanentlv  located structures current-

ly maintained for human habitation unless the resident&xl property owner’s written consent is
. ,_. . ._ _ _._ ’submitted with the plan. T1,:,- $!I”  :G:=~-*- . -) .

h thpe

Justification:
First, proposed rules dat.cdJunc  IO, 1998, which included a 300 foot huffcr  zone, wcrc approved  by
the County Board of Supervisors. The buffer zone should not be reduced to 200 feet. Second, lan-
guage consistent with 14 CCR 917.4 Treatment of Logging Slash in the Southern Subdistrict, should
lx used to dcscribc the st.nlctxrcs  around which buffer  zones arc rcqnircd. Tt is not. apprapriatc  for
CDF to determine whether the structure is an occupied legal dwelling. Third, who is to determine if
trees are threatening the neighbor’s house or constitute a fire danger? It should be the neighboes
determination; not the landowner who is logging, If the neighboring property owner refuses to give
hisiher written consent to cut within the buffer zone around the structure, then the landowner who
is harvesting assumes no liability if the trees fall on the neighbor’s house or create a fire hazard.

e (6) If timber operations do occur with ;Ic)c)  mfeet of w a
yermanentlv  located slruclure currentlv  maintained for human habilalion:  all slash shall be
lopped to 30.5 cm (12 inc.1 or less or chip-ped or removed, within 10 working days of log removal
operations but no later than 60 day of the felling of trees.

Justification:
Same as for (5) above regarding six of buffer  zone and language  used to dcscribc t.hc  st.ruclxrc.
Chipping is also appropriate and should be included as an additional option to lopping and removal.

5.
-4mend  Section 926.26 Q’atercourse  and Lake Protection [Santa Cruz Count~$

* .(a) Timber harvesting operations are not allowed within riparian corridors. Yk+kkkf ti: w

4
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The riparian corridor is defined as the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone. whose width
is dctcrmincd nursuant  to 14 CCR 916.5 Proccdurc for IXtcrrnining:  Watercourse and Take
Protection Zone IVFLPZ) Widths and Protective Measures.

Justification:
Growing scientific evidence has shown that riparian corridors should be no-cut zones. Peer-reviewed
Federal Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMATI  standards are based on this concept, as
well as Dr. Leslie Reid’s work that finds  that buffer zones around streams need to provide at least 1.1
tree heights of uncut area, for recruitment of large woody debris. CDF’s procedures for determining
the width of the WLPZ  take into account the steepness of slope: and other factors allowing the nridrh
to be tailored to the streams characteristics.

We recommend using the existing rule 14 CCK 916.5  to determine the width of the WLPZ,  but
requiring that the WLPZ be elf limits Lo Limber 1iarvesLing.

Forest Practice Rules are not the same as zoning. We support the county’s zoning ordinance that
prohibits timber harvesting within the riparian corridor, as defined by the General Plan and applied
to o&r land uses, I‘or consistency’s sake. Huwever,  when p’roposing  Forest Practice Rules to protect
the riparian corridors, scientific evidence supports a more stringent approach.

@ Exceptions are allowed for lerupporary  stream crossings (fords, bridgesz and culverts ttffd:
L”11 k!e~) if no other feasible alternative exists as explained and justified in the THP and

approved by the Director. W shn!! IX no LL

Justification:
The purpose of the no-cut riparian buffer, aside from providing for recruitment of large woody
debris, is to trap and filter sediment from storm runoff. A cable corridor leading directly into the
wakrcoursc dcfcats  this pqosc and is an invitation for scdimcnt  to flow directly  int.o the stream

from typically steep and erodible hill slopes.
The typical applicadon for full suspension cable yarding is on steep and/or highly erodible slopes,

whcrc convent.ional skidding is not fcasiblc. This occurs  gcncrally at inner-swalc gorges  which have
debris flows near the top, or on over-steepened hill shoulders leading into the watercourse. Cable

corridors are inappropriate in these cases, and defeal lhe purpose of the no-cut zone.
Cable corridors are never necessary adjacent to streams because there are feasible alternatives. For

example, cable 0pera.tion.s  can still take place a.cros.s  the WLPZ  without cutting ca.ble corridors, when
the THP boundary  encompasses both sides of the stream. In this case, the opposite hill-slope allows
the yarder tower to tail-hold the span, clearing the top of rhe no-cut buffer. In the rare case where
the THP boundary will not. allow for a sufficiently  high cable span, hclicoptcr yarding is the rcmain-
ing viable alternative. 5

3
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6.

Amend Se&on  926.27 Non-nalive  Plants [SanLa Crux County]

mm/99 @2:47  PM

rMaintenance  activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native plants as
defined by a list provided by the County along hatiest roads and landings &&+l shall occur on the
first, Lhird  and fikh year afLer,Lhe  initial silt: dislurbance  occurs, Where seeding is needed for erosion
control, the use of appropriate native on non-invasive exotic plants, such as cereal barley, is recom-
mended.

Justifkation:
This rule cannot be enforc.ed without the use of the word “shall.” Invasive non-native species are a
doLxunented  and significant problem, exacerbated by ground disturbance. Control of invasive non-
native species is a necessary part of good forest mahagement  activities, according to Board of
Forestry Mcmbcr Rob Hcald.

7.
.4mcnd k&on 926.28 Hclicopr  CIpcrat.ions  [Sant.a  Cnlz County]

Helicoprer  yarding of timber shall only be permitted for timber harvested from properties zoned TP.
Helicopter service and log landing zones must be sited with the THP boundaries on either property
zoned TP or on contiguous properties to property zoned TP that is owned by the owner of the TP
property. Helicopter flights for log transport between the area where the felling is occurring and the
land must occur only over property contained within the approved THP. No helicopter flight may

_ .occur with 1,000 feet horizontally of % xx;y permanentlv  located struc-an
lures currenth maintained for human habitalion, provided that  lhe DirecLor may rkduce Lhis
requirement to SW feet with written concurrence of the residential inhabitant. Helicopter operations
are restricted to the hours between 7:i:Ic) a.m. and 5:OO  p.m. and shall be prohibited on Saturdays,
Sundays and nationally &signaled legal holidays. VZLhin  a calendar year, no more than 10 cumula-
tive days of total helicopter yarding shall be allowed within each Resource Conservation District
watershed by all possible plan submitters combined. Within a k five: year period, no more than
10 cumulative days uf toLa1  helicopkx yarding shall be allowed willlin  a LWO mile radius ol any prior
helicopter yarding operation occurring within such period. As used herein, one day shall be defined
as a. total of 10 hours of flight time, which may occur on more than one calendar da.);.

Justification:
First, to be consistent with the Forest Practice Rules, the language used to describe the structure
should be the same as in 917.4 Treatment of Logging Slash in the Southern Subdistrict. Second: the
County Board of Supervisors approved language which required a five year period; not a three year
period Qunc 10, lB8).

Sincerely,

Clizabethtlerbert

L a r r y  Prather

3cdi Frediani

~%wk~~cw~e~~thdev
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Mark Deming
Planning Depar tmenl
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

ATTACHMENT 3
WT

l/4/99

RE: Comments on Draft 1999 forest Practice Rules Changes

926.11 Flagging or Property I .ines

The County of Santa Cruz continues to propose rules based on the
assumption of the acccptancc  of other  proposed r&s. ‘l’his  is another  one of
those rules, and is predicated upon this concept of “residential buffer zones”.
See the note below referring to these zones.

926.15 Road Construction and Maintenance

When referencing slope, slope should be measured in degrees, not percent.
-4dditionally, all these areas of concern have rigorous constraints placed upon
them in existing forest practice rules. Furthermore, the road surfacing
rcquircmcnts arc not adcquatcly  or properly addrcsscd.

926.24 Residential Buffer Zones

To prohibit commercial logging within these zones  places all liability for
these areas on the County of Santa Cruz and the State of California. It has
been stated numerous times that the exorbitant costs associated with hazard
removals near structures virtually prcvcnts  thcsc removals if not offset by
benefits associated with a larger timber harvest.

926.27 Non-native Plants

Thewording oftheproposed  rule is misleading  and inaccurate. The
suggested mitigation will not address the problem.

I would like to comment further on additional points, but am unable to do so
<given  the usual time constraints.

Sincerely,



ATTACHMENT 3
CabfoyMiu Native daut Society

- 768
Mark M. Deming
Planning Department
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street, CA 95060

January 4, 1999

Rc: Proposed Forest Practice Rule 926.27 Non-native PIants [Santa Cruz County]

Dear Mr. Dcming,

I am writing to you on behalf of the Santa Cruz County Chapter of the California Native Plant Society in
regards to the proposed rule changes to the Forest Practice Rules that the county of Santa Cruz will be
presenting to the Board of Forestry. In particular, I wouId like to address proposed rule 926.27 which deals
with invasive exotic plant invasion that rcsuIts from Iogging activities.

The California Native PIant Society is very concerned with the spread of invasive exotic species into our
native ecosystems. I was very pleased when I Ieamed that the county was proposing rule 926.27 as a
possible solution to this problem. On behalf of the chapter, I would like to thank your office for including
this ruIc in the proposed rute package.

I am, however, concerned that the wording of 926.27 is currently too vague to be enforced. In particular, the
folIowing two changes should bc considered by your office:

1) Monitoring and removal activities in the first, third, and fifth year should be required as part of the timber
harvest. The current wording of ‘I.... should occur on the first, third and fifth year . ...” should be changed to
n . . . . SHALL occur on the first, third and fifth year . . . . . “.

2) The USC of appropriate native or non-invasive plants for erosion control should bc REQUIRED, not
“recomm~nded~  as the current wording of the rule indicates. There is a Iong history of invasive exotic
species such as annual rye and zorro fescue being a component of erosion control mixes. The introduction
of these species into a timber harvest area would defeat the purpose of-rule 926.27.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. If you have any questions or comments concerning
these points, please feel free to contact me.

Co-Chair, Conservation Committee
California Native Plant Society, Santa Cruz County Chapter
PO Box 8098
Santa Cruz, CA 9.5061
(83 1)425-3238
wildlands@butterflydreams.com

80 Dedicated to tC/e preservation of Cahfovnia native floyd 0
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ATTACHMENT 4

Santa Cruz County
Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean St.
5th E’l
S a n t a  Cruz (?A 95060

Pas # 454.3262

Junuary  12,1999

Dtm Jeff, Mardi, Jan et all:
New year, same problem. I am writing you to express the concerns and wishes of a
number of my friends, neighbors and ~nysc=lf regarding the vote today l/12/99 on what
rules package wi!I be IC-presented  to the Boxd of Forestry this year.

Though  it may be (rue that we have made  some progress with the Boxd, I am convinced
the progress made is only a token gesture. Furthermore it is%widely  heId  that the Board, left
to its own, would certainly not consider adopting the rules of substance they chose to
ignore when they were proposed in September by Santa Cruz  Count.y.  I an1 convinced that
the only reason the Board made a gesture to revamp their cle,arIy outdated Forest Practice
Rules, is because they were intimidated by the prospect OF having to Face absolute loc~d
controls such as our zoning restrictions. The fact that we have declared our intention to uric
IliCSZ  cunwk looms large on their landssape,

Any one with ‘an open mind would recognize that, gene.rally  speaking, no one is saying
stop logging all together. However it is because we can stop it completely in inappropriate
zones that the Board finds itself in a position where they now must pay attention and
seriously consider the rules package we have presented.

It is absoIutely imperative that they approve the rules  as they were proposed and that you as
our representatives here in Santa Cruz County not fIag under the pressures Ihe timber
industry wields. With this 1ette.r I am asking that you stay on course with the rules package
proposal. Protect our community, protect our finite resources, establish once stnd for all
that lives and homes and fdmilies  are at least as important as logging in Santa Cruz County
and set the limits on resource extraction so that nature doesn’t have  to.

Please remain steadfast on the following points.
+ No road building on sIopes  steeper than 65% or X&S slopes steeper than SO%
l A 300’ residential buffer
l Tree height no cut zones for all riparian corridors
l 40% wtinlunl  harvests
+ Restrict heIicopter  activity to 10 days in an area over a five year term
l Regulate all new logging roads and bridges using county grading and bridge pen-nits

Thank you for your consideration and hard work. We Ire counting on YOU to support this
much ne$ed  resource management reform for our county, please remain committed.

Tom I$rvey
Wilciwood  Residence Alliance
CRFM
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Jan. 8, 1999

County Supervisors:
ATTACHMENT 4

ml

Regarding vote on the county logging rules, on Tuesday, Jan. 12, Item #69,

Apparently the staff has watered down the rules again, probably to make it more
appealing to the Board of Forestry, but we need solutions; NOT A WATERED DOWN SET
OF RULES. .

The following needs to be included:

I. No road building on slopes steeper than 65% and across slopes
steeper than 50% where the erosion hazard is high or extreme. (No
exceptions)

2. 300 foot no-cut zones around residences. (The County staff wants
to reduce this to 200 feet).

3. No-cut buffer zones in riparian corridors. The WIDTH of the
buffers should be defined by the current rules, but the buffer zones should
be NO-CUT zones rather than allowing timber operations. Science supports a
1 .l tree-height no-cut zone around streams.

4. We must have a lighter cut (25-40%) of the biggest trees every
20 years), and bigger leave trees on lands (3 trees of each size class per
acre must be left standing) that are not zoned primarily for timber
harvesting (like SU). The county has removed the two-tiered cutting
approach for the county, and has applied heavier cutting standards to all
forest land. This is unacceptable.

5. Within a FIVE year period, no more than 10 cumulative days of
total helicopter yarding shall be allowed within a two mile radius of any
prier helicopter yarding operation. The county staff wants to change this
to THREE, which is not acceptable.

6. All new logging roads and bridges that will be used for other
purposes should be subject to county grading and bridge permits.

Sincerely,
Me
27
Corralitos, CA 9 5076



ATTACHMENT 4
Central Coast Forest Association

January 12,1999

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

Dear Board Members:

Once again county taxpayers, forest landowners and legitimate businesses are faced with
the ongoing political witch hunt surrounding timber harvesting. Local government appears to
have learned little during the process. The Board of Supervisors has already incurred costly and
unnecessary litigation because of ill-conceived zoning ordinances. The county of Santa Cruz
Planning Department continues in this vein by reconstructing proposed State Forest Practice
Rules changes which are not only unjustified, but are also potentially illegal. The proposed
buffer zones in the rules package before you clearly remain unconstitutional.

The Central Coast Forest Association wants your board to know that forest landowners of
this county will defend our rights against all illegal and confiscatory regulations, regardless of
which government agency creates them. There is a misconception that a turnover in membership
to the State Board of Forestry will somehow translate into a willingness to pass blanket timber
harvesting restrictions.

Your Board needs to realize that not a single peer reviewed, scientific document has
come forward that substantiates any of the claims of environmental harm from timber harvesting
in this county. Local government has continuously failed to provide the documentation which
would demonstrate the necessity for any of the more onerous proposed rule changes.

This county has many serious and real issues that need to be addressed. Our county road
system is so in need of repair, that county funds and personnel could be exhausted dealing with
that problem alone. Instead, we watch as untold thousands of taxpayer dollars and county staff
time are wasted forwarding the agenda of a handful of anti-logging zealots. If this county was
serious about creating meaningful and justifiable changes in forest management policy, it would
pursue performance based rather than restrictive regulations. C.C.F.A. urges you to begin
working with local forestry professionals and other residents to create well thought out policy
which will hold up to the scrutiny of state and federal law. You should reject the current rules
proposal, go back to the drawing board and create policy which is fair, justifiable and above all,
legal.

Sincerely,

L/
Lisa Rudnick
C.C.F.A. Interim Executive Director

C.C.F.A. P.O. Box 1670 Capitola, CA 95010 (831) 469-6016
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Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean Street .
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

To the Board of Supervisors:

I learned this weekend that the county is about to submit  a watered-
down rules package to the state Board of Forestry, since the previous
package was rejected. Unfortunately this effort doesn’t take into
.-lccount the real needs of Santa Cruz Co~mty regarding logging. Nor
does it take into account the fact that there has been a change in state
xlministration,  and that the new one will be more sympathetic to
.~nvirnnmental  concerns-such as those of the distinctly environment-
Gendly  county of Santa Crux.

Plt?are  do challse ynllr tactic and resubmit a more effective lngging-
vu 1 es proposal.

As you think about what the people of this co~mty need, I’d like you to
take into account the observation of the naturalist Barry Lopez (in his
book The Xedisco~ry  of Nnh ,41~7ericn)  that we have an obligation
“to develop a hard and focused anger at what continues to be done to
the land not so that people can survive, but so that a relatively few
people can amass wealth.” He notes that “if we ask ourselves what has
heightened our sense of loss in North America, what has made us feel
around  in the dark for a place where we might take a stand, we would
have to answer that it is the yarticuIars  of what is now called the
anvirnnmental  crisis. Acid rain. Soil erosion. Times Beach. Falling
populations of wild animals. Clearcutting. Three Mile Tsland.”

Most significant, Lopez goes on to say that “one of OLU’ deepest
hlstrations  as a culture, T think, must be that we have made so
.?xtreme an investment in mining the continent, created such an
infr*astructure  of nearly endless jobs predicated on the removal and
distribution  of trees, water, minerals, fish, plants, and oil, that we
:nnnnt  iniagine stopping. Tn the part of the country where I live,
chnu~ands  of men are now asking themselves what jobs they will
have-for they can see the handwriting on the wall-when they are
~-old they cannot cut dokvn the last few trees and that what little

80 I
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“The frustration of these men, who are my neighbors, is a frustration I
am not deeply sympathetic to-their employers have behaved like
rvnstrels, and they have known for years that this was coming. But in
another way I am sympathetic, for these men are trying to live out an
American nightmare which our system of schools and our voices of
~\~vernmmt  never told them was ill-founded. There is not the raw
material in the woods, or beyond,, to make all of us rich. And in
striving for it; Jve will only make ourselves, all of us, poor.

“When people have railed against envirolimentalism for the
f-estrictions  it has sought to impose, they have charged-I’m thinking
Df loggers in Oregon, and shrimp fishermen in the Gulf, and oil drillers
317 the North Slope-that eiivirnnmentalists are nut to destroy the
independent spirit of the American entrepreneur. They’ve meant to
invoke an image of self-reliance and personal req3onsibility. They’ve
meant by their words to convey this: If something is truly wrong here,
tve’ll see it and fix it. We don’t need anyone to tell us what to do.

“The deep and tragic confusion here is that this pose of responsibility,
this harkenin;; to a heritage of ennobled independence, has no
hi.qtorical  folmdation  in America. Chhde  of single individuals and a
few small grot1ps that attended to the responsibilities of living on the
land, attended to the reciprocities involved, the history of the use of
the American landsrape has been lawless exploitation. When an
industry asks to police itself, we must have the courage to note that
there is no precedent, that the entrenched precedent, from the time of
the Spanish, is la\vlessness  in the quest for wealth, svith the extension
sf enough local generosity to keep from being run out of town, enough
respect for institutions to keep from being hauled before the bar, and
mough  patriotism to be given the benefit of the doubt by society.”

The logging industry will not willingly take care of the land in our
7017nty.  You must oblige them to do so-lvith a strict set of rules and
the will to back them up. I hope you’ll read the rest of Lopez’s
thoughthl  essay and be guided by his observations, particularly these
I’ve incl  uded here.

3incerely,
Eon i ta HUIXI
Te~eph01le/fax-nloden~:  4251303

2 80 3
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,of San forerxo  Vulley, Inc.
P O  B o x  5 7 4

B e n  L.omond,  C A  9 . 5 0 0 5

Ml. J$%--cy Aimquist, Supervisor
A.Aber, ~c;‘arti c$ Supervisors
Santa Cruz County
701 Ocean St.

- + Santa&$x.$,  CA 9969

Dear Jeff-my,

’ I j‘r & Ej:, ’
~no reminded us all of the enormous problems facing our

county due to accelerated erosion caused by many human activities,
including logging and unmaintained roads. In the 1970’s the San
Lorenzo River was declared “dead” because the fish were gone. The
Watershed Management Plan was written and adopted by the County to
help restore the River, to improve the quality of surface water drinking
sources, and to restore the fisheries which bad brought many millions
of dollars to the county in previous decades. The Plan’s major focus
was on reducing accelerated erosion due to roads, land grading and
clearing, logging and other such activities. In response, ordinances lik;:
the erosion control, riparian corridor and grading ordinances were
created. how,  over twenty years later, in reevaluating the impads of
the Watershed Management Plan, human-accele.rated  erqsion  is still the
number one problem  facing water clualitv and our waterways!

Erosion causes slidss and floods, and i-t: removes  topsoil c- the
living layer of soil which takes hundreds of years to create and which is
needed to support the ecosystem which supports us, provides us with
clean water, and provides habitat and food for wildlife -- not to mention
providing beautiful vistas for Iocals and tourists to enjoy. Harvesting
trees, whether via roads or helicopter, exposes the soil to the sun,
drying it out and turning it to dust which then can be blown away.
Losing the canopy of trees exposes the soil to rain which compacts it,
reducing its ability to grow things, or simply washes it away, so it silts
up waterways. Canopy reduction also decreases fog drip, thus adding
further to reduced moisture which is not only detrimental to soil and
streams but increases fire hazard.. Further, reducing the canopy over

8 0
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waterways increases the water temperature, making it impossible for
fish to survive.

while it may be true that logging in Santa ct-uz jaunty is more
tightly regulated and has less of an impact than the clearcutting that is
allowed in other counties, the claims that it is not only benign but
helps the forest are absurd. Logging has always and still does cause a
problems, even when done responsibly. Same of those effects are
immediate as discussed above, and some are not evident for years, The
folks whose home was destroyed a few years ago in south Boulder Creek
when a mud flow from an old logging road roared through their
property and across Hwy 9 are an example, as is the severe damage
Kings Creek Rd. suffered in February, just below a recent logging cut.
Even the SLV Water District has used thousands of doilars in grant
monies amending problems caused by old logging roads below
Waterman Gap.

The Valley Women’s Club and many neighborhood and
environmental groups are stitl urging resubmitting those carefully
formulated, science-based regulations already offered, with appropriate
improvements in language based comments by the Board of Forestry
during this last attempt at getting new regulations. NOW that there will
be a new, more sympathetic Board of Forestry, we have hope that these
real improvements can be acheived. We feel that several of the changes
and omissions in the Planning Deparhnent’s  Draft 1999 Forest
fr-actice Rules Changes have gone too far, gutting important, iong-
pursued environmental improvements.

me urge the following:
c Strict regulations must be kept in place to reduce the number of

roads, to limit them to slopes less steep than 65% (.XY% where
erosion hazard rating is high or extreme), to require non-erodible
surfacing materials and to assure the abandonment of roads which
do not meet criteria designed -to prevent environmental degradation.

+ There must be adequate no-cut buffer zones in residential areas to
protect our homes and families; we suggest that the 300 -foot. buffer
is already a compromise, first from 1000 and then 500 feet,
especially if the zone is from one’s home and not one’s property line.
why drop it to 200 feet7

l There must be stringent no-cut buffer zones, based on science, along
all waterways since even seasonal streams bring enormous amounts
of topsoil into the waterways in the rainy season when damaged.

2 80
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v There must be VIO fwther cutting afOld Growth; we should &erish
the few arkmt  trees ule have Ieft. The goal must be to create
forested areas which can eventually be restored and behave as
climax forests, thus the regulations should result in forest areas of
healthy trees of various species and a wide range of ages.

9 The second tier cutting standards for noti-TP zones must be
retained! This is important to maintain a win-win resolution and is
integral to altoGng harvests in non-TPZ  zones.

- Regulations to curtail the invasive non-natives which grow so readily
in the disturbed soils should definately be retained.

We hope you agree that we should not lose this opportunity to
support regulations which look to the future, which honor the higher
worth of trees as part of an invaluable ecosystem providing clean
water, valuable fishi!ries, extraordinary beauty and stable hillsides, as
well as their value as lumber. Please retain these important aspects of
the original I.998 proposal to the Board of Forestry,

Sincerely,

--qi~Pp.~  cLwBe(Lp

M& Angell,  President

7-x

8 0 > 3
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January 12, 1999

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz.  CA 95060

Members of the Board:

Please be informed that my letter, on behalf of Big Creek Lumber Company, attached to
the proposed rules for timber harvesting in Santa Cruz County is not in reference to the
proposed rules upon which it is attached. The letter, dated January 4, 1999, is addressed
to Mark Delning of County Planning and refers to a previous draft of the proposed rules
circulated for review by Mr. Deming. I have attached to this letter, a copy of those draft
rules, dated December 23, 1998. Though we were given a vet-:-  limited amount of time in
which to review the latest iteration of the proposed rules, it is clear that they are quite
different from those we were asked to review and comment upon in December. It is even
clearer that Big Creek could not support these latest proposed rules. We fkther believe
that even a newly configured Board of Forestry would find it diff-lcult  to pass such a
package.

Sincerely,

Michael E. .Tani
RPF #lS56

80 i
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ATTACHMENT 4

Santa Cruz County
Board of Supervi~r~
701 Ocean Sr.
5th Fl
Santa Cruz CA 95060

7?3
F‘ax # 454-3262

January 12,1999

Dear Jeff, Mardi, Jan et all:
New year, same problem. I am writing you to express the c~ncems  and
wishes of a number of my friends, neighbors and myself regarding the vote
today l/12/99 on what rules package will be represented to the Boxd of
Forestry this year.-_ -

Though it may be true that we have made some progress with the Board, I
am convinced the progress made is only a token gesture. Furthermore it is
widely held that the Board, left to its own, would certainly not consider
adopting the rules of substance they chose to ignore when they were
proposed in September by Santa Cruz County. T xn convinced that the only
reason the Bo,ard made a gesture to revamp thek clearly outdated Forest
Practice Rules, is because they were intimidated by the prospect of
having to face absolute local c.ontrols  such as our zoning restrictions.
The fxt that we have declared our intention to use these controls Iooms
large on their landscape.

Tt is absolute.ly  imperative that they approve the rules as they were
proposed and that you as our representatives here in Santa Cnlz County
not flag under the pressures the timber industry wields. With this letter
I am asking that you stay on coclrse  with the rules package proposal.
Protect our community, protect our finite resources, estgblish  once and
for all that lives and homes and families are at least’%  important as
logging in Santa Cruz County and set the limits on resource extraction SO
that nature doesn’t have to.

Please rem-a-in  steadfast on the following points.
c No road building on slopes steeper than 65% or across slopes steeper
than 50%
c A 300’ residential buffer
z Tree height no cut zones for all riparian CoiTidors
C 40% maximum haJYzsts
c Restrict helicopter activity to 10 days in an area over a five ye= term
c Regulate all new logging roads and bridges using county grading and
bridge penni  ts

Thank you for your consideration and hard work.

Gary Byrd

80
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Sni1ta cluz  County
Board of Supayisors
701 OcWl  St.
5th Fl

Ssnra Crux  CA 0506G

lkar Jeff, Murili,  lanet,  311:
New year, same problem. I am writing.you to e,<pr~~$  tk COT~CHRS  ad uklies  CL a nwttbet of my
friends, neighbors and myself regarding the vote today  l/12/99  on what rules package will he rc-
presented to the Board of Forestly this year.

Though it ~nay be true that we have made some progress with the Board, I x-n convinced the
progress made is only a token gesture. Furthermore it is widely held that the Board, left to its
own, would certainly  not consider adopting the rules of substarlce  they chose to ignqrc when they
were proposed in September by Santa Cruz County. I am convinced that the only re.ason the
Board made II gesture to revamp their ckarly  outclated Forest Practice Rules, is because they were
intimidated by the prosptcr  of having to face absolute local controls such as our zoning
restrictions. The fact that we have declared our intention to use these controls looms Iarge on their
landsctipe.

Anyone with an open mind would recognize that, gcnetally  speaking, no one is saying Slop
logging alI rogcthcr. Howc.va it is because we can stop it completely in inappropriate zones that
rhc Board  finds itselfin  8 positioll  where they  now trust pay attention and seriously consider the
rules packagz  we have  pre.xnred.

Tt is absolutely imperative  that they approve rht: rules as they were proposed and that you as our
representatives here in Sant;l Cmz County not flag unde.r the pressures the timber industry wields.
With this letter T am asking that you stay on course with the rules package proposal. Protect our
community, protect our finite resources, establish once and for all that lives  and hornet and
families  nre at lrast as important  as logging in Santa Cruz County and set the limits on resource
extraction so that nature doesn’t have to.

Please rzr&l stcxlfasr on rhe following points.
* No road building on slopes steeper than 65% or across  slopes steel% than iO%
+ A 300’ residential bufkr
* Tree height no GUI zones for all tiparian corridors
* 40% maximum harvests
* Restrict helicopter activity to 10 days in an axa over a five yex term
* Re,c~~latt:  all new lo~~n,g toads and bridges using county grading and bridge pernits

Thank you for your consideration and h‘ard work, We are counting on you to support this much
, needed resource management reform for our county.,  pleae remain committed.
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Santa Cniz County
Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean St., 5th Fl
SarG Cruz CA 95060

January 13,1999

Dear Jeff, &1ardi,  Jan et all:
I anI wriring you to express my concerns and wishss  regardin,u the vote today 1/ 1399 on

what rules package will be presented to the Board of Forestry this year.

I believe that  it is absdutely  imperative that the Board approve the rules as they were
proposed and that you 3s out representatives here in Santa Cruz ColxGy  not yield to the
pressures of the timber industry. With this letter I am asking that you stay on course with
the rules package propos:a.  Protect our community, protect our finite resources, establish
once and for all that lives and homes and families iIre at least as import;tnt  as logging in
Santa Cruz County and set the limits on resource extraction so that nature doesn’t  have to.

Please remain steadfast on the following points.
8 No road building on slopes steeper than 65% or across slopes steeper than 50%
* A 300’ residential buffer
* Tree height no cut zones  for all riparian corridors
* 40 5% maximum h,arves  ts
* Restrict helicopter activity to 10 days in an area over a five year ten-n
* Regulate all new  logging roads and bridge.s  using county gradins and bridge pen-nits

Thank you for your consideration and hard work. We are counting on you to support this
much needed resoorce management reform for our c.ounty,  please remain committed.

Sincerely,

fZ&?:

43 1 Stahfxd Ave.
Santa Cnlz, CA 95062


