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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA GRUZ, CA 96060
(831) 454-2680 FAX: (931) 464-2131 TDD: (931) 464-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

January 15, 1999

AGENDA: January 26, 1999

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

RE: CONTINU JE:D CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES CHANGES
FOR PROCESSING IN 1999

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, statt has prepared the attached materia (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), statl’s 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 Forestry 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 properties within the framework and language of the Forest Practice Rules. As
noted in our January 5, 1999, |etter and reiterated here, it is RECOMMENDED that your Board:

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

2. Direct Planning staft to submit the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes to the Board
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720
of Forestry, along with al 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
Practicc Rules by the Office of Administrative Law on March 23, 1999.

Sincerely.

‘.

Alvm D. Jam ;
Planning Director
RECOMMENDED: /d«/@—

Suqan A. Mauriello
County Administrative Officer

Attachments: I. Comparison of Board of Supervisors Approved 1998 Forest Practice Rules
and Staft"s Proposed 1999 Forest Practice Rules Changes
2. Staft Proposed 1999 Forest Practice Rules Changes

3. Letter 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 C'ruz. Farm Bureau
Big Creek | .umber
Mark Morganthaler
Steven M Butler
Citizens for Responsible Forest Management
Serra Club
Summit Watershed Protection League
Vdley Women's Club
J. E. Greig, Inc.
City of Santa Cruz 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
RULES AND THE 1998 FOREST PRACTICE RULES APPROVED BY THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

¢ New text is underlined
¢ Deletions arc shown with strikeout
¢ All other text is existing language or, where applicable, language approved by the Board of

Forestry in 1998 and not in effect yet.

Annotations are included in a boxed area in italics immediately following the proposed
Rule.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE
1. 926. 1 | Flagging of Property Lines [Santa Cruz County]

In-addition to other flagging requirements-in-Subechapter-3-of Fitle 14-CCR—the Director,—where
necessary [0 protect adjoining properties-may require-flagging-of 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 road or harvest areais proposed
within 100 ft. of a property line,_and the approximate boundaries of al residential buffer zones.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE
l. 9261 | Flagging of’ Property Lines [Santa Cruz County]

The RPF or hig’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
road or harvest area is proposed within 100 ft. of a property line, and the approximate boundaries of
ail residential bufler zones areas.

The underlined and strikeout portion at the beginning of the BOS approved Rule was
approved by the Board of FForestry in November and, therefore, does not need to be re-
submitted. Staff is proposing to again request that the last phrase be added to require
flagging of the residential buffer arca as recommended in 14 CCR Section 926.25.
Note: Staff has changed “zone” 1o “area” as suggested in the letter of Herbert et al
for consistency with other references in the Iorest Practice Rules.
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ATTACHMENT 1

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

2. 926.15 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to Articlel2 (14 CCR Sections 923 through 923.8), the followinn shall apply in Santa
Cruz County:

(a) New logging roads shall be subject to the following limitations:

(hH New road construction shall be prohibited where any of the following conditions are
present:

(1) Slopes steeper than 65%.

(i) Slopes steeper than 50% where the erosion hazard rating is hinh or extreme.

(i) Slopes over 50% which lead to a watercourse or lake. without flattening to
sufticiently dissipate water t-low and trap sediment.

(2) Any exceptions to these standards granted bv the Director will reauire abandonment
of the newly created, temporary road in compliance with 14 CCR 923.8 immediately
following MNeseationvofi attivee $odgiagropdrationsy t h e gener al
prescriptions of 14 CCR 923.8. abandonment shall include recontourina to the slope
that existed prior to construction, re-establishment of all drainage to me-existing
conditions, and installation of gates and/or other devices at the perimeter of the
landowner's progérty to prevent vebicular access, inclading motdrcycles. h e
RPF determines that such recontouring is not feasible either because it will do more
significant_environmental damage than other means of abandoning. the road. or
because the property owner_wishes to maintain some utility of the road for access by
small licensed vehicles or ATV for forest management purposes, an alternative
method may be proposed and if sufficiently explained and iustified, may be approved
by the Director. The alternate method shall include at a minimum the return of all
side-cast_materials to the roadbed with sufficient compaction and stabilization to
maximize dispersion 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,

3) 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 al 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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(b)

ATTACHMENT 1

4) 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 Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer
with experience in forest road construction.

(%) Any new permanent logging roads or bridges. that will be used to serve purposes
other than forest management activities or lon hauling shall be subiect to all Countv
road standards and applicable policies, including the requirement for a County grading
and bridge permit.

All new and existing permanent logging roads used for hauling or for any purpose other than
forest management activities during the winter period, as defined by 14 CCR Section 926.18,
shall be treated to prevent excessive 10ss of road surface materials by the use of non-erodible
surfacing materials meeting the following minimum standards:

(1) Roads with gradients between 0% and 10% require a gravel surface to a depth of 6
inches, and renewed treatment upon resurfacing of bare soil.

2) Roads with gradients between 10% and 15% require a 5-inch layer of baserock and

oil. and screen.

(3) Roads with gradients greater than | 5% require a S-inch layer of Class II baserock with
| - | /2 inches of asphaltic concrete overlay.

If the improvements 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. for or develop his ratable share of such road improvements based on the
total road footage and the relative use made of such road by other users. The “ratable cost”
to be paid by the plan 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.

Until abandoned, all new and existing seasonal roads in the plan area shall be regularly
maintained pursuant to an erosion and drainage plan approved by the Countv of Santa Cruz.

All new tractor roads shall be abandoned and recontoured pursuant to 14 CCR Section
926. 15(a)(2) immediately followina cessation of active logging operations. 14 CCR
914.2(H)(3)[Coast only] shall not apply in Santa Cruz County.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

2.

926. 15 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to Article 12 (14 CCR Sections 923 through 923.8), the following shall apply in Santa

Cruz County:
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ATTACHMENT 1

New logging roads, including all temporary, seasonal and permanent roads. shall be subject

to the following himitations:

(h

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

New road construction shal be Prohibited:

(i) Across slopes steeper than 65% for more than 100 feet.

(1) Across slopes steeper than 50% for more than 100 feet where the erosion
hazard rating is high or extreme.

(i)  Across slopes over SO% which lead to a watercourse or lake, without
flattening to sufficiently dissipate water flow and trap sediment.

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

Any exceptions to these standards granted by the Director for construction of
temporary roads shall require the abandonment of the temporary road in
compliance with 14 CCR 923.8 immediately following cessation of active logging
operations.

Whencver 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 al 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,
inner gorge slopes (excent at approved stream crossings) or headwater swales shall
be reviewed by a Cetified Enginegring Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer
with experience in forest road construction.

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

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

minimum standards:

(1)

(2)

Roads with gradients between 0% and 10% reauire a drain rock surface compacted
into a4 inch sub-base of Class Il baserock.

Roads with gradients between 10% and 15% require a S-inch layer of Class Il
baserock and oil and screenings seal coat.
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ATTACHMENT 1

(3) Roads with gradients greater than 15% require a 5-inch layer of Class I baserock with
I - 1/2inches of asphaltic concrete overlay.

() Existing permanent appurtenant roads used for any purpose durinn the winter period,
as defined by 14 CCR Section 926.18, may be required to be surfaced. as specified
above, if, upon the determination of the Director, such surfacing is necessary to

prevent excessive 10ss of road surface materials.

Until abandoned, all new and existing seasonal roads in the plan area shall be regularly

maintained pursuant ved-by-the County-of SantaCruz.-

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

following cessation of active logging operations. 14 CCR 914.2(f)(3)[Coast only] shall not
apply in Santa Cruz County.
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ATTACHMENT 1

A comparison of the BOS approved Rule and the staff proposed Rule, section by section, follows:

() The staff proposed Rules change adds a statement that defines a new logging road as all new
temporary, seasonal or permanent roads.

(a)(1) The staff proposed Rule adds the phrase * for more than 100 feet ' to the language in sub-
sections (i) and (ii) from the BOS approved Rules.  This new language is consistent with the
existing Rules regarding the construction of tractor roads and skid trails and limits the
construction of all new roads (temporary, seasonal and permanent) across steep slopes and where
there is insufficient energy dissipation near a waterconrse, but allows some flexibility in the design
and construction of these roads. :

(a)(2) The staff proposed Rule is a new Rule which requires geologic review for any exceptions
10 this Rule.

(a)(3) The staff proposed Rule was originally (@)(2) in the BOS approved Rules. The staff
proposed Rule regarding the abandonment of temporary logging roads addresses the concerns
raised by the Iorest Practice Committee regarding the use of the term ‘re-contouring’ by
eliminating the reference to that term and making all abandonment subject to the provisions of 14
CCR Section 923.8 upon cessation of logging operations. This existing Rule requires blockage
of roads, stabilization of svils, “pulling or shaping of fills and sidecast where necessary to prevent
discharge of materials into watercourses... ', efc. as was required in the BOS approved Rule.

(a)(4) This is an existing Rule ((a)(3) in the BOS approved Rules).

(a)(3) No change from the BOS approved Rules (a)(4).

The BOS approved Rule (a)(3) regarding the need to secure County permits for roads and bridges
fo be used for wses other than logging was not included in the staff proposed Rules because the
same language was already approved by the Board of Iorestry in 14 CCR Section 926.23(d).
(h) 1he stuff proposed Rule moves the phrase ‘for any purpose during the winter peri

by 14 CCR Section 920.18" referring to existing permanent roads to a new Rule (see (b)(4)). The

staff proposed Rule also adds seasonal roads under the purview of this Rule.

(b)(1) The surfucing requirement has been modified in response to concerns regarding the use of
a thick laver of gravel,

(h)(2) This Rule has been changed 1o put the correct term in place.
(h)(3) No change

(b)(4) The staff proposed Rule is a new Rule that addresses the need for surfacing existing roads,
as needed, to eliminate erosion problems.
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS® OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE
3. 926. 16 Flagging [Santa Cruz County]

(a) The location of proposed truck roads, constructed tractor roads, landings, and watercourse
crossings proposed to be used or congtructed during the timber harvest, as well as residential
buffer areas and riparian corridor areas where timber operations are prohibited pursuant to
14 CCR 926.24 or 14 CCR 926.26, shall be designated on the plan map and shall be located
in the ficld 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 intervisble
along the proposed alignments.

(b)  The RPF or supervised designee shall flag the location of al water breaks which are within
the WLPZ. on mapped unstable areas or on slopes over 65% regardless of erosion hazard
rating.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE
3. 926. 16 Flagging [Santa Cruz County]

(a) The location of proposed truck roads, constructed tractor roads, landings, and watercourse
crossings proposed to be used or constructed during the timber harvest, as well as residential
buffer areas and riparian 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 ficld 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.

(b)  TheRPF or supervised designee shall flag the location of all water breaks which are within
the W L.PZ, on mapped unstable areas or on slopes over 65% regardless of erosion hazard
rating,

No change is proposed except for a change in the reference to the residential buffer Rule
(926.25 instead of 926.24)
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE
4, 926. |7 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 the plan in an area in which it could not be newly constructed in conformance
with these the Forest Practice Rules, or when the landowner is unwilling or unable to otherwise
modify the truck road or landing to comply with the road surfacing requirements of 14 CCR
B26n1 S(b):ruleseasible, such road or landing shall be abandoned, stabilized,
recontoured, revegetated, and redtricted from vehicular use, including motorcycles, bv the installation
of gates and/or other devices toprevent access prior to the Work Completion Inspection, unless the
use of such 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, 926. 17 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 areain which it could not be newly constructed in conformance with these
the Forest Practice Rules, rules then—where feasible; such road or landing shall be abandoned,
pursuant to_14 CCR 923 8, stabilized, re-vegetated. and restricted from vehicular use by the

installation of gates and/or other devices to prevent access, followina cessation of active loaaing

operations. prior to the Work Cempletion-lnspection, unless the use-of such-read-or-landing-would

produee less environmental- impact-than-the use-of-anewroad-oer-landing constructed-in-accordanece
with these rules:

The stwaff proposed Rule modifies Ihe earlier version by eliminating the option of a
landovwner to modify the road or landing 10 meet current standards. 1nstead, the road or
landing must be abandoned according to the abandonment standards of the Forest
Practice Rules, including vehicular restrictions, immediately after 10gging ceases. The
IS more stringent than the earlier version, because the caveat ‘where feasible ' has been
climinated and there is no exception which allows these roads /o remain.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

026.22 Treatment of Logging Slash [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to requirements of 14 CCR 917.4 limbs on tree tops shall be lopped to 8 in. (20.3 cm) or
less from the bole of the tree.
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ATTACHMENT1

This Rule vwas not proposed for re-submitial because staff could not adequately address
the concerns of the I'PC regarding safety O the timber operators attempting to comply
with the specificity of ‘the Rule. Slash treatment near residential areas is proposed in
14 CCR Section 926.25.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS' OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

926.24 Residential Butfer Zone [Santa Cruz County]

Harvesting or other timber operations are prohibited within 300 feet of any occupied legal dwelling
used for residential purposes on non-TPZ parcels without unless the residential property owner’s
written consent in writing is submitted with the plan. This prohibition does not apply to the removal
of except for dead, dying and diseased trees which are imminentlv threatening any occupied legal
dwelling or which_congtitute an imminent fire hazard. If timber operations do occur within 300 feet
of an occupied legal dwelling, all slash shall be lopped to 30.5 cm (12 in.)or less or removed. within
10 working days of log removal operations but no later than 60 days of the felling of trees.

Staff has included the residential buffer and slash treatment in the Special Harvesting
Methods Rule, below.,

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

5 926.25 Special Harvesting Methods [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to14 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 TPZ parcels are as follows:

(1) For areas where the proposed harvest rate is51-60% of the trees greater than 45.7 cm
(18.1n.) d.b.h.. the minimum re-entry period shall be 14 years.

(2) For areas where the proposed harvest is 50% or |ess of the trees greater than 45.7 cm
(18in)db.h, al0 year re-entry period shall apply.

(3) Regardless of t-e-entry period, no more than 40% of the trees at-eater than 35.6 cm.
(14in.) and less than 45.7 cm (1 8in.) d.b.h. shall be harvested.
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(b) The cutting standards for non-TPZ parcels are as follows:

(H For areas where the harvest rate is 25% or less of those trees greater than 61 .0 cm (24
in.) d.b.h. present prior to commencement of current timber operations. the re-entry
period shall be 10 years,

(2) For areas where the harvest rate is 26-35% of those trees greater than 61 .0 cm (24 in.)
d.b.h. present prior to commencement of current timber operations. the re-entry
period. shall be 14 years.

(3) Regardless of re-entry period, no more than 40% of the trees greater than 30.5 cm.
(12in.)andlessthan 61 .0 cm (24 in.) d.b.h. shall be harvested.

(4 No conifer shall be cut which is more than 22.9 m (75 ft.) from aleave tree of equal
size class. Equal size class is defined as follows:

(a) Over 81.3cm (32 in.)t0 91.4 cm (36.in.) d.b.h.

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

(c) Over 106.7 cm (42 in.) to 121.9 cm (48 in.) d.b.h.

(d) Any tree over12 1.9 cm (48 in.)d.b.h.

5) No old growth conifer shall be harvested in any non-TP zone property. As used herein
“old growth coniters™ are described as predominant trees that are at least 200 years old.

(c) Trees that could have been cut harvested in a the riparian no cut zone, but for the provisions
of 14 CCR 9206.20 or in theresidential buffer zone, but for the provisions of 14 CCR 926.24,
and trees that could have been cut in aWLPZ but for the provisions of 14 CCR 926.26 shall
be counted for the purpose of determining compliance with the cutting standards under 14
CCR 920.25(a) and (b) may be credited one time only, by the allowed harvest of additional
trees over 45.Act (h8an.} d.brheoutsidertheWiLBZ.credit of trees result
in aharvest of over 60% of the trees over 45.7 cm (18in.) d.b. h. on TPZ parcels. or 40% of
the trees over 45.7 cm (18in.) d.b.h. on non-TPZ parcels.

(d) When a Non-industrial Timber Management Plan (NTMP) or a Sustained Yield Plan (SYP)
as provided in Article 6.5 and 6.75. Subchapter 7. is submitted to the Director. an alternative
method may be approved if the RPF submits a stratified random sample of the timber
resources on the property or harvest area. with growth data that supports a cutting
percentage and cutting cycle that can be predicted to achieve a substantially similar yield of
timber on each successive harvest with a degree of dtatistical certainty of +/- 5%. In no event
shall the re-entry period be less than 1O years. Before commencement of harvesting
operations the property owner shall record with the County Recorder a Declaration of
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ATTACHMENT 1

Restrictions which cites the approved cutting percentages and re-entry period as stated in the
NTMP or SYP

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

S

926.25 Special I farvesting Methods [ Santa Cruz County]

In addition to 14 CCR 913.8 subsection (@), the harvesting limitation, re-entry period and leave tree
standards shall be modified as follows:

(a)

The cutting standards for+Z parceds for all harvests approved after January 1, 2000, are as
follows:

(1) For areas where the proposed harvest rate is 5+—606 4 1 - 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 56 40% or less of the trees greater than 45.7
cm (18in.) db.h., alO 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 lessthan 45.7 cm (I 8 in.) d.b.h. shall be harvested.

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

(n Harvesting or other timber operations are prohibited within 200 feet of anv eceupied
legal dwelling used for residential purpeses permanently located structure currently
maintained for human habitation unless the residential property owner’s written consent is
submitted with the plan. This prohibition does not apply to the removal of dead, dying and
diseased trees which are imminently threatening any occupied legal dwelling or which
constitute an imminent tire hazard.

(2) If timber operations_do occur within 200 feet of any eceupied-legal-dwelling
permanently located structure currently maintained for human habitation. all slash shall be

lopped to 30.5 ¢cm (12 in. )or less or removed. within 10 working davs of log removal
operations but no later than 60 davs of the felling of trees.

No old growth conifer shall be harvested. As used herein “old growth conifers’ are described
as predominant trees that are at least 200 years old.
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ATTACHMENT 1

The I'PC discussed the 1998 Rule and recommended to the BOIT approval of the first
section only, that section dealing with the proposed cutting standards in the TPZ, with the
deletion of for TPZ parcels’ 1o indicate that this applies County-wide. The FPC had
concerns about some of the silviculture prescriptions in suh-paragraphs (b), (c) and (d),
and felt these sections required further work.

The proposed language reduces the cutting percentage in all zone districts. Theintent of
adding the effective date of the harvest was 1o clearly state when these cutting and re-entry
standards become cffective. Staff has reviewed the proposed non-TPZ cutting standards
proposed in the BOS approved Rules Any cutting and re-entry prescription must he
justificd by silvicultural standards, the benchmark established by State law for BOF review
of I'PR’s. T hese standards are based on resource sustainability and economics. Staff has
researched and proposed the appropriate cutting standards that could he justified based
on sound silviculture in Santa Cruz County.

1 he staff proposed Rules include the residential buffer as a cutting prescription on non-
1PZ properties. The residential buffer areas were proposed as 200-feet became of the
resource protection corollary with the existing agricultural buffers in the County General
Plan and ordinances, designed to provide noise, dust and nuisance pro fection. The
proposed 200-foot buffer also provides an adequate wind-throw setback as well as
providing a noise and dust buffer.  The dash treaiment and old growth protection
language 1S the same as the | 998 version. Staff has changed the phrase “occupied legal
dwelling " 10 “any permancenily located structure currently maintained for human
habitation " us suggested in the letter of Herbert et al for consistency with FPR language.

Sub-section (¢) involving the credit for the no-cut riparian and residential areas was not
proposed for re-submittal because it would have been too difficult to monitor and it would
have resulted in an over-harvest outside the WLPZ. In addition, staff’s proposal reduces
the width of the no-cut zone on non-TPZ lands. Sub-section (d) was deleted for simplicity.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

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

In addition to the requircment of Article 6 (14 CCR Sections 9 16 to 916.10 the followinn shal apply
in Santa Cruz County:

(a) On TPZ farcels, no timber harvesting-operations ae allowed within riparian corridors. e
width of this no cut, no entry zone is defined as follows.

50 !
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(1) At least | 5.2 m (50 feet) from Class | and Il watercourses and wetlands wet meadows
and other wet areas.

(2) Atleast 3.1m (10 feet) from Class 111 watercourses.

3 The width of the riparian corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each side
of the watercourse bank.

(4) Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (fords, bridges, culverts) if no
other feasible alternative exists as explained and justified in the THP and approved by
the Director.

(b) On_non-TPZ parcels, no timber harvesting operations are allowed within non-TPZ riparian
corridors. The width of this no cut. no entry zone is defined as follows:

(1) At least 38.0 m (125 feet) from Class | and Il watercourses and wetlands wet
meadows and other wet areas.

(2) At least 3. 1 m (10 feet) from Class 111 watercourses.

3) The width oft he riparian corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each side
of the watercourse bank.

(4) Exceptions are alowed for temporary stream crossings (fords, bridges. culverts. cable
corridors) if no other feasible alternative exists as explained and justified in the THP
and approved by the Director; provided that no cable corridor shall be cut within the
riparian_corridor. Full suspension yarding across the riparian corridor shall be
permitted only. if it can be accomplished without faling; or harvesting. trees inside the
riparian corridor.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

6. 926.26 Watercourse and L ake Protection [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to the requirement of Article 6 (14 CCR Sections 9 16 to 916.10) the following shall apply
in Santa Cruz County:

(a) Timber harvesting operations_are not allowed within riparian corridors. The width of the
riparian corridor is defined as follows:

(1) Atleast SO feet from Class | and Class |1 watercourses: and wet meadows and other
wet areas.

2) At least 10 feet from Class 111 watercourses.

Page 13
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(3) The width of the riparian corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each side
oft he watercourse bank.

(4) Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (fords. bridges, culverts and
cable corridors) if no other feasible adternative exists as explained and justified in the
OHhahc appowveadiby the Piettar.l | be limited to 10 feet in
width for every 100 feet of lineal stream length.

A member of the I'PC recommended that the County re-submit-this Rule with revised
language that included consistently applied setbacks, provisions for cable logging, elc.
The staff proposed Rule creates one set of standards for timber harvesting on both TPZ
and non-1P7Z zoned properties, based on the current standards of the County General
Plan and Riparian Corridor Protection Ordinance.

The proposed exceptions are the same as the 1998 version except for the cable corridors.

C'able varding is a superior alternative 10 tractor yarding, primarily because of the
significant reduction in road construction and ground disturbance. To conduct a cable
operation, tvo parallel cables are laid across the ground between tower locations.

Vegetation must be cleared in this corridor 1o allow for the lightening and dropping of the
cables during operations.  Because there 1s no ground disturbance wnder these cable
areas, there 1S a reduced crosion potential. However, s taff recognized that there have
been occurrences of multiple intersecting cable corridors that have resulted in excessive
riparian corridor disturbance. Therefore, staff has proposed a limited exception to allow
cable corridors across riparian areas. These cable corridors are limited to a maximum
of 10 feet of width for every | 00 feet of lincal stream length, maintaining at least 90% of
the riparian arca undisturbed by 10gging activities. If wider corridors are necessary for
particular harvest, sav 13 feet wide, then 150 feet OF “corridor isnecessary to allow for that
exception and to maintain the 90% undisturbed area.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS® OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

7. 926.27 Non-native Plants [Santa Cruz County]

Maintenance activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native plants as
defined by a list provided by the County along harvest roads and landings_should occur on the first,
third and fifth year atter 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.

60‘ Page 14
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PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

7. 9206.27 Non-native Plants [Santa Cruz County]

Maintenance activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native plants as
defined by a list provided by the County along harvest roads and landings shall occur on the first,
third and fifth 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

Same Rule except itis proposed to be mandatory (shall), not advisory (should).

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS® OCTOBER.1998 APPROVED RULE

8. 926.28 | lelicopter Operations [Santa Cruz County]

Helicopter varding of timber shall only be permitted for timber harvested from properties zoned TP.
Helicopter service and log landing 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 flights for log transport between the area where the felling is occurring and the
landingmust occur only over property contained within the approved THP. No helicopter flight may
occur within 1,000 feet horizontally of an occupied legal dwelling. provided that the Director may
reduce this_requirecment to S00 feet with the written concurrence of the residential inhabitant.
Helicopter operations are restricted to the hours between 7:00 am. and 5:00 p.m. and shall be
prohibited on Saturdays, Sundays and nationally designated legal holidays. Within a calendar year,

Conservation District watershed W dl possible planasubrnitters cembijede a r p e r i o d ,
no more than 10 cumulative days of total helicopter varding shall be allowed within a two mile radius
of any prior helicoger garding dpereatiofl ocdurrieg withn suchperiodo n e day s h a | |
be defined as atotal of 10 hours of flight time, which may occur on more than one calendar day.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

8. 926.28 1 lelicopter Operations [Santa Cruz County]

Helicopter yarding of timber shall onlv be permitted for timber harvested from properties zoned TP.
Helicopter service and. log landing 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 flights for log transport between the area where the felling is occurring and the
landing must occur only over property contained within the approved THP. No helicopter flight may

Page 15
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occur within] 000 feet horizontally of an eccupiedlegal-ingeliny permanently located structure
currently maintained 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
restricted to the hours between 7:00 am. and 5:00 p.m. and shall be prohibited on Saturdays,

The staff proposed Rule eliminates the cumulative use restrictions for helicopter logging.
Staff reviewed the requirements and applications of this Rule. Because the Rule limits the
use of helicopiers 10 TPZ properties and most of the TPZ properties have well defined
road systems already in place, staff deleted the cumulative use language as being
unnecessary and difficult 1o justify before the BOI.  Staff has changed the phrase
“occupicd legal dwelling™ 1o “any permanentily located structure currently maintained

for human habitation™ as suggested in the letter of Herbert et al for consistency with the
lorest Practice Rules.

BOARD OF SUPERVISOR,!? OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

9. 926.29 Emergency Conditions [Santa Cruz County]

A “financial emergency” as defined in 14 CCR 895. | (Emergency (b)) and further referred to in 14
CCR 10521 (Emergency Conditions) shall 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 and can be done without any significant adverse impact on any adjoining landowner,

including others with the right to use private roads proposed to be used by the plan submitter, or on
the environment,

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

9. 926.29.Emergency Conditions [Santa Cruz County]

A “financial emergency” as defined in 14 CCR 895.1 (Emergency (b)) and further referred to in 14
CCR 10521 (Emergency Conditions) shall only constitute an emergency for the purposes of the
Santa Cruz County Rules if the work proposed to be done under the emergency authorization can
be done without any significant adverse impact on the environment.

Page 16
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The staff proposed Rule deletes the reference 1o ‘minor in scope’ and ‘on any adjoining
landovwner, including others with the right 1o use private roads proposed to be used by
the plan submitter’ or, " because there are no definitions of these terms in the existing
Rules. “Significant adverse impact on the environment’ is defined in the existing Rules
and the definition includes references (o ‘potentially substantial adverse changes to
land, air, waler, ....ambicnt noise, ..." This definition appears to be adequate to protect
existing residential and other uses.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ OCTOBER 1998 APPROVED RULE

10. 926.30 Entry by County Representative for Inspection [Santa_Cruz County]

The County representative who is designated to participate in_or who participated in the Review
Team may enter and inspect the property that is subject to a timber 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 emplovees
are engaged in activitics on the site, for the purpose of reviewing the methods being utilized in the
timber harvest plan activities and efforts to comply with the requirements of the Forest Practice Rules,
In carrying out such inspection, s’he may utilize any measurement or evaluation tools or apparatus,
including temperature measurement equipment, cameras or video equipment. Anv photos or videos
shall be clearly labeled as to time, date and location. and shall remain the property of the County of
Santa Cruz but shall constitute public records. If such representative becomes aware of any material
lack of compliance with such Rules or any other provisions of the California Forest Practice Rules
apidatdeltd supromptly notifyticshshe D i rector in writing of suchalleged
non-compliance.

PLANNING STAFF 1999 RECOMMENDED RULE

10. 926.30 Entry by County Representative for Inspection [Santa Cruz County]

The County representative who is designated to participate in or who participated in the Review
Team may enter and inspect the property that is subject to a timber 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, CDF, the RPF and the LTO. if any of his
employees are_engaged in activities on the site. for the purpose of reviewing the methods being
utilized in the timber harvestplan activities and efforts to comply with the requirements of the Forest
Practice Rules. If such representative becomes aware of any material lack of compliance with such
Rules or ally other provisions_of the California Forest Practice Rules applicable to such harvest
activities ¥he shall promptly notify the Director in writing of such alleged non-compliance.

FPR 11299a.wpd/mmd Page 17 January 19, 1999
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Staff s deleted the specific language regarding the use of photographic and/or other
instruments to record violations. 1t is inherent in the inspection authority that
photographic and other technical evidence can he collected.

6 0 -"RI 1299a.wpd/mmd Page 18 January 19, 1999
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7 af
PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES

FOR 1999 BOARD OF FORESTRY REVIEW

New text is bold and underlined

Deleted text is shown as ever-strike

926.11 Flagging of Property Lines [Santa Cruz County]

The RPF or hissher 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

of all residential buffer areas.

2 926.15 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to Article 12 (14 CCR Sections 923 through 923.8). the following shall apply_in

road or harvest area is proposed within 100 A. of a property ling_and the approximate_boundaries

Santa Cruz County:

subject to the following limitations:

, (48] New road construction shall be prohibited:

(i) Across slopes steeper than 65% for more than 100 feet.

(i) Acrossslopes steeper than 50% for more than 100 feet where the erosion

(a) New logging roads, including all temporary, seasonal and permanent roads shall be |

hazard rating is high or extreme.

flattening to sufficiently dissipate water flow and trap sediment.

experience in forest road construction.

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

2 Any exceptions to these standards granted bv the Director shall require review |

by a Certified Engineering Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer with |

80
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(4)

All new seasonal and per manent roads shall be treated to prevent excessive loss of road

ATTACHMENT 72 )

Any exceptions to these standards granted by the Director for construction of

temporary roads shall require the abandonment of the temporary road in

compliance with 14 CCR 923.8 immediately following cessation of active logging

oper ations.

Whenever new road congtruction 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 trangportation system for al 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. inner gorge slopes (except at approved stream crossings) or |

headwater swales shall be reviewed by a Certified Engineering Geoloqgist or

Licensed Geotechnical Engineer with experience in forest road construction.

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

minimum standards:

()

Roads with gradients between 0% and 10% require a drain rock surface

compacted into a 4 inch sub-base of Class Il baserock.
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(d)

ATTACHMENT 211

2) Roads with gradients between 10% and 15% require a S-inch layer of Class ||

baserock and oil and screenings seal coat. &

(3) Roads with gradients greater_than 15% require a 5-inch laver of Class ||

baserock with 1-112 inches of asphaltic concrete overlay.

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

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

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

to prevent excessive loss of road surface materials.

Until abandoned, all new and existing seasonal roads in the plan area shall bereqularly

maintained pursuant to an erosion and drainage plan approved by the County of Santa

Cruz.

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

immediately following cessation of active logging operations. 14 CCR 914.2(H (3 Coast

only] shall not apply in Santa Cruz County,

926. 16 Flagging [Santa Cruz county]

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

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

residential buffer areas and riparian corridor areas where timber operations 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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(b) The RPF or supervised designee shall flag the location of all water breaks which are

within the WLPZ, on mapped unstable areas or _on slopes over 65% regardless of

erosion hazard rating,

l 926. 17 Abandonment of Roads and Landings [Santa Cruz County]

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

andowner submitting the plan in an area in which it could not be newly constructed in
:onformance with these the Forest Practice Rules, riles then such road or landing shall be
ibandoned, pursuant to 14 CCR 923.8, stabilized, re-vegetated, and restricted from vehicular use

)y the installation of gates and/or other devices to prevent access, following cessation of active
oggingoperations priorto-the W
vould produce less environmental-impact-than-the-use-of-a-new-road-or- landing-constructed-in

iecordance with these rules:

3 926.25 Special Harvesting Methods [Santa Cruz County]
n addition to 14 CCR 9 13.8 subsection (a), the harvesting limitation, re-entry period and leave tree
itandards shall be modified as follows:

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

(1) For areas where the proposed harvest rate is $4+—60% 41 - 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 $8% 40% or less of the trees greater than

45.7cm(18in.) d.b.h., alO year re-entry period shall apply.

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

-4-
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described as predominant trees that are at least 200 vears old.

ATTACAMENT 2

(14in.) and less than 45.7 cm (18 in.) d.b.h. shall be harvested. 743

On _non-TPZ parcels the cutting standards are as follows:

(1 Harvesting or other timber ouerations are prehibited within 200 feet of any

permanently located structure currently maintained for human habitation used for
residential purposes unless the residential property owner’'s written consent is

submitted with the plan. This urohibition does not apply to the removal of dead, dying

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

which constitute an imminent fire hazard.

2) If timber ouerations do occur within 200 feet of any permanently located

structure currently maintained for human habitation, all dash shall be lopped to 30.5

cm(l 2inJor less or removed. within 10 working davs of log removal ouerations but no

later than 60 days of the felling of trees.

No old grewth conifer shall be harvested. As used herein “old growth conifers’ are

.

1 n addition to the requirement of Article 6 (14 CCR Sections 916 t0 916.10) the following shall |

926.26 Water course and L ake Protection [Santa Cruz Countyl

| (a)

Timber harvesting operations are not allowed within riparian corridors. The width |

of theriparian corridor is defined as follows:

1) At least SO feet from Class| and Class Il water courses: and wet meadows and |

80
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ATTACHMENT 3
County of Santa Cruz 745

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, 1999

AGENDA: January 12, 1999

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

RE: PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES CHANGES FOR PROCESSING [-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 December 15,1998, your Board continued consideration of the proposed Forest Practice Rules
changes to January 12, 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.
Staft aso informed 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 eftective 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 staft 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
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other wet areas. ~ e

2) At least 10 feet from Class HI water cour ses.

(3) The width of the riparian corridor shall be measured herizontally out from each

side of the water cour se bank.

(4) Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (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 10 feet in width for everv 100 feet of lineal stream length.

7 926.27 Non-native Plants [Santa Cruz County]

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

ided b inty along ha

on the first, third and fifth vear 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.

8. 926.28 Helicopter Operations [Santa Cruz County]

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

zoned TP. Helicopter service and log landing 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 fliehts for log transport between the area where

the felling is occurring and the landing must occur only over property_contained within the

approved TH P. No _helicopter flight may occur within 1000 feet horizontally of anv

-6 -
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other wet areas. ~ oo

2) At least 10 feet from Class 111 water cour ses.

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

side of the water cour se bank.

4) Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (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 10 feet in width for every 100 feet of lineal stream length.

' 926.27 Non-native Plants [Santa Cruz County]

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

lants as defined by a list provided by the County aleng harvest r coads and landings shall occur

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

1eeded for_erosion control, the use of appropriate native or_non-invasive exotic plants, such

ts cereal barley, is recommended.

3. 926.28 Helicopter Operations [Santa Cruz County]

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

zoned TP. Helicopter service and log landing zones must be sited within the THP boundaries |

on either property zoned TP or on contiguous_propertiesto property zoned TP that is owned

bv the owner of the TP propertv. Helicopter flights for log transport between the area where

the felling is occurring and the landing must occur only over property contained within the |

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

-6-
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other wet areas. ~ A

(2) At least 10 feet from Class 11T water cour ses.

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

side of the water cour se bank.

4) Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (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 10 feet in width for every 100 feet of lineal stream length.

7. 026.27 Nou-native Plants |[Santa Cruz County]

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

"—l—
I plants as defined by a list provided by the County along harvest roads and landings shall occur

on the first, third and fifth vear 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.

8. 926.28 Helicopter Operations [Santa Cruz County]

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

zoned TP. Helicopter service and log landing 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 flights for log transport between the area where

the felling is occurring and the landing must occur_only over property contained within the

lapproved TIf P. No helicopter flight may occur within 1,000 feet horizontally of any

6 -
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S (Lnotify the Director in writing of such alleged non-compliance,

ATTACHMENT 2
745

b permanently located structure currently maintained for_ human habitation, provided that the

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

residential inhabitant, Helicopter operations arerestricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and

fholidays.

9. 926.29 Em nditions [Santa Cruz Count

A “financial emergency” asdefined in 14 CCR 895 1 (Emergency_(b)).and further referredto

L 52. | ( Emergency iti i emergenc

of the Santa Cruz County Rules if the work proposed to be done under the emergency.

ignificant_ad

10. 926.30 Entry by Countv Representative for Inspection |Santa_Cruz County]

The C . ho is designated - . | - | in 1t

Review Team may enter and inspect the property that is subject_to a timber harves

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 natice to the landowner, CDFE, |

| the RPF and the 1.TO,_if any of his emplaoyees are engaged_in activities on the Ste, for the |

| purpose_Of reviewing the methods being utilized in the timber harvest plan activities and

efforts to comply with the requirements of the Forest Practice Rules If sich representative

|_becomes aware of any material lack of compliance_with such Rules or any_other provisonsof |

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

FPR16Y9a.wpd/mind -7 - January 19, 1999 8 O
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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 TDD: (831) 454-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

January 5. 1699

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 County. Asyour 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 12, 1999, to alow staff sufficient time to circulate draft Rules changes to
interested persons for comments and to compl ete the preparation of the new set of Rules changes.
Staff also informed your Board on December 15, 1998, that the Board of Forestry had not yet
forwarded the approved Rules package to the Office of Adminigtrative 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 Changes

Planning staff has completed the preparation of the proposed Forest Practice Rules changes for your
Board's consideration. Staft 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. 74 4

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 aso incorporate wording from the 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 bufters, 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 materia to the Board of Forestry by January 15, 1999. The Board of
Forestry’s Forest Practice Committee will most likely consider the proposed Rules package in March
or April 1999

Status of 1998 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 Office 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 isunlikely that this finding would be made by the Board of Forestry aswe
have been processing these rules changes since June 1998. Staff recommends that your Board not
pursue this option at this time.

It is, thercfore, RECOMMENDED that your Board:

1. Approve the proposed Forest Practice Rules changés as presented by staff (Attachment 1),
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 staft to return with a status report on the processing of the 1998 Forest
Practice Rules by the Oftice of Administrative Law on March 23, 1999.

//v-r_,\}pﬁ.%w
Alvin D. James -
Planning Director

RECOMMENDED, {7,
— A Susan A, Mauriello
. County Administrative Officer

Attachments: 1. Proposed Forest Practice Rules for 1999 Board of Forestry Review
2. Correspondence Received on the Draft Rules

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

fprbs1 1299 wpd/mind Page 3 January 6. 1999
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PROPOSED FOREST PRACTICE RULES
FOR 1999 BOARD OF FORESTRY REVIEW

» New text is bold and underlined

l 926.11 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 100 ft. of a property line,_and the approximate boundaries

of all residential buffer zones.

2. 926.15 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to Article 12 (14 CCR Sections 923 through 923.8), the following shall apply in

Santa Cruz County:

(a) New logging roads, including all temporary, seasonal and permanent roads, shall be

subiect to the following limitations:

(n New road construction shall be prohibited:

(i) Across sopes steeper than 65% for more than 100 feet.

(i) Across slopes steeper than 50% for more than 100 feet where the erosion

hazard rating is high or_extreme.

(i)  Across dopes over SO'!! which lead to a watercourse or lake, without |

flattening to sufficiently dissipate water flow and trap sediment.

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

by a Certified Engineering Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer with |

experience in forest road construction.
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(3) Any exceptions to these standards granted bv the Director for construction of

temporary roads shall require the abandonment of the temporary road in

compliance with 14 CCR 923.8 immediatelv following cessation of activelogging

onerations.

4) Whenever new road congtruction 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 I
truck road and associated transportation system for dl 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.

" (5) 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 Geoloqgist or

Licensed Geotechnical Engineer with experience in forest road construction.

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

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

minimum standards:

(h Roads with gradients between 0% and 10% require a drain rock surface

compacted into a 4 inch sub-base of Class 11 baser ock.

e
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2) Roads with gradients between 10% and 15% reauire a S-inch laver of Class IT

baserock and oil and screenings seal coat.

3) Roads with gradients greater than 15% require a S-inch laver of Class Il

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

) Existing per manent appurtenant roads used for any purpose during the winter

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

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

to prevent excessive loss of road surface materials.

Until abandoned, all new and existing seasonal roads in the plan area shall be regularly

maintained pursuant to an erosion and drainage plan approved bv the County of Santa

Cruz.

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

immediately following cessation of active logging ouerations. 14 CCR 914.2(N(3)[Coast

only] shall not apply in Santa Cruz County.

926.16 Flagging [Santa Cruz County]

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

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

residential buffer areas and riparian 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 aong the proposed alignments.

-3-
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(b) TheRPF or supervised designee shall flag the location of all water breaks which are

within the WLPZ, on mapped unstable areas or on sopes over 65% regardless of

erosion hazard rating,

4, 926. 17 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 14 CCR 923.8, stabilized, re-vegetated, and restricted from vehicular use bv_the

installation of gates and/or other devices to prevent access.following cessation of active logging

| operations.
S 926.25 Special Harvesting Methods [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to 14 CCR 913 .8 subsection (@), 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:

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

(18in.) 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

(18in.) d.b.h., alO year re-entry period shall apply.

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

(14in.) and less than 45.7 cm (18 in.) d.b.h. shall be harvested.
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(b} On non-TPZ parcelsthe cutting standards are as follows:

[10) Harvesting or other timber operations are prohibited within 200 feet of any

occupied legal dwelling used for residential purposes unless the residential property

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

to the removal of dead, dving and diseased trees which are imminentlv thr eatening any

occupied legal dwelling or which constitute an imminent fire hazard.

2) If timber operations do occur within 200 feet of an occupied legal dwelling. all

dlash shall be lopped to 30.5 cm (12 in.}or less or removed, within 10 working davs of
log removal operations but no later than 60 days of the felling of trees.

(c) No old growth conifer shall be harvested. As used herein “old growth conifers’ are

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

6. 926.26 Watercourse and L ake Protection [Santa Cruz County]

In addition to the requirement of Article 6 (14 CCR Sections 916 t0 916.10) the following shall

apply in Santa Cruz Countv:

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

of theriparian corridor is defined as follows:

(1 At least SO feet from Class| and Class |1 water courses. and wet meadows and

other wet areas.

(2) At least 10 feet from Class I water cour ses.

o 8d |
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3) Thewidth of theriparian corridor shall be measured horizontally out from each

side of the water cour se bank.

(4) Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (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 10 feet in width for every 100 feet of lineal stream length.

7. 926.27 Non-native Plants [Santa Cruz County]

M aintenance activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive. non-native

plants as defined by a list provided by the County alone harvest roads and landings shall occur
on the first, third and fifth 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.

8. 926.28 Helicopter Operations [Santa Cruz County]

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

zoned TP. Helicopter service and log landing 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 propertv. Helicopter flights for log transport between the area where

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

approved THP. No helicopter flight may occur within 1,000 feet horizontally of an occupied
legal dwelling, provided that the Director may reduce this requirement to 500 feet with the

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

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

nationally designated legal holidays.
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9. 926.29 Emergency_Conditions [Santa Cruz County]

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

in 14 CCR 1052.1 {(Emergency Conditions) shall only constitute an emergency for the purposes

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

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

0. 926.30 Entry by County Representative for Inspection (Santa Cruz County]

The County representative who is designated to participate in_or who participated_in_the

Review Team may enter and inspect the property that is subject_to a timber 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, CDF

the RPF and the LTO,_if any of his employees are engaged_in activities on the dte, for the
purpose of reviewing the methods being utilized in the timber harvest plan_activities and

efforts to comply_with the requirements_of the Forest Practice Rules. 1f such representative

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

lles applicable_to su

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

FPR16Y9 wpd/mmd -7- January 6, 1999 8
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Dear Mark,

This package is an improvement over 1998 versions, but I still have some concerns. ..

2. Road Construction and Maintenance

If & portion of anew road isto be constructed across an area addressed by one of the prohibitions, but the
majority of new road does not meet any of these constraints, I am assuming that the only portion of the road
that hasto be “ abandoned” isthat portion which crossesthe 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) (1) and (2) isagood one- road construction which occurs in a masner where
dirt can enter a watercourse should be avoided. But blanket prohibitions and abandornment techniques are not
helpful. Rather, | urge that the tie require a reasoned written assessment by the RPF of the potential for fill
or sidecast material to enter a watercourse if any portion of the road (which is constructed across the any
identified steep slopes) is proposed to be “permanent.” This may necessitate that the RPF consult with an
engineering geologist who isfamiliar with logging roads. If the RPF’s assessment, in combination with the
proposed design for the construction, is not convincing (per the review conducted by licensed foresters and
enginecting or geotochmical engineers) then the applicable sections of the road should be abandoned as
outlined in your rule.

All of us wosking in the forestry profession in the Santa Cruz mountains over the past decade have first hand
knowledge of the problems with permanent culverts. Over the years, | have observed that fewer permanent
culverts are being installed, and some existing culverts are being removed, But removing the option for a
landowner to install a permanent culvert, which has been generously sized with its fill face protected, and
designed to “accommodate failure™ (through removal of most of the fill over the culvert) could remove
access to the property for forest management purposes (assuming that the watercourse channel is so deep
that it cannot he crossed with a vehicle). It'could also result in far more ground disturbance if the culvert is
installed, pulled, and re-installed over time. There are many examples of successful culverts thet have been
installed on steep slopes, and there are many examples of failed culverts that have been installed in areas that
do not meet any of your prohibition conditions. The review and approval for every culvert, and each section
of road across steep slopes, should focus on the potential for dirt to enter a watercourse.

Rule 2(b): as writien, thisruleisuncl ear. 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 forest
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 hauling during the non winter season, does it have to be rocked?

80
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The satne concern expressed above is applicable here. If a new permanent road is constructed in a location
and mammer such that delivery of dirt to a watercourse is not an issue, them why should the road be surfaced?
It would be better to require that any permanent road (including existing permanent roads) be rocked where
delivery of dirt to a watercourse is an issue. The same sort of individual and reasoned assessment should be
undertaken by the RPF and reviewed by licensed professionals.

The discussion of “ratable cost” is problematic. If an agreement cannot be reached between all parties who
use the road, and the “ratable cost” is thus to be determined per some formula“as provided in thelaw.)’ then
this“law™ should be disclosed.

Rule section 4€ requires that an erosion and drainage control plan to be approved by the county for new and
existing seasonal roads. Because the approval or disapproval of this ptan appears to be vested with the
county, it isunclear as to when it would become effective and who would enforce it. Under the current law,
the county cannot regulate how timber operations occur, therefore, T would suggest that the etosion control
plan be made a part of the THP that is approved and enforced by CDF for the duration of the THP and
maintenance period.’ Once this period lapses, the county could enforce its existing erosion control
ordinances.  If the county wishes t0 maintain primary authority on this issue, it should incorporate #is
concern into its applicable ordinaunces that address seasonal road maintenance.

Rule section 4(d) suffers the same problem as sections 2(a) and 2{b), which is that the solution (an outright
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 constructed trail, regardless of the slope and proximity
to watercourses, is not abandoned. There is simply no justification to require that all tractor roads be
abandoned! Many of them are constructed in absolutely benign areas where failure is not even a concern.
The determination of whether a tractor road should be abandoned should follow the same individual
assessment proposed above, and the requirement to abandon a skid trail should not just refer to “proposed”
trails. Ary skid trail with a potential to deliver dirt to a watercourse should be adequately treated to preclude
such potential, or it should be abandoned

3. Abandonment of Roads and Landings

Like some of the earlier rules, thisrule providesa*“solution” in the absence of an identified problem. Foresters
have utilized all Of the listed measures when conditions SO necessitate. An existing road that is not causing a
sedimentation problem should not be required to be surfaced; an existing road that does not have a trespass
issue should‘ﬁ;gquire agate or blocking device. And even if aroad is nof abandoned, trespass may be an issue
that needs t0‘Be addressed,

6. Special Harvesting Methods

Concerns that neighbors may have about a selective harvest adjacent to them should be addressed with a
restriction en the cutting rule, N0t an outright prohibition of cutting within 200 feet. On non-TPZ parcels, the
removal of a 200 foot strip of land adjacent to all neighboring homes could result in the elimination of a harvest
option, especially when this rule is considered along with the other restrictions that have been proposed by the

county.

8 0
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The need for this rule has not been substantiated. It is a generie solution to an undefined problem.

Measuring the tiparian corridor bhorizontally requires the use of a diffevent measurement technique than is
currently required far measuring WLPZ widths. Thelatter are measured along the ground, and become wider ag
the side slope becomes steeper. The county’s approach just takes more work to calculate the riparian buffer
width What is the “watercourse bank” ? There are some watercourses that have cut a deep channel over time.
The bank may be many feet above the “watercourse and lake transition line” referenced in the Forest Practice
rules.

9. Hédicopter Operations

Because the county’s “resource conservation districts’ have not been identified, T am not able to.comment on this
rule. There are certainly neighborhoods where helicopter logging should be restricted as proposed in this rule.
There are other, more rurd areas of the county, where the restrictions in this rule are overly prohibitive.

10. Emergency Conditions

What is a“significant adverse impact on. an adjoining landowner” ? Sounds like it’ s adjacent landowner specific.
How. does a forester comply with this rule and how does CDF enforce it? The existing Board of Forestry rules
define a “Significant Adverse Impact on the Enviromment” so that concept is enforceable.

11. Entry by County Representative.

I support the intent of this rule which I believe affords an opportunity for the county to affirm whether a given
timber opetation bas been itnplemented as required by the THP and whether the applicable rules are being
enforced by CDF. If thisis the intent, communication IS essential. It iS very difficalt to talk about a perceived
failure and its causal factors on the phone when one party has seen the failure and the other has not. Thus it is
imperative 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 county
representative. This ensures that all parties remain mindful of the applicable rules and regulations, and, if there
are differences between the county’s, the RPF’s and/or CDF’s interpretation of these rules or their applicability,
acommon inspection can hopefully daylight thisissue and lead to a more prompt resol ution.

Sincerely,
Aan ( :Z Dr NSV
Nancy Dribkard, RPF #1979

Division Chief, Forest Practice

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

Jan. 4, 1999

Dear Mr. Deming:

The following are our comments on the most recent draft of proposed special rules for
timber harvesting in Santa Cruz County.

1. Flagging- We strongly oppose any attempt by the County to impose buffers of any
kind

2. Road Construction and maintenance- This is an improvement over the last effort. |
would recommend some additional language at the end, page 2, line 13, which would
require any watercourse crossings, once the channels are restored to have backup
failure points and some form of non-erosive armoring if they are to be used for
limited access provided in lines 6-7.

2-4 Oppose- this provision is unnecessary. The current Review Team process always
provides for areview of areas like these by either State Geologists and/or with
consultations from private geologists/engineers provided by the applicant Thisis
necessitated on a site-specific basis. There is no evidence that the current process has
failed to address stability issues adequately during plan review.

2-4b- Road surfacing requirements- Oppose- We do not believe the County imtends to

enforce this provision equitably throughout the County and that timberland owners will

be targeted through the petit process. Furthermore, we do not believe that the Board of

Forestry will. pass this regulation and subject CDF forest practice officers to the

impossibletask of enforcing/calculating these “ratable costs”.

2-4¢c~ 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 being
singled out. Additionally, on a site-specific basis, the County has requested, and CDF has
required, erosion. control plans. There is no demonstrable need for this rule.

80 1
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2-4d- Support with the same additional provisions we suggested for 926.15(a)(2)

3a. Flagging- Oppose for obvious reasons

3b. Support- This has been Company policy for many years.

3. Abandonment of roads- Support

6b-( 1) Residential buffers- Oppose

6b-(2) Residential buffers, lopping- Approve

6¢ Oppose

7. Riparian Buffers- Oppose- Until such time that the Board of Supervisors supports and
undertakes an extensive, unbiased scientific review of the necessity of these proposed
buffers we will remain opposed to these unnecessary and costly restrictions.

8. Non-native plants- Oppose- This singles out forestland 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 prohibitions 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 of the FAA. We believe that the
OAL will not approve this rule as written.

10. Financial emergency- Oppose as written- the phrase “any 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. | 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 unfortunate that the “environmentalists” on the Board are
blind to the obvious.

Sincerely,

: o :
MICHAEL E. JAN-| ¢
RPF# 1856
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January 4, 1999 Elizabeth Herbert, Director Larry Prather,
Citizens for Responsible Environmental Committee
Forcst Managcment Vallecy Women’s Club 76‘1
150 Thayer Rd. P.O. Box 167
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Boulder Creek, CA 95006
Jodi Frediani, Chair Mark Morgenthaler, Director
Mark M, Deming Sierra Club, Santa Cruz Citizens for Responsible
Planning Decpartment Regional Group Forest Management
County of Santa Cruz Forestry Task Foree 25401 Spanish Ranch Rd.
701 Ocean St. 1015 Smith Grade Los Gatos, CA 95030
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Dear Mark:

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

L.
Amend Section 926.15 Road Construction and Maintenance [Santa Cruz County]:
(@) Ncw logging roads, both tecmporary and pcrmancnt, shall hc subject to the following limitations:
(1) New road construction shall be prohibited:
(i Across slopes steeper than 65% fesmerethantod-feet.
(ii) Across slapes stceper than 50% fer-merethand38-feet where the crosion hazard
rating is high or extreme

Justification:

"I'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 sus-
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 thie roadbed, and shall also include removal of fill material in order 1o
restore all drainage courses, and shall also include installation of gates and/or other devices at
the perimeter of the landowner’s property to prevent vehicular access, including motorcy-

cles.

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

Re-insert section:
Any new permanent lo bridge i purposes.

other than forest management activitics under an active plan shall be subject to the require-
ment for a County grading and bridge permit.
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Justification: Al tAaunvieNT 3
An ongoing conllict exists between CDF and the County on how Lo resolve the problem created by

the use of permanent logging roads for subsequent land development purposes. Often these logging az () »
roads do not meet county standards for road construction.When the landowner applies to use the

now "existing" road for another use, the County must either accept the sub-standard road as already
“existing” or require the applicant to construct a second road. Constructing two roads is always a less
environmentally 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) All new permanent roads used for hauling, or for any purpose other than forest management

activities dusing-the-winter-peried;wodefined bv14-CCR-Seetion926-18; shall be treated to prevent

cxcessive loss of road surface materials by the usc of non-crodiblc surfacing materials mecting the
following minimum standards:

(1) Roads with gradients between 0% and 10% require a gravel surface or baserock to a depth
of 6 inches, and rencwed treatment upon rcmrfamng of barc soil.

(2) Roads with gradients between, 10% and 15% require a 5-inch layer of baserock and oil and
screen.

(3) Roads with gradients greater than 15% require a 5-8 inch layer of Class Il baserock with 1-
1/2 inches of asphaltic concrete overlay,

Existing permanent roads used for hauling, or for any purpose other than forest management activi-
ties dusingthe-winterperodrasdelined by-14-CGR-Secion026-18, may be required o be surlaced
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 that are used during Llie winter period [rom surfacing requirements.

2.

Amend Section 926.16 Flagging [Santa Cruz County]

(b) The RPF or supervised designee shall flag the location of all water breaks which are within the
WLPZ, on mapped unstable areas or on slopes over 50% with high or extreme erosion hazard
rating or on slopes over 65% regardless of erosion hazard rating.

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

3.

Amend Section 926.17 Abandonment ol Roads and Landings [Santa Cruz Countyl:

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
with these the Forest Practice Rules, or when the landowner is unwilling or unable lo otherwise
modify the truck road or landing to comply with the road surfacing requirements of 14 CCR
926.15(b) (1)(2) or (3), s+tes then swhere-feasible- such road or landing shall be abandoned, pur-
suant to 14 CCR 923.8, stabilized, revegetated, and restricted from vehicular use by the installation of

80
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gates and/or other devices to prevent access prior

to the Work Completion Inspection, ualess-the-use

Justification:

This paragraph is meaningless without these changes. The intent of the rule is that 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 the use of such road or landing would produce less environmental impact than the 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 parcels zoned TP arc as follows:

(1) For areas where the proposed harvest rate is 51%-60% of the trees greater than 45.7 cm (18
in.)d.b.h., the minimum re-entry period shall be 14 years.

(2) For arcas where the proposed harvest rate is 50% or less of the trecs greater than 45.7 cm
(18 in.) d.b.h., a ten 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.

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 une 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 research. If the Board of
FForestry does not approve the proposed two-tiered system, then the county should put zoning restric-
tions into place which prohibit commercial tmber harvesting except on lands zoned TPZ.

(b) On non-TPZ parcels the cutting standards are as follows

(1) For areas where the harvest rale is 25% or less of those Irees greater than
61.0 cm (24 in.) d.b.h. present prior to commencement of current timber
operations. the re- entry period shall be 14 vears.

(2) For areas where the harvest rate is 26-35% of those trees greater than 61.0
cm (24 in.) d.b.h. present prior to commencement of current timber
operations, the re-entry period shall be 10 vears.

(3) Regardless of re-entrv period no more than 40% of the trees greater than
35.6 cm. (14 in.) and less than 45.7 cm (18 in.1 d.b.h. shall be harvested.

Justification:

‘I'wo-tiered cutting standards are fundamental to the proposed rule changes. The intent is that heavier
culs are appropriate on lands zoned primarily for commercial Limber harvesting, while lighter 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 research. If the Board of
Forestry does not approve the proposed two-tiered system, then the county should put toning restric-
tions into place which prohibit commercial timber harvesting except on lands zoned TPZ.
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(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of Paragraphs 926.25(b)(1) through

926.25(b)(3) above. at least three (3) coniferous leave trees in each protected
equal size class shall be left per acre after every re-entry. The protected equa

size classes are defined as follows: 76
(a) Over81.3cm({32in.)t091.4 cm (36 in.) d.b.h. 4
(b) Over91.4cm(36in.)t0106.7 cm (42 in.) d.b.h.
(€ Overl06.7cm{42in.)to 121 .0cm(48in.) db.h.
(d) Anvtreeover 121.0cm{48in.)d.b.h.

Justification:

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 {orest that contained 3 leave trees of 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 to be anywhere within the
acre, rather than spaced by an arbitrary distance, and resulting in a more natural forest.

&3 (5) Harvestlng or other tlmber operations are prohibited within 288 300 feet of asy

ly malntalned for human habltatlon unless the residential property owner’s written consent is

submltted with the plan

Justification:

First, proposced rules dated Junc 19, 1998, which inchided a 300 foot buffer zone, were 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
be used to describce the structures around which buffer zones arc required. Tt is not. apprapriate 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 neighbor's
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.

&2 (6) If timber operations do occur with 268 300 feet of an-eceupied-legal-dwelling a

permanently located structure currently maintained for human habitation, all slash shall be
lopped to 30.5 cm (12 inc.) or less or chipped or removed, within 10 working days of log removal
operations but no later than 60 day of the felling of trees.

Justification:
Samc as for (5) above rcgarding sizc of buffer zone and language used to describe the structure.
Chipping is also appropriate and should be included as an additional option to lopping and removal.

5.
Amend Section 926.26 Watercourse and Lake Protection [Santa Cruz County]:
(2) Timber harvesting operations are not allowed within riparian corridors. The-width-ef-the-ripasian

80
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The riparian corridor is defined as the Watercourse and Lake Protection Zone. whose width

is dctcrmincd pursuant to 14 CCR 916.5 Procedure for Determining Watercourse and Lake
Protection Zone (WLPZ) 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 (FEMAT) 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 width
to be tailored to the streams characteristics.

We recommend using the existing rule 14 CCR 916.5 to determine the width of the WLPZ, but
requiring that the WLPZ be ofl limits Lo Limber harvesting.

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 other land uses, [or consistency’s sake. However, when proposing Forest Practice Rules to protect
the riparian corridors, scientific evidence supports a more stringent approach.

€63 Exceptions are allowed for temporary stream crossings (fords, bridges, and culverts asd
egble—~orriders) if no other feasible alternative exists as explained and justified in the THP and
approved by the Director. Gable ideora , >rethan +o-feet-in—wv

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
watcrcourse defeats this purposc and is an invitation for sediment to flow dircetly into 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,
where conventional skidding is not feasible. This acaurs generally at inncr-swale 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 defeat the purpose of the no-cut zone.

Cable corridors are never necessary adjacent to streams because there are feasible alternatives. For
example, cable operations can still take place across the WLPZ without cutting cable 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 the no-cut buffer. In the rare case where
the¢ THP boundary will not. allow for a sufficiently high cable span, helicopter yarding is the remain-

ing viable alternative. 5
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Amend Section 926.27 Non-native Plants [Santa Cruz County] ,
Maintenance activities for the eradication of French broom or other invasive, non-native plants as
defined by a list provided by the County along harvest roads and landings skewtd shall occur on the
first, third and [ifth year aflter the initial site disturbance 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.

Justification:

This rule cannot be enforced without the use of the word "shall." Invasive non-native species are a
documented 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
Forcstry Member Bob Heald.

7.
Amend Scction 926.28 Helicopter Operations [Santa Cruz County]

Helicopter 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 ageceupiediegat-dwelling gNpermanently located struc-
lures currently maintained for human habitation, provided that the Direclor may reduce this
requirement to 500 feet with written concurrence of the residential inhabitant. Helicopter operations
are restricted to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. and shall be prohibited on Saturdays,
Sundays and nationally designaled legal holidays. Within 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 three five year period, no more than
10 cumulative days of total helicopler yarding shall be allowed within a two mile radius of 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 day.

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 Junc 10, 1998).

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Hevrbert
Larry Prather

Jodi Frediani
Mark /\4orgenfha|er

80"
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Mark Deming 1/4/99
Planning Depar tmenl

County of Santa Cruz.

701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: Comments on Draft 1999 forest Practice Rules Changes

926.11 Flagging of Property 1 .ines

The County of Santa Cruz continues to propose rules based on the
assumption of the acceptance of other proposed rules. 'This 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.
Additionally, all these areas of concern have rigorous constraints placed upon
them in existing forest practice rules. Furthermore, the road surfacing
rcquircments arc not adequatcly or properly addresscd.

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 ncar structures virtually prevents these removals if not offset by
benefits associated with a larger timber harvest.

926.27 Non-native Plants

Thewording of the proposed 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,

%& ﬂuzﬂfdé

Lisa Rudnick

'R0
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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 Plants [Santa Cruz County]
Dear Mr. Deming,

| am writing to you on behdf 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 would like to address proposed rule 926.27 which deals
with invasive exotic plant invasion that results from fogging activities.

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

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

1) Monitoring and remova activities in the first, third, and fifth year should be required as part of the timber
harvest. The current wording of “.... should occur on the firgt, third and fifth year . ..." should be changed to
".... SHALL occur on thefirst, third and fifth year . . . .. "

2) The usc of appropriate native or non-invasive plants for erosion control should be REQUIRED, not
“recommended"” as the current wording of the rule indicates. There is a long 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 fedl free to contact me.

Co-Chair, Conservation Committee

Cdlifornia Native Plant Society, Santa Cruz County Chapter
PO Box 8098

Santa Cruz, CA 95061

(831)425-3238

wildlands@butterflydreams.com

Dedlicated to the preservation of California native flora
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, Tom Harvey 7 G 9
+633 Sunset Rd *Boulder Creek sCA 95006 » 4085-338-6034 othehiarv@ix.uetcom.com

Santa Cruz County Fax # 454.3262
Board of Supervisors

701 Ocean St.

5th k1

Santa Cruz CA 95060 January 12,1999

Dear Jeff, Mardi, Jan et al:

New year, same problem. | am writing you to express the concerns and wishes of a
number of my friends, neighbors and myself regarding the vote today 1/12/99 on what
rules package will be re-presented to the Board of Forestry this year.

Though it may be true that we have made some progress with the Board, | 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. | am convinced that
the only reason the Board made a gesture to revamp their clearly outdated Forest Practice
Rules, is because they were intimidated by the prospect 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 large on their landscape,

Any one with an open mind would recognize that, generally speaking, no one is saying
stop logging all together. However it is because we ¢an 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 absolutely imperative that they approve the rules as they were proposed and that you as
our representatives here in Santa Cruz County not flag under the pressures the timber
industry wields. With this letter | 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 homes and families are at least as important as logging in Santa Cruz County
and set the limits on resource extraction s¢ that nature doesn’t have to.

Please remain steadfast on the following points. _

* No road building on slopes steeper than 65% or across slopes steeper than 50%

o A 300 residential buffer

« Tree height no cut zones for al riparian corridors

e 40% maximum harvests

Restrict helicopter activity to 10 daysin an area over afive year term

« Regulate all new logging roads and bridges using county grading and bridge pen-nits

Thank you for your consideration and hard work. We are counting on you to support this
much nefe:,ded resource management reform for our county, please remain committed.

i
Tom Harvey
Wildwood Residence Alliance
CRFM

-~— -~

. 80%
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County Supervisors:
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:

1. 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 .1 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
pricr 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,

Meage Fischer
27 es Rd. #7°2

Corralitos, CA 9 5076
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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 aready 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 potentialy 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
inthis 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. Y ou should reject the current rules
proposal, go back to the drawing board and create policy which is fair, justifiable and above all,

legal .

Sincerely,

Fion Souccle
Lisa Rudnick
C.CFA. Interim Executive Director




sonita Hurd
915 Third Street
santa Cruz, CA 95060

Fanuary 11, 1999

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
account the real needs of Santa Cruz County regarding logging. Nor
does it take into account the fact that there has been a change in state
administration, and that the new one will be more sympathetic to
snvironmental concerns-such as those of the distinctly environment-
friendly county of Santa Cruz.

Please do change your tactic and resubmit a more effective logging-
ru 1l es proposal.

As you think about what the people of this county need, I’d like you to
take into account the observation of the naturalist Barry Lopez (in his
book The Rediscomery of North America) 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 particulars of what is now called the
anvironmental 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 our deepest
Frustrations as a culture, T think, must be that we have made so
axtreme an investment in mining the continent, created such an
imfrastructure of nearly endless jobs predicated on the removal and
distribution of trees, water, minerals, fish, plants, and oil, that we
cannot imagine stopping. In the part of the country where | live,
thousands of men are now asking themselves what jobs they will
have-for they can see the handwriting on the wall-when they are
told they cannot cut down the last few trees and that what little

8 0 ‘
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replanting they've done--if it actually works-—will not produce
enough timber soon enough to ensure their jobs.

“The frustration of these men, who are my neighbors, is a frustration |
am not deeply sympathetic to-their employers have behaved like
wastrels, and they have known for years that this was coming. But in
another way [ am sympathetic, for these men are trying to live out an
American nightmare which our system of schools and our voices of
government 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; we will only make ourselves, all of us, poor.

“When people have railed against environmentalism for the
restrictiions it has sought to impose, they have charged-I'm thinking
of loggers in Oregon, and shrimp fishermen in the Gulf, and oil drillers
- the North Slope-that environmentalists are nut to destroy the
independent spirit of the American entrepreneur. They’ve meant to
invoke an image of self-reliance and personal responsibility. They’ve
meant by their words to convey this: If something is truly wrong here,
we'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 harkening to a heritage of ennobled independence, has no
Ristorical foundation in America. Qutside of single individuals and a
few small groups that attended to the responsibilities of living on the
land, attended to the reciprocities involved, the history of the use of
the American landscape 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 lawlessness in the quest for wealth, with the extension
of enough local generosity to keep from being run out of town, enough
respect for institutions to keep from being hauled before the bar, and
snough patriotism to be given the benefit of the doubt by society.”

The logging industry will not willingly take care of the land in our
county. You must oblige them to do so-with a strict set of rules and
the will to back them up. | hope you’ll read the rest of Lopez’s
thoughtful essay and be guided by his observations, particularly these

I’'ve incl uded here.
Sincerely,

Bonita Hurd
Telephone/ fax-modem: 425-1303

2 80
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. ¢ ¢ The valley Women's Club ATTACHMENT &

pf San torenzo Valley, Inc.
PO Box 574
Ben Lomond, CA 9.5005

Mr. Jeffrey Aimaquist, Supervisor
Mamber, Bdard of Supervisors
Santa Cruz County
701 Ocean St. .

"+ SantaCpuz, CA 95060

Dear Jeffrey,

7 ‘,E{l Nino 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 ik
the erosion control, riparian corridor and grading ordinances were
created. Now, over twenty years later, in reevaluating the impacts of
the Watershed Management Plan, human-accelerated erosion is_till the
number one problem facing water guality and our waterways!

Erosion causes slides and floods, and it removes topsoil -- 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 locals and tourists to enjoy. Harvesting
trees, whether via roads or helicopter, exposes the soil to the sun,
drying IT out and turni ng 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 smply 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

80 l
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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 Cruz County 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 aways and still does cause
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 cuit.
Even the SLV Water District has used thousands of dollars 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 Department's Draft 1999 Forest
Practice Rules Changes have gone too far, gutting important, fong-
pursued environmental improvements.

we urge the following:

« Strict regulations must be kept in place to reduce the number of
roads, to limit them to slopes less steep than 65% (50% 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 aready a compromise, first from 1000 and then 500 feet,
especidly if the zone is from one’s home and not one's property line.
Why drop it to 200 feet7
There must be stringent no-cut buffer zones, based on science, along
al 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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» There must be no further cutting of Old Growth; we should cherish 176
the few ancient trees we have left, 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.
« The second tier cutting standards for non-TP zones must be
retained! This is important to maintain a win-win resolution and is
integral to allowing 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 fisheries, extraordinary beauty and stable hillsides, as
well as their value as lumber. Please retain these important aspects of
the original 1998 proposa to the Board of Forestry,

Sincerely,

“pris o gt

Myra Angell, President
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4 CREEK 777

“Growing Redwoods for the Future”

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 Deming of County Planning and refers to a previous draft of the proposed rules
circulated for review by Mr. Deming. | have attached to this letter, a copy of those draft
rules, dated December 23, 1998. Though we were given a very 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 further believe
that even a newly configured Board of Forestry would find it ditficult to pass such a
package.

Sincerely,

/ (Itc ('[uu/ﬁ (Zj

Michael E. Jani
RPF #1856

BIG CREEK LUMBER CO. 3564 Highway 1, Davenport, CA 95017 (408) 423-4156
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778
Santa Cruz County Fax # 454-3262
Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean Sr.
5th Fl
Santa Cruz CA 95060 January 12,1999

Dear Jeff, Mardi, Jan et all:

New year, same problem. | am writing you to express the concerns and
wishes of a number of my friends, neighbors and myself regarding the vote
today 1/12/99 on what rules package will be represented to the Board of
Forestry this year.

Though it may be true that we have made some progress with the Board, |
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 am convinced that the only
reason the Board made a gesture to revamp their clearly outdated Forest
Practice Rules, is because they were intimidated by the prospect 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
large on their landscape.

It is absolutely imperative that they approve the rules as they were
proposed and that you as our representatives here in Santa Cruz County
not flag under the pressures the timber industry wields. With this letter
I am asking that you stay on ¢ourse with the rules package proposal.
Protect our community, protect our finite resources, establish once and
for al that lives and homes and families 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.

2 No road building on slopes steeper than 65% or across slopes steeper
than 50%

Y A 300 residentia buffer
2 Tree height no cut zones for all riparian corridors
Y. 40% maximum harvests

2. Restrict helicopter activity to 10 days in an area over afive year term
2. Regulate all new logging roads and bridges using county grading and

bridge permi ts

Thank you for your consideration and hard work.

Gary Byrd
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Sunta Cruz County

Board of Supervisors

701 Ocean St

5th I°1

Santa Cruz CA 95060

Dear Jeff, Mardi, Janet, all:

New year, same problem. | am writing you to ¢xXpress the concems and wishes of a number of my
friends, neighbors and myself regarding the vote today 1/12/99 on what rules package will he re-
presented to the Board of Forestry this year.

Though it may be true that we have made some progress with the Board, | 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 ignare when they
were proposed in September by Santa Cruz County. | am convinced that the only reasen the
Board mude a gesture to revamp their clearly outdated Forest Practice Rules, is because they were
intimidated by the prospect 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 large on their
landscape.

Anyone with an open mind would recognize that, generally 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 & position where they now must pay atention and serioudly consider the
rules package we have presented.

Tt is absolutely imperative that they approve the rules as they were proposed and that you as our
representatives here in Santa Cruz County not flag under the pressures the timber industry wields.
With thisletter 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 bomes and
families are at Jeast 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 slopes stegper than 65% or across slopes steeper than 50%

* A 300" residential buffer

* Tree height o cur zones for al riparian corridors

® 40% maximum harvests

* Restrict helicopter activity to 10 daysin an area over a five year term

*Regulate al new logging toads and bridges using county grading and bridge permits

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

80
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santa Cruz County
Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean St., 5th Fl
Santa Cruz CA 95060

January 12,1999

Dear Jeff, Mardi, Jan et all: _
| am writing you to express my concerns and wishes regarding the vote today 1/12/99 on
what rules package will be presented to the Board of Forestry this year.

| believe that it is absolutely imperative that the Board approve the rules as they were
proposed and that you as out representatives here in Santa Cruz County not yield to the
pressures of the timber industry. With this letter | am asking that you stay on course with

the rules package proposal. Protect our community, protect our finite resources, establish
once and for al that lives and homes and families 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 slopes steeper than 65% or across slopes steeper than 50%

* A 300" residential buffer

* Tree height no cut zones for all riparian corridors

® 40 % maximum harves ts

* Restrict helicopter activity to 10 days in an area over afive year ten-n

* Regulate all new logging roads and bridges using county grading and bridge pen-nits

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

Sincerely,
%’/Zf&’//f“

Gabrizla Giacchino
43 1 Stanford Ave.
Santa Cruz, CA 95062
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