Bunch Creek TPZ Rezone
PREAT20060521

Correspondence Received Prior to

June 2008 BOS Hearing
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County of Placer
WEIMAR/APPLEGATE/COLFAX
MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
P. 0. Box 1025

Colfax, CA 95713
County Contact: Administrative Aide (530) 889-4010
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Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue , .
Auburn, CA 95603 Sup D2 Sup DS —_ Aide D2 .

ide DS
Spd3 Aide D3 328

Sup DY e Sup DS o Aide DI AldeDd_.

Subject: Recommendation on Bunch Creek Rezone (PREA T20060521)

Gentlemen:

On March 19, 2008, the Weimar-Applegate-Colfax Municipal Advisory Council was asked to make a
recommendation on a proposal for a revised Tentative Map and a rezone from TPZ to RF-BX-80, as
presented to the MAC by County planning staff. This project had been continued from the WAC MAC
February 20, 2008 meeting.

WAC MAC Recommendation to Board of Supervisors

On March 19, 2008, the WAC MAC voted 4-0 (with one abstention) to recommend APPROVAL
of a revised Tentative Map and rezone from TPZ to RF-BX-80 for the project known as the Bunch

Creek Rezone.

Thank you and County staff for bringing this project to us for a recommendation.

Yours truly, .
el tObsn

David Wiltsee, Chair



STATE OF CALIFORNIA —THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTIONl

P.Q. Box 944246 ’ . .
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244.2460
(916€) €53-7772

Website: vy fira ca.go

- : - February 5, 2008
3 |

- | FLB 1§17 2008
Peg Rein : . -
- Placer County Planning Department EAVIRONMENTAL COORDHATICH SERVCES
3051 County Center Drive i o ' :

Aubum, CA 95603
RE: Bunch Creek Rezone (PREA T20060521)
Dear Ms. Rein, i

As the State agency with delegated authority to maintain the state’s timberland base, the Califomia
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) carefully considers any proposal to remove
timberland from land zoned Timber Production Zone (TPZ). As repeatedly witnessed in Califomia,
once the restrictive TPZ zoning is removed, the timberlands often are rezoned again, parcelized,
subdivided or converted into other non-timber growing uses. yCal Fire is very concemedwiththe
reduction of the state’s timber base and the increased fire hazard likely to occur following the future
development of these lands. . T e T :

The Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Bunch Creek Rezone (PREAT20060521) involves the
rezoning of 597.5 acres of TRPZ to Residential Forest with a combined 80-acre minimum lot size.
Itis unclear if the County intends to request an “immediate rezone of TPZ" according to Public
Resources Code (PRC) §4621 and Government Code (GC) §51130. This “immediate rezone of
TPZ" will require a Timberland Conversion Permit issued by Cal Fire. In order to consider an
application for immediate rezone the Board must have the information determined necessary under
_PRC §4621.2, including the specific requirement that the rezoning would be in the public interest
as further described under 14 CCR 1109.2. Please address these public interest concem in the
Mitigated Negative Declaration being developed for the subject rezoning. ‘

Please note the proposed Residential Forest zone allows for timberland preduction but does not

mitigate the fact that the rezone will lead to timberiand conversion and the future development of

incompatible uses. Additionally, current site conditions of the property do not negate the property

as timberland and should not be used as mitigation to off-set agricultural impacts. Please contact
~ me with any questions at (530) 889-0111 x 125.

" Sincerely, -

MATTHEW S. REISCHMAN
Unit Forester
Nevada-Yuba-Placer Unit

S

CONSERVATION IS WISE-KEEP CALIFORNIA GREEN AND GOLDEN
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RE: Bunch Creek Rezone— Support R(.‘.com.mc‘{adation of Denial by Development Rtwe)y C
: . R I : . {
. 1. : o . i
Thank you for the opportunity to comnjént on the Bunch Creck Rezone, Our position on this s
proposed TPZ Rezone has not changed from whit was stated in our letter submitted on Februagy 6, X
* 2008 (copy may be re-submitted if necesspry/requested). P : %
.‘ . B ' 3

. The Developuient Review Committee’s rcco;mnendzitlon of denial of the rezone must be
upbedd. As stated, the purpose of the TPZ is 'LD:encoum_ge privlent/responsible forest resource s
" mandgement with the TPZ districCs intention t0 be an exclusive area foc the growing and harvesting of !

timbee. More importantly, under the TPZ j[,onit’lg' district, tho subjeet property cannot be developed
with residential single-family nses AND is reqdiced (o maintain 160-acre minimum lot sizes. :
{ . .
. Inaddition to the stated TPZ statutes, 1y allow this rdquest would set dangerous precedent-—
i.e, first reaping economic rewards of logging, then using fire to circumvent (he intentions of the TPZ,
provisions (especially with no reforesting ac.t.iv-lhie,s), and eredfing residential zoning in unacceplable
fre-tisk areas that should stay iy timber production. The ndditional California requirements (CA Govt
Code Section 51133) for rezoning from TPZ districts are not being met (i.e., this is NOT in the public
interest; it wonld have substantial, unmitigated adverse effects on continued timber-growing nse oa
3 . . N

i

b

 dithef land zoned as timbecland preserve), i E i

, The firg created an wonfortunate “uaecohomis” condition; however, ample opportynity exists

" for rpforesting and future compliance and use withio the cxisfiin g 1PZ designation, The app!]i‘czm_t has ;
alluded to the opportanity for timber replanting (couched in the “smaller scale timber company B

. Operption” language) which fhdber supports dehial of rezoning. 'Economic costs and substaitial ‘ i

" investment with no immediate economic return shontd rot bs used as leverage to favor rezone. it ’

. Were 10 e so used, then all zoning would be meaningtess, arfbilmry, and subject to conslant rézone o
application. Whether TPZ makes ¢conomic sefise, of not, 5 ot the issue. At some point, a'Viable
argument could be made that any zoning does “not make economic sense” relative 1o, of when
compared to, some other rezone if profit motive is (he criterig, We do not suppoct the slippery-slope
argument that “uneconomic” should be a cortsi?cmtimi in rc?zonin g approvals.
' | ¥ o

t s not necessary for us to reiterate thé points presefted in the County’s Bunch Creek Staft
Beport. Suffice it (o state: The Sierra Club Plicer Group coprmends and suppocts the acguments for
denial for this rezone request. Should denial bé reversed, as stated in our previous comment Jetter, we
wrge the completion of an Envivonmental Impaiit Report (BIR). A Mitigated Negative Declaration is
~ Inadgquate for ull public disclosure. CEQA tdquires an BIR if any proposal or project “may” have
* the potential for an tmpact; we believe the 1llrcflshold is et with this proposal. -

1

arens

Thank you for considering our views, ;

l 4 g N
i Marityn Jasper, Chair

~

I

Foall: mijmpeidinecesshbes com .

S

.
7 Gt cas s (18 e ¢ i A £ A A A% e o R Pomarn 8 = tew b as s




Larry Risser

PO Box 11
Colfax, CA 95713
(530) 886-1811
APN 071 330 -003-000, 071-320-002-000, 071-330-012-000

Crystal Jacobsen

Placer County Planning Dept.
3091 County Center Dr.
Auburn, CA 95603

RE: Basquin Rezone

Dear Ms. Jacobsen '

As owner of the aforementioned parcels, I want-to express my" support for the
rezone being requested by Fred Basqin, et al. I am fully in support of his request for
several reasons.

As the only exrstrng residence on Gillis Hill, we would like to see the properties
maintained and kept up in a fire safe manner. Previous owners had not maintained the
properties in a fire safe manner, which resulted in the Ponderosa Fire of 2001 causing |
considerable damage. With the property occupied, we believe the property will be better
mamtamed and made more fire safe. '

: Mr. Basquin mentioned that you felt our parcels currently zoned TPZ, 071-330-
005-000 and 071-320-002-000, would be zoning “islands” if his rezone is granted. I want
to make it clear that we have every intention of seeking a rezone of these parcels from -
TPZ to Forest Residential. At this time we have no specific plans to seek a rezone but
ultimately will do so. Therefore I do not believe the parcels berng a TPZ-zoned “island”
is an issue.

Lastly, I do not believe Mr. Basquin’s land currently represents a proper zoning of
TPZ under the Placer County Code, Article 17.16. The land is not currently under timber

production and will not be so in five years or more. In fact, if the situation were réversed
‘and Mr. Basquin was requesting a rezove to TPZ from some other zone, you wouldbe
forced to deny it because it does not meet the criteria required by the code. I believe the
- highest and best use, not to mention the safest use, for the property would be as Forest
Residential. .

Please don’t hesitate to call me if you have any questions or need further
information. I would also like to be informed of any upcoming hearings regarding the
Basquin rezone so I may attend if desired. :

Thank you for you time and consideration.

Sincerely,

L&ty Risser

377



January 28, 2008

My Father and | are protésting the Reioning of property that is
adjacent to our 160 acres. o

We feel there are several very imp’ortant issues that you need
to be aware of with regard to this rezone.

We have attached a copy of the letter we sent to Gina L_angfdrd
- along with the “Mitigated Negative Declaration” form.

Please distribute these letters to the Board of Supervisors!!
Please feel free give me an email/call if you have any questions!

i g

Joy Mergen

BO§R§O EUi!ER\\ClngSD
sn()smax 7‘@0'— g\,‘/m...e

520-219-1425 (Home)
Jan 30 208

jmergen@att‘.net

Sup DI ___Sup D4 Ade DI Aidc Dd__
Sup D2___ SupbS . A D2 Aldg S oo
Sp DY __ Aide DY K, & ﬁ




July 13, 2007

Placer County Building and Planning Department
. Crystal, Jacobsen, Planner

3091 County Conter Dr ‘. S e

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Ms Jacobsen,

Currently Jack Remington, AR. Associates, on behalf of Fred Basquin and Jed Parker(owners) have -

filed a rezone request to remove TPZ zoning at Bunch Creek (PREA T20060521) and replace it with
RF-B-X-80 AC. (See Agriculture Commission Meeting Minutes Attachment #1)

My father, Paul Mergen, and Y own 160 acres of land in Colfax just adjécent to the Basquin/Parker
land. (See Map Attachment #2) We have filed a lawsuit with the Superior Court of California
County of Placer on 4/30/2007 a “Complaint to Quiet Title and for Declaratory and Injunctive
Relief.” (See Civil Case #3)

We respectfully request that you hold any decisions on this property split untll we get this easement
issue resolved with Fred Basqum and Jed Parker.

The Mergen family has owned the 160 acres since April 1964 aud the easement was never an issue.
Our current litigation is directed towards written clarification of our right to access our property.
Approval to remove the TPZ zoning and then sphttmg the property into 6 parcels could greatly
impair our access to the property.

We've en;oyed access to our property 43 years and we want our access clarified in wntmg before we

have 6 more people to contend with on the road.

Respectfully Submitted,

g

Joy Mergen Paul Mergen
8968 N Upper Bluffs Dr 6362 N Willowhaven Dr -
Tucson, AZ 85742 Tucson, AZ 85704

imergen@att.net
520-219-1425

Cc: Planping Director—Michael Johnson
Placer County Supervisors
Planping Commission Members
Colfax City Manager—Joan Phillipe
Reynolds Maddex LLP

Enclosure—Attachments #1, #2 & #3
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Attachment #1

COUNTY OF PLACER . »
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSION CHRISTINE E. TURNER

: Agricultural Commissioner
Sealer of Weights & Measures
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSION MEMBERS ‘ ‘ . .
Tony Aguilar Richard Johnson %
James Brenner William Morebeck 11477 E AVENUE, AUBURN, CALIFORNIA 95603
Patricia Beard ~ John Nitta ) TELEPHONE: (530) 889-7372
- Paui Ferrari. . Vieky MOFFIS oo oo FAXC(B30) 8231698 o e L
Wayne Vineyard : www.placer.ca.gov
MINUTES

~ PLACER COUNTY AGRICULTURAL COMMISSION MEETING

May 14, 2007

Members Present: Tony Aguilar, Patta Beard, Jim Brenner, William Morebeck, John Nitta,
Richard Johnson, Vicky Morris, Wayne Vineyard
Members Absent: Paul Ferrari

.~ CALLTO ORDER - Meeting called to ordér at 7:00 by Chairman Wayne Vineyard.

i APPROVAL OF AG:NDA FOR MAY 14, 2007 AND MINUTES FOR APRILS, 2007-
-~ Motion to approve April 8, 2007 Agenda:
Johnson/Aguilar/lMPUV

MOTION BY RICHARD JOHNSON:
To change the wording in #5 to replace exc/ud/ng with “including”.
MPUV

1t PUBLIC COMMENT (The Commission does not act on items under Public Comment). -
o « Waiter Fickworth, rice, walnut, and cattle farmer had copper wires stolen from his
" agricultural well. He was told by Beamer Pump that he would need a permit from the

Ptacer County Building Department to recennect to electricity. He was told by PG & E
that the fee could cost $87. Nick Greco and Jarol Moore, local Placer County farmers,
have also had agricultural thefts. Pending legislation may require recycling companies to
hold items for 5 days before paying the customer, and to video tape the selter. The
Commission members would like to invite Sheriff Bonner, or other department staff, to the
June 11 Agricultural Commission meeting to address the agricultural theft issues in
Placer County.

» Christine Turner extended an invitation to everyone and handed out flyers for the 2007
Agricultural Tour on May 30, 2007 that is being coordinated by Mark White, Resource
Conservation District. RSVP by May 25, 2007.



Vi

BUNCH CREEK TPZ REZONE (PREA T20060521) - Crystal Jacobsen, Plahning Department
This is a rezone request by applicant Jack Remington, A. R. Associates, on behalf of Fred
Basquin and Jed Parker (owners) to remove the TPZ zoning and replace it with RF-B-X-80 AC

- minimurd, which i$ still consistent with the Placer County General Plan. This rezone of 597.5 .

acres would resuit in thfee approved tentative parcels being divided in half with the result of three :

) addmonal parcels.

The Piannmg Department wm come back at a later date for recommendatlon from the Agncultura!
Commission. :

COMMITTEE REPORTS ,
A. Agricultural Marketing Program Activities — Nancyjo Riekse.
J Report of Ag Marketmg activities for April

B. Economic Deve!opment Board (EDB) Update LyndeH Grey. No report

C. Livestock and Natural Resources Farm Advisor — Roger Ingram.
+ Mobile Pouitry Processor handout. Explained how it works. Looking for
-sponsorships. Bio-security on commercial poultry farms is major concem.

D. Horticultural and Small Farms Advisor — Cindy Fake. No report
E. Municipal Advnsory Council (MAC) Agendasleutes Patti Beard No report
F. Placer Parkway Meetmg Update - Wlham Morebeck. No report |

G. Agricultural Water Supp!y SubcommltteelAg Water Waivers ~ Christ'me E. Turner.
o April 23, 2007 article in Auburn Journal talked about possible agricultural water
reduction in Placer County Water Agency's Zone 5 in western Placer County.

AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER’S REPORT ~ Christine E. Tumer Agncultural
Commissioner.
.. Tonya Aguilar reappointed for 4 more years
» Richard Johnson appointment expires November 30, 2007, and Wayne
Vineyard's expires in December 2007
'« No official word from Board of Directors regarding the appomtment of Nancyjo
Riekse as Placer County Visitors Council Agricultural Representative
» On April 25", Pattie Beard was honored at the Auburn “State of the Community”
awards dinner as a “Friend of Agriculture.”
o State OES has submitted a letter to USDA requesting Placer County be declared
a disaster area due to unseasonable drought affecting aver 30% of the county’s
grazing land '
« The Brenner Ranch was highlighted in the May/June *Perspectives” magazine
from the Arts Council of Placer County
+ Board of Supervisor approved conditional support of a proposal by the City of
Roseville to annex 2,172 acres (Sierra Vista Specific Plan) for development

S8



» Heads up that Placer County Environmental Health Department is moving forward
to be in compliance with State requirements regarding on farm hazardous
materials reporting

» Patterson Sand & Gravel's quarry expansion Environmental Impact Report has
supported 1:1 mitigation for mining impacts on agricultural land

“s "'Confirmmed that the Agricultural Comimission has réceived the calendar year ="+ = 7 -

reports of the Parcel Review Committee’s approval of 4-way, or less, parcel splits
of agricultural land for 1399 through 2006 .
» Light Brown Apple Maoth (LBAM).in 8 counties to date. Federal and lntra State
- quarantines are in place. Feeds on moré than 250 different agricultural crops. . Al
. nursery stock, cut flowers, greenery, trees & bushes, fruits, vegetables, hay,
© straw, bulk herbs & spices and more are affected by the quarantines. - LBAM
* native to Australia & in Hawaii since 1800’s. So far no countries have banned
California fru«t

VI NEW BUS!NESS AND GENERAL COMMISSION- COMMENTS - None.
VIILL ADJOURNMENT There being no further business to come before the Agncultural Commission,

the meeting was adjourned at 9:00. The next reqular meeting will be held at 7:00 p.m. on Mcnday, June
11, 2007 at the Ptanning Commission Hearing Room in Auburn.

Recordmg Secretary
tr
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Attachment #3

ATTORNEY OR PARTY WITHOUT ATTORNEY (Name, Stale 83r number, and address:

ltems 1-5 below must be completed (see instructions on page 2).
1. Check one bax below for the case type that best describes this case:

Auto Tort . Contract Provistonaily Complex Civil Litigation
Auto (22) . . : D Breach of cantractiwarranty (08) {Cal. Rules of Court, rule's-3.400-3‘403)
Uninsured motorist (45) ) [:] Collections (09) - _ D AntitrustTrade regulation (03)

Other PI/PDMWD (Personal injury/Property insurance coverage (18) D Construction defect (10)

. Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort Other contract {37) ) D Mass tort (40) _
Asbestos (04) Real Property [ Securities fitigation (28)
Product liabifity (24) - Eminent domaii/inverse [ EnvironmentalToxic tort (30)
Medica! malpractice (45) : condemnation (14) ] insurance coverage claims arising from the
Other PYPDAWD (23) ‘, ', Wrongfui eviction (33) ) anove(gsil)ed provisienally complex case
es
-PUPDIWD (Other) Tort : Other real property (26) ' P
X R Enforcement of Judgment

Business torVuafair business practice (07)  Unlawful Detalner :

Enforcement of judgment (20)

Commercial (31) . Miscellaneous Civil Complaint

Defamation (13) Residentiat (32)

Non

D

L1 civit dights (o8)
]

]

[ ricoen

Fraud (16) . : Drugs (38) ’ . ;

D . Other complaint (not specified above] {42}
. Inteflectual property (19) Judiclal Review: : .
, | 5 Miscellanequs Civil Petition
Professional negligence (25) ] Asset forfeiture (05) ) :
: o Partnership and corporate governance (21)
Other non-PIPD/WD tort (35) Petition re: arbitration award (11) o S
\ - Cther petition (nat specified above) (43)

Employment Writ of mandate (02)

Wrongful termination (36)

Other judicial review (39}
D .Other employment (15)

2. This case D is  [/] isnot complex under rule 3.400 of the Catifornia Rules of Court. If the case is complex, mark the
factors requiring exceptional judicial management:

a. Large number of separately represented parties  d. [:} Large number ofwntnesses
b. [:I Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novel &. D Coordination with related actions pending in one or more courts
issues that will be time-consuming to resolve in other counties, states, or countries, or in a federat court

- c D Substantial amount of documentary evidence f. D Substantial postjudgment judicial supervision
3. Type of remedies sought (check all that apply): ’

a. D monetary 'b. A nonmonetary, declaratory or xn)unctxve relief  c© [:] punitive
4. Number of causes of action (specify): six
5. Thiscase [ is isnot  aclass action suit.
6. Ifthere are any known related cases, file and serve a notice of related case.
- Date: April 30, 2007 _
Scott D. Christensen, SBN 181629

(TYPE OR PRINT NAME)

'ou may use form CM-015.) .

{SIGNATURE OF PARTY OR ATYORNEY FOR PARTY)

NOTICE
« Plaintiff must file this cover sheet with the ﬁrst paper filed in the action or proceeding {except small claims cases or cases filed

under the Probate Code, Family Code, or Welfare and Institutions Cade). (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.220.) Fallure to file may resuit
in sanctions.

* File this cover sheet in addition to any cover sheet required by locat court rule.

s if this case is compiex under rule 3.400 et seq. of the California Rules of Court, you mus! serve a copy of this cover sheek on all
other parties to the action or proceeding.

s Uniess this is a complex case, this cover sheet will be used for statistical purposes cnly

Pagetof2

Fom Adopted tor Mandatecy Use = Cat. Rules of Court, rules 3.220, 3.400-3.403.

J\:d’»dalpCumdl of Ca\if‘::\ia CIV"— CAS S COVER S HEET Amasican LegaiNet Inc. Standards of Judical Administation, § 19
CM-010 [Rov. January 1, 2007}

wrw FortrsWorkilow, com www.courtinfa.ca.gov

Reynolds Maddux LLP T
Phillip Maddux, Esq. SBN 45579 Scott D. Christensen, Esq. SBN 181629 FILED
500 Aubum Folsom Road, Suite 210 : SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
Aubum, CA 95603 ) COUNTY OF PLACER
TELEPHONE NO.: g%oggfjf.ggool v M FAXNO. 530-885-8113 . ; :
ATTORNEY FOR (Name): aintiffs Paul and Joy Mergen . - : -
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF Placer . APR 3 O 2007
steeet acoress: - 101 Maple Street o
. mauncaporess:... 10! Maple Street - . ... ... . JOHN MENDES - A R
cmvanozecooe:  Auburn, CA 95603 - EXECUTWE OFFICER & CLERK
BRANCH NAME: ' : + By R Bofnet, Deputy
CASE NAME:
Mergen v. Edwards, et al : ' :
__CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET - Complex Case Designation ’“Sa’f““"g'cv 20979
Y] untimited ] Limited 7 e T soi A
(Amount " (Amount - Counter Joinder —
" demanded demanded is Filed with first appearance by defendant o
exceeds $25,000)  $25,000 or less) {Cal. Rules of Coutt, rule 3.402) DEPT:

38



SUM-100
SUMMONS FOR COURT USE ONLY ]

(CITAC[ONJUD[C[AL) {SOLO PARA USO DE LA CORTE)
NOTICE TO DEFENDANT: ~ FILED
WROACEANADS  henn oo
Allan Edwards, Nancy Edwards, Steven Wolf, Kathy Wolf, Fred Basquin '
IIL Karen Basquin, Jed Parker, all persons unknown claiming any right, | APR 302007
title, estate or interest in defendants’ property, and Does 1-30, Inclusive .
YOU ARE BEING SUED BY PLAINTIFF: JOHN MENDES

EXECUTIVE OFFICER & CLERK

(LO ESTA DEMANDANDO EL DEMANDANTE): By P Botmet, Deputy

Paul Mergen and Joy Mergen

You have 30 CALENDAR DAYS after this summons and legal papers are served on you to file a written response at this court and have a
copy served on the plaintiff. A letter or phone call will not protect you. Your written response must be in proper legal form if you want the
Fourt to hear your case. There may he a court form that you can use for your response. You can find these court forms and more
information at the California Courts Online Self-Help Center {www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), your county faw library, or tha courthouse
nearest you. ‘I you cannot pay the filing fee, ask the court clerk for a fes walver form. If you do not file your response on time, you may
lose the case by default, and your wages, money, and property may be taken without further waming from the court. ) :

There are other legal requirements. You may want to call an attorney right away. If you do not know an attomey, you may want to calt an
attorney referral service. if you cannot afford an attorney, you may be eligible for free legal services from a nonprofit legal services .
program. You can locate these nonprofit groups at the California Legal Services Web site {(www_lawhelpcalifornia.org), the Callfornia
Courts Onllina Self-Help Center (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/seifhelp), or by contacting your focal court or county bar assaclation. '

Tiene 30 DIAS DE CALENDARIO después de que le enfreguen esta citacién y papeles legales para presentar una respuesta por escrito
en esta corte y hacer que se entregue una copia al demandante. Una carta o una llamada telefonica no fo protegen. Su respuesta por
escrifo tiene que estar en formato Jegal correcto si desea que procesen su caso en la corte. Es posible que haya un formulario que usted
pueda usar para su respuesta. Puede encontrar estos formularios de Ja corte y més informaciéa en of Ceniro de Ayuda de jas Cortes de
California (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp/espanol)), en la biblioteca de leyes de su condado o en Ia corte que le quede mas cerca. Sino
puede pagar Ia cuota de presentacidn, pida al secretario de la corte que le dé un formulario de exencién de pago de cuotas. Sino presenta
SU respuesta a tiempo, puede perder el caso por incumplimiento y la corte le podrd quitar su sueldo, dinero y bienes sin mé&s advertencia.

Hay otros requisitos legales. Es recomendable que {lame a un abogado inmediatamente. Si no conoce a un abogado, puede lfamar a un
servicio de remisién a abogados. Sino puede pagar a un abogado, es posible que cumpla con los requisitos para obtener servicios
legales gratuitos de un programa de servicios legales sin fines de lucro. Puede encontrar estos grupos sin fines de lucro en el sitio web de
California Legal Services, (www.lawhelpcalifornia.arg), en el Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California, :
(www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp/espanol/) o poniéndose en contacto con la corte o ef colegio de abogados locales.

e name and address of the court is: ' :
(El nombre y direccién de fa corte es)- e SV 20977
Placer County Superior Court
101 Maple Street
Aubum, CA 95603 -
The name, address, and telephone number of plaintiff's attorney, or plaintiff without an attomey, is:
(El nombre, la direccion y ef nimero de teléfono del abogado del demandants, o del demandante que no tiene abogado, es):

Reynolds Maddux LLP, c/o Scott D. Christensen, Esq., SBN 181629

500 Aubum Foliché}%oaod, Suite 210, Auburn, CA 95603, 530-885-8500
DATE: . , 2007 : Clerk, by £ Bohnet , Deputy
(Fecha) : (Secretario) . (Adjunto)

{For proof of service of this summons, use Procf of Service of Summons (form POS-0710}.}

(Para prueba de entrega de esta citatidn use el formulario Procf of Service of Summons, (POS-010)).
NOTICE TO THE PERSON SERVED: You are served

1. [:] as an individual defendant.

2. [] as the person sued under the fictitious name of (specify):

{SEAL]

3. {Z3 onbehalfof {specify):

under: (] CCP 416.10 (corporation) - [] CCP 416.80 {minor)
[] ccP 416.20 (defunct corporation) ] CCP 41670 (conservatee)
[T] CCP 416.40 (association or partnership) ] CCP 416.90 (authorized person)
{7 other (specify):
4. [ by personal delivery on (date): : e tory
290 1 0
chd?;:‘pgi r(zlh:'ag:::':?“ iLaJ“ Code of Civit Procadurs §§412.20, 465 j g é
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Edwards Family Farm | | : fJnLcc % 5, P00
22801 Gillis Hili R4.

Colfax CA 95713

L B3edra2at

John Mearin, Agency Director

Placer County Community Devdopment resowrce Agency,
13091 County Center Drive, Suit 190 -

Auburn CA 9)603

re: Comments on the draﬁ negative dbclaratlon for the proposed B\mch Creek Rezone (PREA
T20060521) -

Dear Director Marin, .

Below are comments on the draft thigatéd Negative Declaration for the:Bunch Creek Rezone (PREA
T20060521) issued by County staff on or about J anuary 11, 2007.

» Overall, the declaration contains dozens-of factual errors and omissions. As aresult, the analysis of -
‘many of the tmpact areas, and some of the proposed mitigation measures are significantly flawed. In

addition, there are several areas of impacts which are not addressed at all, and for which no mitigation i

isidentified. This document is insufficient and can not be used a basis for conchuding that the proposed
rezone would have no unmitigated impacts. In addition, by its very nature, this rezone 1s a major, long-
- term change in land use. The CEQA document for this proposal needs to include a thorough, long-term
cumulative impacts analysis.

Due to the extensive problems with this documnent, we believe the éounty needs to correct the factual
errors, provide the missing data (including field data) and analyses, reanalyze the impact categones
and reissue the resulting CEQA document for public review and comment. :

What follows are detailed comments that are presented 1n the same ordér as the related sections in the
- draft declaration. These comments identify problems in the document as they relate to: Factual errors

- Factual omissions, inadequate mitigation, and unmitigated impacts. Attached are documents in support

of owt comments; specifically an USDA site-specific soils analysis of the applicant parcel, and letters
from existing nelghbors regarding conflicts between subdivisions and timber harvests.

. Detailed Comments

A. Page 1: Factual error: The language in the declaration indicates that the minor land division _
was finalized for the applicant's (Basquin/Parker) land . Checking with county planning staff,

they report that this subdivision was fentatively approved as a subdivision of TPZ land in 2005,

but will not be final until the required improvements (road and other) are completed

B. Page 1: Factual error:  The declaration states that under TPZ, one of the 3 parcels created in the -

2005 parcel map could be further subdivided. But since the minimum parcel size in TPZ is 16¢
acres, the largest of the applicant's tentative parcels (277.5 actes) does not meet the 320 acre .
minimum size for a2 split. ‘At the present time, since the 2005 minor parcel split is not final,
this land contains only one parcel (5 97 acres).

C. Top of Page 2: Factual errors;  This section refers to an apphoatxon for a timberland conversion
vermit dated August 1992. There is no evidence that permit application exists. In addition, the

397



following are errors contained in the descmptxon of that permit application and other
information from CDF:

I The site was not harvested in 1990. .
IL. The characterization that the previous owners “split the land and placed (it) in timber -
" production zoning” 1s incorrect. Actually, the land was putinto TPZ undet asingle
owrership (partnership) as single parcel under List A in 1977. The partnership was created
in 1946 and partitioned in 1989. | |
D. Center of Page 2 — B Factua] Errors: “Envlronmental Setting”: Contains the following errors
- and misrepresentations: :
[ “Site” -- Fails to state that the current Timber Production Zomng 1s.160 acre minimum
" parcel size, and fails to state that part of the site is in the American River Canyon.
IL “North” -- Fails to meation that 2 of the 3 parcels to the north are Timber Productlon Zoning
with a 160 acre minimum parcel size. :

I11.“East” -- Mischaracterizes this as only have a zonmg of FBX 20, and as belng“developed

~ with medium density single-family residences ...”. " In reality, of the 1.25 miles on the
eastern boundary of the site, .75 miles is undeveloped TPZ land and .5 miles is owned by
BLM (this single parcel is zoned Water influence in the general plan, and is mostly on the
steep side of the American River Canyon). The declaration states “Parcels to east are
developed with medium density single-family residence, with rear yards containing many
oaks which provide a buffer to the project site”. In reality, there are no houses on the
immediate east side of the Basquin/Parker land, this area isin the Amerlcan River Canyon -
the nearest houses several miles away. :

- IV.*“West” -- Mischaracterizes the land as a large parce! along the south line and medium
density residential development along the north portion. Inreality, the south % mile is a
large undeveloped parcel in Bunch canyon. The middle % mile has 5 parcels which contain
a total 0f 2 houses. And the north % mile is Timber Production Zoned land.

E. Page 3, C. Previous Environmental Documents: Factual errors: The declaration lists the
Foresthill Community Plan EIR as a reference EIR. The appllcants land n not within the
boundaries of the Foresthill Commumty Plan EIR.

F. Page 5 - 1. Aesthetics: :

I. Factual error: The discussion section for “Aesthetics” states that this project “does not
include any development of the site.” This is untrue. The applicant obtained tentative
approval for a 3 parcel subdivision in 2005. Once the applicant completes the required
improvements this subdivision will be finalized. However, since the land is still in TPZ, the
applicant and subsequent owners have no right to build houses on these parcels. Approval
of this proposed rezoning will give them that right, allowing 3- homes where none are now -
allowed, without any further environmental assessment and public review.

Furthermore, while not part of the current project, this rezoning could result in a total of 7
houses that are not allowed under the current zoning. This CEQA review is-the correct

- place for assessing the cumulative impacts of the full development that will result from this
rezoning.

I1. Unmitigated impacts : The Discussion “All Items:” on page 5 acknowledges that the Placer
County General Plan considers the ridges west of the North fork of the American river to be
scenic resources. 1f this rezone is approved, 3 houses will be immediately allowed, and up
to 7 houses will be eventually allowed on this property without further rezoning. The only
flat, accessible, buildable land on the property is on the ridgetops. So the rezone will xkely 3 (g X
result in compromising the scenic resource with resmlentlal development.

G. Page 5 & 6, Agricultural Resources:




[. Factual error:  The discussion section, item II-1,3: refers to a conclusion that the land has
poor growing conditions for conifer forests. This is paﬁ of the economic justification for
rezoning the land from Timber production to a residential zoning. Howevér the “poor

..growing conditions” conclusion is factually incorrect, This land was part of a detailed soils ...
analysis conducted by US Department of Agriculture in 1966. This analysis found 23
separate soils areas on what is now the applicant's land (see attachment A). While the study
showed 2 sinall areas that were too rocky for commercial forests, it also showed that
approximately % the land has soils witl 100.yzar Ponderosa pine site indicies of 95 to 100
(considered a medium site class) and approximately % has soils with 100 year indicies of

118 to 120-(considered medium to high site class). In addition, according to the same sotls
analysis, the 520 acre TPZ parcel immediately to the north of this land has a very similat-
mix of soil types —and it is currently growing excellent quality pine and Douglas fir timber.
All of this, along with historical information indicating that the applicant's fand has
produced several miilion board feet of timber in the last 60 years, contradicts the conclusion
in the item II-1,3: that the Basquin/Parker land is poorly suited for growing forest.

'IL Factual omission: The discussion for sections 1 & 3 also concludes that restocking the land
and growing tumber will be economically infeasible. While the discussion refers to a forest
management report, neither this reference report not the discussion offer real economic
analysis to substantiate the conclusion.

. Il Unmitigated Impacts: As discussed above, this rezoning would result in conversion of
medium to medium-high site timberland to non-timber uses. As discussed below, it is likely
that, if rezoned, this land will never be returned to the forest that it once was. In addition, if
rezoned to residential uses, the 200 acres that was not burned and is stocked will likely not

~ be maintained as productive forest. Yet despite these likelthoods, the document offers no
mitigation for the agricultural and environmental impacts of this cohversion.

Support for the statement that a rezonmg will likely result na permanent conversion of this
land from its former status as mixed conifer forest to bushland with some oaks is as follows:
1. The brush and vegetation which have come to dominate the land since the Ponderosa -
. fire are aggressive excluders of native conifers, particularly Ponderosa pine. Thus,
and the lack of conifer seed trees in the immediate area, means that it will be
difficult for this land to naturally reforest. Reforesting will take affirmative
management in the form of site preparation and replanting. ‘
1. Post-wildfire restocking is standard forestry practice throughout the forest regions of
the Western US. There was (and is) government money available to share the cost of
. replanting/restocking. Neighboring land also burned in the Ponderosa fire was
successfully restocked with commercial conifers immediately after the fire.
However, there was no attempt to reforest the applicant's land after the Ponderosa
o fire. o
iii. There is no discussion in the negative declaration about replanting the land to -
conifers, and so presumably no plans to do so. »
iv. Inaddition, this rezoning would take this land out of the timberland market and put
it in the high-end residential market. With the resulting change in land values,
growing a forest for the production of timber will truly become uneconomic. And as
aresult of the change in land price, the land will likely come to be owned by people
whose priorities and land investment activities are residential, not forest. So it is not
likely that future residential owners would do the replanting necessary to restore \3 X q
conifer forest on the burned portions of the applicant's land.

TV ITnmitiaatad Tmnacter The neacative Asrlaratian daase nat ademiatalu addrace tmnacte An



neighboring TPZ and does not provide adequate mitigation. The result is significant
unmitigated impacts.

- The dlscussmn onpage 6 of the negatzve declaration states that the rezoning may resultim
land-use conflicts between future residents of the apphcant s land and adjacent forest and
agricultural operations. But the declaration only considers only noise and dust 1ssues.
There are other issues that have caused significant conflicts when residential development
was allowed next to existing TPZ land. (See attached letters from neighbors to a TPZ parcel
regarding potential conflicts with a permitted harvest. ) The areas of conflict that must be
addressed in the CEQA document include:

- Residential neighbors objecting to permitted timber harvests

~ + Residential neighbors objections to harvesting trees that may change their v1ew
+ Residential neighbors objecting to logging trucks using the county road
+  Residential neighbors living more than 100 feet from the TPZ boundary
- objecting to the noise and other aspects of of harvesting activities.
‘+ Residential neighbors' dogs harassing livestock on the TPZ land
+  Residential neighbors regularly trespassing on TPZ land :
+  Lawsuits by neighbors attempting to gain access through TPZ land for
development purposes. :

These conflicts havé arisen due fo the subdlvxslon the county approved on our western
boundary. Adding another subdivision that runs along our southern boundary will make the -
economics of growing timber all the more difficult. The negative declaration offers a 100’
setback from the remaining TPZ parcels as sole mitigation for conflict impacts. Yet most of
the conflicts between the TPZ owners and neighboring subdivisions were from subdivision
people who lived more than 100 feet from our boundary. Therefore, the negative
declaration does not include adequate mitigation for impacts to neighboring TPZ. -
- Unmitigated impact: County-Wide Impacts ~ Rezoning this parcel could encourage
conversion of TPZ parcels throughout the eastern half of the county. The negative
decla:atlon offers no mitigation for this broader- 1mpact

Placer County landowners are facing great pressure to convert their working land for real
estate developments. Within the County's forested areas, many of the remaining parcels are
Zoned TPZ. Up until now, the severe restrictions associated with TPZ have left these -
parcels largely untouched by development pressure. But this rezoning proposal is a test
case that will set a precedent, and may determine the eventual fate of much of the County's
forest.

The Discussion page 6 of the negative declaration offers arguments as to why the rezoning
and conversion of the Basquin/Parker land is justified. Those arguments include the
following key elements: '
« the property was heavily logged,
« 2/3 of the property was burned in a wildfire (at least in part because the historic
fuel breaks had not been maintained)
'« the owners failed to even minimally replant to conifers following the fire.
+ there is no near term expectation of commercial timber harvests on this site .
+ Overall the economics of keeping this land in forest is less attractive than the j[i@
economics of rezoning and subdividing.
These same arguments for rezoning could be applied to other TPZ land, particularly if



wildfires. The negative declaration did not address this impact.
H: Page 6 & 7, Air quality: The table and discussion on pages 6 and 7 conclude in error tnat this
rezonmg proposal would have no impacts on air quality.

--I..Unmitigated impact -- This is a Transportation-generating project. When built-out with 7 ...
residences, this project will generate a large number of additional trips a year; we estimate
approximately 7000 trips per year. This would be a considerable addition to the
transportation-generated air pollution, particularly smce the res 1dents may need to commute
long distances to jobs in the Sacramento valley.

Il Unmitigated impacts -- In addition, because this i isa precedent settmg project, the broader
air quality implications could be great. :

- There is no mitigation offered in the negative declaration for these impact.

L Pages 7 & 8, Biological Resources: The table and discussion concludes in error that this
proposed re'zoning would have no impacts on biological resources.’ This erroneous conclusion
is partly based on incorrect information, and partly on information and analysis that is absent

" fromthe document.
I. Factual error — The discussion on page 8 concludes that the rezomng proposal would not
include any development of the site. But as pointed out in section E.I above, the approval of
- this proposal would immediately allow 3 houses where they are not currently allowed. In
addition, the proposal would ultimately result in at least 7 residential parcels on land that
now allows no resrdenees Therefore the conclusrons are based on incorrect information.
II. Factual omissions ~ :

a. This section of the negatrve declaration concludes that the proposed rezone and ‘

conversion would have no impact on sensitive species or their habitats. But there isno
- information or analysis presented or referenced to support this conclusion.

b. Further, as discussed in section G above, the applicant argues against restoring the land -
to its former status as a mixed conifer forest: By implication, this means that the land
will continue in its current status as a wildfire-induced brush field with scattered oaks
that survived the fire rather than its former status as conifer forest and mixed conifer
forest. In addition, this proposed rezoning would fragment what is now a large block of
undeveloped land. Overall, this would mean the permanent loss of a large block of

- conifer and mixed conifer forest. But there is no analysis presented to conclude that this. .
would have no impacts on Brologreal Resources.
III.Unmitigated Impacts —
" a. Without information and analysis to support the conclusion of no Biological Resource
wnpacts, this document must conclude that impacts to Biological Resources are possible.
As aresult, the document needs to either provide such information and analysis, or offer
mitigations for any impacts that may be possible (for example, impacts on sensitive
amphibians and raptors). Yet this document offers no such mitigations.

b. More broadly, because this project is precedent setting, it could well encourage other
tunberland owners to strip and/or burn their land, and rezone for development. The.
overall impacts on forest habitats in Placer County could be devastating. Yet this
document offers no mitigation for this possibility. :

J. Page 8, Cultural Resources:

I. Factual error -- As discussed in sections F & 1 above, this negatrve declaration ignores the
fact that the Rezoning automatically allows 3 houses on a parcel that here-to-fore did not
have the right to residences. Therefore the conclusions are based on incorrect information. \j q /

I Factual omission — This document does not reference either site specific studies or broader
chrdian #n cnnnnrt tha ranclncinn that the nranosed rezoning would have no-impact on




mining dump sites, etc.). And sirce neighboring land holds the site of a Native American

village, this land is likely to contain Native American artifacts. :
[I.Unmitigated impacts -~ T here is no discussion of mitigating 1mpacts the rezoning may have
.on.cultural resources. .. - e e e e e

K Pagc 9 & 10, Hazards and Hazardous Matenals , :

I Factual error - The discussion itemn VII-4 mentions 2 mine tunnels — one exposed and one
covered. In fact, there are at least 8 historic mines and a stamp mill on this property, If
mining activity creates concerns about hazardous materials, all of these should be examined.

II. Factual error — The discussion item VII-7 states that this proposed rezoning would not '

" include the development of the site. But as shown in sections F & I above, this is factually
incorrect. Therefore these conclusions are based on incorrect information.

1I1.Factual omission — — This property has been given the highest wildfire hazard ranking in the
California Fire Plan. In the past 50 years it has experienced 3 major wildfires, culminating
in the destruction of approximately 2/3 of the forest on the land in the 2001 Ponderosa fire.
Rezoning this land from TPZ to residential uses would seem inappropriate without an
-expert's analysis of the health and safety impacts from the standpoint of future wildfires.
Unfortunately no such analysis has been referenced or offered.

IV Factual omission — The Mitigation measures — Item V1I-7 mentions mitigation measures

.- designed to reduce the threat of wildland fire damage. But the language in measutes 1 & 2
are not specific as to the details, location, and timing of the installation and maintenance of

the shaded fuel breaks and-access roads. Measures 3-& 4 do not identify which roads will
be so treated. Mpasu:e 8 does not specify when, whcre -and how many Water storage tanks
will be installed.

V. Unmitigated Impacts — This sectxon of the document fails to mitigate, or fa1ls to adequately
mitigate the following impacts:

a. - toxic hazards from mine tailings and mine mill tadmgs
b physmal hazard of open mines (the negative dec rmtlgates one’ open tunne but there are
 several more that would still be open.)
¢. the wildfire hazard mitigations, as described, are inadequate, and it is possible that,
allowing houises on the ridgetops of this property would create wildfire risks that are not
mitigatable.
L. Page 11 & 12, Hydrology and Water quality: ‘
- I Factual Eryor -- The discussion item VII[-1 states that this proposed rezoning would not
~ include the development of the site. But as shown in sections F & I above this is factually
incorrect. Therefore the conclusions are based on incorrect mfoxmatlon '
II. Unmiti pated Impacts ~
a. The applicants will need to prove a potable water supply is avadable for the three houses
that will be immediately approved if this rezoning proposal is approved.
b. there may be other unmitigated hydrologic impacts that have not been discussed because
- ofthe incorrect conclusion discussed in section L.l above
M.Pages 12,13 & 14, Land Use and Plannm°

I. Factual errors :

a. The discussion ~Item IX-3,4,5 is mcorrect The site was not legally harvested for
marketable timber in 1990.

II. Inadequate mitigation -

a. Mitigation Measures-Items IX3,4,5 are inadequate. As discussed in section G.IILb 3(? ﬂ/{
above, the 100" buffer 1s not sufficient to prevent conflict between resmienhal
development and TPZ operations.




a. As discussed m section G.I11.c above, if approved, this rezoning proposal could
encourage conversion and development in forestland throughout the county.
b. The discussion Item IX-7 erroneously concludes that the proposed rezoning will not
- Tesultin a substantial alteration of the present and planned land use of the site. As
discussed in section G.III.a above, the proposed rezoning would permanently convert
, the land use of the site. For this impact, the negative declaration offers no mitigation.
N. Page 15, Public Services: '

I Factual ertor - The discussion item at the bottom of page 15 states that this proposed
rezoning would not include the development of the site. But as shown in sections F &
above this is factually incorrect. As a result, this docurnent incorrectly concludes that the
proposed rezoning will have no unpact on fire protection services, and on the maintenance
of public roads. - '

[I. Unmitigated Impacts -

a. Fire protection — the project certainly has the long term impact ofi increasing the demand
for protecting houses during wildfires. Yet those impacts are not mitigated.

b. Maintenance of public roads — In the long term, the project will increased traffic, and

© resulting wear and teat, on Yankee Jir's road. This issue is unlikely to be raised in
subsequent minor parcel splits. Now is the time to analyze it, particularly if there is any
move toward increasing the area’s density in the commumty plan update The
declaration did not do this.

0. Pages 16 & 17, Transportation: -

L. Factual error -- The discussion item at the top of page 17 states that this proposed rezoning
would not include the development of the site. But as shownin sections F & [ above this is
factually incorrect. As 4 result, this document mcorrectly concludes that the proposed
rezoning will have no impact on traffic.

1L Unmitigated impacts — As discussed above in section G, there has aheady been significant
conflicts between the Edwards family and residents of existing neighboring subdivisions 1n
regard to periodic timber harvests on the Edwards TPZ parcel. Some of the most significant
of those conflicts concerned the unwillingness of subdivision neighbors to share public
roads with trucks hauling logs to market. The proposed subdivision would add residential
neighbors along our southern boundary. They would share the same county road with our
haul trucks; and, in addition, share an easement road as well. It is reasonable to expect

‘traffic conflicts between these future neighbors and the Edwards haul trucks. But the
negative declaration does not d1scuss these 31gn1ﬁcant impacts, nor does it identify any
mitigation measures. :

P. Page 17, Utilities and services issues:

1. Factual error -- The discussion item at the bottom of page 17 states that this proposed
rezoning would not include the development of the site. But as shown in sections F & 1
above this is factually incorrect. Therefore the conclusions are based on incorrect
information. :

Il Unmitigated i unpacts - Because of the factual error discussed above, the mitigated negative
declaration fails to propose mitigations for the impacts of residential water supply and on-
site sewage disposal. :

a. According to the environmental questionnaire, there have been no wells dug for the 3
parcels created by the 2005 minor parcel split — for which this rezoning would allow

- houses. .
b. Neither have there been perc and mantle tests for the three parcels. : ' q 5 %
A Dora 10 Mhandntnc Tindinae af Qionificance: Favironmental issues - As discussed in



significant factual errors and omissions. As a result, the declaration comes to a number of
* unsupported conclusions regarding the need for mitigations, and the adequacy of proposed
mitigations. In additions, there are several impacts and potential impacts of the proposed

_Iezone that the document does not attempt to mmgate As a rpsult the conclusmn 1 thlS -

section are unsupported

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions about the above comments.

Sincerely,

. f///n#/ ZW{/Z

Allen and Ndncy Edwards

' %u/}? «{zmacé &




Attachment A

Rezoning - Soils map

The listing below shows the soils Types on Basqun/Parkef land, as taken from the February 1965 site-specific
soils map ~compiled by the Staff from the USDA's Soil Corservation Service. Overall, based on the 1965 site-
~specific soils survey; approximately ¥ of the: Basquin/Parker-land is medium site land (siteindex 95~100jand ...
halfis higher site land (site approximately site index of 120), with a very small portion in rock/ tand. The
specxfw soil types found on this land are as fol lows:

Soils in areas that were not burned in the Ponderosa Fite

-Soil Symbol on Map

. Sait Type

prls in areas that were bumed by the Ponderosa Fi Je

Sites Loam

Pine Site Index{108 vr)

4MA4E/T0G-2 Mariposa Loam 95100
SVVME/46G-1 Rockland “roeemees
IMA43E/55G-1 Sites Loam 120
4AMA4E/SOF -1 Mariposa Loam " 95-100
3MA4YE/19E-1 .Josephine Loam g
4M4E/51G-1 ~ Mariposa Loam 95-100
4RMAYE/4QF Sutherlin Loam about 120 (4)
IM4YE/S4G-1 Sutherlin Loam about 120 (4)
3M4YE/32F-1 _Sutherlin Loar about 120 (4)

Pine Sité Index(100 vr)

Soit Symbol on Map Soil Type
3IM4YE/ 54G-1 Sutherlm Loam about 120 (4)
SVVMBI62G-2 Rockland oo .
3IMAYE/32F-1 Sutherlin Loam about 120 (4)
4MA4E/60G-2 Mariposa Loam 95-100 .
2MAYE/40F-1 Sutherlin Loam . about 120 (4)
3M34E/38F-1 Sites Loam 120.
4M43E/38F-1 Mariposa Loam 95~100
3M43E/15D-1 Sites Loam - 120 -
4MAE/3SF-1- Mariposa Loam 95-100
4rM4ES55G-1 Mariposa Loam 95-100
4tMC/25E-1 Dubakella 60
3tM4E/65G-1 - Josephine Loam 113
4rMEA/15D-1 Mariposa Loam' 95-100
3rM43E/43F-1 120

Notes: 1) the soil classifications were read off the soil map from left to right and top to bottom
2) The Sotl classifications came from the Table that accompanied the soils map in the 1965 study.
3) " The 100 year pine site indexes came from Table 4 of the Soils Sugvey of Placer County, California —
Western Pact, By USDA Soi! Conservation Service, issued 1980.

4) The Soil Survey ... cited in # 3 above did not list Southerlin Loam site indexes. Given the soil depth and
texture, they should be approximately the same as Sttes Loam.

S
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April 26, 19Q3

Pr. Jack Warren, Director

I

’

" g .
L VRN O

T Plader County Public Works Dept. v
114484 B Ave, : -
Auburn, CA- 95603 NS
L

——

Subject: N.T.M.P. # N-2-93-1

‘(Hd

My husband ahd*I wish to add'éur names to those opposiné,tﬁé
logging operation proposed.by Allen and Nancy Edwards oﬁ~ Ej
Davis, Callfornla, in our area. :

We feel strongly that this harvesting of the trees would not
only ‘be detrimental to the environment but would be a blight
on this neighborhood. = All of tho homes herc were built be-
cause of the-aesthetic beauty and natural environment and to
divest such a large area of so many trees would not only be
disasterous to the wild life but would cause a reduction of
property values.' :

~ As we understand it,'they plan to drive logging trucks on
-1.25 miles of Yankee Jim Rd., which ia a very narrow road and
would be extremely unsafe for residents driving to and from .
their homes and school, work, etc,

We hope you will take our concerns under consideration and
reconsider this logging operation.

Slncerely,'

Cla it SHeo Feoa
Ella May Sfaskus '

Ben Stas%us :
P.0, Box 1L19 (°3750 Grandv1ew Ave,)

Lolfax CA 95713

ES/es
CC: Allen and Nancy Edwards
~Cathy Schori, CDF - Region II
Dave McNamara. " " v ‘
~"Wendell Reeves, Regional Forester, CDF - Region II
Clark Newton, Engineer Placer County Public Works Uept

. /
At L 19/*‘

<D
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Fred & Karen Basquin, I1X
. 22057 Porcupine Ridge Road
Colfax, California 95713

May 25, 1993

Department of Forestry ' : B - ~ Y
13760 Lincoln Way o | - __ | W,’Q
Auburn, California 95603 . P
Des ied | - Lo
ear Ken Ne1lson( o : _ . %y%

This letter is being written in opposition of the proposed logging
operation taking place on Yankee Jims Road, Colfax, California. . As
residents and concerned citizens, we very much object to the
problems a project of this magnitude would create. We have lived
on Porcupine Rige Road for the past 12 years and secen the
development of land all around us. including our own. We have no
objection with development. We do object to stripping-the land

and ruining natural habitat for our wildlife. We happen to.know
that Camels Hump, one of the proposed areas for clearing, 1s the
home for 2 black bears, which we have seen onoccasion while hiking
in that area. We don't feel it is our position to tell the owner
of his property: how to manage it. It is, however, our business
when his capitalization infringes upon our safety when travelirg on
Yankee Jims Road. As we are sure you are aware, Yankee Jims. Road
is a narrow, curvey road, only 16 feet across in some areas, barely
allowing ordinary cars to pass safely in the opposite directions.

If large logging trucks are allowed to travel on this narrow road,
our safety, our families safety, friends and neighbors safety, and
‘even strangers safety will be in jeopardy. Logging trucks have
quite a reputation for driving faster that the law and conditions-
permit. .Not to mention, Placer County will not get involved with
this project, however, they will make a profit from its harvest

of timber. In the meantime, the owner of the property being logged
makes a prefit and no provisions or responsibility of road maint-
enance is even a consideration. We feel the burden and responsib-
ility for road maintenance and safety should be placed on the project
land owner and we fully support our neighbors who are pushing to at
least see some safety measures taken. If these steps are not taken,

47



3

_/ ‘

' who would be responsible if there was a serious accident? We urge
you to Qlease rev;ew this prOJLct more carefully.

“We thank-you-kindly .for your attention regarding this matter. ,

Sinéerely,

/%ZL Ké /cL A \ - _)/v Fllep- (_742

Fréd & Karen BaSquln, III‘

cc: Rex Bloomfield
Jack Warren
Jan wWitter .
Kathleen Schori

435
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May 27, 1963

‘Kathlsan Schorl - S . o

Dapt. ot Forastry & Fira Protaciion
§105 Alrport Road . :
Redding; CA ¢8002 .

0n & 1

FAX#224-4341 : _
Ra:  MTMP Plan No. No2-93-1 | | | g ale
Colfax Logging . , ' Cet i
~ Dear #4s. Sahoﬁ, ‘ - - 4 g
_As nearby neighbors of the Edwards’ Yankes Jim propert wo hava somea real Nz,wo- 3

eonoerns regarding the Impact of their logging oparation (and iogaing trucks) en
tha arraln and our roads. _ gging oparatia 9% Q )

Has an environmental Impact study bosn fwﬂmmw on this operetion? How
would we baest find ouf the results of this? :

masura:s.wa wouid like to 869 CDF take Include:

1') Raquirs the uss of flagmen on Yankee Jims Road to prevant head-on
celfisiens. ' : :

2)  Prohiblt fog hauling during commute and echool business hours.

: 3) Prohlbit lagging operations on weekends end holidays and limit the use of =

power equipment 1o the hours between 6:00 a.m. snd 5:00 p.m.

4)  Requira the posting of a Performanca Bond to help cover the cost of
roed repalrs.

Wa ilva 1/2 mile West of Yanige Jims Road on Slsrra View Drive, off Canyon -
Way. Canyon Way baetwsen cur road and Yankae Jims Rd. claims a life every 8
months to 2 ysars dua 1o the dangerous ecurve. Our apgroach to Canyon Way
from Siarra \Xew Drive Is alrasdy hazsrdous due to this tlind curve. If we need to

‘'worry abaut logging trucks flylng around that curve | fesr ths fatalities wili

incregse. :

If they approach Highway 80 from tha other direction on Canyon Way, the curve
prlor¥o‘ Bnnkw Jims merging onto Canyon Way Is tricky, too, and scmaone

~ could easily run right into a big, slow merging lumber truck as they clip along

Canyon Way.

Please keep us apprisad of this situation, or let us know how ws can stay
Informed. :

oy Lo\ 5t 5 Aols »



Fabart €, Flgher, Jr.
222 Slerra View Drive, Collax, CA 83713
(818) 837-4120 -

Linda L. Figher .

0
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May 25, 1993

Ka*bleen Schort

6105 Alrport Road T e s
Redding, CA 96002 B » T

Re: NTMP plaa No. N-2-93-1 o B

Dear Ms. Schori:- | . - o 9'!/

My family and I live on Maplewood Lane which in accessed off of W{)P
Yankee Jim’s Road in Weimar/Colfax California. It has'recently come to my attention - yl/ F
that a nearby property owner is petmomng 10 harvest lumber and that the access to this \I/O ‘
operation will also be Yankee Jim’s Road. L

: 0,4

Yankee Jim's is a county road, but it narrows in many places, Large vehicles | (ET;;QQCZ ’
could greatly rmpcde traffic, block emergency vehicles and possibly cause accidents. ‘
This road is also in marginal condition and I believe it will be damaged further
by heavy equipment fully loaded. We urge you to consider these factors when hearing
and ruling on the above referenced plan:

 *Require the use of ﬂagmen on Yankee Jims
*Prohibit log hauling during commute and school busing hours
*Prohibit logging operations on weekends and holidays
*Limit the use of power equipment to the hours between 6:00am & 5:00pm -
*Require the postmg of a performance bond to help cover the
cost of road repairs.

- Smcerely,

Vst \

‘Tina Herrmann

971 Maplewood Lane
P.O. Box 682
Colfax, CA 95713

cc:  Ken Neilson, Dept of Foréstry Aubum, CA
Supervisor Rex Bloomfield i
Jack Warren, Placcr County Public Works



May 7, 1993 | | ’l

Ms. Kathlssn Schori ' ol
. California Department of Forestry |

Redding, CA 96002 _ ) e T
Re: NTMP No. N-2-63-1 : | . - \{\z
Dear Ms. Schori: | S

We are writing in responsa to the proposed implementation of NTMP No. N-2-93-1. As

 residents of a housing development immediately adjacent to the area coversd by the plan, -

with some of our homes within 150 fest of the harvest ared, we are very concerned that

the plan be implemented with the proper safety precautions and respect for the

surrounding community.

In the nearly quarter of a century since this property was last 16gged, the nature of the

surrounding area has changed a great deal. Homes have.been buitt all along the four

roads that enter Yankee Jims in the area that will be used for log hauling. Timberlake

Estates, a residential development of 19 homesites, has been built on property adjoining

the Edwards Tree Farm. Commuters now use Yankee Jims on a daily basis as they

travel to and from Interstate 80. Yankee Jims is aiso a favorite access route for kayakers,
rafters, and other recreational users of the North Fork of the American River.

One thing that has not changed despite an increase in traffic volume is Yankae Jims
Road, the only access local residents have into the area. Yankse Jims is a lightly
constructed county road which does not mest present county width requirements for a
WO lane road (please see enclosed copy of letter to the Placer County Public Works
Department).” This road is bordered by a stesp cut bank on one side and a stream on
the other, and contains several blind corners. The shoulders of the road are crumbling
in several places and the road itself is subject to annual floading. y

~ We urge you and ylour review team to delay approval of NTMP No. N-2-83-1 until the
following concerns have been addressed: :

e Improvements need to be mads to the affected area of Yankes Jims to increass both
the road's width and load-carrying capacity before operations begin. This will avoid
the possibility of serious head-on accidents and a continuous patchwork of repairs.
At present, a single truck breakdown could have the effect of eliminating fire fighting
and other emergency services to anyone living south of that location, as well as block
all access to Interstatse 80 for commuters. ' '

e A Performance Band or other financial security: should be posted to cover the cost
of road repairs. =

" \%v; '

oAE
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NTMP No. N-2-93-1
May 7, 1393
Page 2

-.SOOam andSOOpm

Log hauling should not be permitted during commute hours or during school busing -
" hours to pravent a'serious hazard to traffic fiow and safety. “This would prevent school

chudra_n walking to and from the bus stop at the intersection of Canyon Way and
Yankas Jims from having to competa for space with logging trucks.

Because of the close préximity to residential awellings, logging cperations' should not
be permittad on Saturdays, Sundays, or fegal holidays. In addition, the operation of
power equipment, mctudmg chain saws, should be hmned to the hours betweasn

A maximum limit on the fength of the harvest should be set at two months, or, GO
days, per year (as estimated by Mr Edwards) - :

tis our understandmg that NTMP's have no exp:ratcon date. With this in mmd wo feei'

that the plan approved for the harvesting of timber on the Edwards Tree Farm should be
carried out with the safety and residential nature of the community in mind.

| Sinceraly,

Txmberlake Estates Homsowrners Assocxatnon
P.O. Box 1078

Weimar, CA 95736

(816) 6374192

Board of Directors: -

cc:

Mauresn Kleppe, President
Judy Wilming, Secretary
Helen Rease, Treasurer
Toby Hirning

Steve Ont

Steve Reigel

Ted Wilming

Supervisor Rex Bloomﬁeid Placer County - District 5

Ken Neilson; Department of Farestry, Auburn Office

Jack Warren, Director, Placer County Department of Public Works
Jack White, California Department of Forestry

415



May 25, 1993

= Kathleen Schori
Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection ‘ . P
6105 Airport Road . : EE : "
- -Hedding, CA 96002 .~ . . = ' R 1/7 |

Ol 2

Dear Ms. Schori:

As a registered voter in Placer County and a resident of 975 Map!ewwd

~ Lane off of Yankee Jims-Road for the past six years, | am wming to
express my concerns regarding the ‘proposal by Mr. Edwards to use
public roads to access his property for a timber harvest.

1. . Yankee Jims Road narrows to one lane with no shoulder and
several blind corners. Use of flagmen should be required to prevant

" head-on collisions. Log hauling during commute and scheool busing
hours should be prohibited. '

2. A !ogging truck breakdown or spill on Yankee Jims or Canyon Way
could block access by fire trucks and other emergency vehicles.

- Serveral years ago, 1 watched from our porch as a small fire began off
Yankee Jims and, within 15 minutes, blazed up and over the
mountainside. While that fire blazed for two days and destroyed many

-#% acres of forest, a fortunate shift of the wind saved our homes. Fire trucks

responded. within ten minutes to our neighbor's phone call. Many elderiy

people who reside-in the mountams off of Yankee Jims, several of whom
are housebound, would not be able to drive or walk out in case of an
emergency. Our only access roads are by way of Yankee Jlms and

Canyon Way

3. Loaded logging trucks and other heavy equipment can causs ma;or o
road damage. The posting of a Performance Bond should be required to -

help cover the cost of. road repairs.

4. togging operanons on weekends and holidays should be
prohibited and limit the use of power equipment to the hours between
6:00 a.m. and 5:00 pm

Thank you for your consideration ot the above

Smcerely,

Lisa D. Biermann- ’ |
P.O. Box 682 . 975 Maplewood Lane

“~ Coltax, CA 95713 ColfaxiWeimar, CA.

cc: .Jack Warren, Director, Jan W(tter Supervisor Rex Bloomfield, 4/&
_Ken Neilson
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February S, 2008

County of Placer

Comnunity Development Resource Agency
Environmental Coordination Services

3091 County Center Dr., Suite 190

FAX (530) 745-3003

Attention: Maywan

RE: Bunch Creek Rezone (PREA T20060521) Mitigateﬁ Negative Declaration

Dear Maywan, _ , '
Thank you for the opportunity to comunent on the Bunch Creek Rezone Project.
Please accept these comments on behalf of NFARA.! '

The Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project is inadequate. {t cannot be used
as a basis for concluding the rezone will have no unmitigated impacts. The Declaration
contains factual errors, inconsistencies, insufficient analysis of environmental impacts’
and inadequate mitigation measures. This rezone is a permanent, major change in land
use. ]

An EIR may not be necessary. However, the County needs to correct the ecrors,
review the impact categories, provide sufficient data and analysis on all impacts
including those from poteatial development, strengthen mitigation measures and reissue
the document for public review and comment. The CEQA document needs to include a’

‘thorough, long term analysis of cumulative impacts. A Mitigated Negative Declaration

cannot be used when it relies on the presumed success of further mitigation measures

that have not been formulated at the time of project approval (Sundstrom v. Cownty of

Mendocing {1988) 202 Cal App 3d 296, 306-314)

The most obvious factual error is on page 3 under Previous Environmental
Documents. Applicant’s land 1s not within the boundaries of the Foresthill Community
Plan ETIR. The background intormation on Page 1 is inconsistent and confusing. Does
applicants'land cousist of three parcels? Is the 2005 Minor Land Division of TPZ Tand
final or must required improvements be in place first? It appears the 2003 Minor Land
Division has not been finalized and applicant’sland presently consists of one 597 acre
parcel. In addition, on bottom of page one, the Declaration states that under TPZ, one
of the three parcels “created” in the 2005 Minor Land Division can be further
subdivided. This is incorrect. Under TPZ the mimmum parce) size is 160 acresso a
277.5 acre parcel cannot be split. '

Throughout the entire document there 1s very little analysis on the impacts of
development. 1n discussions under the various impact categories, there is a common
statement that the “project includes the rezoning of the site from TPZ to Residential
Forest, and does not include any development of the site.” This statement 15 ludicrous.
The whole putpose of this rezone is to create parcels that allow for residential
development. Applicants, through the 2005 Minor Land Division, have already tried to

4y
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create additional parcels with the hopé of building residences on each. The intent of the
applicants is clear. The impact of this development will be significant. A thorough
analysis of these impacts and a detailed list of measures to mitigatc the impacts to-less
than significant must be addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. This rezone
will Jermanentiv change the land use on the site. Where there were once no bomes,
there will be seven.

There are inconsistancies jn the analvsis of the impacts. Under Hazards and
Hazardous Materials on pages 9 and 10, development is acknowledged and several
specific mitigation medsures are listed. In most other categories there is minimal
acknowledgment of development which results in minimal analysis of its impact. For
example, on page 5 under Aesthetics, it states “The purposed rezoning will result in the
potential for eventually creating 4 additional parcels, totaling 7. All of these parcels
could create the potential for future residential development. In the event that a
proposal for such development will occur, further review will be required by the
County. However, because of the small scale of the potential residential developmem n
relation to surrounding land, it'is cousidered fairly benign.” North Fork American
Alliance does not consider the impact, especially the visual impact, of 7 houses on 597

“acres where there are currently zero, to be insignificant or bemign. Residential

development of this land is not just potential, it probable; indeed it is inewitable. This
Declaration, this CEQA review, is the appropriate place for assessing the impacts,
mcluding cumulative wmpacts, of the development resulting from this rezone.

The viewshed of the N T American River canyon may suffer the most significant
impacts from resulting development. Even one house if improperly Tocated and screened
can ruin an otherwise pristine view. The Mitigated Negative Declaration acknowledges

that “portions of the site are located along ridges west of the NF American River, which
is considered a scenic resource within the Placer County General Plan.” The North '
Fork American River Canyon in this area is part of the Aubum State Recreation Area.
Potential significant visual impacts exist, especially for members of the public usiny the
river or hiking the Windy Poiat-Indian Creek Trail. -

A thorough, detailed analysis of potential impacts from residential development in
the viewshed is necessacy. Mitigation measures that reduce the impacts to less than
significant must be developed and specified. Topographic mmap overlays with location of
building sites, roads, cut banks and graded areas are needed. Line of site studies from
the river, the trails. the picnic areas, or anywhere in the recreation area that m.ay be .
visually impacted by project’s potential developiment, must be conducted. The parcels
created must identify potential building sites, pad locations and graded areas, that do not
impact the viewshed; Building sites must be set back from the ridgeline. Specitic
language is needed for set backs, for natural screening, for unobtrusive and glare free
building materials, for lighting that preserves the night ski, maybe even size limits on
houses; for whalever mitigation measures necessary that reduce the impacts to less than
significant. The above is obviously not a complete list.

All other impact categories need similar detailed analysis of impacts from potential
development and a detailed list of mitigation measures.

There is a major discrepancy or conflict of opinion regarding Agricultural Resources.
fnM-1, 3 discussion, the Forest Managemeat Plan prepar d by RPF Doug Ferrier states Z_I[
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the site has “naturally poor ¢ arowing conditions”. Yet a 1966 soi ils analysis by the US
Department of Agriculture shows the land is half Medium Site Class, and half Medium.
to High Site Class. Since this is a major justitication for the rezone, a more thorough
analysis is needed to resolve the different conclusions. There has also been no detailed
economic analysis, only a forest management repart. that can substantiate the
conclusion that restocking and growing timber are economically unfeasible. In fact. the
owners of the adjacent TPZ land argue that growing timber is economicaily viable. The
Justification for rezoning the fand is therefore questionable. '

This Mitigated Negative Declaration {s inadequate as it stands. Its scope of impacts
too narrow and its ritigation measures insufficient to reduce all impacts to less than

PP A

monmuaut To meet \JE\{’\ xcquucﬁ‘c 3. x.{n: ucha.xo.uuﬁ mu:t consiger cu{ impau"'
mdudmg, those from probable development of each of the seven parcels created and
must list the specific mitigation measures in detail. This rezone proposal will change the
land use of the area permanently and an adequate CEQA dowment s mandatorv '

Sincerely,,

‘\ rn')f) { %b—*@/\—/

Jim Ricker - President '
North Fork American River Alliance
P O Box 336

Alta, CA 95701

530—389—8344

. Please send correspondence to the above address. Itis my personal address and Tl g

you responses in a more timely manner. Thanks,
Jim

e,
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3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 : - k.i‘i\/‘lﬁONMLml mOth'l}uN QEMCW
"Auburn CA 95603

FAX 530-745-3003
Attention: Peg Rein

Re: Bunch Creek Rezone (PREA T20060521)

Dear Ms. Rein:

Please consider and include in the public record the following comments on the Mitigated

. Negative Declaration for the proposed Bunch Creek Rezone, submitted on behalf of
Protect American River Canyons (PARC). As sct forth below, we disagree with the
Planning Department’s conclusion that the subject mitigated negative declaration
includes legally sufficient mitigation measures; instead we believe the proposed project
eontinues to have potentially significant environmental impacts. As a result, unless
additional legally adequate mitigation measures are incorporated into the proposed
mitigated negative declaration (MND), preparation of an environmental impact report
(EIR) will be mandated by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

As you are aware, this project proposes rezoning a 597 acre parcel that lies within the
North Fork American River Canyon from TPZ (Timberland Production) to RF-BX-80
(Residential Forest with 80 acre minimum lot sizes). [f approved, the project will result

in the creation of seven buildable parcels on historically forested canyon slopes that are
surrounded by other forested, undeveloped lands within the pristine North Fork Amerlcan :
River Canyon.

- Inadeeply flawed, disingenuous, and legally deficient analysis, the MIND repeatedly
ignores and fails to consider the very real environmental impacts the contemplated rezone
and subsequent residential development will have on the North Fork Canyon. The MND
consistently avoids any meaningful consideration of the likely impacts of the proposed
project with the often-repeated assértion that the proposal is simply a rezone request and
‘as such “does not include any development of the site.” Such a skirting of the obligation
to analyze and adequately mitigate potential impacts of a rezone request such as this
violates CEQA requirements.

Under CEQA, a lead agency (in this case, the Planning Department) must prepare an EIR
whenever substantial evidence in light of the entire record supports a “fair argument” that

: P.0O. Box 9312 « Auburn, CA 95604 « hitp://pweb.Jps.net/~parc/ :
Protect American River Canyons s dedlcated to the protection and conservation of the natural, recrcational, cultyral, snd /%%/

historical respurces of the Nofth and Middie Forks of the American River and Its canyons for all to care tor and enjoy.
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a proposed project may have a 51gmﬁcant adverse impact on the environment. [Pub.
Resources Code. §21080. subds. (c) & (d); CEQA Guidelines, §§15064 subd. (a)(1);
15070, subd. (a); Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of Stanislaus (1993) 33
Cal App.4™ 144, 150-151.] '

Preparation of an EIR may be avoided under such circumstances only if: 1) a mitigated
negative declaration is prepared that includes revisions agreed to by the project applicant
that avoid the impacts to the environment or mitigate those impacts to the point where
ea.r]y no significant effects. on the environment will cccur; and 2) there is no substantial
evidence i in LLELLL of the entire record that the pluJCu as n:vmcu, iliay stili have a
significant effect on the environment. (Public Resources Code section 21064.5)

If there is substantial evidence in the record that the proposed project, even as modified,

- may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency must either further

modify the project to eliminate or reduce the potential significant environmenta) effect or
prepare an EIR for the proposed project prior to approving or carrying out the project.
(CEQA Guidelines, section 15070,subd. (b)(2).)

Moreover, miti gated regative declarations cannot be used when they rely upon the
presumed success of future mitigation measures that have not been formulated at the time
ofproject approval (Sundstrom v. County ofMendocmo (1988) 202 Cal

App 3d 296,306-314 ) :

Because the cons.tmction of seven homes is a reasonably foresecable consequence of the
proposed project (indeed, it is the very reason for the rezone request), an analysis of the
potential impacts of such construction, along with legally adequate mltlgauon measures,
must be included in thc MND. .

What follows is a chscussxon of some of the proposed MND’s deficiencies.

ABSTHETICS

Incredibly, the MND-concludes the project will result in no significant impacts to the
scenic resources of the American River Canyon, and proposes no mitigation measures

. Whatsoever to address potential scenic impacts.

As noted above, the 597 acres in question lie within the North Fork American River
Canyon. The North Fork canyon in this location is part of the Auburn State Recreation

- Area (ASRA), a 42,000 acre wilderness and recreational treasure comprising nearly 50

miles of the canyons of the North and Middle Forks of the American River. The North
Fork canyon is particularly pristine, having been found eligible for federal Wild and
Scenic River status as well as National Recreation Area designation, in no small measure
due to its outstanding and largely umpoﬂed scenic qualities.

Fortunately, the Placer County Board of Supervisors recognized the value of preserving
the scenic qualities of places like the North Fork canyon when it adopted the current
county general plan in 1994. General Plan Policy 1.K.1 reads as follows:
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“The County shall require that new development in scenic areas (¢.g, river’
canyons, lake watersheds, scenic highway corridors, ridgelines and steep slopes)
is planned and designed in a manner which employs design, construction, and
maintenance techniques that:.

a. Avoids locating structures along ridgelines and steep slopes;

b. Incorporates design and screening measures (o minimize the visibility of -
structures and graded areas; ~

c. Ma'mtains the character and visual quality of the area.”

General Plan Pohoy 1.X1 was cnacted to help achieve General Plan Goal 1.K, which
states as its goal:

“To protect the visual and scenic resources of Placer County as important quality-
of-life amenities for county residents and a principal asset in the promotion of
recreation and tourism.”

Thus the General Plan expressly recognizes the value of preserving Placer County’s
scenic resources, and mandates the application of clear and specific guldelmes when
considering developmant proposals that may 1mpact those resources.

Much of the acreage on the seven parcels to be created under this proposal are on steep
canyon-facing slopes. As a practical matter, the only relatively flat, accessible, and
buildable land on these proposed parcels is focated on the ridge tops. Homes built in
those locations have the potential to cause substantial visual impacts, particularly for
mcmbers of the pubhc using the river, hiking thc Windy Point- Indxan Creek Trail, or

The MND’S conclusion that the “small scale” of the oontemplated residential
development will result in “fairly benign” impacts is a wild guess at best. Even a single -
poorly placed home 1n a visually prominent canyon rim location can have a devastating.
impact on scenic qualities, as a number of canyon rim homes built in recent years attest.

To pass lega1 muster, a thorough detailed analysis of potential impacts to the viewshed is
necessary, and specific, detailed mitigation measures must be articulated. The proposed
MND contains neither. '

* AGRICULTURAL AND BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Because this land has been extensively logged, burned, subsequently salvage-logged and
firewood-logged, it is in desperate need of a restoration plan that includes replanting of
the conifer species and selection for the hardwood oak species on the property. To allow
“the owmers to rezone this land without a restoration plan that addresses wildlife habitat
loss and forest agricultural loss would reward the current owners for years of
mlsmanagement Their apparent agenda, to deplete the land ofits wilderness and timber
values in exchange for conversion to residential home sites, sets a dangerous precedent in
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the American River canyon and could lead to the conversion of other TPZ lands to
residential uses.

The MND’s conclusion that reforestation of the project site is not economically viable is

also suspect. That conclusion appears to be based solely on a Forest Management Plan
prepared for the project preponent in 2006 that apparently relied heavily on the erroneous . ,
assumption that the site had poor soils and poor growing conditions. In fact, a 1966 soils

analysis by the U.S. Department of Agriculture showed that the project site had excellent --.S'{"L‘
timber-growing soils, a fact confirmed by the project site’s history of timber production. - i /w .
L . . i . ) . &
Historically, the land in question has provided much needed contiguous habitat refuge K\/’“f)

for forest flora and fauna as well as producing high quality pine and Douglas Fir timber.
Current mismanagement practices have reduced much of the area to brushland that makes -
it difficult for conifers to reforest naturally. The rezone application offers no mitigation

for the agricultural and environmental impacts that will result from subdividing. Taking 4.
this land out of agricultural production and into residential home sites will likely result in

the permanent loss of the land’s wildlife and timberland values. The land will becorme too
expensive to manage for wildlife habitat and timber production. This rezone plan could

have adverse impacts on surrounding properties such that neighboring property owners

may also try to convert to residential subdivisions resulting in an even greater loss of

wildlife habitat and mixed conifér forest.

The rezone application offers no survey of sensitive species or their habitats yet
concludes that there will be no impacts to wildlife. Forest dependent species, especially

- those in need of large tracts of land to hunt and forage, will experience fragmentation.
Other species of plants and animals that rely on sensitive macro- ecosystems may
disappear entirely. Certainly, to meet CEQA requirements, a study or baseline survey
must accompany such a statement of no impacts.

CONCLUSION

As noted, the project as proposed may have significant environmental impacts that have
not been adequately mitigated. To meet CEQA requirements, the MIND must include
specific, meaningful mitigation measures that will reduce the potential impacts to a less
than significant level. Unless the MND is revised to include such measures, Cahforma
law compels the preparanon of an EIR for this proposed pro;cct

Smcerely,
Q A

Tim Woodall
Board President ~
Protect American River Canyons -
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February 6, 2008
Placer Co. Comim. Development
Resource Agency
- 3091 County Ceater Dr.
. Aubum, CA 95603

Ladies and Gentlemen:
RE: Bunch Creek Rezone v

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Bunch Creek Rezone. Although CEQA
may allow a mitigated negative declaration by incorporating specific mitigation measures to reduce
Impacts to less than significant, it also very clearly states that an Environmental Tmpact Report
(EIR) is required if any aspect of the project, “...either individually or cumulatively, may have a
significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether the overall effect of the project is
adverse or beneficial....” We believe this project easily meets the threshold to require that a full
EIR be prepared. o ' :

This zoning change proposal reprcsents a piecemeal approach to further zoning changes,

with each subsequent request citing another’s approval as precedence. Furthermore, some zening
change impacts are dismissed with the erroneous assumption that because no project is being
. proposed, then certain impacts do not exist and therefore do not have to be addressed. We -
respectfully disagree. CEQA encompasses growth-inducing impacts (which is the essence of this
zoning change) and requires that impacts must be addressed if there is a potential for adverse
impacts on the env1ronment Thus we request that an EIR be pr epared for the Bunch Creek Rezone
proposal.

L AESTHETICS °

A great deal of community effort has been undertaken to reject any residential building on
scenic ridges of the canyons of the American River and its forks. These types of structures have
been referred to as “vulture houses.” The Bunch Creek Rezone may have a significant impact on
* the scenic resources of the North Fork of the American River. Thus, especially with community
concemn already expressed on other scenic ridges, this potential impact of structures or fuel breaks
on any ridges along the North Fork would be Significant and requires the preparation of an EIR.

The fact that the proposed rezoning will result in the potential for eventually creating seven
future residential developments, which would in turn degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site, also meets the CEQA threshold for preparation of an EIR 4s this is certainly a
significant future impact. Although the Initial Study refers to the impacts as being “fairly benign”

~due to the scale, scale is not justification to lessen the impact. In fact, it brings up a significant
“cumulative impact” threshold—which parcels will be next? -

II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE

Rezoning should not be decided on the basis of a natural disaster (fire), unless it was
further restrictive for public health'and safety. The fact that a fire did occur in TPZ lands simply
‘means that the site should have been managed for continued timerland use and replanted. It is our

1



understanding that governmental forestry agencies provide the resources for replanting. Should a
land owner choose to not replant, that should not be the basis for changing the zoning. The fact is
that replanting can result in commercial harvesting of timber on the project site. If the soils were
good _enough to allow a TPZ designation, surely a replanting is called for. A natural disaster should
not be an impetus to allow rezoning (especially to residential zoning in such a high fire prone area).

[V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

_ Whether residences are ever built on the parcel(s) is irrelevant as far as CEQA is
_ concerned. The project’s impacts that are being created, or potentially created, by changing the
© zoning is what must be addressed. The impact cannot be dismissed by claiming the zoning change
-~ does not include development on the site; the impacts of a zoning change from timber to residential
) ére-signiﬁcant and must be analyzed to inform the public. One purpose of CEQA is to provide
individuals with the opportunity to participate effectively in all steps of the environmental review
process. We request that an EIR be prepared for this zoning change, and that all the potential
~ biological impacts (especially with regard to wildlife) inherent in changing from timberland
. production to residential forestry be analyzed. :

VI GEOLOGY & SOILS

Again, changing the zoning from timberland to a residential creates potential impacts, nota
physical project, and that is what rieeds to be analyzed. A

VI HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

7. We strongly agree that the zoning will result in exposing new residents and structures to
wildfire hazards. We also believe that a shaded fuel break on ridge tops or anywhere else on steep-
sloped landscapes will have to be of such a magnitude as to create a variety of impacts with
erosion, wildlife corridors, etc. Whether fue! breaks are 100’ wide or 200, they will have
tremendous environmental impacts and must be analyzed in an EIR. Grading for secondary roads
will also have environmental impacts. ' '

Requiring the fuel reductions on both sides of roadways 50" to 100’ from centerline, 15’
vertical clearances, and defensible space would help mitigate the hazard, but who will enforce the
maintenance of these measures? The following section also mentions in the mitigation measure
that the “method and mechanism for guaranteeing the maintenance of this land in a safe and
orderly manner shall be established at the time of the development approval.” In effect, an
important mitigation measure for a significant zoning change impact is deferred. Such a mitigation
deferral is unacceptable and violates CEQA.

IX LAND USE & PLANNING

Because a previous owner chooses not to reforest a site after a timber salvage operation is
not grounds for a zoning change. If anything, to allow this type of zoning change could provide an
incentive for intentional burning of timberland. If a residence bums, and the homeowner chooses
not to rebuild, that is his/her choice. It should not trigger a zoning change based upon speculative *
opportunities. ‘ - .

The incompatibility uses and subsequent conflicts with existing surrounding timberland
logging practices create impacts that must be studied in more depth. The fair argument here is that
this Zoning change will potentially create significant compatibility and cumulative growth-inducing.
impacts in an area that is not conducive to such development. To argue otherwise, or try to avoid a

; | ezl



discussion of the inherent growth-inducing impacts this zoning change will create, is to avoid the
true scope and purpose of CEQA. An EIR must be prepared that allows the public to review the
impacts and make meaningful comments. |

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

2. We disagree that this zoning change has no impacts. [t is cumulatively a growth-
inducing change that has the potential to be initiated on any timberland parcel that has burned or
been damaged due to natura} or man-made causes. There is a reasonable probability that this ‘
rezone will trigger additional proposal/requests to change other TPZ’s, resulting in more land splits
and leap frog development.' This rezone needs to be analyzed for public review inan EIR.

Cordially,

- : Mariiyn.IaSper, Chair
Email: mjasper@accessbee.com :




Daniel K. Macon
11515 Joeger Road
Auburn, CA 95602

(530) 305-3270

February 5, 2008

Counly of Piacer

Community Development Resource Center S

3091 County Center Dr. , ' e
Aubum, CA 95603

EAVIROHAENTAL COCRIMATIOH SEIVICES
To Whom it May Concern;

Fam writing to express my concern regarding the proposed mitigated negative declaration for the 8unch_§reek
Rezone (PREA 120060521). Based on my-review of the supporting documentation, | believe that the mitigated
negative declaration contains factual errors and omissions and suggests substantial unmiti_gated_impacls on
neighboring properties and on the community in general,

Rezoning the property, and the resulting deve’lopmenf of as many as seven residential fots, will have unmitigaled
impacts on surrounding public and private lands. Specifically, this type of wildland-urban interface deve}opment has
been shown to increase the fikelinoad of catastrophic wildfire, as well as the cost of suppressing such wuldﬁres.
Furthermore, this development is likely to make timber and agricultural operations on'surroundmg properties more

- difficult because of conflicts over road use, management activities and other factors.

L am mos! concerned about the precedent this rezoning will set. In essence, the counly is jus'.tify{ng this decision by
stating that burned and mismanaged timberland should be converted fo residential uses. This will encourage o}her
timber landowners to mismanage their fand by co_nductmg timber harvest operations without rgforestanon, all vmh the
understanding thal the county will allow the land to be converted to residential uses after the harvest. The California
Environmental Quality Act, as | understand it, requires decision-makers to analyze all impacls, mcludmg cumulat_sve
impacts. This document fails to do so. '

- Thank you for cdnside(ing my comments. | trge ybu to reject this mitigated negative declaration and to requife a
complete environmental impact report. - '

Daniel K. Macon

249



January 26, 2008

County of Placer :
Community Development Rescurce Agency

Environmental Coordination Senvices , '
3091 County Center Drive /
Auburn, CA 95603 - '

Re: Bunch Creek Rezone Plusi# PREA T20060521
Attn: Gina Langford; Coordinator "

Dear Ms Langford,

\

This !etter isin response to the Mrtrgated Negative Declaration” you sent to us postmarked January 9
2008.

My father and | own 160 acres just adjacent to the property recently purchased by Basquin and Parker
Our family has owned our property for almost 44 years.

We are hereby commentmg on your document. We question several items that you have indicated,
impact” as you see it. '

Cultural Resources Section V numbered 1 thru 6 as “no impact”.

We believe there is the potential impact to cultural resources within this 597.5 acre site.
We do not want anything to substantially disrupt or adversely affect any area of possrb!e historic or
cultural significance to an ethmc group. :

This property has never been subject to any prev'rous cultural resource field surveys but we believe this
" is an activity area and could be an archeological site. We believe this area should be monitored by
qualified archeologists before any proposed changes in the land use desrgnatrons

Because this land was previously owned by one family since 1950, the site areas should be in great

condition, which will aid in Fndmg subsurface historic period deposrts My Dad has seen evrdence of this
archeological site. ;

Mandatory Findings of Significance Section E

#1 "Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?” :
Our answer is stated in the Cultural Resources above. We believe that Senate Bill 18 in 2004 needs to be
addressed with regard to this property.
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“#3_"Does this project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectiy?”

The road though our property gives the future 3 to 7 parcel owners an emergency access route in case

ofa wild fire... to escape north. Because fire in this area is quite possible and has occurred recently,
having another access road for escape is imperative in the division of the 597.5 acres of property.

" Besides emergency accass to escape a fire, it would also enablg the fire district to access through our .

property to defend the future parcel owners lives, homes or animals.

To avoid the demise of any future parcel owners or the destruction of valuable real estate, we
emphatically implore you to make this road easement a mandatory requirement with the

Basquin/Parker and the Mergen family. The safety of the future fand owners is an issue you can’t -
-ignore.

It should also be noted, the property located on'the very north end ridge top (heading towards fowa Hill}
has an enormous “tank trap” in the road along with a gate which prevents anyone exiting the area due
toafire. There is no reason to have this flre escape exit blocked. Your :mmedlate attention is needed
with this i issue. :

Please address the issues stated above before you do anythmg else. Past projects such as Ciover Valley
Lakes had pinpointed the need for careful 1 review of areas with valuable history.

We thank you for your time! ‘

Respectfully Submitted,
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) 'zLL,ZJ s e o
-loy Mergen 7 Paul Mergen i ij',ew\é ‘
8968 N Upper Bluffs Dr 6362 N Willowhaven O |
Tucson, AZ 85742 Tucson, AZ 85704 .
Cc:

Placer County Board of Supervisors

Placer County Agriculture Committee

Placer County Planning Committee

Placer County Fire/CDF, Bob Eicholtz/Brad Albertazzi
UAIC Tribal, Jessica Tavares

UAIC Tribal, Shelly McGinnis, PhD

Native American Heritage Commission



January 26, 2008 o RECE!VED
JAN 29 2008

ENVIRONMENTAL COOROINATION SERVICES

County of Placer

Community Development Resource Agency
Environmental Coordination Services

3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Bunch Creek Rezone Plusit PREA T20060521
Attn: Gina Langford, Coordinator
Dear Ms Langford,

This letter is in response to the “Mitigated Negative Declaration” you sent to us postmarked January 9,
2008. '

My father and | own 160 acres just adjacent to the property recently purchased by Basquin and Parker.
Our family has owned our property for almost 44 years.

We are hereby commenting on your document. We question several items that you have indicated, “no
impact” as you see it. ' '

Cultural Resources Section V numbered 1 thru 6 as “no impact”.

We believe there is the potential impact to cultural resources within this 597.5 acre site.
We do not want anything to substantially disrupt or adversely affect any area of possible historic or
cultural significance to an ethnic group.

This property has never been subject to any previous cultural resource field surveys but we believe this
is an activity area and could be an archeological site. We believe this area should be monitored by
qualified archeologists before-any proposed changes in the land use designations.

Because this land was previously owned by one family since 1950, the site areas should be in great
condition, which will aid in finding subsurface historic period deposits. My Dad has seen evidence of this
archeological site.

Mandatory Findings of Significance Section E

#1 “Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment or eliminate
important examgles of the major periods of California history or prehistory?”

Our answer is stated in the Cultural Resources above. We believe that Senate Bill 18 in 2004 needs to be
addressed with regard to this property.




#3_“Does this project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on

human beings, either directly or indirectly?”

The road though our property gives the future 3 to 7 parce! owners an emergency access route in case
of 2 wild fire... to escape north. Because fire in this area is quite possible and has occurred recently,
having another access road for escape is imperative in the division of the 597.5 acres of property.

- Besides emergency access to escape a fire, it would also enable the fire district to access through our
property to defend the future parcel owners lives, homes or animals.

" To avoid the demise of any future parcel owners or the destruction of valuable real estate, we
emphatically implore you to make this road easement a mandatory requirement with the '

" Basquin/Parker and the Mergen family. The safety of the future land owners is an issue you can’t
ighore. :

It should also be noted, the property located on the very north end ridge top (heading towards lowa Hill)

-has an enormous “tank trap” in the road along with a gate which prevents anyone exiting the area due
to a fire. There is no reason to have this fire escape exit blocked. Your immediate attention is needed
with this issue.

Please address the issues stated above before you do anything else. Past projects such as Clover Valley
Lakes had pinpointed the need for careful review of areas with valuable history.

We thank you for your time!

Respectfully Submitted,

S g,

o e ’éy"\

Joy Mergen Paul Mergen i
8968 N Upper Bluffs Dr 6362 N Willowhaven
Tucson, AZ 85742 Tucson, AZ 85704

Cc

Placer County Board of Supervisors

Placer County Agriculture Committee

Placer County Planning Committee

Placer County Fire/CDF, Bob Eicholtz/Brad Albertazzi
UAIC Tribal, Jessica Tavares

UAIC Tribal, Shelly McGinnis, PhD

Native American Heritage Commission

ZI?’age /_B;\



January 28, 2008

My Father and | are protesting the Rezoning of property that is |
adjacent to our 160 acres.

We feel there are several very important issues that you need
to be aware of with regard to this rezone.

We have attached a copy of the letter we sent to Gina Langford
along with the “Mitigated Negative Declaration” form.

Please distribute these letters to the Commissioners!!

Please feel free give me an email/call if you have any questions!

,—/—z:"z/F e 3.‘4_2,?,/‘,/ /

Joy Mergen
520-219-1425 (Home)

jmergen@att.net
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April 13, 2008

Placer County

Agricultural Commission A
RE: April 14, 2008 7:00PM Meeting
Auburn, California 95603

Fax: 530-823-1698

Dear Commission Members,

My daughter and 1 cannot attend your meeting of April 14, 2008 regarding the Bunch Creek Rezone,
(tem #V) we are faxing our comments. We sincerely hope you will review our comments and our
suggestions... B

We own the 160 acres in Section 13, just adjacent tc; the Bunch Creek property, in the past we have paid
close to $80,000.00 dollars in taxes, whereas, the adjacent owners have paid approximately $8000.00..

We are opposed to subdividing this property into 80 acre parcels with our reasons listed below:

#1 There are Indian artifacts on these parcels, along with other parcels. It's also quite possible there are
burial grounds and should be looked at by an archeologist on the scene. The previous ownership had
a Timber Harvest Plan and this information was redacted , however, the owner of record harvested
the timber over the parcels aforementioned..

As a real estate agent in Tucson, (Joy) |would want to know that these issues are addressed before |
allow my buyers to make an offer and purchase any of these Bunch Creek parcels. As you know, Rocklin,
California had some problems with these like issues several years ago and a reasonable resolution was
found and the community gained by their efforts.

#2 Factually, Paul Mergen has been forbidden to travel in and out of his property, as a result of the
Basquin and Edwards actions, | am unable to keep a road clear of brush and any road maintenance
work. The causes of mother nature will impede travel through one side of the ridge to the other, if a
forest fire starts in any direction .

Currently, and with the only road route , from Yankee Jim road to the Ward Subdivision ends at this
point..Mergen's property.. If one was to follow Outhouse Road, {Basquin) to the top of the ridge the
road ends...Mergen’s property... Should a forest fire occur in any direction, it appears likely the
escape route, would be essential to exit over the Mergen road...

43



The U.S. Forest Service has noted this area as a very high fire danger zone. With gold miners, hikers,
and river rafting that is occurring thru the eastern corner of our property (10 acres) we are unable to
contro! the access of travel by others ... ) ‘ '

We’ve owned this property since 1964 and there was no one living in this area. About 1980 Allan
Edwards was the first resident to build a home. The home was built one hundred yards (100) to the
north of Yankee Jim’s gate..Larry Risser now lives at the end of Gillis Hill Road in the Ward Subdivision .
| have given Larry a easement across my property to the south so he could leave the area if the fire was
to occur from the north..

Because this land owned by Basquin/Parker is going to be sold to future buyers, | feel the fire issue is
extremely important. A buyer wants to know that in case of a fire, their escape has several options.
Our property would be that option. My Dad and 1 would be happy to provide Mr. Basquin and Mr.

Parker access over our road which crosses the ridgeline heading north and out towards the lowa Hill
area. : '

Last, but not least, as a group, the commissioners, or a representative should physically travel the
route that | have suggested...! am positive that you will see our side of the picture, (Joy & Paul) until
then i would request one last favor, 1 would like to pay for a copy of the recording taken on the 14" of
April 2008 hearing, THANKS It is my hope that you read this response to the full hearing...

Respectfully submitted,

Paul M. Mergen » Joy Mergen

6362 N Willowhaven Dr. 8968 N Upper Bluffs Dr
Tucson, AZ 85704 Tucson, AZ 85742

littiedukeb24j@comcast.net jmergen@att.net



April 16, 2008

Placer County

Planning Commission

RE: April 24, 2008 10:20 AM Meeting
Auburn, California 95603

Fax: 530-745-3080

Attention: Crystal Jacobson — Staff Planner |

Dear Commission Members,

My daughter and 1 cannot atterid your meeting of April 24, 2008 regarding the Bunch Creek Rezone,
we are faxing our comments. We sincerely hope you will review our comments and our suggesttons |
have a very serious medical S|tuat|on and | am unabile to travel at this point in time..

We are opposed to subdividing this property into 80 acre parcels with our reasons listed below: In the
past it appeared that the applicants intentions were to increase the parcels to seven, if this were the
case, a question would arise, does the March 4,th 1972 Subdivision Map Act, enter the picture?

#1 There are Indian artifacts on these parcels, along with other parcels. 1t's also quite possible there are
burial grounds and should be looked at by an archeologist on the scene. The previous ownership had
a Timber Harvest Plan and this information was redacted , however, the owner of record harvested
the timber over the parcels aforementioned..

As a real estate agent in Tucson, {Joy) 1 would want to know that these issues are addressed before |
allow my buyers to make an offer and purchase any of these Bunch Creek parcels. As you know, Rocklin,
California had some problems with these like issues several years ago and a reasonable resolution was
found and the community gained by their efforts.

#2 Factually, Paul Mergen has been forbidden to travel in and out of his property, as a resuit of the
Basquin and Edwards actions, | am unable to keep a road clear of brush and any road maintenance
work. The causes of mother nature will impede travel through one side of the ridge to the other, ifa
forest fire starts in any direction .

Currently, and with the only road route, from Yankee jim road to the Ward Subdivision ends at this
point...Mergen’s property.. if one was to follow Outhouse Road, (Basquin) to the top of the ridge the
road ends...Mergen’s property... Should a forest fire occur in any direction, it appears likely the
escape route, would be essential to exit over the Mergen road... Note: The existing County Utility
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easement (PUE) would allow a fifty {50ft) easement , however , CURRENTLY the present route is {25ft)
wide in a one way direction...(Fire equipment and EMT Vehicles would be impaired)

The U.S. Forest Service has noted this area as a very high fire danger zone. With gold miners, hikers,
and river rafting that is occurring thru the eastern corner of our property (10 acres) we are unable to
control the access of travel by others ... ‘

We've owned this property since 1964 and there was no one living in this area. About 1980 Allan
Edwards was the first resident to build a home. The home was built one hundred yards (100) to the
north of Yankee Jim’s gate..Larry Risser now lives at the end of Gillis Hill Road in the Ward Subdivision .
I have given Larry a easement across my property to the south so he could leave the area if the fire was
to occur from the north..

Because this land owned by Basquin/Parker is going to be sold to future buyers, | feel the fire issue is
extremely important. A buyer wants to know that in case of a fire, their escape has several options.
Our property would be that option. My dad and 1 (Joy) would be happy to provide Mr. Basquin and Mr.

Parker access over our road which crosses the ridgeline heading north and out towards the lowa Hifl
area. {Once the tank trap is removed on Edwards property)

‘Last, but not least, as a group, the commissioners, or a representative should physically travel thé
route that | have suggested... am positive that you will see our side of the picture, {Joy & Paul) until
then | would like to pay for a copy of the recording taken on the 24" of April 2008 hearing....

Respectfully submitted,

Paul M. Mergen Joy Mergen
6362 N Willowhaven Dr. . /8968 N Upper Bluffs Dr
Tucson, AZ 85704 Tucson, AZ 85742

littledukeb24j@comcast.net jmergen@att.net
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Larry Risser
PO Box 11
Colfax, CA 95713

Placer County Planning Commission
April 24,2008

RE: Bunch Creek Rezone

_ As the owner of parcels 071-330-002, 071-330-005 and 071-330-012, I would like to
express my support for the Bunch Creek Property rezone from TPZ to Forest Residential.

The property in questions was devastated by the 2001 Ponderosa Fire, with nearly ail the
property burned. Since then, the land has become dangerously overgrown and presents an
even greater fire danger than before. No management of the property has been done
except a salvage logging and fire-prone brush has taken over the land. By dividing the
property into smaller, more-manageable parcels, I believe the fire hazard to surrounding
property owners will be reduced.

In addition, the property in question is currently surrounded by residential subdivisions,
some with lots as small as 4 acres. Considering nearby private property, TPZ zoning
represents a nonconforming use. Nearby owners enjoy greater subdivision rights than the
property in question, denying the owners full rights to their property Elghty acre parcels
is an appropriate use considering surrounding land uses.

Lastly, Timber Production is not an appropriate use of the property in its current state, If
the situation were reversed, and the landowners were requesting a rezone from residential
to TPZ, you would be required by County and State code to deny their request. County
Code requires TPZ zoning to meet the timber stocking standards of Public Resource
Code Section 4561 now or within five years. That code requires average coverage of 300
trees per acre of 4 inches or greater in diameter at chest height, and no less than 150 per
acre. There are much less than 150 trees per acre, much less of breast height. Even the
most intense forest management would not meet that standard within five years.

Most of all, I am concerned for the fire safety of our home and property and the
surrounding area. Allowing this property to become unmanaged and overgrown presents
a clear danger to my property, surrounding homes and the cities of Colfax and Weimar.

Sincerely,
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Placer County Building and Planning Department
Crystal Jacobsen, Planner

3091 County Center Dr

Auburn, CA 95603

" Dear Ms Jacobsen,

Currently Jack Remington, A.R. Associates, on behalf of Fred Basquin and Jed Parker(owners) have
filed a rezone request to remove TPZ zoning at Bunch Creek (PREA T20060521) and replace it with
RF-B-X-80 AC. (See Agriculture Commission Meeting Minutes Attachment #1)

My father, Paul Mergen, and I own 160 acres of land in Colfax just adjacent to the Basquin/Parker
land. (See Map Attachment #2) We have filed a lawsuit with the Superior Court of California
County of Placer on 4/30/2007 a “Complaint to Quiet Title and for Declaratory and Injunctive
Relief.” (See Civil Case #3)

We respectfully request that you hold any decisions on this property split untll we get this easement
issue resolved with Fred Basquin and Jed Parker.

The Mergen family has owned the 160 acres since April 1964 and the easement was never an issue.
Our current litigation is directed towards written clarification of eur right to access our property.
Approval to remove the TPZ zoning and then splitting the property into 6 parcels could greatly
impair our access to the property.

We’ve enjoyed access to our property 43 years and we want our access clarified in writing before we
have 6 more people to contend with on the road.

Respectfully Submitted,

T egen

Joy Mergen Paul Mergen

8968 N Upper Bluffs Dr 6362 N Willowhaven Dr
Tucson, AZ 85742 Tucson, AZ 85704
imergen@att.net

520-219-1425

Cc: Planning Director—Michael Johnson
Placer County Supervisors
Planning Commission Members
Colfax City Manager—Joan Phillipe
Reynolds Maddox LLP

Enclosure—Attachments #1, ¥2 & #3
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