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Cheryl <Cheryl. FMR@comcast.net> Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 8:56 AM
To: gary.miller@edcgov.us, brian.shinault@edcgov.us, james.williams@edcgov.us, jeff.haberman@edcgov.us,
jeff.hansen@edcgov.us, charlene.tim@edcgov.us

Commissioners & Char—

I've attached comments for the April 27, 2017 Planning Commission meeting. These comments pertain to the Biological
Policy Update/Oak Woodlands Management Plan (ORMP), (File # 12-1203; agenda item #9).

The attached comments include a requested amendment to the ORMP.
Char—please include these comments in the administrative record.
Thank you again—

Cheryl Langley
Shingle Springs resident
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What About the Growth Rates of Other Oaks?

e Black and live oaks also exhibit slow growth rates. According to McDonald, " black oak (Quercus kelloggii)
growth rates (from acorns) are estimated to be 3.4 inches dbh at 20 years and 9 inches dbh at 50 years. Interior
live oak (Quercus wislizeni) is also reported as slow-growing."®

These oaks, too, would benefit from a redefinition of “Heritage Oak” as 24” dbh.

What Would it Mean in Practical Terms if 24” was Chosen Over 36” as “Heritage”?

The Board of Supervisors determined that keeping the definition of Heritage Trees at 36 inches “...would best
meet the county’s goals of balancing resource protection with economic development.” But no economic
analysis has been done to estimate th- ~**““erence between a 24” versus 36” designation. However, clearly
mitigation costs would increase for those projects with 24” Heritage Trees on-site. Heritage Tree replacement
and non-Heritage Tree mitigation requirements are listed below.

e For removal of in~**“-ual trees, mitigation is based on an inch-for-inch replacement of removed trees: “The
total of replacement trees shall have a combined diameter of the tree(s) removed.” *° For Heritage Tree
mitigation, “...replacement totals shall be calculated based upon an inch-for-inch replacement at a 3:1 ratio.
(NOTE: if acorns are used, they “..shall not exceed 25-percent of any project’s tree planting total.")*

»21

EXCErpt >ource: Urart tIK, Appendix L (drart UKMP), pdr page 20 of 215,

e The in-lieu fee for Heritage Trees (compared to non-Heritage Trees) is proposed as follows:

LALCI L UVUI LT, LI dIL LI, APPTHUIA L (ULdIL UNIWYIE J, PUl Pape 20 UL 240,

7 McDonald. P.M. Undated. California Black Oak (Ouercus kellnaaiil Availahle at-

LIYS1, J@HTL L ZUL4s WUTI LU WISILEHIL 111, FINE CHELS HIUnNnauun syswen, junnne). J.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service Rockv Monntain Recearrh Station Fire Srianrac [ahnratnry (Producer). Available at:

@i Ly, Cliaplel 974, [EDPUIIDE O-1UJ, PUIl PABT 44D Ul D0<.

? praft EIR, Appendix C (draft ORMP), pdf page 19 of 215
% Draft EIR, Appendix C (draft ORMP), pdf page 20 of 215.
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Clearly, if Heritage Tree size is reduced to 24” from 36”, the need for Heritage Tree mitigation is likely t¢ pact
more projects and increase development costs incrementally. But the benefit to the size reduction is at  ast
threefold:

o it may incentivize retention of such trees {(consistent with the current ORMP proposal to incentivize oak
retention);

o oak retention will improve project aesthetics; and

o improvement of project aesthetics can equal increased marl--* -'alue and project viability—a benefit to
the developer.

Regarding market value, a study on the impact of oak trees on land values yielded the following:

The aesthetic and amenity values associated with property having at least 40 trees per acre will yield a
land value that is 22 to 27 percent higher than that of treeless property. %

Commissioners—

Please recommend to the Board of Supervisors that the Heritage Tree size be designated 24” rather than 36” —
if =—* for all oaks, for blue oaks (Quercus douglasii).

B nNiamand NK et al 1087 Aak Trees Have Viaried Effect on Land Values. California Agriculture, September-b1987. Available at:
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Katie Donahue-Duran <katie@northstatebia.org> Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 3:01 PM
To: "gary.miller@edcgov.us” <gary.miller@edcgov.us>, "jeff.haberman@edcgov.us" <jeff.haberman@edcgov.us>,
"jeff.nansen@edcgov.us" <jeff.hansen@edcgov.us>, "james.williams@edcgov.us" <james.willlams@edcgov.us>,
"brian.shinault@edcgov.us" <brian.shinault@edcgov.us>

Cc: "charlene.tim@edcgov.us" <charlene.tim@edcgov.us>

Good afternoon:

Please find a comment letter attached from the North State BIA regarding item #9 on the April 27th Planning
Commission agenda.

Thank you,

Katie

Katie Donahue-Duran

Legislative Advocate

North State Building Industry Association (NSBIA)
15636 Eureka Road

Roseville, CA 95661

Office: (916) 751-2758

Cell: (916) 751-6690

"ﬂ BIA Comment Letter-4-27-17 agenda item #9.pdf
— 93K
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