
From: Betsy Stapleton
To: Jess Harris; Ed Valenzuela; Michael Kobseff; Nancy Ogren; Ray Haupt
Cc: Wendy Winningham
Subject: JH PD and Zone Amendment Comments
Date: Saturday, March 1, 2025 8:32:38 AM
Attachments: B Stapleton JH letter Supervisors.pdf

Dear Supervisors,

Please accept my comments on the JH PD Zone Change and Use Amendment which is on your agenda for the
March 18 meetings.

I have attached them in a document for your review.

Thank you,

Betsy Stapleton

mailto:5104stapleton@gmail.com
mailto:jharris@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:evalenzuela@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:mkobseff@co.siskiyou.ca.us
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mailto:rhaupt@co.siskiyou.ca.us
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         Betsy Stapleton 


5104 French Cr. Rd 


         Etna, Ca. 96027 


 


 


Re: JH Ranch Zone Change Update (Z2306) / Use Permit (UP2416) 


 


To Siskiyou County Supervisors  


 


 


Dear Supervisors, 


 


I have given up on asking that this project be denied for the many ways this large out-of-


town corporation affects our remote rural community. The neighbors have spoken up 


over many years to oppose the impacts to the human and environmental community that 


their operation inflicts on us (traffic, noise, fire safety, water consumption, and sewage 


disposal) to no avail. Instead, I ask that you ensure that this zoning change meets the 


stated objective to “establish a formal occupancy limit” (Section 1.1 Project 


Objectives P.3). that is clear and enforceable. Achieving this goal is a positive action I 


think we can all support. 


 


As some of you are aware, JH Ranch has been a troublesome neighbor on French 
Creek for more than 25 years. Their long-term mode of operation has been to violate 
zoning and regulatory limits and then ask for forgiveness later. This application is another 
example of that, which they acknowledge in the statement: 
 
“Baseline considers existing uses (both authorized and unauthorized) because uses provide 
evidence of long-term continuous existing conditions. CEQA is not to be used as 
enforcement for violation of laws or entitlements (p. 8)”  
 
“Baseline conditions”, even though they occurred in violation of use permits and other 
regulations, is the used to justify a CEQA exemption for this application. In conversations 
with planning staff and individual Supervisors, members of Friends of French Creek, a long-
term neighbourhood group who oppose JH expansion and associated negative impacts, 
have heard that staff support this application because they believe that it will create terms 
and conditions for County staff to limit and manage occupancy, further growth and impacts. 
Let’s make sure it does that. 
 
With that goal in mind, I ask that the several changes be made to provide crystal clear 
guidelines and meanings. The 25+ year history of JH is that they will use their excellent legal 
team to exploit any ambiguity in regulations applied to them, and then, as they are now, 
claim “existing conditions” to avoid any penalties or consequences. Please consider and 
revise the following issues: 
 


1. Occupancy: The Application requests to establish a formal occupancy limit, 


based on “current conditions”. The application misrepresents current conditions 







 


 


and leaves many aspects of what is meant by “occupancy” unclear, leading to 


future enforcement challenges and unauthorized and undesired expansion 


opportunities based on exploiting the ambiguities. Please resolve the following 


misstatements, inconsistencies and ambiguities: 


○ High Season Occupancy Exhibit A-1 Item 7 states “The maximum 


occupancy is 505 persons from the months of May to September. The 


maximum occupancy includes all individuals on the property at any given 


time. To document compliance with this condition, a sign in roster that 


contains a record of all individuals that are on the project site for each day 


of the calendar year shall be maintained. The roster shall be kept readily 


available for Community Development Department review”. Neighbors 


can attest that major JH operations, as evidenced by heavy road traffic, 


stops by mid-August (we all breathe a huge sigh of relief to have our rural 


community back), not September as described above. The neighbor 


perception is supported by the program description included in 


“Amendment 3 JH Ranch Planned Development Master Plan” PP.10-11 


which gives a detailed description of “Program Overview”. If one adds all 


the weeks of described programs, there is a total 10 weeks (note: 


Parent/Child and Cloud 9 are occurring simultaneously), not the 20 weeks 


encompassed by May-Sept. If this description is left as written it allows for 


an expansion over “current baseline” of 10 weeks of full capacity 


operation. Please obtain and codify an accurate representation of “current 


conditions” or require a CEQA analysis for an expanded program. Please 


do not allow a further expansion of use days by accepting an 


inaccurate, over inflated “current condition” description regards to 


stand.  


○ Arrival and Departure Days: This has been a problem issue in the past 


with JH having overlap between programs resulting in double occupancy. 


Please clarify this section by clearly stating that there is not to be overlap 


between programs. Here is the current description (Amendment 3 p.11) 


“Guests arrive and depart from the Ranch by private car and typically arrive 


between 4 p.m. and 9 p.m. on the day of arrival and depart between 6 a.m. 


and l 0 a.m. on the day of departure. The days of arrival and departure occur 


on different days.”  Simply adding that arrival and departure days are not 


to overlap between groups would clarify this section. 


○ “Off Season” Use: Exhibit A-1- Notations and Conditions of Approval 


bullet 8 states “For the months of October to April (i.e., “the off 


season”), the maximum occupancy shall be held to maintenance 


staff personnel, typically 12 persons but up to 20 persons for 


contractors to perform work when needed. Additionally, the hosting 


of several off-season congregations (i.e., an annual Christmas 


party, Rockside Ranch, and Bethel Church) may be held and shall 


not exceed the maximum of 100 individuals on the property at any 


given time”. “Several” is an ambiguous word that precludes the 


effective enforcement of the intention to limit off-season use. If 


there are 3 off-season uses to be allowed due to that being the 


“current condition” than the amendment should state that up to 3 







 


 


off-season uses with no more that 100 people are allowed. The 


number of days for each of these events should also be included. 


As written, each event could last for 50 days and result in a total of 


a 150 days of off-season use. A clear statement would be along the 


lines of “No more than 3 off-season events of no more than 3 days 


duration each with no more than 100 people are allowed”. Please 


make the provision for off-season use clear and enforceable.  


○ Provision for off campus uses being canceled: The program 


description references “off-site” activities. The 505-person on-site 


capacity limit does not include these off-campus participants, which is 


reasonable given the extent of the County’s authority, but what happens if 


off-site program activities are canceled? Bringing those individuals back 


to the PD would then exceed the 505-person limit. Given that large 


natural events (fire, flood etc.) are increasingly frequent, the need to deal 


with this issue is predictable and not an emergency. Please include a 


plan for the cancellation of off-campus activities that does not 


include exceeding the 505-person on-site limit. 


○ Provide for operational flexibility, a business need, by providing a 


maximum daily occupancy and a total yearly occupancy. Simply 


calculating the total current annual days of use and establishing that as 


the total allowable days of use could allow for operational flexibility, for 


instance, more winter events of smaller numbers, a single larger winter 


event, or expansion into the spring and fall shoulder seasons as appears 


to be the intent, without increasing overall impacts. Please add a 


maximum number of annual use days to provide clarity and 


potentially operational flexibility. 


○ Procedures for violations: While great progress is being made, which 


would be further advanced by incorporating the suggestions above, in 


defining current conditions and imposing occupancy limits, there is no 


provision for violation of the terms. Review of Exhibit A-1 Notations and 


Recommended Conditions of Approval does not find any agreed 


upon penalty structure for violating the terms of the approval. Given 


JH’s persistent behaviour of exceeding occupancy limits and 


building without approval/permits, a clear agreement for 


remediating such behaviours in the future is required. Perhaps a 


$10,000 a day per person fine for exceeding the occupancy limit 


and a destroy and pay fines provision for unauthorized 


construction, similar to the provisions our local irrigators face when 


irrigating under curtailment provisions? Remember, this 


organization has very deep pockets, so any fine needs to be a real 


disincentive.  Please include clear provisions for violating the 


terms of the Zone change and use permit. 


 


2. Procedures for future changes in occupancy and physical infrastructure. 


Exhibit A-1 Paragraphs 10-14 state that significant changes will require a PD 


amendment and Use Permit modification. I am grateful for those clear provisions; 







 


 


however, I would like to ensure that they allow for meaningful community input. 


The staff analysis for this application notes (p. 8) “A Notice of Public Hearing was 


published in the Siskiyou Daily News on January 29, 2025, and mailed to property 


owners within 300 feet of the applicant’s property. Four public comments have been 


submitted in opposition to the project”. There has been a long-term history of many 


interested parties who are not within 300 ft of the property and the Planning staff 


made no effort to contact them. These people have asked to be kept informed of any 


planning action related to JH and their contact information could be found by 


reviewing old files on the topic. The notice that did go out had scant information, a 


bare minimum notice of the hearing without a link or description of where find 


substantive material. The County Planning and/or Community Development website 


did not post or offer access to files with the application or staff recommendations, 


and when my husband did FOIA request for information (under direction from County 


planning staff on how to get information) all he received was two pages, the 


signature pages for the application. Material was finally posted to the Planning 


Commission agenda as “view details” 3 business days prior to the Commission 


meeting. All this made it exceeding difficult for a regular citizen to give meaningful 


input on this issue that greatly affects our lives. After the Planning Commission 


meeting, I heard “No one showed up and there were only 4 letters”.  This is not an 


indication of disinterest, rather an indication of how difficult being an engaged citizen 


has become. Please instruct Planning and Community Development Staff to 


maintain and use a list of interested parties and post readily accessible and 


comprehensive materials on the County website for any proposed JH action at 


least 2 weeks in advance of any Planning Commission or Supervisor Hearings. 


 


3. Ensure neighbor and JH staff and guest fire safety. Fire safety is a critically 


important issue. As we have seen in many recent fires, fire behavior is 


increasingly extreme and can easily overrun any escape or containment efforts. 


JH lies deep in the Wildland Urban Interface down long twisting, narrow country 


roads that would not support rapid evacuation of JH staff, guests, community 


members, and livestock trailers while emergency personal try to obtain access. 


This is a recipe for the loss of life on a significant scale. County staff and Cal 


Fire, presumably after consultation with legal counsel, have taken the position 


that CalFire 4290 regulations do not apply to this application because there is no 


new construction proposed. Even if this is the case, the application makes many 


misleading and outright erroneous statements about fire safety issues and 


emergency evacuation routes. Leaving these statements standing in a document 


approved by the County would render attempting to correct them at some future 


time extremely difficult.  Let’s consider each of the statements separately as this 


is a critically important issue, which, if handled incorrectly, will lead to the loss of 


life and property when the inevitable high intensity fire strikes this high housing 


density area deep in the Wildland Urban Interface.  


○ The application states (p. 12-13) “JH Ranch has provided reasonable 


evacuation routes from its facility, along existing public roads, as well as 


an Evacuation Plan for JH Ranch's operations.” This statement is untrue 


as these routes do not provide reasonable egress for 505 guests and staff 


as well as many local residents with livestock trailers and possessions 


while allowing simultaneous ingress of emergency personnel. In 2014, a 







 


 


group of local residents evaluated two proposed evacuation routes and 


found them entirely inadequate to meet CalFire 4290 safe road 


standards. The results of this analysis were sent to the County from 


“Friends of French Creek” dated 11/20/2014 and is attached below. The 


County followed up with a “JH Road Tour” and the resulting minutes 


contain specific actions for the escape routes to be deemed safe and 


adequate (document attached below). To my knowledge, none of the 


needed improvements have occurred. While the County may feel legally 


compelled to accept the fire risk as it now stands, it is not required to 


confirm that the situation is adequate for safety in the current fire regime. 


Please remove any statement that indicates that the current planned 


evacuation routes are sufficient for the need. 


○ The application states “3 14 Cal. Code Regs., §1270.03(b), provides that 


SRA does not apply "where an application for a Building permit is filed 


after January 1, 1991," so long as the "parcel was formed from a parcel 


map or tentative map approved prior to January 1, 1991." (footnote p. 12), 


which appears to set the stage that JH would not be compelled to 


address Cal Fire State Resource Area requirements for future 


development. Please see the attached letter From Cal Fire dated April 19, 


2016 that clearly states the requested change in occupancy at that time 


from 387 to 482 did require JH to meet 4290 requirements, which has 


been blatantly ignored and places both them and “us”, local residents, in 


grave danger. Please include this history somewhere in the Planning 


document to make sure that is recorded and not allowed to repeat. 


○ I was heartened to see that Exhibit A-1 Paragraph 5. states “The JH 


Ranch shall enter into and maintain a memorandum of 


understanding with the Local Office of Emergency Services for 


wildfire/disaster evacuation protocol”. What is contained within the 


protocol? Requiring JH to evacuate upon a 90% red flag warning 


would substantially increase safety. Please do approve this 


amendment until the agreement with OES is written, opened 


for public comment and formally included in this amendment. 


 


 


Thank you for considering my comments. I hope they are specific enough to be 


constructive and helpful. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


Betsy Stapleton 


 


   


 


 







 


 


 
 







 


 


 







 

 

 

 

 

         3/2/2025 

          

         Betsy Stapleton 

5104 French Cr. Rd 

         Etna, Ca. 96027 

 

 

Re: JH Ranch Zone Change Update (Z2306) / Use Permit (UP2416) 

 

To Siskiyou County Supervisors  

 

 

Dear Supervisors, 

 

I have given up on asking that this project be denied for the many ways this large out-of-

town corporation affects our remote rural community. The neighbors have spoken up 

over many years to oppose the impacts to the human and environmental community that 

their operation inflicts on us (traffic, noise, fire safety, water consumption, and sewage 

disposal) to no avail. Instead, I ask that you ensure that this zoning change meets the 

stated objective to “establish a formal occupancy limit” (Section 1.1 Project 

Objectives P.3). that is clear and enforceable. Achieving this goal is a positive action I 

think we can all support. 

 

As some of you are aware, JH Ranch has been a troublesome neighbor on French 
Creek for more than 25 years. Their long-term mode of operation has been to violate 
zoning and regulatory limits and then ask for forgiveness later. This application is another 
example of that, which they acknowledge in the statement: 
 
“Baseline considers existing uses (both authorized and unauthorized) because uses provide 
evidence of long-term continuous existing conditions. CEQA is not to be used as 
enforcement for violation of laws or entitlements (p. 8)”  
 
“Baseline conditions”, even though they occurred in violation of use permits and other 
regulations, is the used to justify a CEQA exemption for this application. In conversations 
with planning staff and individual Supervisors, members of Friends of French Creek, a long-
term neighbourhood group who oppose JH expansion and associated negative impacts, 
have heard that staff support this application because they believe that it will create terms 
and conditions for County staff to limit and manage occupancy, further growth and impacts. 
Let’s make sure it does that. 
 
With that goal in mind, I ask that the several changes be made to provide crystal clear 
guidelines and meanings. The 25+ year history of JH is that they will use their excellent legal 
team to exploit any ambiguity in regulations applied to them, and then, as they are now, 
claim “existing conditions” to avoid any penalties or consequences. Please consider and 
revise the following issues: 
 

1. Occupancy: The Application requests to establish a formal occupancy limit, 

based on “current conditions”. The application misrepresents current conditions 



 

 

and leaves many aspects of what is meant by “occupancy” unclear, leading to 

future enforcement challenges and unauthorized and undesired expansion 

opportunities based on exploiting the ambiguities. Please resolve the following 

misstatements, inconsistencies and ambiguities: 

○ High Season Occupancy Exhibit A-1 Item 7 states “The maximum 

occupancy is 505 persons from the months of May to September. The 

maximum occupancy includes all individuals on the property at any given 

time. To document compliance with this condition, a sign in roster that 

contains a record of all individuals that are on the project site for each day 

of the calendar year shall be maintained. The roster shall be kept readily 

available for Community Development Department review”. Neighbors 

can attest that major JH operations, as evidenced by heavy road traffic, 

stops by mid-August (we all breathe a huge sigh of relief to have our rural 

community back), not September as described above. The neighbor 

perception is supported by the program description included in 

“Amendment 3 JH Ranch Planned Development Master Plan” PP.10-11 

which gives a detailed description of “Program Overview”. If one adds all 

the weeks of described programs, there is a total 10 weeks (note: 

Parent/Child and Cloud 9 are occurring simultaneously), not the 20 weeks 

encompassed by May-Sept. If this description is left as written it allows for 

an expansion over “current baseline” of 10 weeks of full capacity 

operation. Please obtain and codify an accurate representation of “current 

conditions” or require a CEQA analysis for an expanded program. Please 

do not allow a further expansion of use days by accepting an 

inaccurate, over inflated “current condition” description regards to 

stand.  

○ Arrival and Departure Days: This has been a problem issue in the past 

with JH having overlap between programs resulting in double occupancy. 

Please clarify this section by clearly stating that there is not to be overlap 

between programs. Here is the current description (Amendment 3 p.11) 

“Guests arrive and depart from the Ranch by private car and typically arrive 

between 4 p.m. and 9 p.m. on the day of arrival and depart between 6 a.m. 

and l 0 a.m. on the day of departure. The days of arrival and departure occur 

on different days.”  Simply adding that arrival and departure days are not 

to overlap between groups would clarify this section. 

○ “Off Season” Use: Exhibit A-1- Notations and Conditions of Approval 

bullet 8 states “For the months of October to April (i.e., “the off 

season”), the maximum occupancy shall be held to maintenance 

staff personnel, typically 12 persons but up to 20 persons for 

contractors to perform work when needed. Additionally, the hosting 

of several off-season congregations (i.e., an annual Christmas 

party, Rockside Ranch, and Bethel Church) may be held and shall 

not exceed the maximum of 100 individuals on the property at any 

given time”. “Several” is an ambiguous word that precludes the 

effective enforcement of the intention to limit off-season use. If 

there are 3 off-season uses to be allowed due to that being the 

“current condition” than the amendment should state that up to 3 



 

 

off-season uses with no more that 100 people are allowed. The 

number of days for each of these events should also be included. 

As written, each event could last for 50 days and result in a total of 

a 150 days of off-season use. A clear statement would be along the 

lines of “No more than 3 off-season events of no more than 3 days 

duration each with no more than 100 people are allowed”. Please 

make the provision for off-season use clear and enforceable.  

○ Provision for off campus uses being canceled: The program 

description references “off-site” activities. The 505-person on-site 

capacity limit does not include these off-campus participants, which is 

reasonable given the extent of the County’s authority, but what happens if 

off-site program activities are canceled? Bringing those individuals back 

to the PD would then exceed the 505-person limit. Given that large 

natural events (fire, flood etc.) are increasingly frequent, the need to deal 

with this issue is predictable and not an emergency. Please include a 

plan for the cancellation of off-campus activities that does not 

include exceeding the 505-person on-site limit. 

○ Provide for operational flexibility, a business need, by providing a 

maximum daily occupancy and a total yearly occupancy. Simply 

calculating the total current annual days of use and establishing that as 

the total allowable days of use could allow for operational flexibility, for 

instance, more winter events of smaller numbers, a single larger winter 

event, or expansion into the spring and fall shoulder seasons as appears 

to be the intent, without increasing overall impacts. Please add a 

maximum number of annual use days to provide clarity and 

potentially operational flexibility. 

○ Procedures for violations: While great progress is being made, which 

would be further advanced by incorporating the suggestions above, in 

defining current conditions and imposing occupancy limits, there is no 

provision for violation of the terms. Review of Exhibit A-1 Notations and 

Recommended Conditions of Approval does not find any agreed 

upon penalty structure for violating the terms of the approval. Given 

JH’s persistent behaviour of exceeding occupancy limits and 

building without approval/permits, a clear agreement for 

remediating such behaviours in the future is required. Perhaps a 

$10,000 a day per person fine for exceeding the occupancy limit 

and a destroy and pay fines provision for unauthorized 

construction, similar to the provisions our local irrigators face when 

irrigating under curtailment provisions? Remember, this 

organization has very deep pockets, so any fine needs to be a real 

disincentive.  Please include clear provisions for violating the 

terms of the Zone change and use permit. 

 

2. Procedures for future changes in occupancy and physical infrastructure. 

Exhibit A-1 Paragraphs 10-14 state that significant changes will require a PD 

amendment and Use Permit modification. I am grateful for those clear provisions; 



 

 

however, I would like to ensure that they allow for meaningful community input. 

The staff analysis for this application notes (p. 8) “A Notice of Public Hearing was 

published in the Siskiyou Daily News on January 29, 2025, and mailed to property 

owners within 300 feet of the applicant’s property. Four public comments have been 

submitted in opposition to the project”. There has been a long-term history of many 

interested parties who are not within 300 ft of the property and the Planning staff 

made no effort to contact them. These people have asked to be kept informed of any 

planning action related to JH and their contact information could be found by 

reviewing old files on the topic. The notice that did go out had scant information, a 

bare minimum notice of the hearing without a link or description of where find 

substantive material. The County Planning and/or Community Development website 

did not post or offer access to files with the application or staff recommendations, 

and when my husband did FOIA request for information (under direction from County 

planning staff on how to get information) all he received was two pages, the 

signature pages for the application. Material was finally posted to the Planning 

Commission agenda as “view details” 3 business days prior to the Commission 

meeting. All this made it exceeding difficult for a regular citizen to give meaningful 

input on this issue that greatly affects our lives. After the Planning Commission 

meeting, I heard “No one showed up and there were only 4 letters”.  This is not an 

indication of disinterest, rather an indication of how difficult being an engaged citizen 

has become. Please instruct Planning and Community Development Staff to 

maintain and use a list of interested parties and post readily accessible and 

comprehensive materials on the County website for any proposed JH action at 

least 2 weeks in advance of any Planning Commission or Supervisor Hearings. 

 

3. Ensure neighbor and JH staff and guest fire safety. Fire safety is a critically 

important issue. As we have seen in many recent fires, fire behavior is 

increasingly extreme and can easily overrun any escape or containment efforts. 

JH lies deep in the Wildland Urban Interface down long twisting, narrow country 

roads that would not support rapid evacuation of JH staff, guests, community 

members, and livestock trailers while emergency personal try to obtain access. 

This is a recipe for the loss of life on a significant scale. County staff and Cal 

Fire, presumably after consultation with legal counsel, have taken the position 

that CalFire 4290 regulations do not apply to this application because there is no 

new construction proposed. Even if this is the case, the application makes many 

misleading and outright erroneous statements about fire safety issues and 

emergency evacuation routes. Leaving these statements standing in a document 

approved by the County would render attempting to correct them at some future 

time extremely difficult.  Let’s consider each of the statements separately as this 

is a critically important issue, which, if handled incorrectly, will lead to the loss of 

life and property when the inevitable high intensity fire strikes this high housing 

density area deep in the Wildland Urban Interface.  

○ The application states (p. 12-13) “JH Ranch has provided reasonable 

evacuation routes from its facility, along existing public roads, as well as 

an Evacuation Plan for JH Ranch's operations.” This statement is untrue 

as these routes do not provide reasonable egress for 505 guests and staff 

as well as many local residents with livestock trailers and possessions 

while allowing simultaneous ingress of emergency personnel. In 2014, a 



 

 

group of local residents evaluated two proposed evacuation routes and 

found them entirely inadequate to meet CalFire 4290 safe road 

standards. The results of this analysis were sent to the County from 

“Friends of French Creek” dated 11/20/2014 and is attached below. The 

County followed up with a “JH Road Tour” and the resulting minutes 

contain specific actions for the escape routes to be deemed safe and 

adequate (document attached below). To my knowledge, none of the 

needed improvements have occurred. While the County may feel legally 

compelled to accept the fire risk as it now stands, it is not required to 

confirm that the situation is adequate for safety in the current fire regime. 

Please remove any statement that indicates that the current planned 

evacuation routes are sufficient for the need. 

○ The application states “3 14 Cal. Code Regs., §1270.03(b), provides that 

SRA does not apply "where an application for a Building permit is filed 

after January 1, 1991," so long as the "parcel was formed from a parcel 

map or tentative map approved prior to January 1, 1991." (footnote p. 12), 

which appears to set the stage that JH would not be compelled to 

address Cal Fire State Resource Area requirements for future 

development. Please see the attached letter From Cal Fire dated April 19, 

2016 that clearly states the requested change in occupancy at that time 

from 387 to 482 did require JH to meet 4290 requirements, which has 

been blatantly ignored and places both them and “us”, local residents, in 

grave danger. Please include this history somewhere in the Planning 

document to make sure that is recorded and not allowed to repeat. 

○ I was heartened to see that Exhibit A-1 Paragraph 5. states “The JH 

Ranch shall enter into and maintain a memorandum of 

understanding with the Local Office of Emergency Services for 

wildfire/disaster evacuation protocol”. What is contained within the 

protocol? Requiring JH to evacuate upon a 90% red flag warning 

would substantially increase safety. Please do approve this 

amendment until the agreement with OES is written, opened 

for public comment and formally included in this amendment. 

 

 

Thank you for considering my comments. I hope they are specific enough to be 

constructive and helpful. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Betsy Stapleton 

 

   

 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 

 



From: Michael Stapleton
To: Ray Haupt; Jess Harris; Ed Valenzuela; Michael Kobseff; Nancy Ogren
Cc: Wendy Winningham
Subject: Re: Two photos attached showing two different JH trucks that crashed into one of my fields on French Creek

Ranch (JH PD and Zone Amendment Comments for March 18 BOS Meeting)
Date: Monday, March 3, 2025 8:35:53 AM
Attachments: IMG_6326.HEIC

Dear Supervisors,

Please see additional information (photos attached below) on the impact that the JH
traffic has on French Creek Rd.

Thank you,
Michael Stapleton

On Sun, Mar 2, 2025 at 12:57 PM Michael Stapleton <frenchcreek@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Supervisors,

Please accept my comment letter with attachments on the JH Zone Change and
Use Amendment which is on your agenda for the March 18th meeting.  I have
attached them in a document for your review.  I was told by a fellow supervisor to
get the comments to you in a timely fashion so that you have time to read them
before the meeting with a cc to Wendy.

I also apologize greatly for not being able to attend the meeting in person as I
have three previously scheduled medical appointments in Medford on March
18th.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Michael Stapleton
5104 French Creek Rd. 
Etna, CA 96027

mailto:frenchcreek@gmail.com
mailto:rhaupt@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:jharris@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:evalenzuela@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:mkobseff@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:nogren@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:wendy@sisqvotes.org
mailto:frenchcreek@gmail.com







From: Michael Stapleton
To: Ray Haupt; Jess Harris; Ed Valenzuela; Michael Kobseff; Nancy Ogren
Cc: Wendy Winningham
Subject: JH PD and Zone Amendment Comments for March 18 BOS Meeting
Date: Sunday, March 2, 2025 12:58:40 PM
Attachments: Comments on JH Application March 2, 2025 (1).pdf

Attachment A.pdf
Screenshot 2025-03-02 at 9.33.15 AM.png
JH Accident 10-26-2017.pdf
Screenshot 2025-03-01 at 8.40.19 AM.png

Dear Supervisors,

Please accept my comment letter with attachments on the JH Zone Change and Use
Amendment which is on your agenda for the March 18th meeting.  I have attached
them in a document for your review.  I was told by a fellow supervisor to get the
comments to you in a timely fashion so that you have time to read them before the
meeting with a cc to Wendy.

I also apologize greatly for not being able to attend the meeting in person as I have
three previously scheduled medical appointments in Medford on March 18th.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Michael Stapleton
5104 French Creek Rd. 
Etna, CA 96027

mailto:frenchcreek@gmail.com
mailto:rhaupt@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:jharris@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:evalenzuela@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:mkobseff@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:nogren@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:wendy@sisqvotes.org



                                         March 2, 2025   
  
 
Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors 
Board of Supervisors Meeting March 18 at 9:00 am 
 
Subject:  JH Ranch Zone Change (Z-23-06) and Use Permit (UP-24-16) 
 
Dear Supervisors:: 
 
Please consider these questions and comments when approving this Zone Change and 
Use Permit  for the JH Resort: 
 
Occupancy 
 


● Did the County negotiate with JH on the 505 person occupancy or just take the 
JH’s word for it?  Does it include guests and staff?  I commend Siskiyou County 
for working on putting a permanent limit  on occupancy by the JH and hopefully it 
will be more successful than past attempts. 
 


● If this 505 person occupancy is for the 79 acres on the Plan Development, does 
this limit also apply for all other the additional acreage and homes that the JH 
has purchased / built  in recent years outside the Planned Development? 
OnxMaps (screenshot attached) shows the JH main parcel at 229 acres plus 
numerous other parcels owned by the JH and their affiliate from Alabama, 
Children of Grace Foundation.  All of these parcels are part of the commercial 
operation of the JH. Please make this 505 occupancy include all clients and staff 
on all of the JH parcels including those of the Children of Grace Foundation. 


 
● Does this occupancy limit include clients that are being entertained off site on  


other private and public lands? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Year-round Guest Ranch Operation 
 


● Page 8,  Section 3.1 “Overall Use and Intent” of the Planned Development  Plan 
Amendment Application submitted to Siskiyou County in November 2023 states: 


           “The use of the properties shown in the PDPA is for a year-round “Guest Ranch” 
           Operation”.  This request was not mentioned in the “Notice of Public Hearing”? 
           How is this not an increase in occupancy?  The JH claims that they have had          
           three winter season 100 person events and any future winter season events 
            should be limited to this “baseline” in their permit to make them comply. 
      


● The residents of French Creek currently must endure the high levels of traffic and 
noise 4 months per year, now we have to endure it for 12 months?  In the last 
few years, the JH Resort has totaled two JH Resort trucks by running them off of 
French Creek Rd at high speeds into a field next to the road on my ranch. The 
CHP said that one of the drivers who “disappeared” after the accident was 
suspected of being intoxicated and was driving on a suspended drivers license 
due to a prior DUI (Accident Report attached). 


 
● The current sewage treatment system at the JH Resort separates the solids (and 


taken where?) from the liquids.  The liquids are then pumped to a leach field 
positioned right next to French Creek.  The liquids are dispersed into the soil via 
emitters approximately 6” deep.  How does this work when the ground is frozen 
and what keeps it from just entering French Creek?  The existing sewage 
treatment system will not work for large occupancy year-round use. 


 
● The JH Resort is located in “Critical Deer Wintering Ground” as dictated in the 


Scott Valley Area Plan and this level of occupancy is not allowed for year-round 
occupancy.  How could the County Planning staff say this would be compatible 
with the Scott Valley Area Plan?  This level of development is exactly what the 
Plan was trying to prevent. 
 


● The JH has claimed that they have to operate year round as they can barely 
“make it” on just their summer operations.  I have attached a screenshot for their 
website showing how much they are charging for some of their sessions.  
Considering that much of their staff are out of state volunteers and their tax- 
exempt status, I find it hard to believe they can barely make it.  It appears that 
they are making millions and millions of dollars off of the back of Siskiyou County. 


 
 
 







Cal Fire 4290  State Resource Area Regulations 
 


● The JH Resort does not have the required fire emergency ingress and egress 
under the 4290 Regulations.  The cutoff road between Miner’s Creek Rd. and 
French Creek Rd. does not meet the 4290 requirements both for curve radii and 
steepness of grades.  With the JH Resort located in the Wildland Interface and 
being surrounded by volatile low elevation pine forests with hundreds of rental 
cars parked on the property, it is extremely important that these requirements are 
enforced. 


 
● A section of French Creek Rd. in the French Creek Canyon below JH is 11’-14’ 


wide and will be a major traffic bottleneck in the event of a disaster. 
 


● The JH claims that they have not had new construction in recent years but they 
have an “Old Shop” and a “New Shop” which was built a few years ago. As 
recently as Feb. 25, two “AB Construction”  contractor trucks with tool trailers 
were seen heading down French Creek Rd. JH has used this contractor on 
several building projects in the past. How does this make them exempt from 
4290 Safe Fire Regulations? 


 
● Last summer during the Shelly Fire, Klamath National Forest was shut down 


north of the Sawyers Bar Rd. Despite this closure, it was reported that the JH 
Resort took their teenage clients on a backpacking trip off of Salmon Summit to 
Meeks Meadow which is approximately a mile from the closure and endangering 
their lives. 


 
 
Water Usage 
 


● The JH Resort is a commercial user of our limited water supply just like 
agricultural users.  While commercial agricultural users are subject to 
curtailments, the JH Resort should also be required to limit their water use.   


 
Residents of French Creek 
 


● Many residents of French Creek have been fighting the illegal expansion of the 
JH for over the past 30 years but yet it has still continued.  Several residents 
finally could not handle the traffic, noise, and endless activity from the hundreds 
and hundreds of JH clients and staff and ended up selling their homes to the JH. 







Now the JH has used their former properties to expand even more.  Other 
residents have simply given up on fighting as they feel that  the tax-exempt out- 
of-state JH operation seems to be more important than the lives of the tax paying 
citizens of French Creek.  The citizens don’t have the high- paid managers and 
expensive lawyers that the JH has but have to rely on their Siskiyou County 
representatives. 
 


● The biggest impact to the citizens of French Creek is the endless JH traffic.  The 
clients just don’t arrive in their hundreds of rental cars and stay at the JH until the 
end of their sessions.  Instead they make endless daily trips up and down French 
Creek Rd. at all hours of the day and night.  Reality is much different that what 
the JH puts in their applications for approval. I can’t imagine how these hundreds 
of cars will escape in a wind driven fire event at the JH?  Why isn’t a Traffic 
Mitigation Plan  being required of the JH? 


 
Maybe additional conditions should be considered before approval? 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these  comments and also for your services to the 
citizens of Siskiyou County.  I apologize greatly for not attending the BOS Meeting in 
person as I have three previously scheduled medical appointments in Medford on 
March 18th. 
 
Michael Stapleton,  
5104 French Creek Rd 
Etna, CA 96027 
 
Attachment A 
Screenshot from OnxMaps showing JH parcels 
CHP Accident Report on French Creek Rd. 
Screenshot from JH website 
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Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors 
Board of Supervisors Meeting March 18 at 9:00 am 
 
Subject:  JH Ranch Zone Change (Z-23-06) and Use Permit (UP-24-16) 
 
Dear Supervisors:: 
 
Please consider these questions and comments when approving this Zone Change and 
Use Permit  for the JH Resort: 
 
Occupancy 
 

● Did the County negotiate with JH on the 505 person occupancy or just take the 
JH’s word for it?  Does it include guests and staff?  I commend Siskiyou County 
for working on putting a permanent limit  on occupancy by the JH and hopefully it 
will be more successful than past attempts. 
 

● If this 505 person occupancy is for the 79 acres on the Plan Development, does 
this limit also apply for all other the additional acreage and homes that the JH 
has purchased / built  in recent years outside the Planned Development? 
OnxMaps (screenshot attached) shows the JH main parcel at 229 acres plus 
numerous other parcels owned by the JH and their affiliate from Alabama, 
Children of Grace Foundation.  All of these parcels are part of the commercial 
operation of the JH. Please make this 505 occupancy include all clients and staff 
on all of the JH parcels including those of the Children of Grace Foundation. 

 
● Does this occupancy limit include clients that are being entertained off site on  

other private and public lands? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Year-round Guest Ranch Operation 
 

● Page 8,  Section 3.1 “Overall Use and Intent” of the Planned Development  Plan 
Amendment Application submitted to Siskiyou County in November 2023 states: 

           “The use of the properties shown in the PDPA is for a year-round “Guest Ranch” 
           Operation”.  This request was not mentioned in the “Notice of Public Hearing”? 
           How is this not an increase in occupancy?  The JH claims that they have had          
           three winter season 100 person events and any future winter season events 
            should be limited to this “baseline” in their permit to make them comply. 
      

● The residents of French Creek currently must endure the high levels of traffic and 
noise 4 months per year, now we have to endure it for 12 months?  In the last 
few years, the JH Resort has totaled two JH Resort trucks by running them off of 
French Creek Rd at high speeds into a field next to the road on my ranch. The 
CHP said that one of the drivers who “disappeared” after the accident was 
suspected of being intoxicated and was driving on a suspended drivers license 
due to a prior DUI (Accident Report attached). 

 
● The current sewage treatment system at the JH Resort separates the solids (and 

taken where?) from the liquids.  The liquids are then pumped to a leach field 
positioned right next to French Creek.  The liquids are dispersed into the soil via 
emitters approximately 6” deep.  How does this work when the ground is frozen 
and what keeps it from just entering French Creek?  The existing sewage 
treatment system will not work for large occupancy year-round use. 

 
● The JH Resort is located in “Critical Deer Wintering Ground” as dictated in the 

Scott Valley Area Plan and this level of occupancy is not allowed for year-round 
occupancy.  How could the County Planning staff say this would be compatible 
with the Scott Valley Area Plan?  This level of development is exactly what the 
Plan was trying to prevent. 
 

● The JH has claimed that they have to operate year round as they can barely 
“make it” on just their summer operations.  I have attached a screenshot for their 
website showing how much they are charging for some of their sessions.  
Considering that much of their staff are out of state volunteers and their tax- 
exempt status, I find it hard to believe they can barely make it.  It appears that 
they are making millions and millions of dollars off of the back of Siskiyou County. 

 
 
 



Cal Fire 4290  State Resource Area Regulations 
 

● The JH Resort does not have the required fire emergency ingress and egress 
under the 4290 Regulations.  The cutoff road between Miner’s Creek Rd. and 
French Creek Rd. does not meet the 4290 requirements both for curve radii and 
steepness of grades.  With the JH Resort located in the Wildland Interface and 
being surrounded by volatile low elevation pine forests with hundreds of rental 
cars parked on the property, it is extremely important that these requirements are 
enforced. 

 
● A section of French Creek Rd. in the French Creek Canyon below JH is 11’-14’ 

wide and will be a major traffic bottleneck in the event of a disaster. 
 

● The JH claims that they have not had new construction in recent years but they 
have an “Old Shop” and a “New Shop” which was built a few years ago. As 
recently as Feb. 25, two “AB Construction”  contractor trucks with tool trailers 
were seen heading down French Creek Rd. JH has used this contractor on 
several building projects in the past. How does this make them exempt from 
4290 Safe Fire Regulations? 

 
● Last summer during the Shelly Fire, Klamath National Forest was shut down 

north of the Sawyers Bar Rd. Despite this closure, it was reported that the JH 
Resort took their teenage clients on a backpacking trip off of Salmon Summit to 
Meeks Meadow which is approximately a mile from the closure and endangering 
their lives. 

 
 
Water Usage 
 

● The JH Resort is a commercial user of our limited water supply just like 
agricultural users.  While commercial agricultural users are subject to 
curtailments, the JH Resort should also be required to limit their water use.   

 
Residents of French Creek 
 

● Many residents of French Creek have been fighting the illegal expansion of the 
JH for over the past 30 years but yet it has still continued.  Several residents 
finally could not handle the traffic, noise, and endless activity from the hundreds 
and hundreds of JH clients and staff and ended up selling their homes to the JH. 



Now the JH has used their former properties to expand even more.  Other 
residents have simply given up on fighting as they feel that  the tax-exempt out- 
of-state JH operation seems to be more important than the lives of the tax paying 
citizens of French Creek.  The citizens don’t have the high- paid managers and 
expensive lawyers that the JH has but have to rely on their Siskiyou County 
representatives. 
 

● The biggest impact to the citizens of French Creek is the endless JH traffic.  The 
clients just don’t arrive in their hundreds of rental cars and stay at the JH until the 
end of their sessions.  Instead they make endless daily trips up and down French 
Creek Rd. at all hours of the day and night.  Reality is much different that what 
the JH puts in their applications for approval. I can’t imagine how these hundreds 
of cars will escape in a wind driven fire event at the JH?  Why isn’t a Traffic 
Mitigation Plan  being required of the JH? 

 
Maybe additional conditions should be considered before approval? 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these  comments and also for your services to the 
citizens of Siskiyou County.  I apologize greatly for not attending the BOS Meeting in 
person as I have three previously scheduled medical appointments in Medford on 
March 18th. 
 
Michael Stapleton,  
5104 French Creek Rd 
Etna, CA 96027 
 
Attachment A 
Screenshot from OnxMaps showing JH parcels 
CHP Accident Report on French Creek Rd. 
Screenshot from JH website 

 



































From: Janine Rowe
To: Janine Rowe
Subject: FW: JH Ranch Zone Change Update (Z2306) / Use Permit (UP2416) Opposition
Date: Friday, March 14, 2025 11:47:30 AM
Attachments: JH Ranch Zone Change Update (Z2306) _ Use Permit (UP2416)- - Google Docs (1).pdf

From: Raquel Leah <raquel.schenone@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2025 12:36 AM
To: Wendy Winningham <wendy@sisqvotes.org>
Subject: Fwd: JH Ranch Zone Change Update (Z2306) / Use Permit (UP2416) Opposition

To Siskiyou County Supervisors,

My name is Raquel Schenone and I have called Scott Valley my home since we moved
here when I was 5 in 1995. I grew up on a ranch up Miner's Creek Rd, of which I am
currently helping to run. One of my main goals in life is to help maintain the beauty and
peace of this area, so that it still exists for my children, grandchildren and my community
to enjoy and sustain themselves on well into the future. I moved back here 5 years ago
and have been practicing as a veterinarian in the area, so my commitment to the
betterment of my community is forefront. With that being said, I am writing you asking
that you do not allow JH Ranch to increase their occupancy to 505 people May-
September and that you hold their business accountable in regards to environmental
and community impacts. 

Attached is a letter that I emailed to the Siskiyou County Planning Division on Feb
18th at 1:44PM. This letter does not appear to have been included in the JH Ranch
permit change document created and signed by the planning division before or after the
meeting on Feb.19th where they recommended that the change be allowed. The
planning division stated only 4 letters were sent in opposition. My letter was the 5th had
it been included, and it should have been since it was emailed before the deadline of Feb
18th, 5PM.

I hope that you carefully consider what it will mean to our local community and
environment if you allow a town the size of Etna to suddenly exist when there has not
even been close to that many people living in the proposed area in the past, especially
during the season of peak fire danger and water rights restrictions. JH Ranch has not
operated at a 505 person capacity for as long as I have lived in the area. Our ranch has
French and Miner's creek running through it, and these creeks already struggle in the
summer. French creek runs right by and through JH Ranch. There is no doubt 505 people
living in a watershed that already struggles will have serious impacts on the environment

mailto:jrowe@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:jrowe@co.siskiyou.ca.us
mailto:raquel.schenone@gmail.com
mailto:wendy@sisqvotes.org



 2/18/2025 


 Raquel Schenone and Rebecca Schenone-Chase 
 6325 Miners Creek Rd. 
 Etna, California, 96094 


 Re: JH Ranch Zone Change Update (Z2306) / Use Permit (UP2416) 


 To Siskiyou County Planning Commissioners: 


 I, Raquel Schenone, am writing this letter in opposition to the JH Ranch zone change and 
 use permit application proposal. I am also representing my family members including Rebecca 
 Schenone-Chase, Dominic and Taylor Schenone, John and Diana Schenone, and Kevin Kearsley. 
 We are members of this community, in addition to full and part time residents of 6325 Miners 
 Creek Road, Etna, California. We are asking that you deny this application as it is not based on 
 facts and it states misinformation about JH Ranch’s goals and current uses. 


 This project will cause a significant negative impact to the environment and the 
 surrounding community. This project should not be exempt from the California Environmental 
 Quality Act (CEQA) due to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Existing Facilities. JH Ranch 
 does not currently operate at a 505 person occupancy and should not have been operating at this 
 level at any point, as this is a violation of their current allowance. 


 JH Ranch is located at the headwaters of French Creek, an important watershed where 
 endangered species like Coho salmon rear their young. This creek is very sensitive to any 
 environmental changes and the amount of water and quality of water is directly affected by how 
 many people are living next to it. 


 Allowing 505 people (which is almost the population of Etna), live/vacation on 79 acres 
 during May-September when water is scarce in this watershed, and potential year-round, is in 
 direct violation of the CEQA guidelines. Namely the first guideline stating, “  The project has the 
 potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
 of fish or wildlife population, cause a fish or wildlife species to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
 threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, significantly reduce the number or restrict the 







 range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the 
 major periods of California history or prehistory  .” 


 The application states that 505 people will produce 37,920 gallons per day of sewage, but 
 will only use 80 gallons of water per day? The total amount of water used will be closer to 
 40,400 gallons per day (which is almost 500,000 gallons per year.) This information is direct 
 from the application, see below: 
 Sewage Disposal: 
 Current: 505 persons a day 
 Potential: Not to exceed 37,920 gallons per day. Any occupancy increase must update PD. 
 Water Supply: 
 Current: 505 persons a day 
 Potential: Not to exceed 80 gallons per day. Any occupancy increase must update PD. 


 Stating that 80 gallons of water use per day for 550 people is either a mistake in the 
 application or an attempt to provide misinformation and have it approved, as closer to 40,400 
 gallons of water will be used per day, which will significantly impact the watershed and the 
 ecosystem. 


 This project also violates the 3rd guideline set by the CEQA, which states,  “The 
 environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
 directly or indirectly.”  With 505 people using water, urinating and defecating, producing trash, 
 creating light and noise pollution, and increasing fire danger year round, this project will clearly 
 adversely effect other humans. The land owners and residents that live near this project will be 
 the most affected, in addition to all the wildlife that call this area home; but all residents of 
 Siskiyou County will be affected as this sets a precedent for outside interests to continue to 
 exploit our county with no oversight from our county governmental officials. 


 For the past several years, farmers have been curtailed from using their water rights by 
 the California State Water Board throughout Siskiyou County, including farmers that rely on 
 water from French creek. These are historical and legal rights, but due to current environmental 
 conditions including drought, these rights have been curtailed in order to ensure the ecosystem 
 does not collapse. While deemed necessary by the state, this has made it extremely difficult to 
 perform the activities that entail agriculture including feeding livestock and growing crops. Why 
 are farmers not permitted to use their historical and legal water rights, while a large out of state 
 corporation is permitted to exploit these same resources for recreation for non-residents who also 
 do not contribute anything to our community? 


 If you approve this change, 505 people will begin pulling water from an aquifer that is 
 already in a crisis. JH Ranch is doing this for their own personal financial gain, directly helping 







 their stakeholders mainly located in Alabama and likely a select few people in our community. 
 How is this project beneficial for Siskiyou County as a whole since it does not bring in any tax 
 revenue and only depletes resources that many Siskiyou County residents are now not allowed to 
 use for farming to produce food for the local community and to bolster our local economy? 


 It is irresponsible and  short sighted for the Siskiyou County Planning Division and the 
 Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors to approve this permit change. Stating that it is “simply in 
 order to bring JH Ranch into compliance” is not accurate and misleading as JH Ranch does not 
 operate at a 505 people occupancy and has not done so according to my knowledge. They do not 
 have the amount of water and infrastructure to support this large of an operation without 
 negatively impacting the surrounding ecosystem and community.  If JH Ranch has been 
 operating at this level, they have not been in compliance with their current permits and should 
 not be continually allowed to skirt regulations that everyone else has to follow. Just because 
 something is “historical”, does not make it acceptable or worthy of exemption from 
 environmental and community impact considerations. 


 Approving this change tells the residents of Siskiyou County that corporations, 
 especially out of state, tax exempt organizations, are allowed to do whatever they want despite 
 many proven adverse effects to the local community, while farmers and other local business 
 owners have to adhere to strict rules that can sometimes cause them and their customers 
 direct/indirect harm. It tells Siskiyou County residents that our county government officials do 
 not care if our community is exploited by entities that seek to deplete our resources for personal 
 financial gain rather than do what is right and operate at a sustainable level for the current 
 environmental conditions. By approving this change, residents of Siskiyou County are told that it 
 is acceptable for a business to not pay taxes, not give back to the community, not buy local and 
 not hire predominantly local. Local residents are told that they are here to serve outside interests, 
 that the potential collapse of our sensitive ecosystems does not matter, and that our way of life as 
 a farming community that supports each other does not matter. Please reconsider your 
 recommendation to allow this zone and use permit change brought forward by JH Ranch. 


 Sincerely, 


 Raquel Schenone, DVM 







and their fellow neighbor's land. Allowing this change doesn't just create negative
physical consequences for the land and community, but it sends a message to the local
community that our concerns are of no consequence. 
 
With all farmers and ranchers in our valley being restricted from using their water rights
to grow food and run their agricultural businesses the last several years, allowing a guest
ranch exemption from environmental impact review doesn't make any sense. I have no
idea why anyone that cares about our county and the beauty of our area would allow this
to happen. 505 people living right next to one of the most sensitive watersheds in the
state is irresponsible and a slap in the face to every single person that runs a ranch or
farm in this county, not to mention a huge fire hazard. pollution and traffic issue. If
ranchers and farmers don't have enough water to grow feed for their livestock, a guest
ranch upstream of them should not be allowed to operate at 505 capacity. By approving
this change, you are essentially saying that yes, 505 out of town guest's ability to
recreate and go swimming in a giant lake created from French Creek water is more
important than the health of our home and local ranches and farms. 
 
I hope that you make this decision based on what aligns with the greater good of our
community/environment and not be swayed by an outside corporation that does not
care how they impact what is around them. Money is clearly the motivator here and it
would be absolutely devastating for everyone in our community to witness one of the
most beautiful places in the world ruined by corporate greed. It is very possible for JH
Ranch to run a sustainable business that has a positive effect on its surroundings, but
instead they continually strive to do the opposite. Thank you for your time. I will not be
able to attend the meeting as I will be at work. 
 
 
Best,
 
 
Raquel Schenone, DVM  
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 6325 Miners Creek Rd. 
 Etna, California, 96094 

 Re: JH Ranch Zone Change Update (Z2306) / Use Permit (UP2416) 

 To Siskiyou County Planning Commissioners: 

 I, Raquel Schenone, am writing this letter in opposition to the JH Ranch zone change and 
 use permit application proposal. I am also representing my family members including Rebecca 
 Schenone-Chase, Dominic and Taylor Schenone, John and Diana Schenone, and Kevin Kearsley. 
 We are members of this community, in addition to full and part time residents of 6325 Miners 
 Creek Road, Etna, California. We are asking that you deny this application as it is not based on 
 facts and it states misinformation about JH Ranch’s goals and current uses. 

 This project will cause a significant negative impact to the environment and the 
 surrounding community. This project should not be exempt from the California Environmental 
 Quality Act (CEQA) due to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Existing Facilities. JH Ranch 
 does not currently operate at a 505 person occupancy and should not have been operating at this 
 level at any point, as this is a violation of their current allowance. 

 JH Ranch is located at the headwaters of French Creek, an important watershed where 
 endangered species like Coho salmon rear their young. This creek is very sensitive to any 
 environmental changes and the amount of water and quality of water is directly affected by how 
 many people are living next to it. 

 Allowing 505 people (which is almost the population of Etna), live/vacation on 79 acres 
 during May-September when water is scarce in this watershed, and potential year-round, is in 
 direct violation of the CEQA guidelines. Namely the first guideline stating, “  The project has the 
 potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
 of fish or wildlife population, cause a fish or wildlife species to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
 threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, significantly reduce the number or restrict the 



 range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the 
 major periods of California history or prehistory  .” 

 The application states that 505 people will produce 37,920 gallons per day of sewage, but 
 will only use 80 gallons of water per day? The total amount of water used will be closer to 
 40,400 gallons per day (which is almost 500,000 gallons per year.) This information is direct 
 from the application, see below: 
 Sewage Disposal: 
 Current: 505 persons a day 
 Potential: Not to exceed 37,920 gallons per day. Any occupancy increase must update PD. 
 Water Supply: 
 Current: 505 persons a day 
 Potential: Not to exceed 80 gallons per day. Any occupancy increase must update PD. 

 Stating that 80 gallons of water use per day for 550 people is either a mistake in the 
 application or an attempt to provide misinformation and have it approved, as closer to 40,400 
 gallons of water will be used per day, which will significantly impact the watershed and the 
 ecosystem. 

 This project also violates the 3rd guideline set by the CEQA, which states,  “The 
 environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
 directly or indirectly.”  With 505 people using water, urinating and defecating, producing trash, 
 creating light and noise pollution, and increasing fire danger year round, this project will clearly 
 adversely effect other humans. The land owners and residents that live near this project will be 
 the most affected, in addition to all the wildlife that call this area home; but all residents of 
 Siskiyou County will be affected as this sets a precedent for outside interests to continue to 
 exploit our county with no oversight from our county governmental officials. 

 For the past several years, farmers have been curtailed from using their water rights by 
 the California State Water Board throughout Siskiyou County, including farmers that rely on 
 water from French creek. These are historical and legal rights, but due to current environmental 
 conditions including drought, these rights have been curtailed in order to ensure the ecosystem 
 does not collapse. While deemed necessary by the state, this has made it extremely difficult to 
 perform the activities that entail agriculture including feeding livestock and growing crops. Why 
 are farmers not permitted to use their historical and legal water rights, while a large out of state 
 corporation is permitted to exploit these same resources for recreation for non-residents who also 
 do not contribute anything to our community? 

 If you approve this change, 505 people will begin pulling water from an aquifer that is 
 already in a crisis. JH Ranch is doing this for their own personal financial gain, directly helping 



 their stakeholders mainly located in Alabama and likely a select few people in our community. 
 How is this project beneficial for Siskiyou County as a whole since it does not bring in any tax 
 revenue and only depletes resources that many Siskiyou County residents are now not allowed to 
 use for farming to produce food for the local community and to bolster our local economy? 

 It is irresponsible and  short sighted for the Siskiyou County Planning Division and the 
 Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors to approve this permit change. Stating that it is “simply in 
 order to bring JH Ranch into compliance” is not accurate and misleading as JH Ranch does not 
 operate at a 505 people occupancy and has not done so according to my knowledge. They do not 
 have the amount of water and infrastructure to support this large of an operation without 
 negatively impacting the surrounding ecosystem and community.  If JH Ranch has been 
 operating at this level, they have not been in compliance with their current permits and should 
 not be continually allowed to skirt regulations that everyone else has to follow. Just because 
 something is “historical”, does not make it acceptable or worthy of exemption from 
 environmental and community impact considerations. 

 Approving this change tells the residents of Siskiyou County that corporations, 
 especially out of state, tax exempt organizations, are allowed to do whatever they want despite 
 many proven adverse effects to the local community, while farmers and other local business 
 owners have to adhere to strict rules that can sometimes cause them and their customers 
 direct/indirect harm. It tells Siskiyou County residents that our county government officials do 
 not care if our community is exploited by entities that seek to deplete our resources for personal 
 financial gain rather than do what is right and operate at a sustainable level for the current 
 environmental conditions. By approving this change, residents of Siskiyou County are told that it 
 is acceptable for a business to not pay taxes, not give back to the community, not buy local and 
 not hire predominantly local. Local residents are told that they are here to serve outside interests, 
 that the potential collapse of our sensitive ecosystems does not matter, and that our way of life as 
 a farming community that supports each other does not matter. Please reconsider your 
 recommendation to allow this zone and use permit change brought forward by JH Ranch. 

 Sincerely, 

 Raquel Schenone, DVM 
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